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Alnifed Hlafes Denafe

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

October 17, 1985

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

Dear Mr. President:

I note that my questions posed to you with Senator Wallop on June 24,
1985 on Soviet violations of SALT I have not been answered.

The Soviet SS-25 mobile ICBM is now judged by both the Soviets and the
U.S. to be operational at several Soviet missile complexes previously
housing old SS-7 ICBM's. You stated in your February 1, 1985 Report to
Congress on Soviet SALT violations that Soviet SS-25 deployment at old ICBEM
complexes would be a "future violation" of SALT I. Does this now confirmed
Soviet deployment violate the SALT I ICBM dismantling procedures, and also
violate SALT I by defeating its object and purpose? When will these and
other Soviet SALT violations be confirmed to Congress?

Respectfully,

. /~/ / {/_\
— \
S S AT
_,/ /‘/‘ // - //'V\
STEVE SYMMS V¥
United States Senator
Copies to:
Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Chairman, JCS
Director, CIA
Director, ACDA

Attachments:
Letter of June 24, 1985
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Vlnifed Diafes Denafle

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

June 24, 1985

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

Dear Mr. President:

We would like you to know that the Senate unanimously passed on June
11, 1985 an amendment to the State Department authorization bill requiring a
Report to Congress on the Military Consequences of all Soviet SALT
violations (enclosed). This report is long overdue, having been repeatedly
requested from the Administration since March 1, 1984. We now request that
this report be dealt with in the November 15, 1985 Report.

We are enclosing our own analysis of the military consequences of the
Soviet SALT violations as well as our own analysis of the 1978 JCS
predictions on the effects of SALT II. We hope these will be of possible
use by the JCS in writing their contribution to the required report of the
Defense Department. We ask these be shown to Col. Dick Toy USAF and
Commander Mariner Cox USN.

We note that in your June 10, 1985 Report to Congress on Continued
U.S. SALT II Compliance, the Administration stated that 'the Soviets have
camplied with the letter of SALT I' and that 'the Soviets have not violated
the SALT I limits on ICBM and SLBM launchers.'

These statements completely contradict our 1980 and 1984 Republican

Party Platform charge that there was a Carter-Mondale Administration cover-
up of Soviet SALT I violations. The 1980 Republican Party Platform stated:
"The Republican Party deplores the attempts of the Carter Administration to
cover-up Soviet non-compliance with arms control agreements... We pledge to
end the Carter cover-up of Soviet violations of SALT I and II..." The 1984
Republican Party Platform repeated its condemnation of "Carter-Mondale
efforts to cover-up Soviet violations of the 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation
agreeament...”

Moreover, the June 10, 1985 statements also totally contradict your
own GAC Report released to Congress on October 10, 1984. The GAC Report
states that Soviet deployment of the heavy SS-19 ICBM to replace the light
SS-11 was a circumvention of SALT I defeating its objective and purpose. It
also states that the Soviets violated SALT I by exceeding the SALT I SLBM
ceiling and violated the prohibition on deliberate interference with U.S.
National Technical Means of verification by their extensive camouflage,
concealment and deception.
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ongoing Soviet deployment of the mobile SS-16, SS-24, and SS-25 1CBMs
also defeats the object and purpose of SALT I, because it is inconsistent
with the U.S. SALT I Unilateral Statement against mobile ICBM deployment.

Further, reported deployment of operational SS-25 mobile ICBMs at the
Yurya old SS-7 camplex violates SALT I dismantling procedures for SS-7
ICBMs.,

In addition, you have confirmed that the Soviets are deploying long
range SLCMs on their Stretch Yankee Class Submarine, circumventing the SALT
1 dismantling procedures.

In sum, there are at least 8 violations of SALT I, five of which are
confirmed by Presidential Reports to Congress. Several others have been
confirmed by former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and former Secretary
of Defense Melvin Laird.

Additional violations of SALT I mentioned in the press include the
following:

1. Failure to deactivate old ICBMs on time, and continuous
falsification of official deactivation reports between between 1975
and 1982;

2. Keeping 18 SS-9 FOBS ICBMs at an ICEM test range illegally
operational;

3. vViolation of Brezhnev's 1972 pledge not to build mobile ICBMs;

4. Violation of Brezhnev's 1972 pledge to dismantle the entire G
Class of strategic submarines;

5. Deploying SS-11 ICBMs at SS-4 and SS-5 soft sites for covert soft
launch in violation of the ceiling on ICBM launchers.

We request your camments on these additional Soviet SALT I violations.

Could you please explain to us the reasons for these important
contradictions of our 1980 and 1984 Republican Party Platforms and your own
GAC Report as soon as possible?

Sincerely,

= o o
Fetrs G2

Copies to: Secretary of State
Secretary of Defense
Chairman, JCS
Director, ACDA
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AMENDMENT NO. ' Ex, ———— Calendar No. e’
Purpose:
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES== ..ccc... Congy ce--- eee Sess,

S e

HR. e (or Treaty - s =" )
(title) e mmmmmmmmmmm e e mmmmemem e e oo -

( ) Referredtotho Committeoon —--ooooeeeeeee.
and ordered to be printed

( ) Ordered to lie on the table and to be printed

. C _
INTENDED to be proposed by -_N R M - C/&M—-

Viz:
At the end of the bill add the following new section:
"The Department of Defense shall prepare a report, to be submitted

to Congress in both classified and unclassified form by July 15, 1985,

that describes in detail the direct and indirect mil itary consequences

1
2
3
4
5 and effects of all Soviet violations of all arms contro! treaties and
agreements."

6

7

8

9

10
11
12
13
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February 28, 1985

does to those New Zealanders who have not
vet drifted off on cloud nine.

SALT I WAS NOT IN THE NA.
TIONAL SECURITY INTEREST
OJF THE UNITED STATLES
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that two letters,

one signed by myself and one by
myself and my distinguished col-

league, Senator JOHN P. EasT, of
North Carolina, be printed Iin the
RECORD.

The first letter, dated February 24,
1985, and addressed to the President,
stales in my name and that of Scnntor
EAsT:

It is our intention to release our letter to
the Senate and to the public on March 1,
1985. and we wiil do so at that time unless
there are any specific objections from the
Excculive Branch,

Mr. President, we have waited until
the close of business today, February
28, 1985, to hear from the executive
branch. We have received no commu-
nication in wriling and no specific ob-
jections from the executive branch.

In fact, we are nol aware of any ex-
¢cutive branch objections at all. We
believe we have given the executive
branch ample time to review our
letter.

Accordingly, we are releasing our let-
ters in the knowledge that they are
wholly unclassified, have been careful-
ly researched in open sources, that all
data given can be supported from open
sources and are necessary for Senate
and public debate on the unratified
SALT II Treaty.

In addition, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD an excerpt from Alerting
America: The Papers of the Commit-
tee on the Present Danger. This ex-
cerpt is a series of unclassified esti-
mates of United States and Soviet
strategic forces first published in 1978
during the SALT II debate. They were
done by Mr. Paul Nitze, our most emi-
nent and distinguished arms control
expert, and former Director of Policy
Studies for the committee.

These estimates demonsirate that
our own estimates are unclassificd, be-
cause our own estimates and data are
in fact derived from Paul Nitze's, We
have great respect for Mr. Nitze, who
is now the Chief Advisor on Arms Con-
trol Lo our distinguished Sccretary of
Stale, George Shultz.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. ScNATE.
Washington, DC, February 24, 1985.
The PRESIDENT,
The While House,
Washinglon, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I belicve Lhat our at-
tached letter is completely unclassified. It
contains only data already in the public
domain, and it analyzes this data to make
ndgments which are bounded by already
unclassified and authoritative estimates.

Our letter does make reference Lo data
vriginating in the Defense Dcpartment, the
Defense Intelligence Agency. the Joint

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Chiefs of Staff, and the Central Intelligence
Agency. Accordingly, a8 a courtesy to the
Executive Branch, we request that our un-
classified letter be reviewed by the above
agencics.

It Is our intention to release our letier to
the Scnate and to the public on March 1,
1985, and we will do so at that time unless
there are any specific objections from the
Executive Branch.

With warmest personal regards,

Sincercly,
STEVE SYMMS,
U.S. Senalor.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, January 24, 1985.
The PRESIDENT,
The While Housc,
Washington, DC.

Dgar MR. PresipENT: This is a sanitized,
unclassified version of an important letter
we sent to you on January 18, 1986, classi-
fied Top Secret Sensitive.

A crucial decision point approaches involv-
ing whether or not the United States should
continue to comply precisely with the unra-
tified SALT 11 Treaty, which last year you
certified to Congress that the Soviets were
violating in multiple ways. We belicve that
there needs Lo be a historical evaluation of
the negative effects on American national
sccurity of U.S. unilateral compliance with
the unratificd SALT II Trealy. We have
careflully conducted such an evaluation, and
we wish to make it public. In sum, we have
found that there is now historical evidence
that the S8enate Armed Services Commitiee
was correct in December 1979, when it con-
cluded by overwhelming majority vole that
the proposcd, unequal, destabilizing SALT
II Treaty “was not in the national sccurity
interest of the United States.”

1. OVERALL SUMMARY

In fact, Mr. President, our analysis con-
firms that the Soviet Union has built up its
strategic forces during the period of the
1979 SALT II Treaty through the year of
1985 to a level much higher than the Joint
Chiefs of Staff predicted in 1878 that the
Soviets would have by the end of 19885, even
if no SALT II Treaty had becnh signed by
the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Since 1978,
Soviet Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles
increased by about one fourth, and Soviet
nuclear warheads more than tripled by the
end of 1985. In contrast, the U.S. will have
strategic forces by the end of 1985 even
lower than the Joint Chiefs of Staff predict-
cd in 1978 that the U.S. would have by the
end of 1985, even within SALT II con-
straints. In fact, U.S. forces are lower today
than they were in 1979.

I1. SOURCES AND ANALYTIC ASSUMPTIONS

These significant conclusions about the
adverse impact on American national securi-
ty resulting from U.S. unilateral compliance
with the unratified SALT II Treaty arc two
of five conclusions we have derived from our
analysis of authoritative, official, classified
documents. We have carefully santitized
and declassified our analysis and conclu-
sions. Our data is bounded by unclassified
and authoritative data. Our unclassified
conclusions confirm your own statement on
August 18, 1880: “I cannot, however, agree
to any treaty, including the SALT II Treaty,
which in effect legitimitizes the continu-
ation of a one-sided arms build-up.”

We have long had in our possession a clas-
sified document wrilten by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on January 4, 1978 describing illus-
trative U.S. and 8oviet strategic forces
through 1885, with and without a SALT 11
Treaty. This is an important historical docu-
ment, because it was used in 1978 and 1979
in the U.8. decision-making and negotiating
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on SALT 1I. Using the sanitized general con-
clusions of this document, we can now in
1985 evaluate retrospectively how accurate
U.8. intelligence and planning assumptions
were in 1978, and make an overall assess-
ment of the actual national security effecls
of SALT 1I from a historical perspective. A
sanitized extract of general conclusions
from this JC8 document is Attachment A.

We also have varfous classified Defense
Intelligence Agency estimates of Soviet stra-
tegic foree structures, and classified Defense
Department tabulations of U.S. stratcegic
force programs. Qur sanitized and declassi-
fied chart based upon our classificd DIA
and DoD sources are Attachment B.

We recognize that our estimate of Soviet
forces al the end of 1986 Is somewlnd
higher than agreed lxeculive Branch Na-
tional Intelligence Estimates. This is largely
because we have tried to take account of
certain of the military effects of some of Lthc
Soviet SALT II violations. Regretably, wc
have still mot received the Executive
Branch's assessment of the military implicea-
tions of Soviet SALT II violations which we
requested last March 1, 1084. Accordingly,
we have done our own assessment, which we
believe to be rensonable, and while soundly
based on elassified sources, wholly sanilized
and unclassified.

Beveral assumptions underlying our esti-
mate chart should be specified at Lthe outset.
First and most significantly, we are count-
ing up to about 400 Backfire bombers and
thelr weapons in the Soviet foree totals for
the end of 1985. We believe Lhis Is complete-
ly reasonable. In 1879, General Rowny testi-
fied that the Sovicis would have about 400
Backfirec bombers by the end of 1985, and
you yourself stated in the nationally tele-
vised debate on October 30, 1980:

“SALT I is illeral, because the law of the
land, passed by Congress, says we cannot
accept a treaty in which we are not equal,
and we're not equal in this treaty for one
reason alone: our B-52 bombers are consid-
ered to be strategic weapons; their Back{ire
bombers are not.”

This I8 & sirong indication that the
Reagan Administration should count the
Soviet Backfire bomber in its SALT 11 force
estimates, as well as in our START and
“umbrella talks” proposals. The reason that
you wanted to count Backfire as an inter-
continental bomber in 1980 is that U.8. In-
telligence agreed that it had intercontinen-
tal range and refueling capabilities. The
1981 first edition of Soviet Military Power
states on page 63 that the range of the
Backfire bomber is in excess of 8,800 kilome-
ters, and on page 62 it stales that the range
of the Bison bomber is only 8,000 kilome-
ters. The Bison counts as an intercontinen-
tal bomber in SALT II, and the longer
ranged Backfire should therefore also
count. (Backfire also has longer range than
some variants of the U.S. B-52 bomber, all
of which count in SALT II.) Further, the
Soviets tried to deceive the U.8. on whether
the Backf{ire was an intercontinental
bomber, despite its intercontinental range
and refueling capabilitics, another rcuson
for counting it in SALT II. The strategic sig-
nificance of counting Backf{ire in SALT 11 is
that this force alone can deliver about 30
per cent of the huge Soviet megatonnage
advantage, making Backfire a formidable
second strike force.

Second, we are counting in Soviet forces
at the end of 19856 at least 100 858-16 mobile
ICBM launchers, because on January 23,
1984, you informcd Congress that the
mobile 88-16 ICBM is “probably deployed”
operationally. Open sources indicate that
the Soviets have probably deployed over 100
88-16s.
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Third, as required by Article V1 1 of the
SALT 11 Treaty itsclf, we are counting at
the end of 1985 those Soviet Strategic Nu-
clear Delivery Vehicles (S8NDVs) “in the
final stage of construction” and “undcrgo-
ing overhall, repalr, modernization or con-
version.” There are press reports of impend-
ing silo and mobile deployment of the
Soviet 88-2¢4 and S8-35 ICBMs. And there
are authoritative unclassified reports that
the S§S-24 and 8S-25 are in pre-series pro-
duction (Soviet Militury Power, 1984, p. 98).
We have estimated a modest force of about
100 of these by late 1985.

Finally, we have used the maximum re-
ported warhead capacities demonstrated for
MIRVed Sovict ICBMs and SLBMS, because
we believe that this is the only rational way
to measure the real Soviet threat.

It should be noted, however, that we are
not counting large numbers of refire and
stockpiled ICBMs and SLBMs, additional
strategic submarines under construction,
and many additional long range bombers
not . functionally distinguishable from
SALT-accountable Soviet bombers. We are
also ignoring Soviet strutegic SLCMs, where
they hold a huge advantage, and GLCMs.
Hence, our estimates do in fact significantly
underestimate the full Soviet threat.

Comparing the sanitized JCS chart with
the sanitized DIA/DoD chart (attached), we
have reached the following summary con-
clusions expressed in tabular and in percent-
age statement formal:

{I1. SUMMARY OF THE EFFECTS OF BALT II ON

UNITED STATES AND SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES

AS PREDICTED BY THE JCS IN 1978 .

Note on declassification: These estimates
are rounded off. Using reasonable assump-
tions and available unclassified data, Paul
Nilze’s unclassified 1979 estimates published
in 1984 (See Attachment C) provide both
lower and upper bounds on Soviet force
levels. U.S. force levels for 1985 have been
officially published without classification.

SKDVs Warkeads

1973-1979:
US. Forees

Soviel Forcss (Paul ilze's estc 2.504
males, a5 dwusted for inwproper

MRV counting).
Masimum estimated W 1978 for 1985,
within SALT ik:
 Soviet Forces.
Maximum estimated in 1978 for 1985,
a0 SALT Ik
US. Forces.....
 Soviet Forces..
Estimated end of 1985:
US. Forces......
Soviet Forces...
Paut Mitaa's 1979 Soviet
Forces in 1985 assuming SALT W

compwance '

inclode 400 intescontinental  Backlire
bombers with 3 's each.

ticlude 300 new ICBM faunchers, new
boinber, proper and masunum MRV
kadings.

1 SNDV = Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicks.

SUMMARY STATEMENTS

(Note.—These calculations are approxi-
mate.)

1. In 1978, the JCBS estimated that Soviet
SNDVs would decreasc by over about 10%
with SALT II, and increase by about 15%
without SALT II by the end of 1985. In ac-
tualily, Soviet SNDVs probably increased by
about 25% by the end of 1985.

9. In 1978, the JC8 estimated that Soviet
warheads would increase by roughly over
90% with SALT II, and increase by over
150% without S8ALT II by the end of 1986.
In actuality, Soviet warheads probably in-
creased by over 300% by the end of 1985.
This is our most important. conclusion.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —'SENATE

3. IN 1978, the JC8 estimated that U.S.
SNDVs would increase by 2% with S8ALT II,
and increase by about 18% without SALT II
by the end of 1985. In actuality, U.8. SNDVs
decreased by about 9% by the end of 1985.

4. In 1978, the JCS estimated that U.S.
warheads would increase by 651% with SALT
11, and increase by about 95% without SALT
1I by the end of 1985. In actuality, U.S8. war-
heads remained almost constant, rising by

-only about 2%.

In sum, during the 1079-1985 period of
S8ALT 11, Soviet 8NDVs increased by about
one fourth, but the warheads carried tripled
through Soviet exploitation of their huge
throw-weight advantage by MIRVing and
ALCM loading. Our summary conclusions
are fully consistent with Defense Secrctary
welnberger's statement in the Washington
Times on December 30, 1984:

“Improvements and additions to the
Soviet missile force continue at & frighten-
ing pace, even though we have added SALT
I restraints on top of SALT I agreementa.
The Soviet Union has buiit more of the big
nuclear warhcads capable of destroying U.8.
missiles In their concrete silos than we had
initially predicted they would build, even
without any T agreement. We now con-
front precisely the situation that the SALT
process was futended to prevent.”

1V. DETAILED CONCLUSIONS

We would now present f{lve more detailed
conclusions derived from a careful compari-
son of the sanitized 1978 JC8 chart and our
sanitized DIA/DoD chart for lute 1935,
First, we estimate that by the end of 1960,
when the unratified 8ALT 11 Treaty is due
to expire, the Soviets will have about 3,200
Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles, carry-
ing about 13,300 warheads. But the 1978
JCB chart reveals that the JCS estimated
that the highest force levels that the Sovi-
ets could achieve by the end of 1985, in the
absence of the SALT II Treaty, was about
:‘.000 SNDVs carrying about 11,000 war-

The JCB in 1978 were evidently relying
upon CIA estimates of Soviet forces for 1985
unconstrained by SALT IIL. These CIA esti-
mates, however, will turn out to significant-
1y underestimate the force levels the Soviet
will probably have achieved by late 1985. As
we know, the CIA signiticantly underesti-
mated Soviet strategic forces throughout
the 1960s and early 1970s.

Comparing the sanitized JCS chart to our
sanitised 1985 estimate chart, we find that
the Soviets will probably be about 200
S8NDVs and about 2,000 warheads above the
highest levels that the JC8 in 1978 estimat-
ed for the Soviels at the end of 1985 with-
out & SALT II Treaty. We believe & new
Team B critique of CIA estiamtes is needed,
because the 1976 competitive estimates evi-
dently did not improve the accuracy of CIA
estimates.

