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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

November 4, 1985

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President;

Enclosed for your information is an important speech my distinguished senior
colleague Jim McClure gave on the Senate Floor last Friday, defending your Strategic
Defense Initiative and your "fully justifiable" interpretation of the SALT T ABM
Treaty to allow full SDI development and testing.

Mr. President, Senator McClure has provided new evidence that the Soviets admit
their Surface to Air Missiles and Radars are being used as Anti-Ballistic Missiles,
in direct violation of the SALT I ABM Treaty. I have been calling attention to this
violation for two years. I note that this new Soviet admission was recently
confirmed by another Soviet official. T therefore request that in light of confirmed
Soviet admissions that their SAMs are dual capable ABMs, you review your judgements
about Soviet ABM Treaty violations in two areas.

First, Soviet concurrent testing of ABM and SaM components should be upgraded
from "highly probable violations" to unqualified "violations." Second, Soviet ABM-
and ABM-related actions in preparation for defense of the national territory of the
U.5.S.R. should be upgraded from a "potential violation and serious cause for
concern" to a clearcut "violation.”

I request that this review be reported in your November 15 Response to Soviet
(SALT) Violations Paper, and made public as soon as possible before the Summit.
Secretary of Defense Weinberger assured Senator Helms in a Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearing on October 31, 1985 that the Defense Department would answer the
Helms-Symms-McCLure letter of October 29, 1983 before the Summit, (Letter attached.)
It would thus appear that you are going to Geneva when the Soviets are engaged in 2
new Soviet SALT II violations, 2 new SALT I Interim Agreement violations, and 2 new
SALT I ABM Treaty violations.

G Sy

United States Senator

Attachments:
1.) Senator McClure's speech, November 1, 1985, "Preserving
Deterrence Through U.S. Strategic Strength."
2.) Senators Helms, Symms and McClure Letter of October 29, 1985.

Copies To:
Secretary of Defense
Secretary of State

Director, CIA

Chairman, JCS C 1/6‘/
Director, ACDA

Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480011-2



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480011-2

Llnited Srtates Scenate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

October 29, 1985

The President
The White liouse
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

We recently requested that you include on thne Geneva
Summit agenda the 32 Soviet SALT violations which you have
officially confirmed to the U.S. Congress. Thus we are very
pleased that you haove responded by staling at the UN:

We feel it will be nccessary at Geneva to discuss
with the Soviet Union what we believe are their
violations of a nunber of the provisions in a1l
these agrecnients, ..

In our judgment, no new U.S.-Soviet arrs control trcaty
can receive the advice and ccnsent of two-thirds of the
Senate for ratification until the Soviets reverse this
pattern of "break-out" from arms control. We belicve that a
Summit confrontation on all Soviet violations of existing
treaties is absolutely essential to preserve the credibility
and prospects for improving international security through
arms control.

But in addition to the 32 you have orficially certified,
we believe that new revelations on the eve of the Sunmit will
require us to face the fact of five danserous_new Soviet SALT
violations.

Secretary Weinberger has just confirmed that the Soviets
have deployed a mobile SS-25 "second new type" C3M forbidden
in the SALT II agreccument. This violation implics other
developments whnich trigpger at least four nmore violat. ons, for
a lotal of five (explained in detail in the attuchned Annex):

1. Credible press reports indicate that there arce 4%
mobile launchers for these forbidden $S-25s alrcady deployved,
with indications from new construction that upwards of 200
will ultimately be deployed. Tiis indicates that the Soviets
may already be exceeding the 2,504 number of missiles and
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bombers they had when SALT II was signed in 1979, and are
grossly exceeding the 2,250 SALT II ceiling.

2. Since these 45 SS-25s are capable of carrying MIRV
warhcads, it appcars that the Soviets nmust be in violution of
the most important SALT II ceiling limiting MiRVed 1CBM
launchers to 820.

3. Horeover, the deployument of the SS-25s defcats Lhe
object and purpose of the indefinitely-extended SALT I
Interim Agreewent,

4. Finally, the deployment of SS-25s supported from old
SS-T7 ICBM facilities violates the SALT I ICBM dismantling
procedures.,

¢ note that this action of the Soviets, and the
violations that are implied by the action, constitute an
attempt by thne Soviets to increase tensions. Perhaps this is
what Lhe Soviet lecader Mikhail Gorbochev wmeanl when he
described tihe international situation as "explosive"™ anag
threztened tne United States with "rough times" ahead.

We request that you include these five new violations in
the forthcoming report which you have mandated, nanely, tne
"Response to Soviet Violations Paper," known as the RSVP
recport and scheduled for release on November 15.

Finally, Mr. President, we urge you to raise them with
the Soviets at the Summit. Ve urge you to raise them with
tne American people. We believe that the Amwerican pcople
support a proportionate response to actions which break out
of tne arms control process. \We suggest that the appropriate
forum to explain this problem would be a Joint Session of
Congress, televised to the nation and the whole world by
satellite.

Respectfully,

QA s “\_l,\ RN
. S

ey \

/e,
< Q%‘l‘\,;”;f‘M

OWJ 7 Clevre
J
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Annex: Analysis of New Soviet SALT Violations

As you know, nine of us sent letters to you on September 29 and
October 4, 1985, requesting that you confront Soviet leader
Gorbachev with the 32 Presidentially confirmed Soviet SALT Break
Out violations at tHEVNSV&HBEE‘T@fio_IQSSWCEﬁéJd'Sﬂhm{tmech&jf“
A new and authoritative poll indicates that two thirds of the
American People agree with you that the Soviets are violating all
the existing arms control treaties, so your concerns about Soviet
cheating are supported by a solid majority. Americans should be
encouraged by your recent statement to the United Nations General
Assembly on October 24, confirming the inclusion of our request
as part of the agenda for the impending Summit:

-++ We feel it will be necessary at Geneva to discuss with
the Soviet Union what we believe are their violations of a
number of the provisions in all these agreements ..." [The
agreements you specifically cited as being violated were
the "ban on biological and toxin weapons, the 1975 Helsinki
accords on human rights and freedoms,” and the SALT I
Agreement-Treaty and SALT II Treaty "on strategic

weapons. "] '

Americans will also be encouraged by Defense Secretary

Weinberger's recent statement:

"... I'm sure the President will raise these violations (at
the Summit] because they are very relevant to any agrecement
that is signed in the future ... I'n guite sure he will
make the points again ..." (Interview with Allan Rrysking,
duman FEvents, October 26, 1985)

The Soviets are understandably quite sensitive to our widely

shared concerns about their expanding pattern of arms control

Break Out violations. Soviet news agency TASS severely attacked

our letters on October 9. Obviously, no new U.S. - Soviet arms

control treaty can receive the advice and consent of two thirds
of the Senate, for you to ratify it, until the Soviets reverse
their Break Out Violations of existing SALT treaties. A Sunmmit
confrontation on all their violations is absolutely essential to
preserve the prospects for improving international security
through arms control.

Dangerous New Soviet SALT Violations On The Eve of The Summit

But ominously, Mr. President, on the very eve of the Sumnit,
several new Soviet SALT violations have been revealed which cast
a dark shadow over the prospects for world peace through arms
control. We are alarned by Defense Secretary Weinberger's rocent
confirmation on October 22 that the Soviet Union has now
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operationally deployed its mobile SS-25 sccond "new type" I1CBM
(Soviet Ss-25 deployment directly violates SALT I1's Article IV
Paragraph 9 prohibition on deploying more than one "new type"
ICBM, while flight~testing and constructing fixed and mobile
deployed launchers for their second new Lype $6-24 1CBM.
Previously, you have confirmed to Congress that Soviet flight-—
testing of the SS-25 was a clearcut, "irreversible" SALT I1I
violation, because SALT II Article IV Paragraph 9 bans the
flight-testing of more than one "new type" 1CBM. Morcover, you
nave already confirmed that the $5-25's covert MIRV capability
and the full encryption of its flight-test telemetry were also

clearcut, unqualified Soviet SALT II violations.)

The timing of the confirmed SS-25 deploywnent banned by SALT I1I
comning just before the Summit, has dangerous implications for
American national security, especially when Soviet leader
Gorbachev 1s describing the international situation as
"cxplosive" and threatening "rough times" ahead for the U.S. if
we do not knuckle under to Soviet demands, as State Devartment
accommodationists are urging.

We therefore request that you officially confirm in public for
the benefit of the Congress and the American Pecople, on an urgent
basis before the Summit, the following further Soviet violations
which we believe result directly from the now confirmed Soviet
SS-25 deployment banned by SALT II. These direct results of SS-—
25 deployment entail over four even imore serious Soviet

violations of both SALT I and 11:

Two More New Soviet SALT Iﬁﬂyiolations

1. Credible press reports indicate that the Soviets have recently
deployed over 48 mobile ICBM launchers, which exceed even the
2,504 number of Soviet Strategic Nuclear Delivery Venhicles
(SNDVs) which they deceptively claimed to have when the SALT II
Treaty was signed in June, 1979. Moreover, over 20 bases for the
mobile SS-25 are reportedly under construction, indicating an
eventual 5S-25 force of well over 200 mobile launchers,

There was no agreed Soviet ceiling of 2,504 SNDVs in the SALT 11
Treaty. The agreed SNDV ceiling, to be coninon to both sides, was
2,250. But in June 1982, your State Department secretly “"agreced"
with the Soviets that their forces could be "capped" at their
claimed higher, June 1979 level of 2,504, without, however, the
U.S. having the right to the same number. As you recall, the
original SALT II Treaty was already unequal, unbalanced,
destabilizing, and not in the U.S. national security interest, in
the opinion of the Senate Armed Services Committce. In 1980, you
termed SALT 11 "fatally flawed” and "illegal" because it was
"uncqual."  3ut the State Department's 1982 sccret agreement
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concession converted SALT IT into an even wmore uncqgual treaty
than before. This explicit U.S. agrecement to unequal levels also
was inconsistent with the 1972 Jackson Amcndment to SALT I,
requiring equal levels of forces in SALT I1, and because it
secretly constrained U.S. forces by Excculive Agreement alone, we
believe it also was inconsistent with the Treaty-making power of
the Constitution and contrary to Section 33 of the Arms Control

and Disarmament Act.

Therefore, the recently confirmed deployuent of over 48 88-25
mobhile ICBM launchers, together with indications of an intended
force of over 200 $5-25s totally banned by SALT II, reveals that
the Soviets are now grossly exceeding even this 2, 504 deceptive,
conces ;16n41y, unogual ceiling. Morcover, their )O ‘plus new Bear
H Bombers, their 300 plus intercontinental Backfire bombers, and
of course their 200 i1llegally deployed mobile $5-16 1CBMs, which
they failed to acknowledgye in the June 1979 SALT [I Data
Exchange, also grossly exceed this ceiling.