This is the clearest evidence yet that the
Soviets did not atlow their strategic pro-
grams to be affected in any WAy by SALT 11,
and that since 1979 they have been “Break-
ing Out” of SALT I1. We recall that there {8
strong classified evidence that the S8ALT I
interim Agreement of 1972 similarly did not
affect the Soviet ICBM and SLBM deploy-
ment plans throughout the 1970s. But some
of this evidence was long suppressed within
the Intelligence Community, and the analy-
sis 18 not widely known. We call your atten-
tion to the June, 1978 CIA study entitled
The Soviet Strategic Planning Process And
SALT (title unclassified, study classified
Top Secret Codeword Sensitive). This docu-
ment has been made available Lo us, and
should be studied by the entire Senate. We
urge you to become familiar with it as well.

This study also indicates that the late
Soviet President Brezhnev himself negotiat-

February 28, 1985

ed deceptively in order (o protect Soviet
pro trom constraint, while at the same
time misleading the U.8. into believing that
SALT 1 would constrain Soviet programs.
We have been informed that there is testi-
mony to the Scnate to the effect that the
Joint Chicfs of Staff and the Congress were
not aware in 1973 of this evidence of Sovict
intentions to deploy prohibited systems
fully in the face of SALT 1 constraints. The
Senate Intelligence Committee confirmed In
late 1079 that key evidence on 8oviet com-
pliance intentions had in f(act been sup-
presscd. Consequently, we believe it reason-
able to conclude that the SALT I Anti-Bal-
listic Missiie Treaty and the SALT I Interim
Offensive Agreement were ratified and ap-
proved in August and September 1973 under
the false pretense that SALT 1 would aclu-
ally constrain Soviet programs.

Second, on the baais of our sanitized JCS
and DIA/DoD charis, we have compared
the U.8. aggregate of 2,000/9,300 at the end
of 1985 to the maximum force level predict-
ed by the JCS in 1978 for the U.8S. in 1985 in
the absence of SALT II. This U.8. 1885 non-
SALT 11 aggregate is 2,600/18,000.

By complying unilaterally with and unra-
titied SALT II Treaty which you have certi-
fled the Sovicts have violated in four ways.
the U.8. therefore forfeited potential de-
ployment over the six years of SALT 11 of
about 500 SNDVs carrying about 8,700 war-
heads. This is & measure of the security
costs of our unilateral compliance and de
facto unilateral disarmament and appease:
ment. These 500 SNDVs carrying 8,700 war-
heads could have bolstered deterrence and
mitigated the Soviet bulldup.

Third, it is interesting to compare these
U.S. forfeitures through SALT II compli-
ance with the force levels the Soviets will
probably achileve by the end of 1985 by
SALT 11 Breakout. Considering the highest
SNDV/warhead aggregate that the JCS pro-
jected in 1978 for the Soviets by the end of
1985 within SALT II constraints, the Soviets
have added about 850 SNDVs and about
4,700 warheads above those Jevels. Thus the
Sovicts are much higher than estimated
even if they were adhering to S8ALT Il
Moreover, the Soviet increment above SALT
11 ceilings is comparable to the increment
the U.8. forfeited by agrecing to comply
unilaterally with the unratified SALT 11
Treaty.

PFourth, considering SNDV/warhead levels
estimated for the Soviets by the JCS as of
1978, the Soviets will have added about 700
SNDVs carrying about 8,700 warheads
during the 1978-79—1085 period of SALT IL.
This is a very significant increase in the
threat to America. To repeat, the Soviets in-
creased their SNDVs by & fourth, and tri-
pled their warheads. As you stated in your
January 9, 1085 press conference, “SALT 11
is nothing but a limitation on how fast you
increse weapons.”

Fifth, tihe Carter era JCS under Gencral
Davy Jones planned to retain all U.8. Titan
1I ICBMs and B-52D bombers in the U.S.
SNDV aggregate through 1985 under SALT
1. But in sddition to the above noted U.S.
{orfeiture under SALT I1 of 800 BNDVs car
rying 8,700 warheads, the JCS under the
Reagan Administration will have unilateral-
1y scrapped almost all of the Titan II and B-
52D systems by the end of 19885, and in addi-
tion, all 160 Polaris SLBMs, for a total of
203/500 SNDVs/warheads the U.8. has uni-
laterally deactivated during U.8. unilateral
SALT 1I compliance. Moreover, the Carter
JCS planned 250 MX ICBMs which were to
be survivable, and you plan only 100 vulner
able MX. In total, 672 SNDVs existing o’
planned carrying 6,800 warheads have been
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unilaterally scrapped under the Reagan Ad-
ministration,

V. RESTATEMENT

In sum, the Soviet strategic build-up from
1978 thrugh 1985 occurred ostensibly within

SALT 11, but was in fact much greater than-

that projected for the Soviets without
SALT Il Our conclusion confirms Secretary
of Defense Weinberger's statement in the
FY 1985 Defense Posture Statement: “The
SALT 11 Agreement would have codificd
that unilateral Soviet buildup and allowed
additional growth in Soviet forees, therby
bermilting even further deterioration of the
military balance.”

The Soviets seem to believe that SALT is
& 7ero sum game, with them as the winners
and the U.8. as the losers. A Soviet foreign
nolicy expert, speaking for the Kremlin
leadership, wrote ln 19494%:

“Signing the (SALT 1) Interim Agrecment
(was a) victory of the Soviet Union in the
arms race ... (the) 1972 Moscow Agree-
ment, like the  Viadivostok Agreement,
noted the defeat of the American strategic
arms race policy.” (Stanislav Tumkovsky
Probiems of History, Moscow, 1979)

Because Lthe 1974 Viadivostok Agreement
was the basis for the SALT II Treaty and
was incorporated into SALT II, the Soviets
evidently believe that both SALT T and
SALT 11 were victories for Lhe Suviel Unlon
and defcats for the United States.

Finally, although we recognize and fully
support the need to protect intclligence
sources and methods and defense informa-
tion about our own forces, we also believe
that it is imperative for the American
people to have a general understanding of
the massive increase in Soviet nuclear arms
that has occurred during the period of al-
leged Soviet adherence to SALT II, and that
they know also the enormous advantages
which the U.S. has denied itself through a
policy of vascillation based on strict unilat-
eral compliance with an unratified treaty
our opponents are known to be violating al
will. Continued silence on these matters Is
intolerable. That is why we have sanitized
and dcclassified our analysis and conclu-
sions. The adverse strategic balance entails
both political and military risks. As relative
Soviet power continues to increase, the Sovi-
ets fully expect the U.8. and its allies to
move increasingly toward accommodation
and appeasement.

VI. REQUESTS

In conclusion, we have several questions
and requests. First, we ask whether you and
your national security departments and
agencies are as concerned about our analysis
and conclusions as we are? We request their
comments. Second, we request that you con-
sider our analysis, conclusions and attached
charts and amendments in your forthconi-
ing decision about whether to continue U.S.
unilateral compliance with the uaratified
SALT Il Trealy. Third, we request that
your Administration prepare witnesses to
send to hearings on the Constitutional as-
pects of the treaty-making powers as ap-
plied to arms control. We are considering
holding such hearings. Finally, we also
intend to scek another Senate vole on the
merils of continued U.8. unilateral compli-
ance with the unratified SALT II Treaty
(See Attachments).

We want to support your defense budget.
request and your sirategic modernization
program, including MX, but but only in the
context of U.S. disavowal of unilaternl com-
plisnce with the unratified SALT II Treaty
which you have already confirmed the Sovi-
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cls are violaling in mulliple ways. We are
extemely concerned that the Soviets have
bullt up their strategic forces during the
period of SALT II through late 1985 to a
much higher level than we though they
would even withou SALT II.
With warmest personal regards,
Sincercly,
STEVE SYMMS,
U.S. Senator.
JOHN EasT,
U.S. Senator.

A. Maximum U.8.-S8oviet Strategic Forces,
1985, Within And Outside SALT 11 Trealy
Cellings, as predicted by JCS in January
1978:
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B. U.S.~Soviet Stralegic Forces, Estimat-
ed for Late 1985:
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miltce on the Present Danger, 8 November
1979, as prepared by Paul Nilze.
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FURTHER UNCLASSIFIED DATA SUPPORTING OUR
CONCLUSIONS

1. Robert McFarlane stated in a recent
public speech at the Commonwealth Club in
San Francisco that since 1975 the Sovicls
had constructed “more than 10,800 addition-
al nuclear weapons.” This would give the
Soviets 13,540 warheads in 1985, which is
above our estimate.

2. As Paul Nitze accurately predicted pub-
licly on March 14, 1979 “During the span of
the (SALT II) agreement, numbers of nucle-
ar warheads can be expected (o rise by 300
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percent on the Soviet side, in comparison to
about 50 percent for the U.S."

This is above our estimates.

3. As Paul Nitze accurately predicted pub.
licly on October 1, 1979: “If the SALT II
Treaty were to approach expiration in 1985
wilthout replacement and without a surviv-
able and durable U.S. ICBM component, the
U.8. could face unprecedented dangers. We
would then have to take scriously both the
then-existing degree of Soviet nuclear stra-
tegic superiority, and Sovict superiority In
break-out potential.”

4. Further, Paul Nitze again accurately
predicted Soviet forces publicly on May 186,
1979: “From the beginning of 1978 to the
end of 1985, the number of Soviet warheads
will have doubled; ours will have increased
by half . . . the capability of their wenpons
Lo knock out hardencd argets, such ns mis
sile silos, will have Increased tenfold . . . by
the end of 1985, under the limits of SALT
IL, (U.8. prompt counter force hard target
capability) will be an cighth of that of the
8oviet Union . . .. This will be compounded
by the fact that they will have twice ns
many hard targels as we, and their targets
will be, on average, twice as hard as ours."

This is the same as our estimate.

Nitze added ominously: “A more sober
evatuntion of the balnuee, at a time when it
is oo lale Lo reverse trends, could result in
forced accommodation to the Soviet Union
leading to a situation of global retreat and
Finlandization,”

8. As Nitze again accurately predicted pub-
licly on May 16, 1979: “Under SALT 11 . . .
the capability of Soviel missiles to destroy
hardened military targets is expected to rise
by 1,000 percent.”

AMENDMENT ——

Add at the end of the bill the following
new section:

“SEc. —, Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law or of this Act, no national securi-
ty program of the United States shall be
terminated, impeded, or delayed in order to
comply with any provision of the unratificd
SALT II Treaty, unless and until the Presi-
dent shall have certified to Congress that
the Soviet Union is in full compliance with
SALT I1.".

AMENDMENT ——

Add al the end of the bill the following
new section: .

“8ec, —, Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of law or of this Act. no funds author-
ized or appropriated by this or any other
Act may be obligated or expended to deacti-
vate or remove from operational service any
Minuleman ICBM or any Poscidon missile
or nissile submarine for any purpose includ-
ing specifically that of complying with any
provision of the unratifiecd SALT iI Treaty.
unleas the President shall have certified to
Congress prior to any such deactivation or
removal from service that the Soviet Union
is In full compliance with SALT I1.”.

ALERTING AMERICA

(Edited by Charles Tyroler II, Introduction
by Max M. Kampclman)
APPENDIX
The following charts and graphs were pre-
pared by Paul H. Nitze and distributed as
appendices to the above statement.
APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 132

(Prepared by Paul H. Nitze, 1 November
1977-8 November 1979)
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from coming into this country to rob
the minds of our youth.

All of that is being held hostage, Mr.
President, in this legislation.

So I just want the President and my
colleagues in the Senate to know that
when this matter, House Joint Resolu-
tion 492, comes up next Monday, this
Senator will move that we recede from
our item in disagreement with the
House, the $21 million in covert assist-
ance for the Contras in Nicaragua. I
want to make that clear to my col-
leagues, because it is the only way we
will obtain this legislation in time for
the summer youth employment pro-
grams in America, the nutritional pro-
grams for the fceding of our infants
and mothers in this country, to answer
the needs of hungry folks in Africa
who are suffering through the worst
drought in many decades in that im-
poverished area.

1 am sorry we are going to do this on
a Monday. I hope that my friends and
colleagues will hear the sound of my
voice and will come here next Monday,
a day when our attendance is notori-
ously rather small from time to time,
because I think this is a fundamcental-
ly important issue.

I hope that every Member of the
Scnate will rise above party and think
of this great country of ours and cast
his or her vote with the sense of re-
sponsibility and integrity of purpose
that every Senator always should
employ.

I say to my friends in the Senate
that we should send this conference
report back to the House, concurring
in all the 22 items in agreement, or in
technical disagreement, and dropping
the one item of disagreement, the $21
million in covert assistance to Nicara-
gua.

I have talked to many Members of
the House, and there are none who be-
lieve there is any possibility that these
funds can survive and that this legisla-
tion can survive if the 22 items of im-
portance to the country are held hos-
tage to that covert assistance question.

Mr. President, I think the minority
leader for the interest he has shown in
this matter. I thank the majority
lecader. He is a fine man, a considerate
and fair man, who has bent over back-
ward to accommodate this Senator.
But the administration is in error in
persisting in trying to hold this hos-
tage to that one question, which we
have thoroughly debated here.

I put the Senate on notice that next
Monday, we will urgently request our
colleagues to do the right thing, the
responsible thing, to pass this measure
without the item of disagreement that
cannot possibly survive in the hands of
the House.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business until 11:45 a.m., with
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statements therein limited to 2 min-
utes each.

SOVIET STRATEGIC ARMS LIMI.
TATION TREATY VIOLATIONS

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, today
we live in a very dangcrous world. The
Sovict Union is violaling cvery major
arms control agreement in force today.

These Soviet arms control violations
have paid very handsome dividends for
the Sovicts. They have allowed the So-
viets to gain overall strategic superiori-
ty in both offensive and defensive ca-
pabilities. In fact, according to De-
fense Secretary Weinberger, the Sovi-
cts “have stepped up their own strate-
gic modernization program.”

Using only the Strategic Arms Limi-
tation Trealy (SALT) counting rules,

-the Soviets now have an overwhelming

6-to-1 strategic offensive superiority
over the United States, a true first-
strike potential so long feared by our
strategists. The Soviets are 10 years
ahead of the United States {n strategic
offensive capabilities. This Soviet first-
strike potential grows evermore omi-
nous cach year, and its utility for po-
litical blackmail and intimidation is
even more apparent. The Soviet ad-
vantages derived from their SALT
cheating are even greater. The Soviet
first-strike capabililty throws an ever
darkening shadow over all the world's
politics, and is a direct result of the
Soviet violations of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty [SALT].

And now we have recent revelations
from defense officials that the Soviet
Union is also 10 years ahead of the
United States in defensive antiballistic
missile capability, and may in just a
year's time be able to defend over one-
third—a significant proportion—of
both its population and offensive
forces from the U.S. retaliatory dcter-
rent. The Soviets may also at any time
launch the first laser antiballistic mis-
sile battle station into space, where
they alrcady have had an opcratlional
antisatellite capability for over a
decade.

These Soviet offensive and defensive
advantages threaten the credibility of
the U.S. retaliatory deterrent, which
has preserved the world's peace for 38
years. If the Soviels can threaten a
devastating first strike, and then also
threaten to defend against a signifi-
cant part of the U.S. retaliatory re-
sponse, deterrence is gravely weak-
ened. Peace could be in jeopardy, and
the United States is not only vuinera-
ble to Soviet first sirike, but more im-
portantly, because of this vulnerability
we are increasingly subject Lo Soviet
attempts at intimidation through nu-
clear blackmail.

President Reagan stated in a press
conference on March 31, 1982:

The Boviet Union does have a definite
margin of superlority —enough so that there
is risk, and that is what I have called a
window of vulnerability.

President Reagan also stated on
March 23, 1983:

June 20, 1984

The Soviets ... have enough accurale
and powerful nuclear weppons to destroy
virtually all of our missiles on the ground.

President Reagan then added that
the Soviets have a *“* * * present
margin of superiority.”

The S8oviet Defense Minister, the
late Marshal Grechko. stated openly
as long ago as March 1975

The correlation of forces (i.e., the strate-
gic nuclear balance] has changed in favor of
socialism and to the detriment of imperial-
fsm.

A Soviet 'military journal, *“Red
Star” stated thireateningly in January
1980.

With respect to the military balance, the
correlation of forces has shifted, once and
for all and irrevocably.

As the Joint Chiefs of Staff conced-
ed ominously in their military posture
statement to Congress for fiscal year
1985:

The Boviets have now developed strategic
offensive and defensive capabililies that
erode the credidility of the U.S. detervent
and increase the risk that Soviet teaders
would consider launching a surprise nuclear
attack. (Itallc added.)

The JCS concedes that “the Soviels
hold a distinct advantage in terms of
total numbers of strategic offensive
forces,” and that “Soviet strategic
forces are more effective than those of
the United States.” The JCS have also
conceded thal the Soviets have a “sur-
vivable superior offensive capability.”

The U.8. Air Force has stated offi-
cially to Congress that there is '‘a do-
stabilizing imbalance between U.S. and
Soviet strategic forces.”

Dcfense Secretary Weinberger
stated to the Senate on May 24, 1984:

The Soviet military buildup, both quanti-
tative and qualitative, has produced a inajor
shift in the nucicar and conventional bal-
ance.

Secretary of State Shultz stated on
May 14, 1984: “Arms control will
simply not survive in conditions of in-
cquality.”

America's strategic decline has not
even bottomed out yet. Our military
leaders have been telling us for several
yecars that even after all our currently
planned strategic offensive moderniza-
tion programs are deployed by 1000,
we will still not be able to regain stra-
tegic offensive parity with the Soviets,
and this assumes that Congress will
fund them. Thus we are over 10 years
behind the Soviets in strategic offen-
sive capability. If we are also 10 years
behind in ABM's and space lasers and
antisatellites as well, then it is an
urgent national sccurity priority to
bolster deterrence and to quickly ac-
quire defenses.

The role of the false doctrine of
arms coutrol In speeding and assuring
the U.S. strategic decline needs at long
last to be carefully examined. The his-
torical evidence Indicates that arms
control has been used as an instru.
ment in the Soviet game plan for stra-
tegic supremacy. As President Reagan
has pointed out, our strategic nuclear
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megatonnage is now only one quarter
of what it was in 19653, and the number
of U.S. nuclear warheads has declined
by one-third of what it was in 1965.
Arms control has unilaterally re-
strained U.S. strategic programs, while
allowing all Soviet strategic programs
to progress unhindered. In a real
sense, arms control has been an enor-
mous Sovietl stralegic deception, and a
very successful deception indeed. In
contrast, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have stated that “The Soviets have in-
creased their strategic warhcads more
than threefold since 1973.”

Actually, Soviet warheads have in-
creased over fourfold since 1973. The
April 1984 edition of the DOD's Soviet
Military Power also states that “with
the [(Soviet] deployment of new nucle-
ar weapons systems their stockpile
nllegatonnage has again started to
rise.”

Mr. President, the relentiess momen-
tum of the Soviet strategic nuclear
weapons buildup, which started before
1962, is destined to continue into the
1990's and beyond. This Soviet strate-
gic buildup, unprecedented in history,
has not been constrainced by existing
strategic arms limitation treativs. The
Defense Department has testified to
Congress recently that *“this Soviet
buildup of strategic nuclcar forces
shows no sign of slowing.” The De-
fense Department added that ““we see
no letup in the rate of deployment of
Soviet [strategicl systems over the
next ten years.”

As Dr. Eugenc Rostow, former
Reagan administration Arms Control
Director, has written about the first
SALT agreements of 1972 and the
decade of the 19870’s culminating in
SALT IIin 1979: .

The SALT I Agreements and the process
of negotiating SALT II did not prevent the
worst decade of the Cold War or the ex-
traordinary build-up of the Soviet nuclear
arscnal.

And Dr. Richard DeLauer, Under
Sccretary of Defense for Rescarch and
Development in the Reagan Defense
Department, has testified to Congress:

The Suviets in fact never slowed or even
perturbed their strategic development and
deployment programs in spite of deétente,
active arms control negotiations, or the
SALT Agreements.

Mr. President, Assistant Secretary of
Defcnse Perle recently testified to
Congress that there has been almost a
75-percent increase in Soviet nuclear
warheads aimed at the United States
since the SALT II Treaty was signed
in 1979. Perle added that the Soviets
have deployed 3,850 ballistic missile
warheads since 1979, and this docs not
even count refines. This means that
the Soviets have almost doubled their
nuclcar warheads aimed at us since
former President Carter's SALT II
Treaty was signed,

Using only SALT counting rulcs, the
Soviets now have over 895 more strate-
gic nuclear delivery vehicles than the
United Statcs and over 1,000 more
warheads than the United States. And
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this does not even count the effects of
their SALT violations. The strategic
impact of their SALT violations gives
the Soviets a force an order of magni-
tude larger. The Soviets also have over
30 strategic offensive programs under
development for future deployment.
Thus SALT II did not stablize the
strategic balance. It did just the oppo-
site.

But in stark contrast, since 1980, the
Reagan administration has gone in
just the opposite direction from the
Soviets. The Reagan administration
has unilaterally deactivated over 292
strategic delivery vehicles carrying
over 500 warheads counted in the
SALT 1I Trealy. The Unitcd States
has thus deactivated gratuitously over
33 percent of existing American strate-
gic megatonnage.

Indeed, the Reagan administration
plans to continue these unilateral de-
activations In unilateral U.S8. compli-
ance with the unratified SALT 11
Treaty by dismantling two Poseidon
submarines carrying 32 SLBM's and
320 warheads, and 90 B-62G’s carrying
over 1,000 air-launched cruise missiles.
The Reagan administration has also
significantly reduced the MX ICBM
program and the B-1B bomber pro-
gram, by one-half and two-thirds, re-
spcetively, below previously planned
deployment levels. And the Reagan
administration plans to completely
cancel the only two U.S. strategic of-
fensive systems now being produced
for operational dcployment the
ALCM-B and the Trident 1 SLBM.
This Reagan strategic cutback is part
of a larger trend in declining U.S. stra-
tegic capability. As I have noted, since
1965, the number of U.S. strategic nu-
clear warheads has declined by one-
third, and their megatonnage by three
quarters. Thus the United States has
been exercising unilateral restraint for
almost 20 years.

A top Reagan defense official recent-
ly stated to the Senate that:

The President’'s Strategic Modernization
Program won’t match the Soviet bulldup
that first became visible twelve years ago
after we gigned the SALT 1 argcements.
(Emphasis added.)

This statement seems to mean that
even President Reagan has conceded
strategic superiority to the Soviets
after 1990.

The Secretary of Defense stated to
Scnators on April 5, 1984, that he is
“deeply concerned” about the military
implications of the Soviet SALT viola-
tions. He added that “Far more serious
are the implications for the overall de-
fense posture of the United States rel-
ative Lo that of the Soviet Uniun,”
Caspar Weinberger was thus likewisc
implying that Soviet SALT violations
arc another sign that the United
States has conceded strategic superior-
ity to the Soviets. This conclusion Is
strengthened by Weinberger's added
judgment that:

. .. Some possible outcomes of an elfective
[Soviet) ABM system or & new mobile 1IC3M
could provide the Soviels with a dccisive
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edge in strategic offensive and defensive ca-
pabilities . . ."” (Emphasis added.)

This statement suggests also that
the developing Soviet strategic superi-
ority will soon be “decisive,” because
the Soviets are indeed developing an
effective ABM and a new mobile
ICBM both of which will be operativn-.
al before the late 1980's.

As a top Nixon administration arins
control official wrote as long ago as
1971:

If, after & reasonable period, SALT negott-
ations prove unproductive, or if Lhe
U.8.8.R. resumes land-based 1ICBM deploy-
ments or moves to modernize or exrpand its
Moscow ABM system, the United States
would take whatever sleps are necessary (o
maintain iis strategic duterrent, inciuding
possible deployment of & more advanced
Hard 8ite Defense—(HSD defense of iand-
based ICEBMs. (Emphasis added.)

Unfortunately, all these conditions
sel in 1971 are now being met. Sirate-
gic arms treaties and negotiations are
broken, the Soviets are deploying land
mobile ICBM's, expanding and mod-
ernizing their ABM, and yet the
United States is doing very littie to
maintain its strategic deterrent.

As Defense Sccretary Weceinberger
has stated to Congress:

Unilateral Soviet deployment of an ad-
vanced system capable of countering West-
ern ballistic missiles—added to the Soviets’
already impressive air and other defense ca-
pabilities—would have major, adverse conse-
quences for deterrent stabililty and for the
sccurity of the United States and its allies.

Juxtaposed against this ominous
statement are the following judgments
for the April 1984 edition of the
DOD's Soviet Military Power:

The U.8.8.R. has an improving potential
for large-scale deployment of modernized
ABM defenses well beyond the 100 launcher
ABM treaty limits. The Soviets have devel-
oped a rapidly deployable ABM system {l.e.,
the ABM-3] for which sites could be built in
months instead of years . . . The new, large,
phased-array radars under construction in
the U.8.S.R. along with the Hen House, Doy
House, Cat Iiouse, and possibly the Push-
kino radars appear to be designed to provide
support for such a widespread ABM defense
system.

. . » The complete network (l.e., over 25) of
these radars, which could provide target
tracking data for ABM deployments beyond
Moscow, probably will be operational by the
late 1980s . . .

... Both the 8A-10 and SA-X-12 may
have the. potential to intercept some types
of U.S. strateglc ballistic missiles as well.
(i.e.,, The mobile version of the SAM-10 will
be operational by 1985. The mobile SAM-12
will probably also be operational by 1985.)
These systems could, if properly supported,
add significant point-target covernge (o o
widespread ABM deployment . . .

. « . The Soviets seem lo have placed them-
scives in a position to field relatively quick-
ly a nationwide ABM system, should Lhey
decide to do 830. (Emphasis added.)

‘Thus it is falr to conclude, from offi-.
cial testimony, that the Soviets have
already scriously eroded the U.S. de-
terrent capability with their ever-
growing ABM capability.
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As Drs. Colin Gray and Keith Payne
stated in the spring 1984 issuc of For-
eign Affairs:

A unilateral Soviet BMD System of even
limited effectiveness could be highly
destubilizing in the context of existing
Soviet offensive first-strike capabliitics and
exlensive alr defense and civil defense prep-
arations: The U.S. deterrent threat could be
severely degraded by the combination of the
Sovlel first-strike potential to destroy Amer-
ican strategic nuclear forces and a Soviet de-
fense against surviving American forees.

This is the situation today.

Soviet strategic defensive activities
were roughly five times U.S. outlays in
1970 and increased to 25 times U.S.
outlays in 1979.

In effect the ABM trealy provided
Soviet $8-18's and SS-19's unimpeded
access to U.S. ICBM silos.

As Senator TOWER, chairman of the
Senate Republican Policy Committee
and the Senate Committee on Armed
Services stated on April 3, 1984:

The military imbalunce between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union still exists as a threat
to our national security. Although signifi-
cant progress has been made in the last
three years to regain military parily with
the Soviet Union, congressionally mandated
reductions in the President’s defense plan
huve serfously impaired efforts to achieve
this goal. In fact, the current imbalance will
continue to widen, though at a lesser rate.
(Fmphasis added.)

As the Scowcroft Commission report
to President Reagan on strategic
forces stated in April 1983: “* * * ef-
fective deterrence is in no small meas-
ure a question of the Soviets' percep-
tion of our national will and cohe-
sion.”

President Reagan himsel has on
two occasions in 1982 and 1983 public-
ly and explicitly accused the Sovict
Union of violating the 1962 Kennedy-
Khrushchev agreement which ended
the Cuban missile crisis, the most dan-
gerous nuclear crisis in world history.

This agrecment was supposed to
“halt further introduction of such
weapons systems—that is, Soviet of-
fensive missiles and other offensive
weapons, which Khrushchev even de-
fined as including Soviet troops—into
Cuba ‘“‘as firm undertakings” on the
part of both the United States and the
Soviet governments.

President Reagan stated at a press
conference in May, 1982:

You know, there's been other things we
think are violations also of the 1962 agree-
maent. .

There is conclusive physical evidence
of Soviet military activity in Cuba in
violation of the Kennedy-Khrushchev
agreement.

THE SOVIET SALT VIOLATIONS AND CUBA

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
today the full spectrum of Soviet vio-
lations of arms control agreements. As
my colleagues know, I have been con-
cerned about Soviet arms control vio-
lations and their implications for
American national security since 1982.
Our distinguished colleague, Scnator
Jma McCLurz, made his first speech
this problem back in 1975. Schator
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McCLURE successfully sponsored an
amendment in 1977 designed to pre-
vent extended U.S. compliance with
the expired SALT I interim agrecment
from hindering our strategic options,
and both Scenator McCLURE and 1 have
been leading opponents of the unequal
and destabilizing SALT 11 Treaty.

Mr. President, while Soviet SALT
violations are dangerous, this danger is
overshadowed by another even more
ominous development. The Soviets are
deploying nuclear weapons delivery ca-
pable offensive systems to Cuba, such
as TU-956 Bear bombers Mig-27 Flog-
ger fighter-bombers, and strategic sub-
marines like the Victor III class re-
ported to be equipped with long-range
cruise missiles. The Sovicts alfo have
nuclear warhead storage facilities in
Cuba, and the United States is report-
edly unable to rule out the presence of
Soviet nuclear weapons themselves in
Cuba.

On Scptember 14, 1983, President
Reagan repeated his accusation. He
stated:

As far as I'm ooncerned, that agreement
has becn abrogated many times by the
Soviet Union and Cuba in the bringing of
what can only be considered offensive weap-
ons, not defensive, there.

The President's two statements have
been backed up by stronger state-
ments by the CIA Director, Lthe Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
by an Under Secretary of Defense.

As I said, Mr. President, the Kenne-
dy-Khrushchev agreement was the
agreement that ended the Cuban mis-
sile crisis, and it can be regarded as an
arms control agreement because it os-
tensibly forbade Soviet offensive mis-
siles and bombers in Cuba and it en-
tailed United Nations onsite inspection
against Soviet reintroduction of such
weapons. But of course the Castro
regime refused to agree to U.N. onsite
inspection, and since 1969 many Soviet
offensive nuclear delivery capable
weapons have been gradually returned
to Cuba. Thus the Sovict threat from
Cuba is today greater than it was in
1962, as can be inferred from the
Soviet activities and President Rea-
gan’s statements. This fact suggests
that we mhny soon find oursclves back
in a Cuban missile crisis situation, but
now we are much weaker than the
Soviet Union and the danger may be
even greater for U.S. national security
interests.

The State Department has stated re-
cently to the Senate that:

The basing of any nuclear-armed subma-
rine in Cuba would Coniravene the U.S..
U.8.8.R. understanding on Cuba. The Sowi-
ets are aware of this, “(Emphasis added.)

Thus the State Department must
surely consider the acknowledged
Soviet basing of Golf and Echo class
nuclear armed missile submarines in
Cuba in 1970, 1872, 1973, and 1974 to
be Soviet violations of the 1962 Ken-
nedy-Khrushchev agreement. The
State Department has therefore con-
firmed Soviet violation of the Kenne-
dy-Khrushchev agreement.
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The Stale Department has also
slated recently Lo the Senate that:

The Department of State does agrec with
the President and the other officials. .
that the Soviet Union has on occasion vio-
lated the spirit of the Kennedy-Khrushchev
understamding.

The State Department has also re-
cently conceded that:

All Soviet tactical aircraft in Eastern
Europe, including Floggers are rated as po-
tentinl nuclear delivery systems.

Some top Reagan administration ot-
ficials are predicting that the Sovict
Union will play high risk politics in
the year of 1984 prior to the Novem-
ber Presidential election. This predic-
tion, too, suggests another Caribbean
crisis, but this tiime perhaps with the
roles reversed. I will return to this
problem later, but it is sagainst this
ominous background of & nascent
Soviet strategic threat from Cuba that
we now have confirmation of a whole
scrics of Soviet arms control viola-
tions.

Mr. President, after many months of
careful study, President Reagnan final-
ly reported to Congress on January 23,
1984, that the Soviet Union had violat.
ed six arms control treaties in nine dif-
ferent cases.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con.
sent that the President’s lelter and
report be printed in the RECORD at the
end of my speech.

There being no objection, the letter
and report were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD.

President Reagan stated thal five of
these nine Soviet arms control treaty
violations, including two related to the
SALT 11 Treaty, were clearcut, un-
qualified, and uncquivocal violations.

The President’'s Report To the Con-
gress on Soviet Noncompliance With
Arms Control Agreements stated su-
cinctly:

The U.S. Government has determined
that the Soviet Union Is violating—

1. The Geneva Protocol oA (hemical
Weapons:

2. The Biological Weapons Convention;

3. The Helsinki Final Act, and two provi-
sions of SALT 11;

4. Telemetry encryption: and

5. A rule conoerning ICEM modernization.
In addition, we have determined that the
Soviet Union has— .

6. Almost ceriainly violated the (SBALT 1)
ABM Treaty,

7. Probably violated the SALT I1 limit on
Nnew Lypes;

8. Probably violuted the 8S-16 deploy-
ment prohibition of SALT II; and

9. Is likely to have violated the nuclear
testing yleld limit of the Threshold Test
Ban Treaty.

To repeat, there have been nine
Boviet arms control violations of six
treaties confirmed by the President,
five of which were oonclusive and two
of these oonclusive violations related
to SALT II. A total of four of the nine
violations reported related to SALT 11.

The Defense Department has o
cently stated authoritatively that the
Soviets currently have two new types
of land-based ICBM's under advancod
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- stages of development, thereby
making this another unqualified viola-
tion of SALT II, for a total of three
unqualified Soviet SALT II violations.

As Under Secretary of Defense Fred
Ikle has stated: “It's not alleged cheat-
ing, it's cheating—period.” And as
Governor Reagan stated in 1978, “We
know that they—the Soviets—violated
the entire spirit and terms of SALT L."

Mr. President, President Reagan’'s
report is historic and unprecedented.
It is the first time in history that a
U.S. President has ever accused the
Soviet Union of a violation of a Strate-
gic Arms Limitation Trealy. It indi-
cates that the Soviets are violating
every major arms control treaty in
force Loday. It Is an irrevocable report.

Unfortunately, however, it covers
only the tip of the iceberg of Soviet
arms control and treaty violations. As
Assistant Secretary of Defense Rich-
ard Perle testified to the Senate on
March 14, 1984, the violations in the
President’'s report were illustrative
only and he mentioned 20 to 25 addi-
tional existing violations.

OTHER SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL
SECURITY TREATIES

What is the full scope of Soviet arms
control and other treaty violations? It
is well known that there are over 40
more Soviet SALT and otlher arms
control trealy violations alone which
have not yet been reported on to Con-
gress by the President, but which can
be confirmed by other authorities. I
will describe each of these later.

In addition, other Reagan adminis-
tration spokesmen have publicly and
authoritatively accused the Soviet
Union of violating:

The Yalta Agreement and the Pots-
dam Agreement of 1945 by suppressing
freedom in Eastern Europe;

The United Nations Charter by
tihgciatenlng to reinvade Poland in

981;

Various international agreements
governing civil aviation by the brutal
8Soviet shooting down of Korcan Air-
lines flight 007 and the murder of 269
innocent civilians; and

The 1972 Incidents at Sea Agree-
ment during the U.S. attempts to re-
cover the KAL-007 black box.

Indeed, there is strong evidence that
the Soviets shot down KAL-007 in
order to cover up their planned flight-
testing that very night of September
1, 1983, one or more of their new type
ICBM's which violate SALT II. And
since the KAL-007 shoot-down, the
Soviets have reportedly been jamming
U.8S. national technical means of SALT
verification, an altogether new and un-
precedented SALT violation. This jam-
ming could bring arms control negotla-
tions to a complete halt, because it is
an act of extreme hostility.

Our West German allies have ac-
cused the Soviets of violating the
United Nations Charter and the 1973
Agreement on the Prevention of War
by their brutal invasion of Afghani-
stan In late 1979. And I believe that
the Soviets have violated the 1967 Tla-
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teloco Treaty for the Prohibition of
Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amcrica, by
their deployment of nuclear delivery
capability to Cuba.

The Soviet Union has a long history
of treaty violations. A study done in
1955 by the Senate Judiciary Commit-
Lce established the fact thai the Sovi-
ets had violated over 50 treaties since
1917. I put this study into the RECORD
on February 1, 1884. The study even
found that the Soviets were violating
the very agreement which established
United States-Soviet diplomatic recla-
tions, the 1933 Litvinov agreement, by
continuing to support revolutionary
activities inside the United States de-
spite their 1933 pledge to cease this
support.

In the latest edition of the Soviet
Military Encyclopedia—for 1983, the
Soviet military openly states:

Achievements in biclogy and related sci-
ences (biochemistry, biophysics, molecular
biology, genetics, microblology, and experi-
mental aerobiology) have led to an increase
in the effectiveness of biologica) agents as a
means of conducting warfare. Improved
methods of obtaining and using them have
resulted in a qualitative re-examination of
the very concepl of biologlgul WCAPUIIS,

This is an explicit Boviet military
recognition of their interest in and
knowledge of biological warfare, which
is outlawed by the 1972 Biologlcal
Warfare Convention.

Official State and Defensc Depart-
ment documents from 1959 and 1962
in turn confirmed the Senale report
that the Soviets had violated over 50
treatics since 1917, Most of these
Soviet violalions were of nonaggres-
sion, peace, or friendship treaties. In
fact, the only international sccurity
agreement that the U.S.S.R. scrupu-
lously abided by was the August 1939
Hitler-Stalin Pact, which allowed the
Soviets to conquer Poland, and which
led to the outbreak of World War II.

According to official U.S. Govern-
ment sources, the Soviets have thus
violated arms control treaties in over
40 cases, and violated over 50 other
international security treaties. In addi-
tion there have been over 120 cases of
Soviet diplomatic forgeries and decep-
tions.

With Soviet aid and encouragement,
North Vietnam broke the Paris ac-
cords on peace in Southcast Asia
throughout the 1973-75 period.

The conclusion einerges, Mr. Presi-
dent, from official U.S. Government
documentation, that the Soviets have
violated, evaded, or circumvented
almost every international security
treaty they have signed since 1817.
The only security treaty they kept led
to World War II. This is a sobering
conclusion,

There is also strong evidence that
the Soviet Politburo even planned and

-executed the plot to assassinate Pope

John Paul II in June 1981. 'This plot
violated all standards of mornlity and
decency, and was a threat to all man-
kind.- Not even the diaholical mass
murderer Adolf Hitler is kiown to
have attacked the person of the Pope.
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The evidence of history shows that:
the 8oviet Union is truly an outlaw
nation.