2. Confirmed Soviet deployment of over 48 mobile 8S-25 1CBM
launchers also violates the most important SALT 11 celllng, the

limit of 820 MIRVed 1CBM launchers. This 1is bocanse you have
already confirmed to Congress that the $S-25 has a covert MIRV
capability, and the Soviets alrecady have 818 MIRVed SS-17, $S-18,
and SS-19 silo launchers. Given the Soviet history of deg aption
and cheating, we must consider a covert MIRV capability to be
exploited operationally, (The National Intelligence Estimate for
this year reportedly concludes that the Soviets have done this
with their superheavy SS-18 ICBM, deploying 14 MIRV warheads on
each one when SALT II allows only 10, another serious SALT 11
violation, by the way.) Thus Soviet deployment of any more than
only 2 covertly MIRV-capable SS-25 mobile I1CBM launchers violates
the crucial SALT I1 celling on MIRVed ICBMs, which are the most
dangerous wcapons in the world. In December, 1983, the Soviets
reportedly told the U.S. that they intended to violate this key
ceiling, along with the related ceilings on MIRVed 1C03Ms and
SLBMs and bombers equipped with long-range cruise missiles. Now
they have grossly violated these ceilings.

Mr. President, we hope that these three seorions new Soviet SALT
Il violations will f{inally convince the State Department Lo allow
the unratified SALT II Treaty to expire in December under ils own
terms, so that we will not have to dismantle after all the first
perfectly good Poseidon submarine, now scheduled to be cut up on
November 28, after the Summit. As you are aware, we aay have to
pursue Constitutional, legal, and legislative remedies against
the State Department if U.S. compliance with the unequal,
unratified SALT II Treaty continues past December.

Two More MNew Soviet SALT I Yiglq&jgﬂs
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3. In May, 1972, the U.S. warned in Unilateral Statement B to
the SALT I Interim Agrcement that Soviet deployment of mobile
ICBMs would be "inconsistent with the objectives" of SALT I. ‘The
SALT I Interim Agreenent was Jointly extended indefinitely by the
U.s. and the USSR 1n October, 1977, by parallel statements.

(This extension was approved by Congress, but with the HMcClure
caveat that no U.S. strategic force options for rescarch and
development should be constrained.) The 1972 U.S. Unilatleral
Statement thus warned the Soviets that the U.S. would consider
that mobile 1CBM deployment would defeat the object and purpose
of the Agrecment. HMobile SS-25 deployment must therefore be
regarded as defeating the object and purpose of SALT I, and thus
can also be considered a serious violation.

4. Your Presidential Report to Congress of February 1, 1985
stated that Soviet deployment of wobile 85-25 ICBM launchers at
0ld SS-7 complexes would be a "future violation" of the SALT I
ICBM Dismantling Procedures agreed in July, 1974. The SS-25's
now confirmed deployment therefore violates the SALT I
Dismantling Procedares, hecause the $5-25s are reportedly being
supported from old $S-7 ICBM support facilities at the Yurya and
Yoshkar-Ola old SS-7 complexes, which is directly prohibited by
the Dismantling Procedures. Why should the U.S. dismantle
Poseidon submarines, when the Soviets are violating the 1CBM
Dismantling Procedures?

Mr. President, these two new Soviet SALT I violations make it all
the more imperative that you withdraw the erroncous statements
from your June 10, 1985 Report to Congress inserted by the
detentist "permanent government" State Department burcaucracy,
saying that 'the Soviets have complied with the letter of SALT I
and with its limits on ICBMs and SLBMs.' WNot only did these
crroneous statements contradict your own 1978 statement that the
Soviets had repeatedly violated the "entire spirit and terms of
SALT I," but they totally contradict our own 1980 and 1934
Republican Party Platform attacks on the "Carter cover—-up of
Soviet SALT I violations." Moreover, your own arms control
General Advisory Committee Report of October 1284 confirms three
even more serious Soviet SALT I violations: heavy SS5-19 1C8M
deploynent, exceeding SLBM ceilings, and deliberate canouflage
and concealment.

Other Soviet Actions Increasing Nuclear War Risk

Finally, the Soviets are reportedly provocatively violating the
1971 Agreecnent to Reduce the Rlak of Outbreak of Nuclear War, by:

a) Electronically jamming U.S. strategic ecarly warning
detection systens;
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) Failing to notify the U.S. of this prohibited jamming, as
required; and :

c) Failing to notify the U.S. of the carly April 1984 salvo
Taunch of multiple Soviet $8-2053 on a prohibited azimuth
directly toward the U.S., as required.

Mr. President, these Soviet provocations, together with the
Presidentially confiraed Soviet violations of the 1962 Kennedy -
Khrushchev Agreenent ending the ‘ﬂﬂSXﬁ"ni sile Crisis, endanger
U'S:_HgffSHSL'}ecurlty—ﬁy_in asing the ri x of nuclear war. We
again warn you to be wary of Goruacncv s nuclear blackmail
threats, playing upon understandable Western fears of nuclear

wWar.

Conclusion: Necessity For Proportionate Responses

In conclusion, we awalt the Defense Departaent's Response to
Soviet Violations Paper, due to you by Kovember 15, becanse we
need to make use of it in preparing our own study of
proportionate responsces to the Soviet SALT violations, which we
intend to use for amendments to the proposced emergency rY 1986
Soviet Arms LOHthl Compliance Supplemental Defense Authorization
Request.

We believe that the State Departiment's unfounded restrictive
interpretation of the ABM Treaty has crippled your own Strategic
Defense Initiative, making $26 billion for inere SDI research over
20 years a tragic waste of ever scarcer defcnse funds. Such an
interpretation simply constitutes U.S. unilateral disarmanent and
appeasement. The State Department has alroady in effect traded
away your SDI, even before the Summit, and for no quid pro quo at
all in Soviet restraint. We do not support a double standard for
the Soviet Union, allowing their SALT I and 1I Break Out
Violations and massive strategic buildup, while the U.S. is
cnmeshed in the self-inposed strait-jacket of unilateral SALT
compliance. Continued full U.S. coupliance with the unognal SALT
I Interim Agreecient (originally intended for only {ive yoar's
duration) and the un-oqual, uaratificod sanp 11 Treaty is
unilateral disarmanent and appeasencent. A aajoritly of [he
Anecican People seem Lo agree that the U.S. should not conply
with arms control treaties that the Sovicis are violating.
Proportionate responses to Soviet SALT violations have been
overwhelmingly endorsed by Congress and the Miaorican People, and
Are necessary Lo preserve U.S. national security. The time for
"going the extra nmile" and for wmaking a “fresh start® in U.S. -
Soviet relations is unfortunately past, except in the unlikely
cevent that the Soviels agree at the Summit Lo ifmmediately reversoe
their SALT Break Out Violations. Our sworn Constitutiona)l daty,
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like yours, is to preserve the "Common Defense" This requires
proportionate responses supported by the American Pcople.

We thank you for responding positively to our requests, and we

remain your strong supporters, especially in these dangerous
times of crisis Summitry with the Soviets.
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November 1, 1985

According to an EPA internal docu-
ment, about five accidents involving
leaks of toxle substances occur every
day. The authors basc their concilu-
sions on a partially compicte data
base, the best available, which covers
only part of the United States. When
extrapolated to the entire country, the
Lrue accident rale is probably several
tiroes higher.

EPA is also slow in producing the
cmergency plans necded for prevent-
ing spills of dangerous substances into
our walerways. The Agency has had
since 1972 to prepare a final hazardous
spill prevention plan required by the
Clean Water Act but produced no reg-
ulation,

The same Agency produced only five
standards for individual hazardous air
pollutants since 1970, despite the hun-
dreds which iU admits nre emilied into
Lthe air,

It is time Lo start regulating thesce
substances before the next Bhopal
happens here.

HUMAN RIGHTS IN UGANDA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
July 27, 1985, an army coup led by Lt.
Gen. Tito Okello toppled the govern-
ment of Apollo Milton Obote.

The U.S. Commiltee for Refugees
reports that when Mr, Okello took
office "1 out of every 14 Ugandans was
a refugee or displaced. Approximately
300,000 Ugandans remained outside
Lthe country’'s borders as refugees. As
many as 950,000 more were internally
displaced from their homes and farms,
but remained within Uganda in a refu-
gee-like situation.”

In August 1984, the U.S. Department
of State publically condemned the
human rights record of the Obote gov-
ernment as “horrendous” and “among
the most grave in the world.” It esti-
males that as many as 100,000 to
200,000 Ugandans diced since the over-
throw of Amin. Other sources claim
casualties were between 300,000 and
500,000.

Unfoertunately, Uganda's recent his-
tory Is Lhe story ol falled leadership.
Mr. Okello’s predecessors practiced
genocide. CGovernment officials and
army officers, unable to overcome reli-
gious, ethnic, and tribal differences,
resorted to widespread terture and de-
Lention of clvilians.

Mr. President, Mr. Okello’s tenure as
ruler of Uganda will be difficult. Ugan-
da’s complex political and social orga-
nizations will test his strength and re-
soive. T wish him well,

Upanda remains rich in polential to
become o nation  that safeguards
human rights. Under Mr. Okello
Uganda can once again reclaim its title
as the "pearl of Africa.” The develop-
ment of human righis protection in
Uganda will be slow and tedious. Be-
haviur will not change overnight.

Mr. President, the United States
must send a message of hope and cau-
tien to Mr. Okello. The U.S. Senate
must  ralify  the Genocide ‘Treaty

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

making clear to him and the world
that we oppose the heinous crime of
genocide. Our ratification will demon-
strate that we shall hold him account-
able for the preservation and protee-
Lion of human rights in Uganda.

Mr. President, 1 saggest the absence
of & quorun.

The PRESIDING
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk procceded to
call the roll.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, [
sk unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the spe-
cial order which was reserved for me
be reserved for the Demoeratic leader,
senator By, in view of Lhe faet that
I used his leader time this morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wilh-

out objeclion, it is s0 ovdered,

OFIFICER. The

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
WILSON

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the S8enator from
California is recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. WILSON. I thank the Chair.

CONTROL OF TIME

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous conscnt that the special
order in favor of the majority leader
bhe under the control of the Senater
from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objecction, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the special order in favor of
the President pro tempore be reserved
for his use later in the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, 1 yield
to my distinguished friend, the senior
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Idaho.

PRESERVING DETERRENCE
THROUGTI U.s. STRATEGIC
STRENGTH
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, [

thank my friend from Calitornia for
vielding. I also thank him for the sig-
nificant leadership he is providing to
the Senale in giving the opportunity
to several of us to cooperate with him
in the cifort of examining the United
States negoliating and military-for-

ejgn relations posture with respect Lo

the Soviet Union.

Mr. Precicdent, T would like to speak
again todey wbvout Lthie U.S. strategic
defense indtialive and. the correct,
sound “fully justifiable” way to inter-
pret the SALT I Antl-Ballistic Missile
Treaty.

In Septlewber 1972, the Soviet Minis-
ter of Defense, the late Marshal

S . i>89

Grechko, stated: “The ABM 'T'reantv
places no limitations whatsocver on
the conducting of rescarch and expoeri-
mental work directed toward solving
Lhe probiems of defending the country
from nuclear misste strikes.” | oapree
wilth Prestdent Reagan that the Sevi-
ets are way abead of us in 8SHi and
Asal development, and one reason
they are ahead is that they have not
let the ABM Treaty interfore with
their SDI and Asat developmeat and
testing. Neither should the Uinted
Stales, because only SDI deploymcnt
is restricted under the ABM Treaiy.

I believe that the State Dcepart-
ment’s unfounded “restrictive” inter-
pretation of the SALT I ABM ‘I'reaty
has crippled President Reagan's sira-

tegic defense Initiative. Under the
State Department’'s unfounded  “re
strictive” Interpretation, the Unrted

States would spend about $26 hililon
for mere SDI research over the next
20 years. ‘To do no more than mere re-
search for 20 years would be a trayic
waste of our ever scarcer delonse
funds. The State Department’s un-
founded restrictive Interpretation of
the ABM Treaty binding us but not
the U.S.S.R. simply constitutes U S.
unilateral disarmament, as I said on
the Scnate floor jast week,

The State Department has already
in cffect traded away President 1lca-
gan’s 8DI, even before the summit,
and for no quid pro quo at all {n Sovict
arms restraints.

I do not support a double standard
on SALT compliance for the Sovict
Union, allowing their SALT 1 and
SALT II break out violations and muas-
sive sirategic buildup, while (he
United States is enmeshed in the scli-
imposed straitjacket of uniluateral
SALT compliance. Indeed, Mr. I’resi-
dent, keeping the United States &I
under the restrictive interpretation is
a way of putting off for 20 years a cru-
cial decision needing to be made faday,
here and now, dealing with the urpent
threat to Amcrica of Soviet offeasive
and defensive supceriority. If America
will not face up now to the necessity
of responding proportionately to
Soviet SALT break out violations nnd
their massive military buildup, wil} we
be any more likely or able to respond 5
years into the future, when the Sov
els will be even stronger and we will He
even weaker? 1 believe that it is imper-
ative that the U.S. SDI Program he re-
structured as soon as possible (o bhe
consistent with the President's “iusly
Justifiable” interpretation of the Alial
Treaty that all SDT rescarceh, deve foo-
ment, and testing is fully legal. Tins
would mcans U.S. SOOI technolu;y
demonstration lests so soon as poasi-
biv.

Mr. President, il was recontly roport-
ed that the Soviets have offered to
stop construction of their RKrus-
noyarsk ABM Dbattle management
radar, which President Reagan has
confirmed is an “outright.,” “clear.”
and “direct” violation of the AM
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Ireaty, in exchange for the United
States refraining from modernizing
two overseas radars which were not
rven covered by the ABM Treaty.

According Lo Defense Department
drawlngs of the Krasnoyarsk radar de-
tived from U.S. Intelligence, it is ex-
lernaily physically already completed.
Henece thie Soviets could easlly agree to
“stop’ constructing it, while sccretly
continuing to install its internal elec-
tronic eqguipment. It will be operation-
al by 1887, without any further detect-
able activity. Such a brazen deception
would not be uncommon at all for the
Hoviets, given their record of past ne-
sotiating deceptions, operational cam-
ouflage, conccalment, and deception
«"Maskirovka” in Russian) and out-
right arms control trcaty violations.
Already, in the last 3 years, for exam-
e, two Soviel leaders hawve Lwice pro-
posed a unilateral Soviet moratorium
cn their own 8S-20 deployment pro-
pram, while continuing just the same
with deploying $5-20's. So the United
Htates should be wary of foregoing the
verfectly legititnate modernization of
tite Thule, Greenland and Fryling-
Jdales, England carly warning radars
Lol even covered by the ABM Treaty,
i exchange for an almost certainly
deceptive Soviet  concession. 1 ask
sianimous consent that the article by
Willilam  Safire in yesterday's New
York Times entitled “Krasnoyarsk
Chutzpah” be printed in the RECORD.

‘There being no objection, the article
wis ordered to be printed in the
Rrcorn, as follows:

[I'rom the New York Times, Oct. 31, 1985]

KRASNOYARSK CHUTZPAR
(By William Safire)

WasniNeToN.~The Soviet Unfon, which
wains to block our space-based missile de-
fense, has been caught redhanded with an
itleyal ground-based missile defense—but re-
fies Lo glve it up.

Qu July 27, 1983, the syndicated colum-
niots Rowland kFvans and Robert Novak re-
ported that a top-secret warning had been
sent by US. Intelligence to the White
House: an Immense radar system was being
buiit. in Siberia in violation of the ABM
trenly.

‘Fhilt column turned out L be the scoop of
tixe year. A week later, Senator James
hictUlure wrote President Reagan asking for
@ closed-session briefing on what he termed

the most flagrant Soviet SALT violation
vel The next week, The New York Times
confinmed the coneern of intelligence offi-
s ab the satellite photos of the new radar
metallation the size of two football fields
tear Krasnoyarsk.,

‘Lhree months  before this  disclosure,
{'resident Reagan surprised the world with
Lin idea for changing the basils of nuclear
deierrence: no longer would we rely on
“atual assured destruction,” enshrining
vulierabllity in a balance of terror, but we
would seck to build a defense against incom-
e missiles,

Ruild defenses? That notion horrified the
MAD crowd, which believes that nakedness
is strength. “Concerned Scientists” rushed
into print with predictions that a shield
could never be devised. Russians joined in
the furious derogation of “Star Wars” de-
fense, which would leapfrog the Soviet ad-
vantage in offense,
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But there was a glaring weakness in the
Soviet-MAD argument: the news that the
Russians were building a missile-targeting
radar in their heartland meant that the
Sovicet Union, {n violation of the Antiballis-
tle Misstie ‘I'reaty of 1972, was building Hs
own defense. I the Russians were chealing
by building a secret defense, then the argu-
ment against an open ULS. defense col-
labsed.

That Is why the Amcrican doves rcfused
to believe the story of the Krasnoyarsk
radar. It had to be a concoction of right-
wing extremists bent on ruinng traditional
arms control doctrine. Doves preferred the
Russian explanation: just listening to mes-
sapes from space.

That is also why some of us hardliners
have been hitting the Krasnoyarsk viotation
s0 hard. Stop for a moment of background.
The Nixon-Brezhnev deal allows for “‘early
warning” radars on the periphery of our
mutual defenses, but only one local defense
apainst  misstles. The Russians chose Lo
bulid a locul defeinie around Moscow; we
chose Lo build none. Their permitted
Moscow ABM includes a battle-management
radar to plot the trajectories of hundreds of
incoming missiles simultaneously, enabling
ground-based missiles to shoot them down.

Now here’s the rub: The building in Kras-
noyarsk is the same, {n size and signals, as
the radar installation near Moscow that the
Russians freely assert is desizgned to target
incoming ICBM’s. (Russian technocrats
stick to one set of plans,) ‘The only real dif-
ference is that the radar at Krasnoyarsk s a
treaty violation: it means the Russians are
putting a rudimentary national missile de-
fense in place.

In other words, they may have already
begun to deploy “Ground Wars''—a ground-
based defense agalnst missiles in their re-
entry stage—while complaining about our
prospective testing of Star Wars, a space-
besed defense against missiles in thelr
launch stage.

At this point, with a summit approaching
and the blatant Krasnoyarsk violation
making their antidefense argument unten-
able, the Russians could (a) admit the viola-
tlon and shut it down, (b) admit nothing but
dismantle their illegal radar, (¢) wreck their
attack on the U.S. space-defcnse plan by
doing nothing.

Mr. Gorbachev chosc a bolder fourth
course: he offers to “stop building' his de-
fenses at Krasnoyarsk (outside, that is—
inside, the electronic work goes on) in
return for abandonment of U.S. plans to up-
grade a couple of our carly-warning radars
that the treaty permits,

Talk about chutzpah: we'll hold our viola-
tion at its preseat level, he says, but you
have to pay for it. .

‘I'ruc to form, our MADmen embrace this
cynical ploy as evidence of his conciliation,
and promptly cast suspicion on modernizing
our peripheral early-warning system.

Don’t be fooled: the . Krasnoyarsk radar
defense is evidence of the Soviet drive to
put a national ABM in place. It proves that
Mr. Gorbachev does not care if his treaty-
breaking stands exposed. Mr. Reagan is
duty bound to insist on complete disman-
tling of *“Ground Wars" before discussion of
limiting deployment of other defenses can
begin.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I
would now like to compare Soviet stra-
tegic defenses with the United States
SDI. But at the outset, we should rec-
ognize that the Soviet SDI, space-
based ABM based on “‘other physical
principles,” and the Soviet Asat, are
way ahead of the United States, as
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President Reagan has stated. Dr.
Robert Jastrow has also said that the
Soviets are ahead of us in SDI.

Regrettably, the President's goal of
o stable transition to deployment of
stralegic defenses will be unattainable
in the 1990’s or beyond if the United
States is unable to deter the Soviets
from jllegal land-based ABM deploy-
ments in the 1980’s. The United States
cannot expect to deter illegal land:
based Soviet ABM deployments in the
1980’s without reorienting our own
strategic defense initiative.

The Soviet Union has the only oper-
ational ABM system, the only open
production lines for ABM interceptor
missiles and mobile ABM radars, open
production lines for two types of
mobile SAM interceplors and mobile
radars capable of ABM use, and far
more extensive air defenses and civil
defenses than does the Uniled States.
Moreover, because Soviet offensive
forces have over three times the war-
heads and six times Lthe counicerforce
capablility of the United States Forcus,
it is unrealistic for the United States
to assume that modernization of
United States offensive Forces alone
will deter further Soviet ABM deploy-
ments. And again, the Soviets are way
ahead in SDI development and testing
and in Asat deployment. The United
States can only deter the Soviets from
additional illcgal ABM dceployinents, if
at all, by developing a capability and
readiness for selective deployment of
at least a limited American—and possi-
bly also & NATQ--land-based ABM
system before the close of this decade.
The United States SDI as currently
structured under the restrictive State
Department interpretation of the
ABM Treaty has not deterred Soviet
breakout from the SALT 1 ABM
Treaty.

The Congress must work with the
President to prevent further erosion
of the U.S. strategic detervent. Before
the next Defense budget is requested
in January 1986, the United Stales
must review land-basecd ABM system
development options, and must work
jointly with NATO allies to expedite
development activities before the Sovi-
ets destroy the ABM Trealy in its en-
tirety. Those arms control commit-
ments that have any chance of surviv-
ing Soviet indifference to legal obliga-
tions depend upon United States and
allied safeguards programs that
strengthien incentives for arms control
compliance. But even more important-
ly, the United States must restructure
SDI into a robust, ambitious, technol-
ogy demonstration program as soon as
possible,

Let me review the Soviet land-based
strategic defense programs of the last
20 years, before turning to the necessi-
ty of building practicality into the
United States strategic defense initia-
tive.
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THE SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE,
1965-8%
THE MOSCOW ABM SYSTEM

The Soviets began deploying the
originid Moscow ABM system in the
carly 1960's, and even before the 1972
ABM Trealy they began research on
the newer Moscow system now almost
fully deployed and by 1987 to be aug-
mented by complelion of Lthe Pushkino
radar,

DUAL PUKPOSE SAM AND ABM MISSILE AND RADAR
NETWORK

Also in the early 1960’s the Soviels
began development of a high altitude
surface-to-air missile with a range of
about 300 kilometers. U.S. intelligence
calls this missile the SA-5. It became
the most widely deployed surface-to-
air missile in the Soviet Union. There
are about 2,000 SA 5 interceptors de-
ployed. ‘Phils surface-to-air misstlle was
Lthe only Soviet SAM missile deployed
with a range significantly greater than
100 kilometers. Credible press reports
indicate that the SA-5 has nuclear
warheads, and has been tested in an
ABM mode over 60 times between 1973
and 1977.