The confirmed Soviet violations of
the chemical and biological warfare
treaties are more than just simple
&rms control treaty violations. They
are genocidal atrocities. Over 10,000
innocent men, women, and children in
soultheast and southwest Asia have
died horrible and cruel deaths. All for
the sake of Sovict aggression, in viola-
tion of other solemn International
agreements.

PEACE THROUGH SPACK DEFENSE

Nevertheless, Mr. President, the
United States should continue always
(o seck peaceful relations with the
Soviet Union. Surely we must always
seek to resolve our differences with
Lhie Soviets through peaceful diploma-
cy and ncgotiations. We must also
always be willing to continue to nego-
tiale arms control agreements with
the Soviet, despite the sordid history
of their past treaty violalions. We
must convince the Soviets, howcver,
that arms control negotiations now
must first be focused upon cending
thelr violations of existing treaties,
before there can be further progress
toward any new agrcements. This is
simple commonsense, and it should be
cusy for the Soviets and the whole
world to understand. Soviet deception,
treachery, and violations should resuit
in some penalties for the Soviets, be-
cause these actions have jeopm dized

Amcrican security and threaiened
world peace,

Mr. President, if arms control trea-
tivs have been ineffective In reducing

the risk of nuclear war, and If Soviet
SALT violations are increasing the
risk of nuclear war, what other ulier-
natives to prescrve pcace are available
to us? After we detect Soviet arms con-
trol treaty violations, what should we
do?

I believe that a space based, lnvered
antiballistic missile defense §s the best
way to reduce the risk of nuclear war.
The United States can unilaterally
deploy strategic defenses in space, and
these U.S. ABM defenses in space are
not necessarily a threat to the Sovict
Union. Strategic defenses are uon-
threatening, nonprovocative, and
could even use nonnucliear technolugy.
This response to Soviet arms control
cheating could be made indepenaucntly
of arms conirol. An American space
based antiballistic missile deitnse
c¢ould make the Soviet, strategic offon-
sive capabjlity, so laboriously buiit up
over the ycars, totally obsolete. 1 will
have more to say about stratepie de-
fensces later this year,

SOVIET SALT VIOLATIONS PLANNED 13 YEARS

AGO

Mr. President, in light of the con-
firmed Soviet violations, it is fair to
conclude that arms control has been a
traditional Soviet tactic used to disarm
opponents by misleading them regard-
ing Soviet intentions. This has bLeen
especially noticeable, to those who are
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- to see, in the modern age where the
technological lead times ean be triced
backward to show that Sovicl agree-
ment to arms control treaties were
only deliberate acts of deception, un-
dertaken with plans to violate or abro-
gate the treaties even before the trea-
ties were made final,

There are many clear examples
strongly supporting this conclusion.
These include the 1958 nuclear test
moratorium, the 1972 SALT 1 interim
agreement and ARBM Treaty, the 1972
Biological Weapons Convention, and
the 1979 SALT 1I Treaty.

The Soviet violations or abrogations
thal were planned at the very time the
treaties were signed include:

The massive breakout of the 1958
nuclear test moralorium in August
1961 with the largest, most extensive
nuclear test series ever conducted;

The deployment of the SS-19 ICBM
in violation of the 1972 SALT I inter-
im agreement, -

The testing in an ABM modc¢ of the
SAM-5, SAM-10, and SAM-12 systems
in violation of the 1972 SALT I ABM
Treaty;

The deployment of a comprehensive
and coordinated pattern of ABM
battle management radars;

The continued development, manu-
lacture, and stockpiling of both toxin
iand biological weapons;

The encryption of all essential mis-
sile test data;

And the testing and deployment of
two disallowed ICBM's.

In all of these cases, the violations
or abrogations were planned by the
Sovicts at the time they signed the
treaty. The treaties can thus only be
regarded as deceptions designed and
used by the Soviets to gain unilateral
advantage,

The Soviets signed the SALT 1 Inter-
im Agreement on Strategic Offensive
Weapons and the SALT 1 Anti-Ballis-
tic Missile Treaty on May 26, 1972.
These two agreements arc linked to-
gether in their preambles and in their
internal provisions,

Only now, 14 years later, can we fi-
nally begin to understand what the
Soviet leaders intended in agreeing to
sign the SALT I agreements. There
are two types of evidence of Soviet in-
tentions in signing the SALT 1 agree-
ments, We can first trace their actual
behavior as observed in their offensive
and defensive strategic programs.
From the patterns of their behavior,
we can infer the intentions of the
Soviet leadership in signing the SALT
1 Agreements. Second, we.have very
unusual and dramatic direct evidence
of the Soviet leadership’s intentions in
signing SALT 1.

In early 1973, the Soviets began
flight testing their new ICBM, the SS-
19. It took the United States until
early 1875 to determine with confi-
dence that the SS-19 was regarded by
the Soviets to be a heavy ICBM, and
that the Soviets intended their heavy
S8-19 to replace 360 light SS-11
ICBM's. This was contrary to article 11
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of the SALT I Interim Agrcement,
which prohibited heavy ICBM's from
replacing light ICBM's. Thus we can
infer from the history of the Soviet
heavy SS-19 program that the Soviet
leaders intended to violate the SALT I
Interim Agreement from the very date
of iLs signing tn 1972,

Also in early 1973, the Soviets began
constructing the first of what became
a totlal of six large antiballistic missile
battle management radars. These six
large radars, each the size of two
Egyptian pyramids, form an integral,
coherent pattern. Five of the six are
on the periphery of the U.8.8.R. and~
point outward. But the sixth radar,
discovered well along in construction
only last July, is in the middle of Sibe-
rin and points inward toward the Pa.
cific coasts of Russia. These six large
radars are part of one integral pattern,
because their radar coverage cones co-
verge and close all but one gap in cov-
erage—this one gap is from the Medi-
terrancan Sea. Thus when looking at
these six large radars, first started in
1973, and now almost completed, we
can discern a pattern. No single radar
itsclf makes sense without the olhers;
they are integrally linked, because the
radar cones of their coverage overlap.

But the SALT I ABM Treaty speci-
fies in article I, the most important
provision, that the Sovicts can notl
have a nationwide ABM defense, or
even the base for & nationwide de-
fense. These 6 radars clearly provide a
base for a nationwide ABM defense,
when linked up with AMB-3, SAM-5,
SAM-10, and SAM-12 mobile missiles
and radars now In mass production
and deployment. Moreover, the last of
the 6 radars, the newly discovered
Abalakovo or Krasnoyarsk radar, vio-
lates article VI of the ABM Treaty,
which specifies that all early warning
radars must be on the periphery of the
U.S.8.R. and pointed outward. This
radar is in the interior and pointed
inward.

Indeed, a third violation of the
SALT I ABM Treaty is entailed by the
location of the Krasnoyarsk radar.
This is of article III, and the protocol
to the ABM Treaty, which allow only
one Sovict ABM site, to defend either
the capital or ICBM's. The Krason-
yarsk ABM radar is very near about
200 Soviet ICBM silos, and is idcally
suited by its location to control inter-
ceptor ABM missiles to defend these
ICBM's. Hence this radar is at lcast a
triple violation of the SALT I ABM
Treaty. Its orientation, siting, and ca-
pabilities each violate the treaty, and
the complete patiern of radars sug-
gests that this was planned in 1972,
when the treaty was signed.

In addition to the 8S8-19 and the
ABM radar programs, which provide
strong inferential evidence of the in-
tentions of Soviet leaders, there is also
evidence from now public sensitive in-
telligence sources. This evidence was
first discussed in public in 1976, and
Senator McCLURE mentioned it before
himself in his speech on the MX last
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May 25. I will discuss this evidence in
more detall later. But let me summa-
rize this evidence now by simply
saying that it clearly shows that the
Soviet leaders Lhemselves explicitly
planned to violate the fundamenta)
provigions, article 11, of the SAIT I In-
terim Agreement by Hlegally deploy-
ing their heavy §8-19 ICBM to replace
their light 8S-11. In fact, the Soviet
leader Brezhnev himself made the de-
cision to violate the SALT I Interim
Agreement by deploying the beavy
88-19 just beforc he actually signed
the Interim Agreement and the ABM
Treaty on May 26, 1972.

The top level Soviet political deci-

sion to violate the ABM Trealy also .

dates from May 1972, because as 1
have mentioned, construction on the
first of what became & pattern of six
or more huge ABM battle manage-
ment radars was started in 1973, The
decision to build the entire network
logically also predated the May 1972
Soviet decision to sign the SALT 1
ABM Treaty.

In addition to the now public sensi-
tive Intelligence evidence and the SS-
19 and ABM radar deployments sup-
porting this conclusion, the Sovicis
themselves seemed to confirm this
judgment when they openly stated in
1080 that detente began to erode after
1873, The Soviets In fact were telling
us that, from the start, to them de¢-
tente only meant increased comnpeti-
tion. :

The Defense Department Report to
Congress for fiscal year 1885 confirms
Lthe above evidence and my conclusion
by stating:

Several of these violations must have been
planned by Soviet authoritics many years
8g0, in some cases perhaps at the very time
the Soviet Union entered into the agree-
ments.

And a top Defense official, Ricard
Perle, recently testified to Congress
that:

The Soviets have not hesitated to mislead
us, deliberately and all Ltoo successfully.

Assistant Secretary of Defense Rich-
ard Perle testified to the Senate on
March 28, 1984 that the Soviet Union
deliborately signed the SALT 1 agree-
ment fully intending to later violate
SALT 1 with weapons giving them a
sixfold increase in nuclear warheads
aimed at the United States. Perice
added that there is a great deal of evi-
dence of Lthe Russians' intent, some of
which was obtained through secret in-
teliigence sources.

Perle accused the Soviets of placing
loopholes in the SALT I agreements,
which they later exploited with wenp-
ons that were unknown to the United
States at the time of the negotiations.
The single most important violation
was the development of the giant SS-
19 ICBM, which Perie cailed a very
much larger missile than U.8. negotia-
tors believed would be allowed der
SALT 1. Perle added the we belicve
they refrained from testing it in the
closing months of the negotiations so

Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7

Jure 20, 1984

that we would be unaware of it when

we signed the treaty. Immediately

after the treaty was signed, we saw the
first test of the SS-19.

Perle added that “the Soviets knew
there was the loophole in the treaty.
We know they knew it. The SS-18 pro-
gram resuited in an increase by six
times in the number of ballistic war-
heads aimed at the United States.”

This Soviet intention to violate
SALT I from the outsct in 1972 is also
confirmed by the following inter-
change between Senator JiMm McCLURE
and the former Chief of Naval Oper-
ations at the time of S8ALT I, Adm.
Elmo Zumwalt:

TRANSCRIPT OF QUESTION AND ANSWER Sib-
SI0N BETWEEN SENATOR MCCLURE AND AD-
MinAL ELMO ZUMWALT BEPORE THE DEFENSE
?;;:onunons SUBCOMMITTEE, MARCH 38,
McCruREe. In 1072, you testified on SALT I

that if the Soviets deployed & heavy 1CBM

to replace light ICBMs. this would violate

SALT 1. Do you belicve the Sovicts' heavy

SS-19 1CBM deployment violated SALT I?
Zumwarr. 1 believe that it doecs. Directly

violates SALT I as SALT I was reported and

cxplained to the Congress of the United

States during its ratification process, and 1

believe there was information avaflable to

the government at the time, but unknown
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that confirmed
that a violation was going to be made.

McCLuRrE. That's an interesting comment.
I don't want to get diverted too far, but I
want to underscore your statement that our
government had information that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff did not have. Did I under-
stand you correctly?

ZuMwALT. ‘That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

McCLuRE. That, to me, is a separate issue,
but not entirely separate, and a very serious
charge. Because if our Joint Chiefs can't
have all the information we have, how in
the world can they make their judgment?

ZuMwALT. This is & matter that, at some
point, we will have to go into in classified
session.

The seriousness of the Perle state-
ment and Senator McCLURe's dialog
with Admiral Zumwalt is further illus-
trated. As the late distinguished Sena-
tor Juckson stated on June 28, 1976 in
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
jces: My interpretation (in 1972] as to
what the Soviets could do with the
SS-11 has turned out to be absolutely
true. [(Jackson precicted in 1972 that
the Soviets would replace the light
SS-11 with a heavy ICBM as large as
the SS-19.] And what the understand-
ing was on the part of the President's
representatives was contrary to that.
And as you know, Secretary Laird has
sald that it is a complete violation of
the understanding that they (the
Nixon administration} had * * * We
fthe Scnate) were tied to in SALT 1
* ¢ » We were lied to by the Secretary,
the now Secretary of State Kissinger
* » * It turned out that the things we
predicted were right * * ¢ Sccretary of
Defense Melvin Laird has since cor-
roborated it, that they {the Nixon ad-
ministration] were misled (by the So-
vietsl.

Thus we can confirm that there is
conclusive evidence that the Sovicts
sighed SALT I in 1972 fully intending
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to violate the agreements. Admiral
Zumwalt revealed for the first time
that this evidence had been withheld
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the
summer of 1972 until after the JCS
had testified in favor of SALT I. In
fact, a CIA Inspector General's report
of October 1978 confirms this copclu-
sion regarding Kissinger's withholding
from the JCS. Finally, the late Scna-
tor Jackson has also confirmed that
the Senate was “lied to” on SALT 1. It
is, therefore, rcasonable to conclude
that the SALT I ABM Treaty and the
SALT 1 interim offensive agreement
were ratified and approved under false
pretenses. Had the JCS and the
Scnate been made aware of this key
evidence on the Soviet intent to vio-
late SALT I in 1972, SALT I might
never have received congressional ap-
proval.

But there is more. The Soviets also
signed the Biological Warfare Conven-
tion in 1972, and there was immediate
evidence that their existing biological
warfare plants continued to expand,
instead of being dismantled, as re-
quired by the BW Convention. In fact,
some new biological warfare facililies
were even constructed after 1972 and
after 1975, when the convention was
ratified by the United States and the
Soviet Union.

Thus there is a pattern of Soviet be-
havior spanning the two SALT I
agreements and the Biological War-
fare Convention, all signed in 1972.
The evidence indicates clearly and
conclusively that in 1972 the Soviet
leaders signed these thiree solemn
international arms control treaties
fully intending to violaie the principal
constraints of the- treaties from the
very outset.

The Soviets likewise knew in 1974
when they signed the Threshold Test
Ban Treaty that they were planning to
deploy new warheads with yields much
larger than 150 kilotons on thelr new
fourth and fifth gencration ICBM's.
Thus they knew they would huve to
violate the threshold test ban yield of
150 kilotons. The reason is that also in
1974 the Soviets began developing
their new §S-X-24 and S8S-X-25 new
type ICBM's, both of which eventually
would also violate the SALT II Treatly
then being negotiated. These new
ICBM's are estimated to carry war-
heads with yields much larger than
150 kilotons. .

And as Under Secretary of Defense
Richard DeLauer testified to the
Senate on March 13, 1984:

Major programs recently deployed or now
late in development were generally initinted
at the highest levels of Soviet leadership
about ten years ago. (Emphasis added.)

This statement confirms that the il-
legal Soviet 8S-X-25 and the fllegally
encrypted SS-X-24 programs began in
1974 at the direction of Brezhnev and
Ustinov and Marshal Ogarkov.

According to the April 1984 third
edition of the Defense Departiment
book “Soviet Military Power:"”
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The USSR has stretched the limits and
spirit of both the BALT 1 and SALT 1I
agreements in expanding and modernizing
its strategic arsenal.

This confirms the facts that the So-
viets have gained significant unilateral
advantages from SALT.

Mr. President, it therefore should
come a8 no surprise to us that the So-
viets likewise signed the Threshold
Test Ban Treaty in 1974, the Helsinki
Final Act in 1975, and the SALT 11
Trealy in 1979, fully intending from
the start to violate these solemn arms
contro! treaties, just as they in fact
did in the case of the 1972 SALT 1 in-
terim agreement and ABM Treaty,
uind the Biological Warfare Conven-
tion.

But Sidney Graybeal, former U.S.
Commissioner on the SALT Standing
Consultative Commission from 1972 to
1978 testified to the Senate in 1979
that:

1 do not belicve that the Soviets would
enter mto any agreement which required
them to cheat in order to atiain their mili-
tary objectives, or on which they planned to
cheal.

The evidence indicated that Mr.
Graybeal s fiatly wrong. and he
should have known he was Wrong
when he testified.

SOVIET ADVANTAGES FROM SALT VIOLATIUONS

What have the Soviets gained from
almost a decade and & half of SALT
violations intended from as early as
1972? The Soviets have achieved an
overwhelming shift in both the strate-
gic and in the overall military balance
since SALT began 15 years &ago fn
1969. The United States and the West
are far more insccure today than when
strategic arms limitation talks began
in 1969.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following two articies be
printed at this point in the RECORD.
The first article is from the Boston
Globe of February 11, 1977, by Wil-
liam Beecher, and is entitled “Brezh-
nev Termed Détente » Ruse, 1973
Report Said.” The second article is
from the New York Times of Septem-
ber 17, 1973, by John Finney. These
two articles demonstrate the evidence
that the Soviets consider deétente and
SALT to be a huge deception effort
aimed at achieving decisive superiority
over the West.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, & follows:

{From the Boston Globe, Feb. 11, 197%)

BREZANEV TrRMED DETENTE A RUSEK, 1973
REPORT BAID
(By William Beeccher)

WASHINGTON.—A suppressed report from
British intelligence in early 1973 gquoted
Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev was privately
declaring Lhat detente was a ruse Jesigned
to lead to a decisive shift in the balance of
power. R

The report was denlgrated and dismissed
by Henry Kissinger, according to well-
placed sources. But the first reference to it
was included in the latest National Intelli
gence Estimate in 1976, sources said.
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. The sources who have seen the report say
it was represented by the British as dyna-
mite, comparable in importance with the
texts of the 1966 specch by Nikita Krusch-
chev detailing the sins of Stalin.

It quoted Brezhnev as telling a secret
mecting of East European Communist party
leaders in Prague that detente was a strate-
gem to allow the Sovicls to build up their
military and economic power so Lhal by
1985 “a decisive shift in the corollation of
forces” would enable the Russians to “exert
our will wherever we need to."”

The report came during the height of eu-
phoria in the United States about the prom-
ise of detente, a policy of which Kissinger
was the principal architect and exponent.

“The report was as welcome as & dose of
chicken pox as far as Henry was concerned,”
one source recalls. “I suspect that had it
been more congenial to what he was trying
to accomplish it would have gotten wider at-
tention and credence.”

The British said they obtained the ac-
count from a man who attended the lengthy
Frague meeting called by Brezhnev to as-
suage fears that he was ready to sacrifice
East European interests at the altar of de-
tente.

British intellizence was so sensitive about
the source that one copy was hand carried
to Washington for the director of Central
Intelligence, He in turn sent copies to only
six officiais: the President, his national se-
curity advisory, the secretaries of State and
Defense and Lhe intelligence chiefs of the
State Department and the Pentagon.

The document classified top secret, car-
ried the unusual admonition not to dupli-
cate L or discuss it with any but the ad-
dressees.

That admonition not withstanding,
sources say, the matter was discussed among
a tight circle of high officials. Kissinger and
others reportedly suggested that since the
account came from an untried source and
eouldn’t be corroborated, it should be re-
garded as untrustworthy and dismissed.

Others said that even if it . .. genuine,
the report represented the kind of thing
Brezhinev might be expected to say to calm
nervous Communist bloc lcaders without re-
flecting his true thinking or plans.