The Soviets made no secret of the
fact that this SA-5 rocket was de-
signed with both an air defense and an
ABM variant, but once the Soviets
signed the ABM Treaty of 1972, the
Sovict press began to refer to this
SAM missile and associated radars
only as an antiaircraft system. Why,
afler ABM Treaty ratification in 1972,
did the Soviets continue to test the
SA-5 interceptor missile concurrently
with tests of ABM radars? Why, after
ABM Treaty ratification, did the Sovi-
cts continue to test SA-5 radars during
ballistic missile tests? Why did the So-
viels resume concurrent testing of
SAM system components and ABM

system  components, after United
Stales complaints in 1975 in the
Standing Consultative Commission?

Why have the Sovicts continued con-
current testing of SA-5, SA-10, and
SA-12 missiles and radars in an ABM
mode even after SCC agreements in
1978 and 1985 banning just such test-
ing?

The answer should be obvious: The
Soviet Union circumvented the ABM
Treaty limit of 100 missile interceptors
by developing and deploying dual pur-
pose air defense and ballistic missile
defense systems. And the dual purpose
SA-5 SAM and ABM interceptor
threat of the 1970’s has been augment-
cd by the SA-10—low altitude—and
SA-12—high altitude dual purpose—
SAM and ABM interceptor threat of
the 1980's. Thus the Soviets have
three kinds of SAM's which have a
built in ABM capability, and which
have been thoroughly tested in the
ABM mode. And two of these systems
are mobile, and all three are in mass
production.

A SOVIET ADMISSION THAT SAM'S HAVE ANTI-

ICBM CAPABILITIES

A Soviet military attache in Wash-
ington admitted in June 1983 to an
Amcrican academic arms control
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experl that both American and Soviet
translators have recurringly mistrans-
lated the Russian phrase zenitnykh ra-
ketnykh kompleksov to mean antiair-
craft missile complexes, when  this
term also applies Lo missiles with an
antiballistic missile capability. This
was an cxtraordinary, extremely im-
portant admission. According to the
account of the American academic
arms control expert:

When asked if he meant that Soviet “anti-
aircraft missiles” had a capability to hit
U.S. ICBMs, Lhe Soviet military attache an-
swered “yes” and claborated without any
prompling that Soviet weapons builders had
Lthe knowledyge to make “antl-aircraft mis-
siles” effective against U.S, ICBMs and did
50,

To check that we were in fact talking
about the same thing, the American expert
noted thal the 1972 ABM Treaty and ils
1974 protocol timited each country Lo only
100 ABM missiles. The American expert
asked directly if what the Soviet military at-
tache was saying meant that the Soviets
had broken the Treaty.

The Soviet military attache responded
with a question- ““What did you want us to
do, not use the knowledge we had?"

The American expert asked again if the
Soviet military attache meant the Soviet
Union had already broken the Treaty.

This time the Soviet military attache gave
no verbal answer, merely shrugging his
shoulders. ...

The American expert got the impression
that the Soviet military attache was fully
aware of what he was saying. His English is
excellent. He made no attempt to dissuade
the American from the idea that the Soviels
had broken the ABM Treaty.

This account is one of the best
pieces of evidence that Soviet surface-
to-air missiles and radars have an
ABM capability. At Geneva recently, a
top Soviet arms negotiator also admit-
ted to an American official that Soviet
SAM's had an ABM capability, thus
confirming the 1983 Soviet military at-
tache statement. Much technical evi-
dence also supports this conclusion,
and President Reagan has stated that
it is “highly probable” that Soviet
SAM'’s have been tested in the ABM
mode. .

Decfense Secretary Weinberger
stated yesterday on October 31, 1985,
in testimony to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that because of
the SA-10 and SA-12 ABM capability,
the Soviets now have ‘“some nation-
wide ABM capability.” But this is spe-
cifically prohibited by Article I of the
ABM Treaty. So here is yet another
altogether new Soviet ABM Treaty
violation confirmed by the Secretary
of Defense.

A CLEAR AND PRESENT DANGER TO U.S.
DETERRENCE

The Soviets have deployed a multi-
ticred system of defense against ballis-
Lic missiles thal is a “clear and present
danger” Lo United States deterrence.
The Soviet program accelerated after
the United States unilaterally disman-
tled the 100-interceptor ABM defense
of a Minuteman ICBM field in 1975.
Since that time the United States has
had no operational ABM system. The
United States has had no ABM inter-
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ceptor production lines open. T'he

United States has had no ABM devel-

opment program designed for rapid de-

ployment in event of Soviet breakont
from the ABM T'realy. In short. ihe
collapse of the U.S. ABM progran
the carly 1970's and the long term
design of the strategic defense initia

tive of the 1980's under the State e

partment restrictive inlerpretation oi

the ABM Treaty, have left the Uniced

States without a capability to dcler

Sovict ABM deployments.

THE SOVIETS HAVE DEPLOYED A MULTITIEKID
SYSTEM OF DEFENSE AGAINST BALLISTIC M1
SILES
The Soviets have illegally developed

mobile ABM radar systems for atl lcasi

a decade, as reported in two Presiden

tial reports to the Conpress (the CGAC

report, January 1984; the Interageney

report, February 1985.)

As noted, the Soviels have concur
rently tested ABM components and
surface-to-air missile [SAM] compo-
nents, and many of these tests were
probable violations and some “highiy
probable violations” according to the
Interagency Presidential report of
February 1985.

The October 1985 Defense Depirt
ment report, “Soviet Strategic Defense
Programs,” acknowledges that the So-
viets have at least 10,000 air defense
radars and about 12,000 SAM intercep
tor launchers presently deployed. ‘'he
October 1985 DOD report on “Sovict
Strategic Defense Programs' also ac-
knowledges that the SA-12 and SA 10
SAM'’s provide a two-tiered dcefense,
high- and low-altitude, with a capabi!-
ity to intercept incoming ballistic mis
siles. This is highly significant.

While the United States watched for
ABM treaty breakout, the Sovicts en-
gaged in concurrent testing of overly
capable air defense systems, deployed
these dual-purpose SAM and ABM syvs
tems by the thousands, and are near
ing completion of the last long lead
item, the Krasnoyarsk radar, expected
to be operational by 1987. A new radar
at Pushkino will give the Moscow
ABM system enhanced capabilitics,
also by 1987. This Soviet complete, na-
tionwide defense is only 1 short year
away from being fully operational.
This is an urgent, dangerous threat to
U.S. deterrence.

The Krasnoyarsk ballistic missile de-
tection and tracking radar is in the
north central sector of a large ellipse
containing “strategic SAM concentra
tions.,” According to the Oclober 1985
DOD report, pages 9, 16.

We must stop thinking of this radar
as the first important violation of the
ABM Treaty, but rather, as the last cs-
sential phase of an illegal Soviet terri-
torial defense. This is because the
Krasnoyarsk radar system ‘‘closes the
last remaining gap in Soviet ballistic
missile detection coverage,” as report
ed in the October 1985 report, “Soviel
Strategic Defense Programs.”
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A POLICY OF UNPREPAREDNESS CANNOT DETER
SOVIET BREAKOUT FROM THE ABM TREATY
If the United States limits its strate-

gic defense program at the research
phase, the United States cannot deter
Hlegal Soviet ABM deployments, be-
cause the United States has no operat-
ing ABM systemn, no open production
lines for ABM’s, and {nadequate offen-
sive forces, at an over 6 to 1 disadvan-
tage, to dcter Soviet ABM deploy-
n:ents.

YHE SOVIETS HAVE CIRCUMVENTED THE DEPLOY-
MENT LIMITS THAT AR!J“I'HE HEART OF THE
ARM TRFATY
As Ambassador Smith said on May

<G, 1972, article III which limits ABM
diployments in the heart of the ABM
Treaty. But with thousands of Soviet
dual purpcse SAM and ABM intercep-
tors alrcady deployed, the Soviets
hiwve already gol a prohibited nation-
wide and territorial ABM defense. If
the degloyment limits cannot be pre-
served from further Soviet encroacli-
ments, it is illusory to speak of unilat-
cral U.S. restrictions on lawful SDI de-
velopment activities, or “harpooning”
of the ABM Treaty by exercising legal
rizhts under it.

A U.S, DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR MOBILE ARM
HYLTEMS IS ESSENTIAL IF THE UNITED STATES
18 TO REESTASLISIE DETERRENCE OF ILLEGAL
ALM DEPLOYMENTS
A U.S. testing and development pro-

gram for fixed, land-based strategic

defenses has always been recognized

Lo be permissible, Bul such a program

is. by itself, inadequate to deter fur-

ther ilicit Soviet ABM deployments.

I'ixed-site, land-based ABM systems

arc likely to be more vulnerable to

attack than are mobile systems. The

United States can proceed somewhat

further with only land-based testing of

components and with mobile testing of
subcomponents. But is so limited a de-
velopment program an effective deter-
rent?
OVFROREADTH OF ABM INTERPRETATION,
1077-84

1t {s true that in 1971 some working
level negotiators wished to ban testling
and development of futuristic ABM
systems, but they failed to incorporate
any private understandings at the
working level into the treaty instru-

ments that bind nations. Why did

these negotiators fail to make an ex-

plicit part of the treaty a ban on devel-
opment of “other physical principle”
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ABM systems? Why do the treaty in-
struments require predeployment dis-
cussions and why do they link this
duty to article III-limiting deploy-
ments—and not to article V—limiting
development? Why does agreed state-
ment D fail to distinguish between
fixed, land-based ABM systems and
mobile systems?

A U.S. testing and development pro-
gram for all types of strategic defenses
based upon *“other physical princi-
ples,” is legal now, and was interpreted
as not illcgal in 1972 by those U.S.
spokesmen authorized to bind the
United States during the ABM ratifi-
cation process. Every one of the state-
ments in ‘“Documents on Disarma-
ment, 1972,” the official annual publi-
cation of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, notes that it is de-
ployment of “other physical principle
ABM systems that s prohibited. Not
one of these 1972 statements by the
President, the Secretary of State or
the head of the SALT delegation
acsert that testing and develepment of
“other physical principle” ABM com-
ponenils were to be prohibited. Thus
the interpretation of the ABM Treaty
which allows unrestricted SDI devel-
opment and testing is “fully justifi-
able,” as the President has decided.
This is certainly the Soviet interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty as well, ac-
cording to Marshal Grechko and to
Soviet actions. The Sovict SDI pro-
gram has been going full speed since
the 1960’s, no wonder they are ahead.

But starting in 1977—and thercafter
reflected in both public writings and
in arms control impact statements—
several of the U.S. SALT I negotiators
who failed to incorporate any explicit
predeployment limit on “other physi-
cal principles” ABM systems within
the treaty instruments, began to write
in public as if they had banned the de-
velopment of mobile laser and directed
cnergy systems. These articles were
fmmediately rebutted, however, by
persons who examined both the full
set of trealy instruments and the
Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties. In particular, articie 31 of
the Vienna Convention asks us to look
only to treaty instruments if these are
dispositive, and not to the intent of
working level negotiators who lacked
the authority to bind their nation—
per article 7—and who failed to incor-
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poratc their desires in treaty instru-
ments.

If the ABM systems defined in arti-
cle II are those that were currently
foresecable with sufficient precision to
regulate, then the article V limits ap-
plied to testing and development of
mobile component radars, intercep-
tors, and launchers, but not ABM sys-
tems based on ‘““other physicial princi-
ples.” These are explicitly treated only
in agreed statement D, which requires
discussions—and Implies a need of
treaty modification—preceding deploy-
ment, but not preceding development.
THE INTENTION OF CERTAIN NEGOTIATORS TO

LIMIT FUTURISTIC ABM  SYSTEMS \WAS

THWARTED BY SOVIET NEGOTIATORS

American SALT 1 negotiators in-
tended to limit much of the ensuing
harm of Soviet weapons developmend
and deptoyment. Lul  desplite  their
good intentions, they failed to limit
the quadrupling of the throw-weight
of the SS-19 compared to the 8S-i1
ICBM, they failed to jimit Soviet de-
ployment of the mobile S8 16 ICI3M,
they failed to preciude conversion of
dismantled Yankce ballistic missile
submarines to cven more lethal cruise
missile carriers, they failed to prevent
Increases in defenses by means of the
Moscow and Krasnsyarsk territorial
ABM complexes, and they faited to
prevent the deployment of thousands
of dual purpose SAM and ABM inter-
ceptars that a Soviet military altache
and a Soviet arms ncgotiator admit
were designed Lo destroy United States
ICBM's. So il should not be surprising
if despite their good Intentions, cer-
tain United States negotiators found
that the Soviets kept their options
open by kecping out of the ABM
Treaty any binding limit on develop-
ment of ABM systems based on ‘other
physical principles.”

RESPONDING TO SOVIET VIOLATIONS

Between January 1984 and June
1985 the President reported on four
occasions to the Congress regarding
Soviet noncompliance with arms con-
trol agreements. ‘T'he unclassitied find-
ings are summarized {n the following
table. I ask unanimous consent that
the table and footnotes be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection,
was ordered to be printed in
REcCORD, as {follows:

the table
the

TABLE 1.—PRESIDENTIAL RTPORTS TO THE CONGRESS ON SOVICT NONCOMPLIANGE WITH ARMS CONTRCL OBLIGATIONS STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS AG REEMENTS

Obhigation Issue/Report GAC report 0ecembe«2 NJ(') lmuagency January 23 1954(‘) In'eragrncy Februny 11, 1985(* ) Pwsuien( JuM 10 Na‘:( )
1972 A Teeaty Deployment of farge Keasnoyarsk radar, nesther on  Violation . <. Nt certainy 3 violation ..., Violation - Vilghon
periphery nor orientud outwerd, 1981 to present.
Testing and mglogmeﬂ of mobile Flal twin ABM .00 ... i o D0 . POLRRGRY viKNON Do.
radal in and conlinuing  development
1975 to present.
Curreal testing of ABM and SAM components. .. ... . ... tighly atable aolations . L'

Deliierate conceaktnent

ACM and ABM-relaiod achons in pi

552
ges

o

Go

Potential VIONOR ... .. ... SeiuS Gt D Lomin

defense of the nalional {erritory.

(') Unclassified summary reparl of the Plrxdenl s Genml I\awsw Commmee on Aum Control and Disarmament, reieased October 10, 1984,

(4 Unclassifind summary reouit of NSC Vi

oup. FYBS Arms Cuntroi Act,

(7} Unclassitied summary repat of NSC Inlmaem.y G«oun Y85 Detensc Aulhonzatm Act.

(*) Unciasstied summary report of the Presidont, “Buikding an Interim Framework for Mutua) Restraint,” FY83 Defense Authonzation Act
Mote The Octoder 1985 Defense-State Department White Papes entitied Soviel Strategic Defense Programs stales on page 8: “The silo hased |Muscow ABR ) Liunchers may by reloadabie ™

Tne Tebruary, 1985 Reput to Cungress dig no! take an unclassihed position on the ABM rapid reload issue. Thes stateinent entatls confmation of another probable Sowet AGM Trealy vidlabon
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Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President the
report of the President's General Ad-
visory Committee on Arms Control
and Disarmament declared the contin-
ued development of the flat twin
mobile ABM radar a “violation,” and
the February 1, 1985 NSC-coordinated
Presidential report termed as “highly
probable violations” the concurrent
testing of dual purpose ABM and SAM
components. The GAC report, and the
interagency reports of February 1985
and June 1985 all evaluate the Kras-
noyarsk radar. as an ‘“‘outright,”
“direct,” and ‘clear” ‘“violation.” And
the last two reports—those of Febru-
ary and June 1985--term a “potential
violation” and “serious cause for con-
cern” Soviet ABM and ABM-related
actions in preparation for illegal de-
fense of the national territory of the
Soviet Unton,

Secrelary of Defense  Weinberger
testified yesterday to the Senate
Armed Services Committee that the
evidence that the Soviet Krasnoyarsk
Radar was a violation of the SALT 1
ABM Treaty was “incontrovertible.”
Iie added that our NATO Allies
agreed, and expressed their own seri-
ous concerns about Soviet ABM
Treaty violations.

Before considering whether to sus-
pend the ABM Treaty in whole or in
part, it is commendable that the exec-
ulive branch has recently reviewed
with care the scope of permissible ac-
tivities under the ABM Treaty. If
there are actions that are permitted,
and that safeguard against additional
and illegal Soviet ABM dcployments,
it is high time that the United States
exercise Its testing and development
rights.

One Member of Congress called the
outcome of this recent executive
branch legal review ‘‘the most perni-
cious interpretation of a legal require-
ment since Plesy versus Ferguson,” a
now overturned Supreme Court case.

-On the contrary, the President and
Lhe executllve branch are to be com-
mended for their review of the scope
and limits of the ABM Trealy duties.
The interpretation of the ABM Treaty
allowing research and development of
ABM's based on “other physical prin-
ciples,” or 8DI, is indeed “fully justifi-
able,” as the President has decided. It
was fully justifiable between 1972 and
1977, and it is fully justifiable today.
The State Department's “restrictive”
interpretation is simply wrong, and
should be immediately discarded with
the restructured, accelerated US SDI
program.

BUILDING PRACTICALITY INTO SDI

The United States simply cannot
afford to proceed without a more prac-
tical Strategic Defense Program.
Soviet resistance Lo inclusion within
the ABM Treaty instruments of any
explicit limit on testing and develop-
ment of *“other physical principles”
ABM systems has its benefits today.
‘The United States and its NATO allies
relain the opportunity to transform a
long-range Strategic Defense Program
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that will deter no one into a practical
development program.

Wilhout an operating ABM system
and without open ABM production
lines, the United Stales has no other
program that has any prospecl of rees-
tablishing a credible deterrent against
further Soviet breakout from the
ABM Trealy. Fixed, land-based ABM
systems should be less survivable than
mobile systems. But only by an ABM
development program for those mobile
systems that are lawful to develop, can
the United States strengthen Soviet
incentives for compliance with deploy-
ment limits, Otherwise, the United
States will have strategic defense ca-
pabilities “too little, and too late.”
With the budget deficit what it is, de-
fense research and development prior-
ities must cmphasize the practieat and
the attainable:

The {iscal year 1987 budget must ac-
celerate development of components
for fixed, land-based ABM systems;

More importantly, the fiscal year
1987 Strategic Defense Programs must
establish a development plan for
United States and NATO-coordinated
development of mobile ABM systems
and components based on “other phys-
ical principles,” such as laser and di-
rected energy systems;

The Secretary of Defense must, by
appropriate legislation, be instructed
to report to the Congress on develop-
ment options for strategic defense sys-
tems, including effects of arms control
obligations, and the design of strategic
defense programs to strengthen incen-
tives for mutual arms control compli-
ance, ]

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following official U.S.
Government documents interpreting
the 1972 SALT I ABM Treaty be print-
ed in the Rrcorp for reference pur-
poses. These are excerpts from Docu-
ments on Disarmament 1972, an offi-
cial U.S. Government Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency publication,
These excerpls include every single
reference in that volume to ‘“other
physical principles” ABM systems
under the ABM Treaty.

Every reference emphasizes that the
regulatory line is drawn before deploy-
ment. Not once is the line drawn
before development.

So the Scnate that gave its advice
and consent to ralify the 1972 SALT I
ABM Treaty, and the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee report that ex-
plained it, based its votes on a treaty-
instrument derived set of limits and
not on the wishful thinking of cerlain
necgoliations,

There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in

the RECORD, as follows:
" . N
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{Enclosure 3 to Letter, Harris to Kunsbery:,
Oct. 1, 1985]
DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT— 1972
[News Conlerence Remarks by Presidentinl
Assistant Kissinger and ACDA Direclor
Smith: Strategle Arms Limitation Apice-
ments, May 26, 1972)

D&. KissinGer: Gentlemen, T thought that
the most useful thing I could do was to give
you a general background of these neyolin-
tions and of the President's view of the
treaty, and Ambassador Smith, of courae
who has conducted the negotiations and
brought them to this conclusion is in (hie
best position to go through the details of
the agreement. ’

First of all, let me say on behalf of the
President that he certainly will take ocea-
sion to express personally that the reason
we are here is the dedication and work of
the delegation in Helsinki which has been
led by Ambhassador Smith, He has come here
straight from he adrport. He has been
working on the final work of this agrecmcent
since 5:00 o'clock this morning. This con-
cludes a rather hectic week for everyvbody
who has been connected directly or indivect-
ly with these negotiations.

Let me make a few general observations
before I turn this over to Ambassidor
Smith.

Nothing that this Administration has
done has seemed to it more important for
the future of the world than to make an im-
portant first step in the limitation of strate-
gic arms,

All of us have been profoundly convineed
that to arrest the arms race is one of the
over-riding concerns of this period. Now it is
a subject of enormous technical complexily,
and for the two great nuclear poweis lo
make a beginning in putting their arma-
ments under some restraint required politi-
cal decisions and an enormous amount of
technical work.

AMBASSADOR SMITH: * * * radar problems
which some of you people perhaps fell we
took too long in solving, but much of the
time we have spent was in trying to wrestle
with this radar problem to prevent the pos-
sibility of a nationwide system arising.

In addition to that, the two nations have
made commitments not to even try lor a
thick or regional defense in one part of the
country except as specifically  permitted
under the agreement; that is, to defend
one's capital or to defend a relatively small
mimber of ICBM silos.

So, aithough Articte I looks like sort ol a
general statement, to my mind it is one ot
the most significant articles in the whole
agreement.

Now, Article II defines what we are talk-
ing about and has a very important bearing
on the whole question of what we call
future ABM systems. This treaty has as o
most significant aspect that it not only
limits the present situation, but has a chok-
ing off effect on future systems which.
under the terms of Lhe treaty as we hiave
reached understandings, futures will not be
deployable unless this treaty is amended.

Article III is the heart of the trealy ana
deserves a great deal of study. I think we
spent more time trying to wrestle with Arti-
cle IT1 than any other part of (he treaty.

I will go into details Iater if you like, but it
says both sides can have two sites with no
more than 100 launchers at each site, with
radar sharply limited; one site for the defen-
sive capital and onc for the ICBM's. The So-
viets will ggree to deploy the ICBM site well
away from the capital site, so the possibility
for a base of a naticnwide systemy s very
poor.
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iRepart by Scerclary of State Rogers to
Presfdent. Nixon on the Strategic Arms
Dimitation Agreements, June 10, 1972)

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, June 10, 1972.
The PrESIDENT,
The White House.