An attempt to reach Kissinger for com-
ment this week before he left on a Mexican
holiday was unsuccessful.

The British report was based aon the recol-
lections of . . . the Prague mecting. ‘There Is
no way of knowing whether specific quotcs
attributed to Brezhnev were entirely accu-
rate.

According to three senior ... will have
consolidated our position. We will have im-
proved our economy. And a decisive shift in
the corrolation of forces will be such that
come 1985, we will be able to exert our will
wherever we need to."”

Even in retrospect, scnior analysts say
Lthey cannot be sure how faithful was the
account of the Brezhnev speech. But they
say the words are consistent with subse-
quent public statements by Brezhnev and
with certain Soviet aciions.

8o in the National Intelligence Estimate
for 1976, drawn up late last year after a
major debate between CIA analysts and a
team of outside specialists headed by Har-
vard Professor Richard Pipes, for the first
lime reference was made to the Prague
meeting and the reported Brezhnev state-
ments there, well placed sources say . . , was
the gist of the report.

Brezhnev said he was aware of Lhe con-
cern of the Eust European leaders that de-
tente initiatives seemed to be moving so fast
that their interests might be sacrificed.

But he Insisted that his pursuit of detente
was designed to serve their common inter-
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ests not to compromise them. “We are
achieving with detente what our predeces-
sors have been unable to achleve using the
mailed fist,” he reportedly said.

He then went through an appraisal of
trends in various Western countrics, report-
edly saying that Finland was in the Soviet
pocket. Norway was still troublesome, but
trends were moving In the right direction.
Denmark, he said, was no longer a viable
element of western strength.

In the United Kingdom, Brezhnev contin-
ued, the USSR's fondest expectations were
being exceeded because of the efforts of its
fellow socialirt brethern. French foreign
policy, he said, was Marxist. Trends in Jtaly,
he remarked, were favorable.

But he reportedly said it was in West Ger-
many that “our greatest achievements are
being realised.” He sald “our greatl and true
friend, fellow socialist, Willy Brandt, has
brought about a miracie” by making It pos-
sible premanently to consolidate contested
borders and by pushing through his Ostpoli-
tik.

“We have been able to accomplish more in
a short time with detente than was done for
years pursuing confrontation policy with
NATO,” he said.

He noted that while negotiations proceed-
ed on SALT and on Mutual Balance Force
Reductions the United States was unlikely
to builld up militarily in reaction to the
Soviet buildup, he reportedly concluded.

“Trust us, comrades, for by 1985 as a con-
sequence of what we are now achieving with
detente, we will have achicved must of our
(?) objectives in Western Europe. We. . .

{From the New York Times, Sept. 17, 1973)
(By John W. Finney)

WASHINGTON, September 16.—According to
intelligence reports recently recelved here,
Leonid 1. Brezhnev, the Soviet Community
party leader, has emphasized to Eastern Eu-
ropean leaders that the movement toward
improving relations wilthh the West is a tacti-
cal policy change to permit the Soviet bloc
to establish its supcriority in the next 12 to
15 years.

Although therc Is some question about
the authenticity of the reports, they are
contributing to a debate within the Admin-
Istration over whether the current Soviet
course really represents a basic change in
intention or is merely a temporary shift.

As summarized by Defense and State De-
partment officials who have studied the In-
telligence reports, the Brezlinev explanation
went like this:

To the Soviet Union, the policy of accom-
modalion does represent a tactical policy
shift. Over the uext 15 years or so, the
Soviet Union intends to pursue accords with
the West and at the same time build up its
own economic and military strength.

At the end of this period. in about the
middle nincteen-cighlies, the strength of
the Soviet bloc will have increased to the
point at which the Soviet Union, instead of
relying on accords, could establish an inde-
pendent, superlor position in its dealings
with the West.

HOW UNITED 8TATES GOT REPORTS

The intelligence reports are for the moat
part third- or fourth-hand accounts of
Brezhnev statements that have filtered
through Eastern European sources to West.
ern intelligence agencies and finally to the
United Staties intelligence community.

The authenticily of one report of a Brezh-
nev conversation with an Eastern European
leader last spring, before the Soviet leader
met in June with President Nixon, was said
to have been vouched for by British Intellj-
gence, which received the report and turned
it over to the United States. American offi-
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clals said that similar intelligence reports
have been received Qoncemlnz other such
Brezhnev statements, both in Moscow and
in Eastern European capltals.

SUSPICIONS AMONG MILITARY

The attitude among specialists on the
Soviet Union is to accept the intelligence re-
ports as probably accurate. Differences have
developed within the Administration over
how to interpret the statements.

Some high-ranking military officlals
regard the intelligence reports as confirma-
tion of their suspicions that the Russians
are intent upon using accommodation as n
way of disarming Lthe West and establishing
a military superiority that will permit a
more aggressive Soviet forelgn policy.

Most civilian analysts of the 8oviet Union
place less ominous intrepretation on the in-
telligence reports. They tend to consider the
reported Brezhinev stalementa an internal
tactic designed to mollify the hardline oppo-
siton within the Communists camp as the
8Soviet leader pursues a policy of detente
with the West.

The reports have had considerable impact
on the Pentagon. When they are asked to
document their contention that the 8ovicet
Unilon was intent on establishing military
superiority over the United States, high-
ranking officers immediately cite the intelli-
gence reports on whal Is coming to be
known within the Pentagon as "the new
Brezhnev doctrine.”

TURNING SCREWS ON UNITED STATES

From the first concrete steps toward East-
West accommodation, military officials have
tended Lo suspect Soviet intentions, as re-
flected in the reservations of the Joint
Chiecfs of Staff about last year's agreement
limiting offensive strategic arms. A common
military judgment is that the Soviet Union
may be using accommodation In part to
lower the guard of the West while it pursues
& build-up in Lthe 1980-85 period to achieve
military superfority.

This judgment tends to be supported by
the intelligence reports on the Breshnev
statements about pursuing accords for 12 to
15 years. To United States military officials,
the implication Is that by the end of that
period the Soviet Union belicves it will be in
an economic and military position at which
{t can begin, as one high officer put it, "to
start turning the screws on the United
States.” :

Perhaps not completely by coincidence,
the reports began to appear at a time when
the defense budget faced a serlous challenge
on the Senate floor. The Senate begins
debate this week on the annual military
procurement bill, with moves planned to cut
away at various weapons and manpower
programs.

In the face of a growing view in the
Scnate that accommodation should permit a
re-examination of defense policies, the De-
fense Department has been going to consid-
erable lengths to emphasize that detente
does not permit cuts in the defense budget.
In assailing moves to reduce defcnse spend-
ing, for example, Defcnse Secretary James
R. Schiesinger emphasived recently that de-
spile the hopeful atmosphere, Soviet bloc
military strength was still growing. He char-
acterized the Soviet Union as having “a
malled fist encased in the velvet glove of de-
tente.” .

CIVILIAN-MILITARY DFBATE

It appears that the Intelligence reports
have contributed to the differences between
military circles in the Pentagon and civilian
circles in the State Department in assessing
Soviet Intentions.
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“Civillan analysts of the Soviet Union read
the Brezhnev statements as emphgsizing ac-
commodation as a way of achieving an eco-
nomic, rather than military, build-up of the
Soviet bloc—not some long-range master
plan for military superiority over the
United States.

It was also the prevaliling belief in civilian
circles that the Brezhnev statements were
motivated by internal political consider-
ations within the Communist bloc.

Within the Communist party in the Soviet
Union, as well as in some of the Eastern
Fruopran countries, according to Soviet spe-
clulists, there appear to be some lingering
reservations about the desirability of a coop-
erative policy with the West. The Brezhnev
statements, therefore, were interpreted as
an attempt to provide a rationale and justi-
fication that would permit all factions, in-
cluding the {dcological hardliners to join
behind a policy of cooperation with the
West for 12 to 15 years.

As one Government specialist on Soviet
affalrs put it: “The self-proclaimed tactical
shift is probably a tactic in itself.”

Mr. SYMMS. There is a relationship
between the intentions of Soviet lead-
ers and the capabilities they develop
and control. They have developed a
tremendous strategic superiority, both
offensive and defensive. We can infer
from these deliberately developed ca-
pabilities that the intentions of Soviet
leaders are to use these capabilities for
intimidation and blackmail.

BREZHNEV INTENDED SOVIFT WORILD
DOMINATION BY 1948

New credence should therefore be
given to the 1973 intelligence report of
a secret speech by the late Soviet
leader Brezhnev to Warsaw Pact Com-
munist Party leaders. Brezhnev stated
explicitly that detente with the West
was a gigantic deception and ruse de-
signed deliberately to enable the
Soviet Union to gain military suprema-
cy. Brezhnev predicted that détente
would lull the West into complacency
while allowing the Soviets to achieve
worldwide, global dominance by 1985.
The Soviets may not be ahead of this
schedule, given their flagrant SALT
breakout in 1983, resulting from their
SALT violations decisions made in
1972,

MARSHAL OGARKOV, SALT, AND STRATEGIC
DECEPTION

Soviet Marshal Nicolal Ogarkov, now
chief of the Soviet General Staff, was
the top Soviet military delegate to the
SALT 1 negotiations from 1969 to
1971. Ogarkov has remained closely in-
volved in devising the Soviet SALT ne-
gotiating strategy and positions since
1971, because we know that the Soviet
military establishment plays the most
influential role in both defense plan-
ning and SALT negotiating. The
Soviet military formulates its 5-year
defense plans, and then devises its
SALT negotiating strategy and posi-
tions in order to protect these plans
from being constrained by SALT.

Mr. President, what is not widely un-
derstoods in the United States is the
now well documented fact that Mar-
shal Ogarkov was simultaneously the
creator and first Director of the Gen-
eral Staff's Directorate of Stategic De-
ception. The purpose of this Director-
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ate of Deception is to coordinate
Soviet strategic camouflage, conceal-
ment, and deception with the Soviet
SALT negotiating and compliance
policy. If détente and SALT have been
a gigantic but highly successful ruse
for the Soviets, then Ogarkov and his
Deception Directorate are largely re-
sponsible. But the top Soviet political
leadership, including the late Soviet
Presidents Brezhnev and Andropov,
were just as deeply involved in the de-
cisions on Soviet SALT ncgotiating de-
ception and violations. Indeed, I have
already mentioned the conclusive doc-
umentation of the Soviet leadership's
deceptive intentions in SALT dating
from as early as 1972,
SOVIET SALT BREAKOUT

In fact, the Soviets use arms control
negotiations to gain unilateral advan-
tage. After negotiating SALT agree-
ments with loopholes that leave all of
their _strategic programs uncon-
strained, the Soviets then go further
to violate and circumvent the SALT
agreements. '

The Soviets are are now flight-test-
ing a new small mobile ICBM, the SS-
X-25, which will probably carry scever-
al MIRV warheads each with yiclds
well above 150 kilotons.

The Soviets are also constructing
new ABM battle management radars
and mass producing new mobile sur-
face-to-air interceptor missilecs and
radars with ABM capabilities and new
mobile ABM interceptor missiles and
radars.

Thus Amcrica may now be witness-
ing the Soviet SALT breakout deploy-
ment of an illegal new mobile ICBM,
carrying illegal new MIRVed war-
heads, and defended by an illegal
ABM system using illegal large battle-
management radars and illegal mobile
ABM and ABM capable SAM intercep-
tor missiles and radars.

Again, all of this was decided upon
in 1972 and 1974, 12 Lo 14 years ago.

In fact, the Soviets may soon have
not only an illegal nationwide ABM
system which could protect key indus-
trial areas, but this same illegal ABM
system could also protect a significant
percentage of the Soviet ICBM force,
The Moscow ABM complex is being
modernized and expanded with new
radars and new interceptor missiles,
including interceptors which can be
rapidly reloaded and refired. The
Moscow ABM system can already
defend several hundred MIRVed
ICBM silos deployed near Moscow.
The new Siberian ABM radar at Kras-
noyarsk, moreover, is ideally located
and oriented to help defend hundreds
of nearby MIRV'd ICBM silos and
mobile ICBM and IRBM deployment
areas.

Hence it is reasonable to conclude
that the Soviets are now deploying
ABM systems which could defend up
to about 30 percent or even more of
the Soviet ICBM warheads. This
would give the Soviets not only a first
strike capability, but also an invulner-
able first strike capability, and an In-
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vulnerable second strike capability.
These  Soviet  capabilities already
greatly erode the U.8. deterrent retali-
atory capability.

Moreover, there is evidence that the
Soviets have deployed 12 to 14 war-
heads on each of their giant SS-18
super-heavey ICBM's. SALT 11 allows
them only 10 warheads on each SS- 18.
The Soviets have over 308 SS-18's.
Such a S8ALT II violation could thus
allow the Soviets to increase the
number of their ICBM warheads by
from 616 to 1,304 warheads. This prob-
able Soviet SALT II violation has not
yet been confirmed by the President, -
but I am confident that it is a Sovict
violation,

SOVIET SALT DUPLICITY

Mr. President, as I have pointed out,
the Soviet record of SALT violations
and diplomatic duplicity is a long one.
As former President Jimmy Carter
stated on December 31, 1979, Sovicot
President Brezhnev's response to
Carter's note requesting an explana-
tion of the reasons for the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan "was obviously
false . . . The tone of his [i.e. Brezh-
nev's] message to me ... was com-
pletely inadequate and completely
misleading. He is not telling the facts
accurately . . . My opinion of the Rus-
sians has changed more drastically in
the last week than even the previous
two and a half years before that . . .
This action of the Soviets has made a
more dramatic change in my opinion
of what the Soviet's ultimate goals ar¢
than anything they’ve done in the pre-
vious time I've been in office.”

As our distinguished colleaguc, Scna-
tor JoiIN WARNER, stated in a Scnate
floor speech on January 2, 1980:

In view of the President's (l.e. Carter's)
statement that Brezhnev lied to him about
Afghanistan, it might well be that Brezhnev
lied during the S8ALT II negotiations.

And as President Reagan stated on
January 29, 1981, “* * * they (the So-
viets) recserve unto themselves the
right to commit any crime, to lic, to
cheat * * *”

Mr. President, I have already men-
tioned the sensitive intelligence evi-
dence that Brezhnev lied to the
United States in the SALT I negotia-
tions over the Soviet heavy $S-19
ICBM. Brezhnev also lied to the
United States again in SALT II over
the capabilitics and production rate of
the Backfire bomber, according to
Under Secretary of Defense Fred Ikle
and many other experts.

As Assistant Secretary of Defense
Richard Perle testified to Congress on
February 23, 1984:;

The Soviets have not hesitated to mislead
us, deliberately and all too successfully.

In fact, there have been over 14
cases of Soviet negotiating deception
in SALT I and SALT II which can be
fully documented with unclassified
evidence.

Mr. President, despite protestations
of seeking only equal security and no
unilateral advantages, there is & pre.
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dominant objective in the Soviet ap-
proach to arms control. The evidence
shows that the Soviets have used arms
control negotiations and agreements
in order to gain unilateral advantages
and to achieve overall strategic superi-
ority over the United States. This has
clearly been the Soviet goal and
achievement in the SALT I Interim
Agreement and ABM Treaty, the Bio-
logical Warfare Convention, the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, the Hel-
sinki Final Act, and in the SALT II
Treaty. But the Soviet circumventions
and violations of these arms control
treaties have destroyed all of the basic
objectives that the United States had
in entering into these treaties.

The official Soviet propaganda pub-
lication entitled “Whence the Threat
to Peace’” published in 1882 denies the
existance of any Soviet arms control
treaty violations. IL states:

The Soviet Union's attitude to its interna-
tional commitments is clearly formulated in
the Constitution of the USSR. The Soviet
Union has ncver violated the standards of
international law or any treaties or agree-
ments. It has always been a relinble partner
in international affajrs. “If we put our sig-
nature under a treaty,” Leonid Brezhnev
pointed out, “We mean that we are fully re-
solved to adhere to its letter and spirit
strictly and entirely.” (Emphasis added.)

TIE SEVEN MOST SBIGNIFICANT SOVIET
VIOLATIONS

The problem of Soviet noncompli-
ance with arms control treaties has to
be dealt with as a matter of the high-
est national priority. I would like, Mr.
President, to remind the Senate that
on April 14, 19883, Senator Jim
McCLURE pointed out on the Senate
floor the seven most military signifi-
cant Soviet arms control violations. I
would like to recall again for my col-
leagues those seven most dangerous
Soviet arms control violations as
pointed out by JitM McCLURE:

First, Soviet deployment of heavy
ICBM's replacing light ICBM's ena-
bling them to quintuple their counter-
force capability.

Sccond, Soviet ICBM rapid reload/
refire, stockpiling of extra missiles,
covert soft launch and mobile ICBM
capability, circumventing all SALT
launcher ceilings, and also adding a
strategic reserve with strong counter-
force capabilities,

Third, Soviet flight-testing of two
new type ICBM's, in violation of SALT
11, which adds to an already over-
whelming counterforce capability.

Fourth, Soviet violation of the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty in militari-
- ly significant ways, which also adds to
their counterforce capability.

Fifth, Soviet development of a na-
tionwide ABM defense, through their
construction of ABM battle-manage-
ment radars, three types of SAM's for
ABM mode use, and a mobile and rap-
idly deployable new ABM in mass pro-
duction. All of these capabilities give
thﬁ Soviets a real ABM breakout capa-
bility.
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Sixth, Soviet violation of the Biolog-
ical Warfare and Chemical Weapons
Conventions.

Seventh, Soviet deployment of of-
fensive weapons to Cuba, in violation
of the Kennedy-Khrushchev Agree-
ment of 1962.

Of these seven most militarily signif-
icant Soviet SALT violations that Sen-
ator Jim McCLURE already long ago
pointed out to the Senate, four have
been confirmed by President Reagan
in his report of January 23, 1984,

President Reagan confirmed that
the Soviets are:

One, illegally testing two new type
ICBM'’s, in violation of SALT II, which
adds even more to an already over-
lwhelmlnx Soviet counterforce capabil-
Ly,

Two, Soviet violation of the Thresh-
old Test Ban Treaty, which also adds
to their already overwhelming coun-
terforce capability;

Three, Soviet development of an {lle-
gal nationwide ABM defense, as exem-
plified by their illegal Krasnoyarsk
radar and their tests of SAM missiles
and radars in an ABM mode. More-
over, Dr. Henry Kissinger, chief ncgo-
tiator of SALT 1, conceded in Septem-
ber 1982 that the Soviet tests of
SAM's in an ABM mode violated SALT
1. The President's violations report
added that: Soviet violation of the
ABM Treaty could be very significant.

Four, Soviet violations of the biolog-
ical and chemical warfare treaties.

Thus four of Scnator McCLURE'S
original seven most militarily signifi-
cant Soviet SALT violations have been
confirmed by President Reagan.

Of these seven most militarily signif-
icant Soviet SALT violations that Sen-
ator McCLURE pointed out, three are
not included in President Reagan's
report to Congess. These are:

One, Soviet deployment of heavy
SS-19 ICBM's to replace light S§S-11
ICBM'’s, in violation of article II of the
SALT I Interim Agreement;

Two, Soviet rapid reload and refire
ICBM capability and {llegal stockpil-
ing of extra ICBM’'s, in violation and
circumvention of SALT II's provisions
and all five SALT II launcher ceilings,

Three, Soviet deployment of offen-
slve weapons, including nuclear weap-
ons delivery vehicles and storage facilj-
ties, to Cubs, in violation of Lhe 1962
Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement
which ended the Cuban missile crisis.