‘e Presioent: 1 have the honor to
abmit to you the Trealy belween the
United Stales of Ainerica and the Union of
Sovict Socialist Republies on the Limitation
S0 Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (ABM
Freaty) and the Interim Agreement be-
Cveon Lthe United States of America and the
Uuion of Soviet Socialist Republics on Cer-
tidiin Measures with respecet 1o the Limita-
ton of Strategie Offensive Arms (Interim
Agreement), including an associate Protocol.
tois my recommendation that the ABM
Treaty be transmitted to the Senate for its
advice and consent to ratification.

The [nterim Apreement, es its titie Indi-
cutes, is wn oaereement limiied in scope and
time 1 gs designed Lo Timit the apgregate
tunher ol dintercontinental budltie olisile
HCBMY Luwnehiers and subinarine launched
ballistie missile (SLBM) launchers, and the
number of modern ballistic missile subma-
rines, pending the negotiation of a treaty
covering more complete limitations of stra-
tepic offensive arms. In these circiunstances,
I g submiittinge to you the Interitn Agree-
eent and s Protocol (which is an integral
parl of thie Agreement), with the recom-
mendation that they be transinitted to both
tHouses of Congress for approval by a Joint
wesolution,

The Interim Agreement can by ity terms
viter into toree only upon the exchiange of
wiilten notices of acceptance by both coun-
tries and only when and if the ABM Treaty
15 brought into force. Both signatories un-
doritand that, pending ratification and ac-
coptance, neither will take sny action that
would be prohibited by the ABM Treaty or
the Interimy Agreement and Protocol, in the
absence of notification by either signatory
ol its intention not to procecd with ratifica-
tion ar acceptance,

ABM TREATY

In broad outline, the ABM Treatly, signed
on May 26, 1972, provides that:

A nationwide ABM deployment, and a
base for such deployment, are prohibited;

An ABM deploymient for defense of an in-
dividual region is prohibited, except as spe-
cifically permitted;

Permitted ABM deployinents will be Hmit-
ed to two widely separated deployment
arcis inoeach country-—-one for defense of
Lhe national capital, and the other for the
defense of [CBMs;

For these purposes no more than 100
ABM launchers and no morc than 100 ABM
mtereeptor missiles at launch sites may be
deployed within each 150-kilometer radius
ABM deployment area, for a total of 200 de-
ployed ABM intereeptors and 200 deployed
ADRM launchers for each Party;

ABM radars will be strictly controlled;
radars to support the ABM defense of the
aational capital may be deptoyed only in a
specificd number of small radar complexes
within the ABM deployment area; radars to
support the ICBM defense will be limited to
a4 specified number within Lthe ABM deploy-
ment area and will also be subject to quali-
tative constraint.

In order to assure the effectiveness of
these basle pravisiens of the Treaty, a
aumber of detailed corollury provisions were
w150 agreed:

Development, testing and deployment of
ABM systems or ABIM components that are
sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile-
fand-based are prohibited;

Deployment of ADM systems involving
new tepes of basic components to perform
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the current functions of ABM launchers,
interceptors or radars is prohibited:

The conversion or testing of other sys-
tems, such as air defense systems, or compo-
nents thereof to perform an ABM role is
prohibited.

‘The ‘L'reaty also contains certaln general
provisions relating to the verification and
Implementation of Lhe Treaty and to fur-
ther negotiations:

Each side will use national technical
means for verification and the Parties agree
not to interfere with such means and not to
take deliberate concealment measures;
Development, testing, and other limilations

Article IV provides that the limitations in
Article 1IT shall not apply to ABM systems
or ABM components used for development
or testing, and located within current or ad-
ditionally agreed test ranges. It Is under-
stood that ABM test ranges encompuss the
area within which ABM cumponents are lo-
cated for test purposes, and that non-
phased array radars of types ased for vinge
silely or Instrumentation purposes mny be
located outside of ABM Lest ranges. Article
IV further provides that each Party may
have no more than a total of 15 ABM
launchers at test ranges. The current
Uniled States test ranges for ABM systems
are located at White Sands, New Mexico
and Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific. The cur-
rent Soviet test range for ABM systems is
located near Sary Shagan, Kazakhstan SSR.
ABM components are not to be deployed at
any other test ranges without prior agree-
ment between the Parties.

Articie V limits development and testing,
as well as depluyment, of certain types of
ABM systems and components. Paragraph
V(1) limits such activities to fixed, land-
based ABM systems and components by pro-
hibiting the development, testing or deploy-
ment of ABM systems or components which
are sea-bascd, air-bssed, space-based, or
mobile land-based. It is understood that the
prohibitions on mobile ABM systems apply
to ABM launchers and ABM radars which
are not permanent fixed types.

Paragraph V(2) prohibits the develop-
ment, testing, or deployment of ABM
launchers for launching more than one
ABM interceptor missile at a time from
each launcher; modification of deployed
launchers to provide them with such a capa-
bility; and.the development, testing, or de-
ployment of automatic or semi-automatic or
other similar systems for rapid reload of
ABM launchers. The Parties agree thal this
Article includes an obligation not to devel-
op, test, or deploy ABM interceptor missiles
with more than one independently guided
warhead.

Future ABM systems

A polential probiem dealt with by the
Treaty is that which would be created if an
ABM systcin were developed in Lhe future
which did not consist. of tuterceptor missiles,
launchers and radars. The Treaty would not
permit the deployment of such a system or
of components thereo! crpable of substitut-
g for ABM interceplor missiles, launchers,
or radars: Article 1I(1) defines an ABM
system in terms of Its function as “‘a system
to counter strategic ballistic missiles or
their elements in tlight trajector”, noting
that such systems ‘“currently” consist of
ABM interceptor wissiles, ABM launchers
and ABM rndars. Article 1T contains a pro-
hibition on the deployment of ABM systeins
or their components except as specified
therein, and it permits deployment only of
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers,
and ABM radars. Devices other than ABM
intereeptor missiles, ABM  launchers, or
ABM radars could be used as adjuncts to an
ABM system, provided that such deviees
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were not capable of substituting for one or
more of these components. Finally, in the
course of the negotiations, the Parties speci-
fied that “In order to insure fulfillment of
the obligation not to deploy ABM systemns
atd thetir components excepl as provided in
Articie 11T of the Treaty, the Parlics agree
that in the event ARM systems based on
other physical principles and including com-
ponents capable of substituting for ABM in-
terceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM
radars are created in the future, specific
limitations on such systeins and their com-
ponents would be subject to discussion in ace-
cordance with Article XI1I and agreement
in accordance with Article X1V of the
Treaty.” (As explained below, Article XIT1
calls for establishment of a Standing Con-
sultative Commission, and Article XIV deals
with amendments to the Treaty.)

Undertakings in the ABM (reaty

I would like to addross first the ABM
Trealy,

Under Chis treaty, Loth shdes make ncom
imitment not to build a natlonwide ABM de-
fense. This is a general undertaking of
utmost significance. Without a nationwlde
ABM defense, there can be no shicld against
retaliation. Both great nuclear powers have
recognized, and (n effect apreed to maintain,
mutunl deterrence.

Therefore, I am convinced beyond doubt
that the possibility of nuclear war has been
dramatically reduced by this treaty.

A major objective of SALT has been to
reduce the tenslons, uncertalnties, and high
costs which flow from the upward spiral of
strategic arms competition. While the cost
savings from these first SALT agrecments
will be limited initially, over the long term
we will save the tens of billions of dollars
which might otherwise have been required
for a nationwide ABM dcfense.

Furthermore, with an interimn limitation
on offensive weapons—which we hope will
lead to a more comprchensive and perma-
nent limitation—there will be a break in the
pattern of action and reaction under which
each side reacts to what the other is doing,
or may do, in an open-ended situation. This
cycle until now has been a major factor in
driving the strategic arms race.

The heart of the trealy is article III,
which spells out the provisions under which
cach of the parties may deploy two limited
ABM complexes, one in an ICBM deploy-
ment area and one at Its national capital.
There can be no more than 100 ABM
launchers, and 100 associated interceptors,
at each complex—a totat of 200.

The two ABM deployment comnplexes per-
rnitted each side will serve different pur-
poses. The limited ABM coverage in the
ICBM deployment area will afford some
protection for ICBM's in the arca. ABM cov-
erage at the national capitals will permit
protection for the national command au-
thority against a light attack, or an acciden-
tal or unauthorized launch of a limited
number of raissiles, and thus decrease the
chances that such an event would tripger a
nuclear exchanye. In addition, it wlil buy
sorne time agsinsi a major attack, and its
radars wouid heip to provide valuable warn-
ing.

ABM radars are strictly limited. There are
also important Hmitations on the deploy-
ment of certnin types ol non-ABM radurs,
‘The complex subject of radar control was a
central question in the negotiations because
radars are the jong leadtime item in devel-
opment cf an ABM system.

The treaty provides for other important
qualitative limitations. The parties vil)l un-
dertake not to develop, test, or deploy ARM
systems or components which are sea-hased,
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air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.
They have also agreed 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
lunnchers to provide them with such a eapa-
bility; nor to develop, test, or deploy auto-
malic or semiautomatic or other similar sys-
tems for rapid reload of ABM launchers; nor
to develop, test, or deploy ABM missiles
with more than one independently guided
warhead.

Perhaps of even greater importance as a
qualitative limitation is that the parties
have agreed that future cxotic types of
ABM systems, i.e., systems dcpending on
such devices as lasers, may not be deployed,
even in permitted areas.

One of the more Important corollary pro-
visions deals with prohibiting the upgrading
of antiaircraft systems, what has been
called the ““SAM-upgrade” problem. The
conversion or testing of other systems, such
ns alr defense systems or components there-
of, to perfonin wn ABM role is proliibited as
part of a gencral realistlc assessment of the
merits of the two agrements taken together.

The Lrealy contains a general commit-
ment not to build a nationwide ABM de-
fense nor to provide a base for such defense.
This gencral undertaking is supplemented
by certain specific provisions. By this gener-
al undecrtaking and the specific commit-
ments, both countries In effect agree not to
challenge the effectiveness of cach other's
missile deterrent capabilities by deploying
widespread  defenses against them. This
means that the penetration capability of
our surviving deterrent missile forces can be
assured. This, to my mind, bears directly on
concerns about a first strike against the
United States. As long as we maintain suf(i-
cient and survivable retallatory forces, this
new assurance of their penetration capabil-
ity makes “first strike” as a rational act in-
conceivable, In my judgment. I believe that
this is a development of prime significance
for U.S. security.

The treaty, by permitting only a small de-
ployment of ABM's tends to break the of-
fense-defense actlon-and-reaction spiral in
strategic arms competition. The low ABM
limits increase the deterrent value of each
of our retaliatory offensive missiles. In the
long run, we should be able to obtain more
deterrence at less cost.

In view of the low ABM icvels agreed on,
it should be possible in the future to agree
on mutual reductions in offensive weapons
without impalring strategic stability.

The permitted ABM systems are spelled
out in article I1I. Each party may have two
ABM complexes, one in an ICBM lintercon-
tinental ballistic missile]) area and one to
defend the national command authortiy.
These complexes are limited in several
ways-—geographically, in numbers of ABM
launchers and missiles (100 at each com-
plex), and in specific constraints on ABM
radars.