On each of these three militarily sig-
nificant Soviet violations, however,
there is strong confirmation of Sena-
tor McCLURE's original charge.

In 1974, former Defense Secretary
Laird charged that Sovict SS-19 de-
ployment was a clearcut Soviet viola-
tion of the SALT I interim agreement.
Many other top defense leaders and
experts agree with Laird. Ip 1979,
former Secretary of State Kissinger
conceded that illegal Soviet 8S-19 de-
ployment was sharp practice, and that
Soviet resistance to a heavy ICBM def-
inition in SALT 11 constituted a signif-
icant failure in the SALT II Treaty's

/
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negotiation and drafting. Finally, even
the Senate Intelligence Committee
under former Senator Birch Bayh
stated in its October 1979 report on
the verifiability of SALT II that
Soviet 8S-19 deployment at least cir-
cumvented the SALT I interim agree-
ment. Thus, there Is strong support
for my charge.

The Defense Department has ex-
pressed public concern that Soviet
stockpiled missiles have at least cir-
cumvented the four SALT 1l cellings
on launchers, 2,250, 1,320, 1,200, and
820.

In September 1983, and in May 1982,
President Reagan himself explicitly
and publicly accused the Soviets of ab-
rogating or violating the 1962 Kenne-
dy-Krushchev agreement by their
military activities in Cuba. These
charges have been backed up by three
top officials.

The Kissinger Commission report re-
leased In January 1884, emphasizes
that there is an acute and urgent crisls
in Central America. The main security
problem in the region is the Soviet
military base in Cuba and Soviet-
Cuban support for the Sandinista ef-
forts to attack the peaceful states in
the region. The Soviet military base in
Cuba and Soviet support for revolu-
tion in the Western Hemisphere vio-
late the accords which ended the
Cuban missile crisis in 1962,

The Kissinger Commission report on
pages 107 and 108 makes a very signifi-
cant reference to the Kennedy-Krush-
chev agreement, which ended the
Cuban missile crisis in 1962 by requir-
ing the Soviets to remove their offen-
sive weapons from Cuba. The report
reaffirms President Kennedy's impor-
tant warning to the Soviets and the
Cubans on November 20, 1962:

If all {Soviet] offensive weapons systems
are removed from Cuba and kept out of the
hemisphere in the future, and if Cuba (s not
used for the export of aggressive Commu-
nist purposcs, there will be peace in the Car-
ibbean.

But the Soviets have reportedly
brought bombers, fighter-bombers,
and strategic submarines and support
bases back into Cuba. These forces
have more nuclear delivery capability
than the Soviet missiles and bombecers
discovered in October 1962, The Sovi-
cis reporiedly also have a combat bri-
gade, nuclear warhead storage facili-
ties, and even biological warfare facili-
ties in Cuba.

The Kissinger Commission report
points out the consequences for Inter-
American security of the failure of the
Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement -of
prevent Soviet-Cuban offensive bases
and aggression in the region:

{Kennedy's warning) was more than an
expectation. It was a declared policy objec-
tive of the United States. Obviously, it has
not been achleved, The problem hay been
that is (l.e,, the Kennedy-Khrushchey
agreement) was eroded incrementally . ..
the total effect of such small changes, how:
ever, has been-over five Administrations of
both parties—an enormously increased miti
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' tary power and capacity for uggression con-
centrated on the island of Cuba, and the
lpro.!ectlon of that threat into Central Amer-
ca...

Senator McCLURE, Senator HELMS,
and I have been the leaders in the
Senate pointing out the dangers of the
Soviel-Cuban military bases and ag-
gression in violation of the Kennedy-
Khrushchev agreement, both to Amer-
lcan security and to the security of the
Western Hemisphere. I believe that
President Reagan should enforce
Soviet compliance with the Kennedy-
Khrushchev agreement by requiring
the Soviets to remove their nuclear de-
livery-capable bombers and subma-
rines and other offensive military
forces from Cuba, and to stop using
Cuba us & military base for the export
of revoluticn in Central America.

Thus all seven of JiM MCCLURE's
original accusations of Soviet SALT
violalions have either been confirmed
by President Reagan, or have strong
official support. I believe that Senator
JiM McCLURE fis, therefore, a very
credible spokesman on Soviet SALT
violations.

Mr. President, even the Arms Con-
trol Association has conceded that:
“Violations of arms control agree-
ments cannot be overlooked or ex-
cused.” Thus even the most extreme
arms control advocates realize the sig-
nificance of the Soviet SALT viola-
tions. If détente and arms control have
failed to restrain the Soviet strategic
buildup in the 1970's and 1980’s, are
appeasement or war out only alterna-
tives? We have to recognize the failure
of detente before we can begin to
shape a new policy for peaceful rela-
tions with the Soviets.

APPEASEMENT IN THE 1020°S AND 1930's
COMPARED TO THE 1970'S

Mr. President, there are compelling
reasons to compare the period of the
1870's and 1980's, the period of de-
tente and {ts aftermath, to the inter-
war period of the 1920's and 1930's.
Many astute observers have noticed
striking but alarming parallels be-
tween these two periods of modern
history.

The disarmament provisions of the
1921 Treaty of Versailles were unpopu-
lar with the German people, because
they were generally considered to be
unfair by the German people. Thus
ther was popular German support for
evasion meastres, which the German
army, the Relchswehr, devised. The
democratic German Weimar and the
British and PFrench Governments
knew about some of these German
Army evasions, circumventions, and
even outright violations of the Ver-
sallles Treaty, but the civilian leaders
looked the other way. Many leaders of
the Weimar Republic shared the per-
ception that the disarmament provi-
sions of the Versailles Treaty were
unfair to Germany. These German
leaders saw these disarmament provi-
sions as designed to keep Germany in
& permanently inferfor position to the
allies, rather than permitting the Ger-
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nians to function as an equal with the
other powers of Europe, a position to
which most Germans felt entitied by
reason of Germany's economic, educa-
tional, scientific, and technological
prowess. In the view of those German
military and political leaders who vio-
lated the disarmament provisions of
Versailles, or who covered up such vio-
lations, the fact that nefther the Brit-
ish nor the French tried to enforce
German disarmanent justified Gerna-
ny in its resistance to the disarma-
ment provisions.

The result of this situation was that
Germany was able to take actions
which clearly violated the disarma-
ment provisions of Versailles, and the
allies did not even attempt enforce-
ment. The Allies did little or nothing
about the German violations. In most
cases, the German Government bland-
ly denied that disarmament violations
were taking place, and the denials
were accepted, especially by the Brit-
ish, at face value as true. The Allied
Control Commission met evasions and
passive resistance in many of its at-
tempts to inspect illegal German mu-
nitions factories, and was continually
thwarted in its atlempts to monitor
the German Army.

Mr. President, eventually the Allied
politicnl leaders,'and even the Allied
military establishments, increasingly
accepted German protestations cither
that specific violations had not taken
place, or that they were being correct-
ed

The Weimur policy of evading, -clr-
cumventing, and violating their obliga-
tions under the Versailies Treaty en-
abled the Germans to lay the ground-
work for the expansion of their army,
to keep their munitions industry in
being, to create and expand their air
force and navy, and to estublish the
foundation for the expansion of their
munitions industry supporting their il-
legal army, air force, and navy.

These objectives were accomplished
in the early 1920's, ironically, with the
active help and complicity of the
Soviet Union.

The Inter-Allied Control Commis-
slon that supervised the disarmament
provisions of the Versailles Treaty
withdrew from Germany in January
1927, and issued a final report staling:

Germany has never disarmed, has never
had the intention of disnrming. and for
scven years has done everylhing in her
power Lo deceive and “‘counter-control” the
Commission appointed to control her disar-
mament.

Does this remind us of Soviet behav-
lor in the 1870’s and 1939's? As Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense Richard
Perle testified to the House Armed
Services Committee on February 22,
1984:;

We must, if we are not to face an expand-
ing pattern of Soviet violations, sec that
such violations carry costs at least equal to
the gains they derive from them.

In 1934, Sir Winston Churchill also
challenged the British Government
over whether or not the Germnns were
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complying with the arms control pro-
visions of the Versailles Treaty. In the
House of Commons, Churchill stated
that:

The worst crime is not to tell the truth to
the public, and I think we must ask the
Government Lo assure us that Germany has
observed and is observing her trealy obliga-
tions In respect to military avintion.

Unfortunately, the British Govern-
ment lied to the British people, and
did assure the British people, contriry
to the facts of German rearmament,
that Hitler was not violating the Ver-
sailles Treaty. Thus, Britain slept
until it was too late to avoid World
War I1.

In the sununer of 1935, high-ranking
naval officers of Hitler's Germany ap-
proached officials of the British Gov-
ernment with a one-time offer. The
Nazis promised to limit their surface
naval fleet to one-third the size of the
British fleet, If only Germany could
have 100 percent of Britain's subma-
rine tonnage. Ignoring the fact that
the Nazis were already in violation of
the 1931 Versailles Treaty ending
World War I by having any navy at
all, the British engerly grasped the
Nazi straw. The Germans began pro-
ducing U-boats, and the grim story of
Nazi aggresston unchecked by demo-
cratic military power led to World War
II. .

Barton Whaley summarized the of-
fects of Axis arms control breaches
and the failure of allied enforccement
measures before World War I1;

The national leaders were easy prey for
deception. By failing to demand rigorous
verification of alicged infractions they
showed apathy. By failing to apply sanc-
tions when Intelligence did occasionally
bring undeniable proof of infractions (o
their attention, Lthey showed themselves im-
potent as well. And the opponents’ pereep-
tlon of this impctence was a spur of even
more audacious infractions.

Thus, U.S. failure to enforce Sovict
arms control compliance or U.S. fail-
ure to take countermeasures can again
lead to world war.

Arms control violations in the 1930's
actually contributed to the outbreak
of World War II. In the 1930's, clear
evidence of Japanese and German vio-
lation of the naval treaties was not
challenged by the West. Technical do-
fects in the treaties, loopholes or am-
biguous intelligence evidence were not
responsible for the West's failure (o
challenge the violations. Bad policy
and weak will were responsible.

Today, we face an increasingly clear
pattern of Soviet violations of existing
arms control treaties. American failure
to challenge these Soviet violations
will be more dangerous that any other
course of action because an American
failure of nerve will only encournge
more aggressive Soviet violations.

Is this history of appeasement going
to be repeated? Is another great West-
ern democracy—this time Amecrica—
turning its face away from scrions
treaty violations on the part of an g
gressive  totalitarinn  regime?  Par
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graver potential consequences.for the
fate of the world are now at stake.

Mr. President, I am confident that
we can avoid repeating the mistakes of
the past. The best way to keep the
peace is through continued deterrence
and through enforcement of Soviet
compliance with existing arms control
Lreaties,

AFTER DETECTION, WHAT?

On July 18, 1979, even the Carter ad-
ministration's Defense Secretary
Harold Brown testified on the conse-
quenses of possible Soviet violations of
the SALT II Treaty to the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee;

In considering Soviet compiliance with the
provisions of SALT II * * * there s a differ-
ence between detection of a violation and
enforcement, bringing a detected violation
to un end. The SALT I1 Treaty will not be
enforced in the courts * * * The issue is not
whether we could prove a case to a jury. We
do not need proof beyond a reasonable
doubt, nor even evidence we can discuss in
detail, to challenge Soviet action. In inter-
national agreements, the uitimate enforce-
ment mechanism is our own actions, * ® *
We could insist on taking certain actions
ourselves outside the Treaty to compensate
militarily and politically for the violation.
Qur uftimate rcmedy wouid be termination
of [the) SALT I1 Agrecment * * * If a prob-
lem were not resolved or if we detected 8
violation which threatened our security, 1
would not hesitate to recommend to the
President * v ¢ the ultimate step of Treatly
whropation.,

Former Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger long ago stated what the
United States should do in the case of
Soviet SALT violations. Dr. Kissinger
warned Senators and Congressman on
June 15, 1972:

The possibility exists that the Soviets wil)
treat the Moscow Agreements {SALT I) as
they have sometimes treated earlicr ones, as
Just another tactical opportunity in the pro-
tracted conflict. If this happens, the United
States will have to respond. If this agrec-
ment were being circumvented, obviously we
would have to take compensatory steps in
the strategic field.

During the decade since SALT 1, the
Soviets have in fact circumvented and
violated all the most important provi-
sions of SALT I and SALT 1, just as
they violated most treaties since 1917,
1 wonder whether the United States
may now need to fulfil} Dr. Kissinger's
pledge to take countermceasures.

Addressing Congress after signing
the SALT II Treaty in June 1979,
former President Carter stated:

Were the Soviet Union to take the enor-
mous risk of trying to violate the treaty in
any way that might affect the strategic bal-
ance, there is no doubt thai we would dis-
cover it in time to respond fully and effec-
tively.

Thus even former President Carter
promised to take responsive counter-
measures to offset Soviet SALT II vio-
lations.

What is remarkable about President
Reagan's report on Soviet SALT viola.
lions is the fact that the Reagan ad-
ininistration plans to continue comply-
ing with all the six arms control trea-
ties which the Sovicts are violating, in-
cluding two unratified treaties.
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Even more remarkable is the fact
that the Reagan administration pians
to make absolutely no changes in its
military budget or defense programs
Lo offset the military implications of
the Soviet cheating. An objective ob-
server must conclude either that the
Soviet arms control cheating has no
military significance at all, or alterna-
tively, that U.S. strategic programs are
50 robust already that they inherently
compensate for any Soviet cheating.

MILITARY IMPLICATIONS OF BOVIET SALT
VIOLATIONS

I would like to discuss each of these
alternatives in sequence. First, I be-
lieve that the Soviet cheating docs
have profound military significance.
In fact. Soviet arms control cheating
has decisive military significance. In
particular, the lllegal Soviet biolugical
and chemical offensive warfare capa-
bilities have the effect of severely low-
ering the nuciear threshold, making
attempted U.S. nuclear deterrence of
the Soviet BW/CW capability more
likely to result in nuclear war. More-
over, the President's report states for
the first time in public that the Sovi-
¢ls have maintained “‘an offensive bio-
logical warfare program and capabili-
ties.” This is extremely dangerous to
world peace, because these weapons
ere nonnticlear weapons of mass do-
struction.

The illegal Soviet $S-X-25 and the
illegal SS-16 are bolh mobile ICBM's,
and up to 400 of these mobile missiles
may be deploycd. They are very sur-
vivable and therefore of high military
significance. This many of these two
1CBM'’s could carry over 800 warheads.
The illegally encrypted SS-X-24 will
carry over 1,000 additional counter-
force warhcads if only 100 are de-
ployed, or 2,000 warheads if 200 are
deployed. If the 8S-X-24 can carry 14
warheads each, like the &S-18, then
200 could carry 2,800 warheads. The
encryption of the SS-X-24 suggcesls
this kind of throw-weight and payload.

The illegal Soviet ABM radars will,
along with mobile interceptors, signifi-
cantly contribute to an illegal Sovicl
nationwide ABM defense, making it
extremely significant militarily.
Indeed, over 30 percent of Soviet
ICBM warhcads can be defended.

Finally, the Soviet violations of the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty probably
allowed the Soviels to develop more
powerful warheads for their new even
more highly accurate ICBM's. also
making this very signiticant mililarily.

Thus it is reasonable to conclude
that at least five of the nine Soviet
arms_control violations reported by
the President are militarily slgnifi-
cant.

Second, are U.S. military programs
already robusl enough Lo compensale
for the military implications of the
Soviet violations?

The defense and military posture
statements for fiscal years 1908}
through 1985 indicate that the U.S.
stralegic decline will not even begin to
be arrested until after 1980, and if
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Soviel strategie advantages continue
to accelerate, the United States may
never return to strategic parity with
the Soviets. It is thus reasonable to
conclude that U.S. military programs
are not now robust enough to offset
the Sovict strategic advantages gained
from their arms control cheating.

More significantly, President
Reagan has already conceded the first
point, that there are milltary implica-
tions of the Soviet violations, in his
reporl on Soviet arms control cheat-
ing. President Reagan stated: “'Soviet
violations of arms control agrecments
could create new sccurity risks,”

Even more ominously, President
Reagan stated:

Such violations deprive us of the security
benefits of arnw control directly beenuse of
the nilitary consequences of known viola-
tions and indirectly by inducing suspicion
about Lhe existence of undetected violations
that might have additional military conse-
quences.

These statements concede that U.S.
national security has In fact been .
harmed by the Soviet cheating. Thus,
the only question is how to measure
these military implications of the
Soviet SALT violations.

And as President Reagan stated on
January 16, 1984:

We must take the Soviet compliance
record into account, both In the develop-
ment of our defense program and in our ap
proach to arms control.

This statement means fmplicitly
that the Soviet SALT violations have
military implications that may not
have been factored into our defense
programs.

At the very least, the full funding of
President Reagan’s strategic weapons
program is essential in view of their
confirmed violations. The President's
stralegic weapons program itself is
quite modest, even in comparison to
the strategic programm planned by
former Presidcut Carter.

ARE WE IN A NUCLEAR FREVLE ALRFADY?

For example, the Department of De-
fense budget request for last year,
fiscal year 1984, called for production
of zero air-launched cruise missiles B,
ALCM-B. The fiscal year 1984 defense
request also planned (o zero produe.
tion of the Trident 1 submarine-
launched ballistic missile, SLBM. in
fiscul ycar 1985. Last year, however,
Congress increased ALCM-B produc-
tion for fiscal year 1984 from zero to
240.

The fiscal year 1985 Defense budget
request again entirely cancels the pro-
duction of ALCM-B and reaffirms the
pianned zeroing of Trident 1 SLBM
production this year. These are the
only two strategic offensive WORPONS
systems which are currently produced
for operational: deployment by the
United States.

I know that ALCM- B production has
been curtailed because of plans for an
advanced cruise missile, and Trident ]
production has similarly been cur-
tailed because of plans for Trident 11
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production. But Trident 1I is still only
in the design phase and cannot
become operational until 1989 at the
carliest. And the ACM will also take
several years to become operational.

There will thus be a gap of at least
scveral years between the 1985 produc-
tion stoppage of both of these two mis-
siles before their successor missilcs
can finish R&D testing and achieve
initial operational capability and begin
production.

Thus the perception could be cre-
ated that the Reagan administration is
observing a "nuclear weapons freeze'
by canceling production of the only
two strategic offensive systems now
being produced and deployed. But the
Scnate soundly defeated the Kennedy-
Hatfield ‘‘nuclear weapons freeze” res-
o(l)uuon last October, by a vote of 58 to
40.

Perhaps the United States should
continue ALCM-B and Trident I
SLBM production until production can
begin on the ACM and Trident II.
More than just 12 of the 31 Poseidon
SLBM submarines could be equipped
with the Trident I SLBM, thereby in-
creasing their survivahility during the
dangerous “window of vulnerability."”
Up to 20 ALCM-B’s could be deployed
on each of the 120 B-52 bombers
cquipped with cruise missiles allowed
by SALT I11. It may be unwise to have
& production gap for both of our only
currently deployed new systems in
these precarious times of apparent
Soviet breakout from SALT I and I1.

I know that tight budgetary con-
straints are the main reason for the
apparently premature production
stoppages, but this constraint may
demonstrate either that our defense
program priorities could be wrong or
that we may need somewhat more de-
fense funding In selected areas.