The two ABM dcployments would serve
different purposes. ABM coverage of an
ICBM area will afford some protection for
the ICBM’s. ABM coverage at the national
capital will provide protection for the na-
Lional comnmand authority against acciden-
tal or unauthorized launch of a small
number of missiles and is consistent with
the basic purpose of the 1971 U.S.-U.S.S.R.
agreement on measures Lo reduce Lhe risk of
oulbreak of nuclear war. There would also
be the additional benefit of increased warn-
ing time which should afford opportunity
for command dccisions if there were a large-
scale attack.

Other articles In the treaty supplement
the basic provisions of article II1. Of special
interest are the lmitations placed on ABM
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radars. As the long leadtime item In devel-
opment of an ABM system, ABM radar was
the subject of intense and complex negotia-
tion. There are also limitations on the de-
ployment of certain Ltypes of non-ABM
radurs In order Lo preclude their possible
use as elements of an ABM system.

Qualitative limitations on ABM systems

As a further restraint on ABM capabili-
ties, there are three significant qualitative
limitations on ABM systems. Both sides
have agreed not to develop, test, or deploy
ABM launchers for launching more than
one interceptor missile at a time, not to
modify launchers to provide them with such
capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy
automatic or semi-automatic or other simi-
lar systems for rapid reload of ABM launch-
ers.

The development and testing, as well as
deployment, of sea-, air-, space-based, and
landmaobile devices is prohibited. Of perhaps
oven greater importance, the parties have
agreed Lhat no future types of AHM systems
based on different physical principles from
present technology can be deployed unless
the treaty is amended.

Ta further reinforce the ban on a nation-
wide ABM defense, another major set of
qualitative limitations is the provisions to
deal with the SAM-upgrade [surface-to-air
missile] problem. Both sides agree that con-
version or testing of other systems, such as
air-defense systems, or components thereof,
to perform an ABM role is prohibited. This
is part of the gencral undertaking not to
provide an ABM capability to non-ABM sys-
tems.

I do not propose Lo speak about the confl-
dence with which we can adequately moni-
tor fulfillment of the obligations of these
agreements, since 1 understand that this
committee has discussed with previous wit-
nesses the capabilities of our national tech-
nical means of verification. We did not work
out limitations and then check to see if na-
tional technical means were adequate to
verify them. We tailored the limitations to
fit the capabilities of national technical
means of verification.

There is a landmark commitment not to
interfere with national technical means of
verification. This provision would, for exam-
ple, prohibit interference with a satellite in
orbit used for verification of the treaty. The
trealy also coulains a commitment not to
use coucealment measures so as to impede
the effectiveness of national technical
means of verification. The world should be a
more open place as a result of these two un-
dertakings.

The 8tanding Consultative Commission
established by the treaty will permit consid-
eration on a regular basis of the operations
of the treaty, including questions of compli-
ance. This Is a significant new devclopment
in Soviet-American arms control arrange-
ments. The Commission will also have the
function of considering proposals to In-
crease the viability of the treaty. We expect
that the establishment of the Commission
will be a priority matter when SALT 11
begins.

Although the treaty duration is unlimited,
either party can withdraw whenever it de-
cides that extraordinary events relating to
the subject matter of the treaty have jeop-
ardized its supreme interests. A six-months’
notice of such withdrawal, including a state-
ment of the extraordinary events involved,
is required.

SALT AGREEMENTS. CONTRIBUTE TO STRATEGIC

BALANCE

The two agreements reached /s a result of
the ensuing year of negotiating on these dif-
flcult questions will contribute to maintain-
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ing a stable strategic balance and therehy
reduce the likelihood of nuclear war.

In the ABM Treatly, both sides have com-
mitted themselves not to build nationwide
or heavy ABM defenses. The lmportanee ol
this undertaking is fundamental, It places
both sides fn a position where neither will
have a substantial defense against maor
missile attacks. In effect, we agree to muin-
tain mutual deterrence.

I am convinced that the possibility ol -
clear war has been dramatically reduced as
a result of the ABM Treaty.

BASIC PROVISIONS REVIEWED

I think it would be useful now, Mr. Chair-
man, for me to run through some of the
basic provisions of the two agreements 1
will not go into detail since the committee
has before it the documents transmitted by
the President, which include a detatled arti-
cle-by-article analysis.

As T said at the beginning, at Lthe conclu
ston of my remaris, Ambassndor Snvite il
be glad to Join with me 1 answertng qrices
tions.

Qur aim in both agreements hing been

" where necessary—to put detailed obligations

in the texts of the agreements themselves.

If one of the sides had a preference for in-
cluding clarifying material or elaboration in
agreed interpretations, and this was sulfi-
cient, that approach was used.

The agreed interpretations include ini-
tialed statements and other common under-
standings. ‘They have been included in the
President’s transmittal package to the Cone-
gress,

The transmittal package also included
formal unilateral statements of U.S. views
in certain cases where agreement could nol
be reached. There are, Mr. Chairman, and |
want to make it clear, there are no seciet

agreements.
What we have submitted to the Congpress
represents the agrecements that were

reached between the Soviet Union and the
United States.

THE ABM TREATY

Let me start with the ABM Treaty. 1t is a
definitive agreement of unlimited duration,
the central feature of which is the commit-
ment by both sides to no more than u low
level of ABM defenses, at two small and
widely separated locations.

The Ltreaty permits deployment of one
ABM complex in an ICBM deployinent arca,
and one for defense of the National Com-
mand Authority. There ean be no more
than 100 ABM launchers and an eqgual
number of associated interceptors at coch
complex, for a total of 200.

Strict limitations are placed on ALBM
radars, & matter of particular importance
since radars are the long leadtime item in
deployment of an ABM system,

Important limitations are also placed on
deployment of certain non-ABM radars to
contain their potential for application to an
ABM role. ’

Because of the technical complexity ol
the radar issues, intense and protracted ne-
gotiation was required to resolve them.

QUALITATIVE LIMITATIONS ON ABM'S

The commitment to low ABM levels is fur-
ther enhanced by several important qualita-
tive limitations. We and the Soviet Union
have agreed not Lo develop, test, or deploy:

1. ABM systems or components that are
sea bused, air based, space based, or mobile
land based;

2. Automatic or semiautomatic or other
similar systems for rapid reloading of ABM
Iaunchers;

3. An interceptor missile with more than
one independently guided warhead; and
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4. An ABM laucher capable of launching
reore than one interceptor missile at a time
from cach launcher, or to modify launchers
tu give them such a capability.

Such undertakings are important, 1t may
Leoof even greater fmportance that both
cdes have agreed that future types of ABM
Cosiets based on different physical prinei-
vies, for example, systems depending on
such deviees as lasers, that do not consist of
ABM Interceptor missiles, launchers, and
radars, cannot he deployed even in permit-
tedoareas. So there is a limitation on what
mny he deployed in the ADM systems how
2 operation and iU prohibits the deploy-
ment of new esoteric systems in these areas.

I might note, Mr, Chairman, that limiting
ABM'y to these low levels will increpse the
deterrent vidue of each of our offensive mis-
sties for retadiatory purposes. In the long
term it should be possible to achieve greater
deterrence al o lower cost.

One of our principal alims In SALT has
been Lo reduce tensions, wncertainties, and
haph conts which go hand In hand with an
upward sphatling strategic arms competi-
tion,

We could have maintained a strong strate-
#ic posture without the SALT agrcements,
but in that event, beyond continucd expedi-
tures for maintaining a sufficient defense
posture in the circumstances of a very low
tevel of Soviet ABM  deployment, there
would have been heavy pressures as a resuit
of unconstrained arms competition to spend
additionad bithions of dollars for widespread
ALM systems and greater offensive forces.

COST SAVINGS FROM SALT AGREEMENTS

Cuost savings from these first SALT agree-
roents will be limited initially. It is not pos-
sibie to predict when particularly significant

nges can be achieved, but this is certainly
ouralm. * v
[Statement by ACDA Dircetor Smith to

House Armced Services Cemmittee, July

25, 1972.)

¢ * * will be afforded by the ARM cover-
w«i¢ permitted for ICBM defense. Protection
¢ the National Command Authority
agalnst  an  accidental or unauthorized
launch of a limited number of missiles will
ne made possible by the ABM coverage at
the National Capital; this will decrease the
«hanees that such an attack might trigger a
ienerai nnclear exchange. The Natlonal
apital ADM complex woukd nlso afford a
short thee for dechsionmaking in the event
ol a major attack,

To assure that these two complexes do not
foria the beeinning of a base for a nation-
wide systens, the two sides agreed that thicy
must be separated by a distance of at least
1,300 kilometers. This separation reguire-
ment assures that the second Soviet ABM
site will be east of the Ural Mountains.

ABM radars are an essentinl element of en
ABM system and are the long-lead-thme
item in development of an ABM syslem.
The question of limitations of radars—-a
hizhly complex subject—accupicd a great
deal of time in the negoliatiuns. Specific
lhmitations on ABM radars are spelled out In
the treaty. In addition, there are limitations
on the deployment of certain typrs of non-
AUM radars in order to preclude the possi-
Lility of their use as elements of an ABM
system,

I order (o assure further that theve
would be adequate restraints on ABM capa-
bilitles, the ireaty provides for significant
quslitative limitations on ABM systems.

The very low quantitative limitation of
200 ABM launchers for each side cannot be
circurnvented through qualitative changes.
The two sides have agreed not to develop,
test, and deploy ABM liwunchers for launch-
fng more than one interceptor missile at a
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time, not to modify lwunchers to provide
them with such a capability, nor to develop,
test or deploy automatic or semiautomatic
or other similar systems for rapid reload of
ABM launchers,

An additional Important gualitative timi-
tation is the prohibition on the development
and testing, as well as deployment, of sea,
alir, spare-based and land-mobile ABM sys-
tems and comnponents,

Of even greater iimportance as a qualita-
tive limitation is the prohibition on the de-
ployment of fulure types of ABM systems
that are based on physical principles differ-
ent from present technology.

On this point, Mr. Chairman, there is an
agreed interpretation with respect to ABM
systems based on different physical princi-
ples, and including components capable of
substituting for those components used at
present—ihat s, launchers, missiles and
redar components. If such new systems are
developed, and one or the other side wants
to deploy Lhem under the Hmitations of this
trealy, there woutd have Lo Hest be a discus-
slon of the question in the Standing Con-
suttative Commission we are proposing to
establish under this treaty, and then the
treaty would have to be amended before
stich novel ABM systems could be deployed.

‘To avoid possibie circumvention of the
ban on a nationwide ABM defense through
developments In non-ABM  systems, for
L N
[House Foreign Affairs Committee Report

on the Agreement to Limit Strategic Of-

fensive Weapons, Aug. 10, 1972.)

* * * pegotiators alternated sessions be-
tween Helsinkd, Finland, and Vienne, Aus-
tria, working out the details of the accords.

During the period of negotiations the
Conunittee on Forcign Affairs was being
kept fully abreast of developments. The
committee chairman assigned the Subcom-
mittee on National Security Policy and Sei-
entific Developments as a forum for regular
briefings on progress of SALT. Ambassador
Gerard 8mith, chief U.S. negotiator, or his
represcntative briefed the subcommittce
nine times during the 30-month negotirting
period. In addition, SALT-related briefings
were scheduled with officials of the Central
Intelligence Agency and the Department of
Defense. Several committee members actu-
ally visited the sites of the talks for special
briefings. Other committees of the House
and Scuate similarly have avabled them-
selves of the opportunity to be informed
about, and consuit on, the SALT negotia-
tions.,

In fuet, the willingness of the Exccutive to
be candid about the U.8. negotiating posi-
tion and developments at SALT, together
with the unblemished record of the Con-
giess in keeping confidential the sensitive
information imparted to it, have established
a model of executive legislative cooperation
which might well be emulated in other
areas related to national strategic policy.