Continued U.S. unilateral compli-
ance with the unratified SALT 11
Treaty may also be a factor in the case
of ALCM-B production, because the
United States is allowed no more than
120 ALCM-equipped bombers, and we
reportedly now have planned 80 B-
52's, each equipped with only 12
ALCM-B's,

I would now like to describe the
Reagan strategic builddown in some
detail. Despite thepopular myths, the
Reagan administration is unilaterally
freezing and building down.

The July 1980 Republican platform
stated:

Despite clear danger signals indicating
that Sovict nuclear
that
1980’s, threatening the survival qf the
United States and making possible, for the
first time in postwar history, political coer-
clon and defeat, the (Carter] administration
reduced the size and capabilities of our nu-
clear forces. (Emphacis added.)

The platforin went on to say:

* * * Unilateral restraint by the United
States has failed to bring reductions by the
Soviet Union * * ¢ [the Carter administra.
tion has * * » practiced unilateral disarma-
ment and removed any Incentives for the
Sovicels to negotlate for what they could ob-
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viously achieve by waiting. (Emphasis
added.)
Morcover, in March 1981, President

Reagan stated that the Soviets have;

Sat on the other side of the table so far,
knowing that we have unilaterally disarnned
t0 A great extent * ¢ ¢ maybe {f we do a little
building~it'll be a two-way sireet.

But the following tables illustrate
the fact that, despite the above 1980
platform commitments and early
Reagan statement, the United States
has continued under President Reugan
to reduce our strategic forces unilater.
ally, and thus has continued to prac-
tice unilateral restraint and unilateral
disarmament. Prior to even beginning
Surategic Arms  Reduction Talks—
START—the Reagan administration
has made or planned the following
unilateral reductions:

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S STRATEGIC FORCE CUT BACKS
|Ueactivated, cancched, or plased malm. stralegi nuclear dekvery

Vehicles Warheads

¥ Polaris dexctivation began under Carter, but was completed undes Reagan,
;Thu Umluo"slmu currenlly plans only 100 8-1-B banbers, ay compared

to 250 planned by Ford. .
*The United Stales cuni plns ool 100 wnsurvivable MX's, as

compared f0 200 survivable Imm by Curler.

SUMMARY OF CONTINUED U.8. StaaTEGIC CUT-
BACKS UNDER DEFENSE SECRETARY WEIN-
BERGER, 1981-85

ICBM'S

No deployment of 100 stockpiled Minute-
man IIIs despite its authorization by Con-
gress in FY 1981 and 1982, and appropria-
tion in FY 1982.

No upgrade of Minuteman power und air-
borne launch control.

Reduction in MX from 200 to only 100 de-
ployed missiles, in nonsurvivable basing
mode, with no ABM defense. (Only 40 MXs
were planned at one point.)

Premature and abrupt deactivation of 52
Titan Ils, carrying a high percentage--33
percent—of our ICBM megatonnage.

SLEM'S

Continued Polaris submarine deactiva-
tion—loss of 160 high megatonnage
SLBMs—26 percent of our SLBM mogaton-
nage.

Cutback of two Trident submarines,

Reduction of Trident construction rate
from 1% to 1 per year.

Delay to 1992 compiction of Kings Bay
Trident sub base.

One-year delay in ELF deployment deci-
slon, wilth Initial Operational Capabllity
furiher delayed to 1986.

Delay and cutback in SLCM deployment
on submarines.

Planned deactivation of two Poscldon subs
carrying 32 SLBMs.

BOMBERS AND ALCM'S

Premature and abrupt deactivation of 80
B-52Ds8, carrying heavy megatonnage—19
pcreent of our bomber megatonnage.

Reduction of ALCM yearly production
rate first from 480 Lo 440, then (o 360, then
tu 240, then to zero, delay of B-52 ALCM
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initial operational capability one year 10 De-
cember 1082, '

Cancellution of KC-10 tanker alrcraft pro-
curement.

Planned B-1 force cut from 250 under
Ford to only 100.

Failure to deploy sufficient ALCMs on B-
1, reduction to SALT II limit of only 20
ALCMs per B-1, or by 200 ALCMs.

No inland basing and increased alert rate
for B-52 force.

Tleduction of B 52 alert rate from 336 to
26%, concurrent with acceptance -of addi-
tional conventinnal, sea control and projee.
tion missions fur some B 52s.

Planned deactivation of 90 B-52 Gs carry-
ing over 1,000 ALCMs.

LEPENSE

Reduction of proposed funding for space
laser research development.

Reduction of Patriot Air Defense missile
system.

No acceleration of ABM R&:D.

The nct effect of this is that the
Reagan strategic program will have
fewer weapons than the Carter strate-
gic program throughout the 1980's and
into the early 1990's. The ef fectiveness
of the bomber improvements will be
reduced by the fact that they will
mainly carry gravily bombs, rather
than advanced penetration weapons
and cruise missiles.

Moreover, the rump Reagan MX
program has yet to be given & surviv-
able basing mode—and it is very un-
likely that the Reagan ‘sdministration
will ever come up with a really viable
alternative to the multiple protective
structure basing mode.

Under Secretary of Defense Richard
DeLauer testified to the Senate De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee
on March 13, 1984, that:

The foundation of our strategy and pro-
gram is built on the adequacy of our stratc-
gic nuclear forces to deter aggression or co-
ercion, thus denying the Soviets the oppor-
tunity to checkmate us through nuclear
dominance. The opportunities for modern
conventional defense depend upon this
foundation having been established.

DeLauer added that “the President's
No. 1 priority is strategic moderniza-
tion.” This testimony seems refuted by
the strategic cutbacks noted above.

Thus we must conclude that the
Soviet cheating does have military sig-
nificance, and that the Soviets already
have strategic superiority over the
United Suates.

As President Reagan said on March
31, 1882: “The Soviet Union does have
a definlte margin of superiority —
enough so there is risk, and there is
what I have called a window of vulner-
ability.” President Reagan again
stated in his speech to the Nation on
the MX ICBM on November 22, 1982,
that the United States is Inferior to
the US.S.R. in strategic capability, On
March 23, 1983, President Reagan fur-
ther declared that the Soviets had a
“present margin of superiority.”

Defense Sccretary Weinbergoer
stated in the fiscal year 1984 defense
posture statement that *‘the Sovicets
have acquired a margin of nuclear su-
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periority in most improtant catego-
ries.”

Using only SALT counting rules,
which significantly understate Soviet
capabilities by an order of magnitude,
and do not account for the Soviet vio-
lations, Soviet strategic force numeri-
cal advantages are: 1.6 to 1 in SALT-
accountable delivery vehicles; 4 to 1 in
missile throw-weight; 1 to .9 in strate-
gic warheads; 6 to 1 in prompt hard
target kill potential; 4 to 1 in equiva-
lent megatons; and 1300 to 24 in long-
range theater nuclear missiles war-
heads.

These Soviet advantages will persist
well beyond 1990, because even Lhe
first U.S. MX ICBM's and B-1B bomb-
ers will not become operational until
late 1986 and 1987,

Soviet military leaders confirm that
they believe that the “corrclation of
forces” shifted in their favor as early
as 1971. In fact, the Soviet military
journal, Red Star, stated in January
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1980 that the “correlation of forces”
had shifted “irrevocably” in Soviet
favor.

SUMMARY OF MILITARY IMPLICATIONS OF

SOVIKT SALT VIOLATIONS

The following chart is 8 summary of
President Reagan’s report to Congress
on Soviet SALT violations, together
with a summary of the status of most
of the other Soviet arms control com-
pliance issues which Senator
MCcCLURE, Senator SymMms and 1 have
cataloged for the Senate. As s easily
apparent from the chart, there are
over 40 Soviet SALT and other arms
control violations remaining for Presi-
dent Reagan to report on to the Con-
gress, in order to comply fully with
the McClure-Helms-Symms amend-
ment to Public Law 98-202, which
states:

REPORT TO CONGRESS ON SOVIFT COMPLIANCE.
WITH ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Skc. 5. The President shall prepare and
transmit to the Congress a report on Lhe
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record of the compliance or noncomplinnoce
of the Soviet Union with ‘exlsting arms con-
trol agreements to which the Soviet Union
is a party,

The above McClure-Helims-Symms
amendment passed the Senate on Sep-
tember 23, 1983, by a rolicall vote of 83
to 0. The legislative history of (he
amendment in the Senate 18 that
Soviet compliance with the letier and
spirit of all arms control agreements
should be reported and that this
report should be unclassified and
made on an urgent basls. As Assistant
Defense Secretary Perle testified to
the Senate on March 14, 1984, the
President’s violation report was illus-
trative only, and Perie mentioned 20
to 25 additional existing violations.

Mr. President, 1 ask unanimous con-
sent that chart and summary previous-
ly mentioned be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the chart
and summary were ordered to be
printed in the Reconp, as follows:

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S REPORT TO CONGRESS ON SOVIET SALT AND OTHER ARMS CONTROL TREATY VIDLATIONS
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CHFICIAL U.S. GOVERNMENT DATA FROM JCS POSTURE
STATEMENT, AND SOVIET MILITARY POWER

' War
Neinbet heads
United States ?
Stralvie. nucsar delivery vehicies:
Kites e — 0 200
Stnme - et 7 3344
bombers. 64 194
Total 1889 9471
Soviet Unioa
o m‘rr nciear &h wy v!htclei
AN s s 1308 6,300
SLeMs 98)  2.928
Iriercontingntat bombers 405 1620
Tutat 2,18 10448

' Using SALT 0 wunll:' fules. Soviels are thus 395 delivery vehicles and
1,627 warteacs ahead of the Uniled Swes Bot US. forces shoukd be
aucaumal furthes ecause 460 Pusendon warhcads are dedicalod 0 NATO

YOTAL SOVIET QUANTITATIVE ADVANTAGES PROBABLY
GAINED FROM VIOLATING SALT I, II, AND OTHER ARMS
CONTROL AGREEMENTS

Defvery ~ War-

veliles  heads
98-X-24's 2 12,000
§§-X-25's 200 500
$S-16' 20 €00
SS- 14 reload 308 3,000
Rackfires 250 250

HVETY VORCIRS VN L4V .......ooe o rvisinereconcnenrancaninnones .
$ “l?m 8§11 0 1800
99 Tyw 18 18
SS-N-21's on ¥ class 120 120
$S 118 stockpied 1.000 1,000
Oxder ICBN's st 1000 1.000
SLEM'S 'SLCM'S 10 CobB. oo v 12 12
Mg-27 Fioggers m Cuba .
Total 9366 12593

' 2.000 phs.

SOVIET VIOLATION OF ALL 8SALT 11 CEILINGS

Mr. SYMMS. The following scries of
-tables illustrate the Soviet strategic
forces structure as it ‘exceeds Lhe
SALT II Trealy ceilings. The first
series of tables shows that the Soviets
are well over all the five SALT II ceil-
ings: 2,400, 2,250, 1,320, 1,200, 820. The
second series of tables illustrates
Soviet strategic missile and bomber
construction rates since 1978. These
total 7,017. There is no evidence that

any of the older missiles and bombers
which this total replaces have been
dismantled. Hence the Sovict strategic
force could be an order of magnitude
larger than the first set of SALT 1l
tables indicate. And as the preceeding
SALT violations chart indicates, the
Soviets may already be an order of
magnitude above the SALT II limits.
There is some double counting in the
charts, but it is fair to conclude that
the Soviet strategic force is an order
of magnitude larger than SALT 11
allows. .

Soviel strategic foree structure as it exeeeds

the SALT II Trealy ceilings
Strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
under SALT II counting rules:

1CBM silos 1,398
Bear, Bison bombers (counting
tankers) 170
SLBM's 980
Vice 2,400 and 2,250 allowed by
SALT II! 2,548
Backfire bombers, including Naval
Backfires 235
Subtotal 2,783
Bear H with ALCM'S .....cccoevrnvenrinenens 50
88-16 mobile launchers at Plesctsk 200
S8-9 FOB's al Tyuralam.......cceceeeee. 18
Stockplled ICBM's for rapid refire
and covert 1aunch ..eeeeeeeeenn. 1,000
TOLRY SNDV'S .covrvnrrvnnreriessorsessonns 4.051
MIRV'd ICBM's under SALT 1 N
counting rules:
SS-18 308
S8-19 360
S8-17 150
Subtotal 818
§S-2¢ in converted 88-11 silos
operationnl by 1085 ....cccevveerverernne, 100
Vice 820 allowed by SALT II*... 918
MIRV'd SLBM's under SALT 11
counting rules:
16 Delta III's with SS-N-18 264
3 Delta 11I's under constructio 48
2 Typhoons with 88-N-20................ 40

2 Typhoons under construction....... 40
TOLAL necniineeceeenn, 392
Total MIRV'd ICBM and SIBM
launchers under SALT 1I count-
ing rules:
MIRV'd ICBM ...c.coinnennninninnnnniansnsnnnn 98
MIRV'd SLBM 302
Vice 1,200 allowed by SALT 11* 1,310
Intercontinental bombers equipped
with -~long-range ALCM's or
ASM's and MIRV'd missile
launchers under SALT 11 count.
ing rules:
Bear with 600 kilometer “A8-3...... 105
Backfire with long-range ALCM ..... 23%
New Bear H with long-range
ALCM, the AS-X-15 having
3.000 kilometer range .., 50
SUDLOtAL..coirieriiiriicrinierirreneeneenens _390
Vice 1,320 allowed by SALT 11.. l 700

'‘The fiscu] year 1988 JC8 military posture state-
ment gives the Boviets 2,784 delivery vehicles,
counting Backfires.

*Docs not count over 100 more 88-24's which
might be deployed in s moblle mode. In fact, the
Aprl) 1984 “'Boviet Military Power"” states: “Avall-
able evidence suggests mobile as well as sllo deploy-
ment for both (88-34 and SS-25) sysiems.”

* Does not count up Lo 200 B8 28's an MIRV .
and up (o 200 B§8-34'a.

Notz.—These totals Include those launchers and
bombers under construction, which S8ALT I} art. X1}
specifies should count. Morcover, those delivery ve
hicles under construction will probably be oper
ational before BALT 1l expires at the end of 1085,

These totals probably underestimate
the real Soviet SALT II breakout, be-
cause they do not count reports that
the SS-25 is MIRV'd, and they do not
count reports of up to 300 probable
rall-mobile 88-24's, road moblle SS-
25's, and silo based SS-25's.

SOVIET §TRATEGIC WEAPON PRODUCTION RATES

This table shows new Soviet strate-
gic weapon production rates. It is de- -
rived from the Defense Department
books ‘“‘Soviet Military Power” for
1983 and 1984. It is especially worri-
some because old Soviet weapons are
not being retired as new oncs are pro-
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duced. They are being stockpiled as
strategic reserves.

1ICBM's:
DR 1 T P PO 225
1979 225

TOLAD coeeerrreerecrrrenrenreneesecreesennenees 1,200
SLCM's:
1978 800
1979 700
+-1980 750
1981 750
1982 iiiieriiiceniinne 800
JOUB ciiiiiriiennieiniecnneeiinesarssssessnsenaessines 800
Total 4,400
Bombers (Backfire):
1978 30
1979 " . 30
1980 30
D 1. SRRSO 30
1982.. 35

180
NoTr.—In the April 1984 edition of “Soviet Mili-

TOLAL verrirceerrnrrccnnnsresiasisseeses e

tary Power” the bomber production numbers for
1382 and 1983 uore each changed from 30 to "35.”
This is the first official confirmation of Sogie
ductivn of more than 30 Bark{ire boimnbe year,

I am very concerned by thie military
implications of the President's report
on Soviet SALT violations for U.S. na-
tional sccurity. Neither SALT I nor
SALT II seems to be constraining the
Soviet threat. We seem to be withess-
ing an apparent Soviet breakout from
both the offensive and defensive con-
straints of SALT I and II.

PARALYSIS IN THFE FACE OF SOVIET SALT
BREAKOUT

I have noted in the Washington Post
of January 19, 1984, that:

Senior Pentagon officials . . . say there {s
no need to alter U.S. military programs-in
the next fow years as a result of the alleged
Soviet cheating.

State Department public diplomacy
policy guidance has also stated:

We arc taking account of Soviet vivlations
in our defense modernization plans. . . the
Strategic Defense Initiative should be evalu-
ated on its own merits aside from Soviet vio-
lations of existing agreements.

I wonder what specific U.S. strategic
modernization programs will offset
the Soviet SALT violations. As Presi-
dent Reagan stated in his speech of
January 16, 1984: -

We must take the Soviet compliance
record into account, both in the develop-
ment of our defense program and in our ap-
proach to arms control.

And as President Reagan stated in
his report to Congress of Soviet SALT
violations:

Soviet violations of arms control agree-
ments could create new security risks. Such

t pro-
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violations deprive us of the security bencfits
of arms control directly because of the mili-
tary conscquences of known violations and
indirectly by inducing suspicion about the
existence of undetected violations that
might have additional military consequenc-
€S.

As Defense Sceretary Weinberger
stated on May 26, 1982, SALT II "did
not reduce arms or cven limit thelr ef-
fectiveness.” Sccretary Weinberger
added that SALT II “would irrevers-
ibly seal the advantage the Soviels
currently enjoy.” Thus even {{ Lhe So-
viets were complying with the unequal
SALT 11 Treaty, which the Senale
Armed Services Committee stated was
not in the national securily interest of
the United States, Lthe United States
would be at a grave disadvautlage.
Since 1979, the Soviets have increased
the number of nuclear warheads tar-
geted on the United States by about 75
percent. Now the Soviets scem to
regard bnth SALT I and II to be dead,
and the Sovicl offensive and defensive
threats seem to be unconsirained in
this apparent breakout situation.

In determining whether or how Lo
adapt our defense programs in re-
sponse to apparent Soviet breakout
from SALT I and II, we might recall
what even the Carter Administration
conceded were the budgetary implica-
tions of a Sovict threat unconstrained
by SALT I and II. In a speech of Octo-
ber 20, 1980, former Defense Sccerelary
Harold Brown argued that:

To match the bigger Soviet force without
SALT could cost us, over the next decade,
an additional 30 to 100 billion 1981 dollars,

Defense budget increases as large as
the Carter admirnistration counsidered
in Llie absence of SALT I and Il or in
the event of Soviet SALT breakout are
obviously difficult to envision, due to
the huge deficits in the Federal
budget, but they might be a guide to
what we might wish we could do in
this period of grave national securily
dangecr. .

Mr. President, the process ol the
strategic arms limitation talks—
SALT—have bcen an exceptionally
complex process. The SALT treaties
themselves clearly show how complex
this process has been, because the
treaties themselves are very complex.
Nevertheless, there are some rather
basic and easily undcrstandable con-
clusicns that I would like to draw {rom
this sordid history of the SALT proc-
ess. These conclusions are worthy of
serious consideration by the Senate,

First, Mr. President, the Sovicts
have achieved major strategic advan-
tages from their viclations of SALT I
and II:

They have deployed their illegal SS-
19 heavy 1CBM, helping to quintuple
their counterforce capability;

They have achieved overwhelming
superiority in the number and capa-
bilities of ICBM's SLBM's, and bomb-
ers, including superiority in the
number of warheads carried on them;

They have deployed up to 200 illegal
55-16 inobile ICBM's;
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They have excluded over 250 Back-
fire intercontinental b'pmbers from
SALT 11,

They have efcluded 1,000 to 2.000
strategic reserve stockpiled ICBM's
from SALT IT;

And finally, the

Soviets  have

.achieved through SALT I and II over-

all quantitative and qualitative offen:
sive and defensive superiority. Not
such a bad achievement for a sup-
poscdly mutually beneficial procesa,

Mr. President, the Soviets are com-
mitted to their 5-year defense plans,
and they use the SALT process Lo pre-
serve their long-term commitments to
their new programs. The evidence
from their exploitation of the SALT
process clearly shows that the Soviels
do not change their force plans be-
cause of SALT. Quite the contrary,
Mr. President. The Soviels make their
secret 8-year defense plans first and
then they defend these secret plans
from SALT constraints. In contrast,
Mr. President, the United States has
no long-term defense plan, and the
United States allows SALT (o udverse-
ly affect its strategic programs. So far,
the SALT process has codified Soviel
future defense plans, while Impeding
and constraining U.S. defense plans.