THE SALT ACCORDS

The SALT accords consist of (1) a treaty
lmiting antiballistic missile systems+ and
(2) a five-year interim agrecment which
frevzes the overall levels of stiategic offen-
sive missile forces pending further negotia-
tions which are to begin in October. There
is also a protocel to the intertm agrnciment,
and a number of stalements of “interpreta-
tion,” some sgreed and some unilateral. The
texts may be found in House Document 92-
311

As is customary, the treaty was sent to the
Scnate for its “advice and consent,” while
the interim agreement on offensive sirategic
arms has been submitted Lo both Houses for
approval. Although the House of Represent-
atives is being called upon to pass on only
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the interim agreement, the two accords w
s0 closely linked that an understanding !
both is essential. A summary of the man
provistons of each follows:

THE ARM THFATY

Fach country agress nol to huild an AB
system which could devend its entre terr:
tory or a mafor area thereof. In effect, oo
Secretary of State Rozers teld the commit
tee, both sides are placed In a position
where neither would have a substantial do
fense agalnst major missile attacks, T'ha.
the current mutual detecrent balance wouid
be maintained.

Each side will limit ABM systems to two
sites-one in defense of its national eapita:
the other in defense of an intercontinent:!
ballistic missile (JCBM) fleld. Sites must b
at least 1,300 kilometers (800 miles) apust.
That means the Soviet ICBM field to be
protected must be east of the Ural Moun-
tains, away from major western U.8.8.}
population and industrianl conters.

No more than 100 ABM Laaochers wnd oy
fnterceptor missiles may be deployed ai
each site.

Limitations are set on numbers, types, and
placement of ABM radars to foreclose estab-
lishment of a radar capability for nation.
wide or regional defense of cither country.

The two nations additionully agree Lo ban
development, testing or deployment of sei-
based, air-based, space-based or land-mobile
ABM system. Nor will Lhey deploy ABM sys
tems or components based on new technolo
gy without prior discussion and amendment
of the treaty. The partics also agree not to
convert air-defense systems to an ABM role,
or to build early warming radars except
along the edges of each country facing out-
ward. Both pledge not to transfer ABM sy,
tems to other states or deploy them over
sens,

Bach party will use its own “national tech
nical means of verification,” such as obser
vation satellites, to monitor coinpliance witlh
the accords. Each pledges not to interfer:
with those means or resori to deliberut.
concealment. There Is no cusite inspection.

A Standing Consultative Coramission will
be established to promote implementation
of the agrecements and to handle guestions
concerning  them, including  compliance
issues.

The trealy is of unlimited durntion but
cither side may withdraw upon 6 months’
notice Lo the other party that its “supreme
interests” have been jeopardized.

The (reaty would require t(he United
Siates to cut back it ABM program froin the
four sites which have been apvroved by
Congress to a maximum of two. Plans are to
finish the ABM site at Grand Forks, N.
Dak., which is closest to completion. Work
has been halted at the other three sites and
Congress has been asked to approve an
ABM site for Wastiington, D.C. The Soviets
are permitted to complete the AEM site al-
ready under constru-tion around Moscow
and to start a second site at an [CBM (icld.

f12th Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Con-
trol! and Disarmament Ageney, Jan. 31,
19731

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATIONS TALKS

After two and a half yenis of intenstve ne-
gotiations, backced by scarcuing analyvics
aind studies, two lundmirk ayreements —-the
most important to be reached in the history
of arms control negotiations--were achieved
in May 19872. They are the Treely on the
Limitation of Anti-Balliztic hiissile Systems
and e Interim  Agrecwicul on Certoin
Measures With Respeet to the Fivnadion of
Stratepic Offensive Arms. Thoese soreement.
are the most substantial steps yet taken
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toward curhing Lhe arms race, and bringing
about a condition of strategic stability.
ABM Treaty

The ABM Trealy is a definitive long-term
arrecment which contributes in a funda-
mental way Lo our security. The possibility
of nuclear war has been dramatically re-
duced by this Trealy. IL sets forth at the
outset the joint commitment not to build a
nationwide ABM defense nor provide a base
for such defense. In this undertaking both
countries have, in effect, agreed not to chal-
lenge the credibility of each other's deter-
rent missile forces by deploying a wide-
spread defense against them. This Is the
central consequence of this Treaty, and its
importance Lo avoldance of nuclear war
cannol be overestimated. Both major nuele-
ar powers have agreed that they will not at-
lempt Lo build a shield against penetration
by the other's missile forces which serve to
deter nuclear attack.

The ABM Treaty lHmits the United States
mnd the Soviel Union to two AUM sites
each-~one for the protection of the national
capilal, and the other for the defense of an
1CBM complex. At cach site, there ean be
o more than 100 ABM launchers and 100
associated interceptor missiles. In addition
to numerical limitations on ABM launchers
and missiles at each complex, the areus per-
nilited for ABM deployment are limited geo-
graphically and in size.

To assure that these two complexes do not
form a basis for a nationwide ABM system,
the two sides agreed that they must be sepa-
rated by a distance of at least 1300 kilome-
ters (800 miles). 1n addition, each ABM
system deployment area is restricted to a
radius of 150 kilometers (94 miles).

ABM radars are an essentinl element of an
ABM system and are its long-lead-time com-
ponent.  Definlng  appropriate limits on
ABM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I rise
Lo congratulate my friend and distin-
guished colleague from California for
once again bringing to the Senate’s at-
tention the inportance of the meeting
that will be taking place in Geneva be-
Llween President Reagan and Mr. Gor-
bachev. I believe he very. accurately
pointed out five principles that we
ought to be concerned about as we ap-
broach this very sensitive and impor-
tant summit.

Mr. President, this is a continuation
of a discussion that began last week. I
think what precipitated the discussion
was the administration’s decision to
adhere Lo a narrow, incorrect interpre-
tation of the ABM ‘Trealy. Many felt
that this was the beginning of the
chipping away of SDI, which the
'resident  has strongly  supported,
which this Senator and others have
strongly supported. Senator WILSON
has lald oul an approach that 1 hope
the administration will follow as they
louk toward Cienevi, 1 might point out
thal  the Presidenl's speech to Lhe
United Nations, which 1 thought was
perhaps one of the best he has ever
made. laid out in very precise terms
how he was going to approach Geneva.
He pointed ocut the rerional stabilily
probleras, he pointed oul the compli-
aice problems, and he pointed oul
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some of the problems that we have in
the area of arms control. Just yester-
day the President once again reai-
firmed those principles. He has devel-
oped some specifics on how we can gel
better stability. He is talking about
deep reductions but he is also talking
about compliance and moving ahead
with developing defense technologies.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
centrate a mownent on the fmportance
of the strategic defense initiative. As 1
travel around my State and talk to
people about arms control and where
we ought to be going as a nation,
many people are absolutely shocked to
discover thai the United States really
does not have any dcefense capability
against the Soviets large offensive
forces. They really believe that we al-
ready have defenses against, the Sovi
els' missiles and planes. 1 would imaug-
ine, if you think for a moment, with-
out knowing the precise detalls,
common sense would suggest that we
ought to have such defenses. Unfortu-
nately, we have instead relied upon
the threat of offensive weapons to pro-
vide for deterrence. We have been very
fortunate that that has worked for a
number of years. But we all lament
the fact that we have had a hair-trig-
ger type of situation, with the instabil-
ity of perhaps going to a first strike or
what we keep hearing on this floor, a
use-it-or-lose-it type of strategy. What
we are looking for in the strutegic de-
fense Initiative are defenses thut could
begin to provide additional deterrence
instead of relying entircly on offense
forces for this task.

Now, let us face it. We are never
going to be able to compete with the
Soviet Union in offensive capability,
whether it is conventional or strategic.
They are going to build more tanks,
more mortars, more planes. They are
going to have more missiles. They are
going to have more of everything. In
offensive capability, we have certain
constraints, whether it is political or
resource allocation, and we are not
going to be able to match them on an
offensive basis, no matter how far we
try to build up. Where we do have a
distinct advantage is defensive capabil-
ity because effective defensive capa-
bilities depend on high technology.

What we can do in that capacity is
superior to the Soviets because of our
inherent productivity, our advantages
in technological capability, our innova-
lion, our free enterprise system, our
entrepreneurship. You talk about new
small busincsses slarting up, they are
going into this business. Kids—T have
three small children-—-arce learning
about computers in the school system,
growing up in this area. Our desire
and willingness Lo innovale and to
devise new techinologics gives us a tre-
mendous advantage over the Soviets.
So when we try to provide for the sur-
vival of this country, why not do what
we are best suited to do? We are suited
to come forth with new teehnology, we
are best suited to look to the future.
We heve had deterrence based on of-
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fensive forces. This deterrence s
worked bul that does not mean that it
is necessarily going to work for {lie
next 20 years and, by polly, we hetlor
start thinking about moving forwaed.
There is no doult about it, SDI does
move forward and does provide i -
fensive capability. It is an important
step and I hope—and 1 anticipate -
that the President would not sec ii:is
as a bargalning chip. This is not o bar
gaining chip. This is something that i
in the best interest of this country.

This Is not sumething where you o
down and say, “Well, we are gojng to
give ft up.” It is something that TSt
us great hope for stability and delo
rence in the future.

Mr. President, as we look at the st .
legic defense initintive, 1 think -
would lke Lo gel beyond (he rescaacn
and testing and development and o\ 1.
tually we want to deploy it. We are not
just researching never to deploy. \We
want to deploy. A lot of people say,
“Well, when will you depioy? Arler
the 1090's, it is said., in broad terms,
but I would think particularly as we go
to Geneva and we talk with our allics,
we ought to consider that the best and
earliest deployment of any kind of
missile defenses might not neecessarily
take place in this country first. As o
matter of fact, I Lhink perhaps the
first deployment would take place in
Furope because the Furopeans e
really threatened right now against in-
termediate ballistic missiles of the
Soviet Union, the SS-21's, the S8 22,
the 88-23's, the ones that have con
ventional and chemical capability, not
to mention the strategic capabilitics of
the Soviets’ $S-20's. I am looking at
the conventional and chemical capa
bilities. We have no defensive capabil-
Ity in Europe against these missiics
now. The Soviet Union has a defensive
capability against ballistic missiles, 1
might add. They already have an ALIM
system deployed and have deployed
antitactical ballistic missiles as well
Of course, sometimes we think, weli,
perhaps we should not do whint the So
viets have already, in fact, done. But
think as we look at what missile dc-
fenses to deploy, deploying antitaclical
ballistic missiles in Europe probably
wotld be the first logical step and it i
something that docs not have to be e
gotiated; we just need to go forwird,
certainly within the confines of any-
body’s interpretation of the AIM
Trealy.

I think that there is, in fact, greal
promise as we move forward in {his
arena.

Mr. President, beyond the need to
move ahead with SDI, the President
has also rightly emiphasized the desir:
ability of first, negotiating deep offen
sive missile culs, second, demanting
Soviet compliance {o existing aynis
control agreementis, and third, secur-
ing regional stability.

The last of these points is eritienl
the President neted, “staking  our
future on a precarious balance o
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