Mr. President, the open U.S. society
versus the closed Soviet soclety has re-
sulted in a severe intelligence asymine-
try in the SALT process. This has
been a severe handicap to real arms
control. The SALT negotiations have
been conducted using mostly  ULS.
data. This process can be compared to
playing poker with an opponent wihio
knows your cards as well as his own,
and who also cheats.

The Soviet General Staff Deception
Directorate has played a key role in
SALT ncgotiating deceplion, camou-
flage and concealment, and SALT vio-
lations.

Mr. President, the Soviets have a
sustained SALT camouflage, conceal-
ment, and deception program centrally
directed by the Politburo-level De-
fense Council, and coordinated by the
Sovict General Staff as part of the
Soviet SALT negotiating strategy also
largely controlled by the General
Staff. Operational strategic deception
and concealment is directly linked to
negotiating deception and outright
SALT violations. The Soviet leader.
ship intended from the outset to vio-
late thie SALT treaties in 1972. The
closcd naiure of Soviet society greatly
magnifies the effectivcness of this
massive program and further exacer-
butes the intelligence asymmetry.

Mr. President, the SALT decade can
be accurately described as & decade of
dangerous U.8. strategic decline, and
the SALT protess has strongly con-
tributed to that decline. The SALT
process has made America more inse-
cure rather than more secure. No posi-
tive U.S. military or security objectives
that have been achieved by SALT 1 or
1T can easlily be idcnliflled.
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The Carter administration consist-
ently claimed both that the United
States would be able to detect any sig-
nificant Soviet SALT cheating, and
more importantly, that the United
States would react to it. For exampie,
in their SALT compliance and verifica-
rion white paper of February 1978. the
Carter administration stated:

Although the possibility of some undetect-
¢d cheating in certain areas exists. such
cheating would not alter the strategic bal-
ance in view of U.S. programs. Any cheating
on a scale large enough to alter Lhe strategic
balunce would be discovered in time (0 make
nn eppropriate response. (Emphasis added.)

Thus the Carter administration
¢learly pledged that it would respond
1o Soviet SALT violations. It believed
in “the U.S. ability to respond in &
tugely manner to possible  Soviet
cheating.” But while the Reagan ad-
ministration has accused the Soviets
of violations, it is not yet ready to pro-
posc any U.S. response to Saoviet SALT
violations. At least President Reagan
seems to believe that some U.S. re-
sponse is necessary.

ANALYSIS OF CARTER WHITE PAPER ON SOVIET

COMPILIANCE OF FEBRUARY 1978

The Carter administration reported
that seven Soviet SALT compliance
questions were discussed with the
.S.S.R. Rather than to recapitulate
all of the detalls of each of the seven
cases, 1 will point out some omissions
or misleading aspects of the Carter ad-
ministration report.

1. LAUNCH CONTROL SILOS

First, on the question of whether
Soviet launch control silos were illegal
ICBM launchers or not, it is important
to note that the Soviet silos in ques-
tion were first detected in 1970. This
matler was not resolved in the SALT
Standing Consultative Commission—
SCC—until 1976, so it took 6 years to
resolve this significant question of
arms control compliance. The real
issue all along was not the immediate
function of the silos in question, but
the similarity of their design to Soviet
silos actually housing and launching
ICBM silos. The Soviets designed
these silos to be too similar to ICBM
launch silos, hence the U.S. concern
was caused by what can be regarded as
Soviet deception inherent in their silo
designs. And it is important to keep in
mind just how this problem was re-
solved. As in all the other cases in the
SCC. the United Siates acquiesed in
the Soviet position.

2. SOVIET DECEPTION

The Carter administration claimed
on the second issue that “in early
1975, careful analysis of intelligence
information on—the camouflage and
concealment—activities of the U.B.S.R.
led the United States to conclude that
there no longer appeared to be an er-
panding pattern of concealment aclivi-
ties associated with strategic weapons
programs.” (Emphasis added.) This
statement is both misleading and
false. 1t is misleading because the U.S.
analysis of the Soviet camou{lage, con-
cealment, and deception—CCD—pro-

gram was not careful. I believe that
the United States still has a very
primitive understanding of the nature,
scale, intentions, and scope of the
Soviet CCD program. It was not, for
example, until mid-1978 that U.S. in-
telligence first realized that Soviet
Marshal Ogarkov was in charge of
strategic deception while he was also
the chief Soviet military SALT ncgoli-
ator. Moreover, we will never Know
what the Soviets have successfully
hidden under Marshal Ogarkov's di-
rection. Even more significantly, the
Soviet CCD program in facl did not
stop expanding in 1975, as Lhe Carter
administration claimed. The Soviet
CCD program reportedly continued to
expand  significantly  after 1975.
Indeed, intelligence experts today are
conceding that the still expanding
Soviet CCD program is massive and is
deliberate, and that it impedes U.s.
verification of SALT by national tech-
nical means. Thus U.8. intelligence
has now finally concluded retrospec-
tively that, after 1975, the Soviet CCD
program was a violation of SALT I and
SALT 11, because it was deliberate and
because it does impede U.8. verifica-
tion.
3. TIIE SOVIET 88-19

On the third question of the Soviel
SS-19 modern large ballistic missiles,
the Carter administration analysls im-
plicity concedces that the S8-19 can be
classed as a heavy ICBM because it is
referred to as the modern large ballis-
tic missile issue. There are several
false or misleading aspects of the
Carter white paper’s discussion of the
heavy SS-19 ICBM issue. First, there
was no reference to Soviel negotiating
deception on the 8S-19 in May 1972,

Sovict negotiators, including Brezh-
nev himself, made many [alse stale-
ments to the United States from 1971
to May 1972 which had the effect of
misleading the United States about
the size of their then-sccret new, large
1ICBM, the heavy SS-19. The Sovietls
themselves considered the S8-19 to be
a heavy 1CBM, which it was by u.s.
standards. They argued falsely that an
agreed definition of a heavy ICBM was
Unnecessary.

Their most significant deception was
their many false stalements during
the negotiations that they did not
intend to replace light ICBM's—the
8S-11—with heavy ones, the precise
opposite of their plans as confirmed
by cvents, and contrary to article IT of
SALT 1. Article II prohibils the re-
placement. of light ICBM's with heavy
ICBM's.

The Soviets tried in May 1972 to jus-
tify thelr refusal to agreec to a defini-
tion of & heavy ICBM by arguing thal
such & definition was unnecessary be-
cause both sides already knew which
1ICBM's were heavy and light. The So-
viets said repeatedly in May 1972 at
the Moscow suminit.

There was no need for a definition of @
heavy ICBM since the Sovie! approach fully
precluded conversion of launchers for olher
tupes of ICBMs covered by the agreement
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into launchers for heavy ICBMs {Article 11},
It was the Soviet view that both sides had a
clenr understanding of what light and heavy
ICBMs were and that there was no reason
Lo believe that during the period of the In-
terim Agreement this understanding would
not continue to prevail. (Emphasis added.)

This Soviet position was precisely
the opposite of the true situation and
a camouflage of their true intentions.
They regarded the SS-19 as & heavy
ICBM all along and as the prime can-
didate to replace the light 8S-11.
Hence the above Soviet statements
were directly deceptive and misiead-
Ing. They were a deliberate Sovicet
effort to circumvent or violate article
1I's prohibiton against replacing light
ICBM's with heavy ICBM's and to de-
ceive Lhe United States about thelr in
tentions.

The Sovicts also actually argued sev-
eral times that the United States
could trust them not to convert light
JCBM’s into heavy ICBM's. In order to
deflect U.S. concerns, they also sug-
gested that a missile like the $S-19
could be banned, even as they were
planning to deploy it widely as the re-
placement for the S8-11. Finally, the
Soviets also deceptively bargained to
successfully persuade the United
States to abandon attempts to gain an
agreed definition of a heavy ICBM.

The S8-19 turned out to be 400 per-
cent heavier in throwwelght than the
small SS-11, and its volume is about 60
percent greater. The $8-19 deploy-
ment helped to quintuple the Soviet
counterforce threat to the United
States by the expiraltion of SALT Iin
1977. Even the Carter administration
iater conceded in 1979 that the heavy
SS-19 was more deadly than the super
heavy SS-18, because of the SS-19's
greater accuracy and larger deploy-
ment,

Important intelligence evidence indi-
cating Soviet deception on the §S-19
was reportedly acquired in May 1972,
Congressman JACK KEMP has described
this evidence in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, citing William  Beecher,
“United States May Reply to Soviet
Rays,” Boston Gilobe, October 10,
1076, page 7. The United States re-
portedly eavesdropped on Soviet com-
munications in Moscow in May 1972,
during SALT 1 negotiations. According
to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and to
Beecher:

By way of example, one source noted that
in May 1972, in the hours fmmedintely pre-
ceding sgreement on the SALT 1 pact in
Moscow, & conversion was intercepted in
which Soviet Party Chairman Leonid Brezh-
nev checked with a top weapons expert to
get aasurance that an about-to-be-concluded
furimiin covering permissibie stlo expansion
would allow the Soviets Lo depluy a biyger
new missile then under development. That
intercept provided the first solid informa.
tion that the 85-19, as It Is now known, wins
destined to replace some of the relatively
small S8 11 miastles, which comprise the
bulk of the Soviet ICBM force. ‘The 8S 19
has three to four times the throwweight of
the old misslle, (Congressionual  Record
August 2, 1979. p F.4076, emphasts added

csummmemmn  Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7 _




Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7

S 7686 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

- This highly significant intercept re-
portedly occurred on May 26, 1973,
just before SALT I was signed. It indi-
cated that the S$S-19 was a large,
heavy ICBM and that Brezhnev in-
tended the SS-19 to replace the light
88-11 on a large scale precisely in vio-
lation of article 1I. Yet Brezhnev had
deceptively told U.S. negotiators that
the U.S.S.R. did not intend to replace
light ICBM's with heavy ICBM's.
Thus this reported intercept conclu-
sively confirms Brezhnev's negotinting
deception on the $S-19. Brezhnev
knew that the SS-19 would violate ar-
ticle 11, but he also knew that the
United States did not then know about
the SS-19.

And as William Safire wrote in the
New York Times of August 6, 1981,
“Dececption Managers,” page A-23;

The first inkling of duplicity came to us In
May, 1972, via "Gamma Guppy,” our tuning
in to limousine telephone conversations be-
tween Leonid Brezhnev, Andrei Gromyko,
and Soviet missile designers at the Moscow
summit  conference. These transcripts
quoted Mr. Brezhnev talking about a “main
missile” that had never been mentioned in
SALT negotiations, which turned oul Lo be
the SS-19. The surprised Henry Kissinger
considered this “sharp practice.”

A third relerence to the Beccher
intercept material occurred in a New
York magazine review of April 5, 1982,
of Henry Kissinger's memoirs, by none
other than William Beecher himself.
Beecher wrote:

One of the principal ohirctives of SALT I
was to preserve America's 1,000 Minuteman
missiles by putting a cap on the number of
super-large Soviet SS-9 missiles, which if
cquipped with multiple warheads could
threaten all the American ICBMs in a first
strike. In the negotiations, Kissinger al-
lowed the Soviets to include a clause for
“‘modernization” of all their ICBMs—heavy
and light—which permitted the replacement
shortly thereafter of light single warhead
missiles by the hefty $8-17 and SS-19 mul-
tiple warhead missiles. That, quite predict-
ably, has led to the current situation, in
which all the Minutemen are vulnerable to
surprise attack,

Nor does Kissinger mention an intercept-
ed conversation—before the deal had been
completed—between Leonid Brezhnev and
the commander of his Strategic Rocket
Forces checking to see whether the modern-
ization formula would be adequate for his
needs. Some 751 pages later, in addressing
the SALT II probiem, Kissinger brings up
the troubling new 88-17 and SS-19 multiple
warhead raissiles, “Emerging so soon afler
the signature of SALT I, they left little
doubt that the Soviet perception of stability
was nol the same as thal of our arms con-
troliers.” The principal American arms con-
troller was, of course, Kissinger himself.

This passage confirms the other evi-
dence that Kissinger was deceived by
the Soviets on their plans to fllegally
replace the light 8S-11 with the heavy
S8-19 ICBM.

Fourth and finally, as Seymour
Hersh has written in his book on Kis-
singer, “The Price of Power,” on page
541,

On the day of the summit, the National
Sccurity Agency intercepted a radio-tele-
phone conversation in Moscow between
Brezhnev and a scnior military official in

which the party chief, talking from the
back scat of his limousine, received assur-
ances that the commitment to lmit in-
creases In silo dimension to 15 percent
would not preclude employment of the new
Soviet missile system.

Hersh falls to point out that while
the 8S-19's silo was legal, the missile
itself was illezal.

What is not well known s that key
parts of this reported Intercepl were
reportedly embargoed and suppressed
by Dr. Kissinger within the intelli-
genece community, evidently in order
to cover up the fact that Kissinger
had been deccived by Brezhnev on the
Soviet heavy SS-19 as the intended
but 1illegal replacement for the light
8S-11.

As the Scnate Intclligence Commit-
tce reported in October, 1979;

It is clear from the SALT I record that in-
telligence of possible 8oviet violation of the
Treaty [sic) was, in some cases, and for a
time, withheld from Executive branch offi-
cials who had a need for such information.

Senator GORDON HUMPHREY and
Congressman Jack KemP have both
suggested that it was the Bececher
intercept above that was withheld and
suppressed by Dr. Kissinger in order
to ensure the Senate’s advice and con-
sent for the ratification of the SALT I
AMB Treaty which was integrally
linked to the SALT I Interim Agree-
ment. Admiral Zumwalt has confirmed
that this information was withheld
from the JCS. The late Senator Jack-
son has confirmed that the Senatc was
lied to on SALT. If the Beecher inter-
cept had been known to the Scnate in
the summer of 1972, the SALT I agree-
ments might not have received the
advice and consent and majority vote
of the Senate, and the United States
might have been spared the increased
threat causcd by the Soviet SALT 1
violations already planned in 1972,
h'I‘he 1978 Carter White Paper states
that:

When deployment of the 8S-19 missiles
began, Its size, though not a violation of the
interim agreement provisions—that is arti-
cle II, caused the United States to raise the
issue -‘with the Soviets in early 1975. Our
purpose was to emphasize the importance
the United States attached to the distine-
tion made In Lhe interim agreement between
light and heavy ICBM's, as well as the con-
tinuing importance of that distinction in
the context of the SALT i1 Agreement.
undcr negotiation at the time.

I believe that in light of the Soviet
negotiating deception on the £S-19,
the Carter administration’s reaction
was extremely weak and misleading.

The 88-19 must be considered either
& circumvention or violation of article
II. The United States showed that it
was willing to tolerate this most signif-
icant S8ALT violation by unflaterally
redefining in SALT II the definition of
a8 heavy ICBM to exclude the SS-19.
Yet the heavy SS-19 helped to in-
crease the Sovict counterforce threat
to the United States by a factor of 5
after 1972. This was a set-back to U.S.
national security comparable to the
loss of the Vietnam war, and to the

June 20, 1984

Soviet offensive weapons deployment
to Cuba in 1962 and after 1970.

By tolerating, condoning, and even
apologizing for this Soviet SALT viola-
tion, the U.8. confirmed that it was
willing to allow the Soviets Lo continue
to upset the sirategic balance to its ad-
vanlage. All other Soviet S8ALT viola-
tions are dwarfed in significance by
the §S-19 case. Yet the SALT process
went on for 7 more years without chal-
lenge to its negative impact on U.S. se-
curity, Morcover, former Defense Sec-
retary Laird stated plainly in 1974
that £S-19 deployment was a clearcut
violation of SALT I. In 19879, former
Secretary of State Kissinger conceded
finally that Soviet $S-19 deployment
constituted sharp practice.

The Carter White Paper went on Lo
say: .

Following some discussion in the S8CC,

further discussions of this question in that
forum were deferred because it was under
active consideration In the SALT I negotia-
tions. Since that time, the U.S. and U.S.8.R.
delegations have agreed in the draft text of
the SALT II Agreement on a clear demarca-
tion, in terms of missile launch weight and
throwweight, between light and heavy
ICBMs.” (Emphasis added.)
This Carter administration statement
is completely false, because there was
& complete failure to bilaterally define
heavy ICBM's in SALT 1.

That the proponents of SALT I1I al-
leged that there is an agreed defini-
tion of a heavy ICBM is of equal if not
greater significance than their accept.-
ance of the Soviet Backfire position.
There is a similar nced for analysis of
the definition of the heavy ICBM. One
would think that the difficulties for
the United States growing out of the
imprecise terminology in SALT 1
would have demanded an exceedingly
precise definition of the heavy 1ICDM
in SALT Il It is interesting to note
that Walter Slocombe declared that in
negotiating SALT 11, the United
Stales had learned from our hard les-
sons of SALT I. He said that.

The most important lesson was to be as
specific and precise as possible in drafting
treaty language constraining Soviet options.

Nevertheless, during the course of

SALT II we have twice repeated the
most important mistake of SALT I—
failure to define a heavy ICBM.
- At Vindivostok in November 1074, we
preserved the key SALT I prohibition
on heavy ICBM's, bul again as in
SALT I, we did so without an agreed
definition of a heavy ICBM.

In recognition of our lack of success
with our 1972 unilateral statement on
a definition of a heavy ICBM-and
most of our other 1972 unilateral
statements—former SALT II chief ne-
gotiator Paul Warnke clearly ruled out
U.8. unilateral statements in SALT 11
during his February 1977 Scnate con-
firmation hearings:

- My conviction is that with regard to any
agreement which is entered into at this time
on control of offensive nuclear weapons,
that we could not afford to have unilatera)
declarations. The trouble with the unilat
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eral declaration is that you say, ‘1 am now
about to say something which you refuse to
say.” So that is almost a built-in formula for
disagreement, and I don't think that in the
kind of arms control agreement that we
ought to use to replace the interim agree-
ment, we ought to have that kind of a situa-
tion. (Emphasis added.)

There i{s nevertheless an important
U.S. unilateral statement in the SALT
1I Tr€aty. Again, unbelievably, the
unilateral statement involves the trou-
blesome definition of a heavy ICBM.
Paragraph 7 of article II partially de-
fines heavy ICBM's as any missile
larger in launch weight and throw-
weight than the 8S-19, but, as we
learned in SALT 1, a clear, agreed dis-
tinction between light and heavy
ICBM's must be established. A heavy
ICBM definition is thus again the key
definition of SALT II.

The SS-19 is to be the baseline be-
tween light and heavy ICBM's. In
order to be effective, however, the def-
inition must have clear, specific,
agreed data on the SS-19's launch
weight and throwweight. Here is the
full negotiating record for these spe-
cific weights:

On August 16, 1977, in a plenary state-

ment, the United States informed the Soviet
Union that . . . for planning purposes, with
respect to ICBM's it might develop, test or
deploy in the future, the United States con-
siders  the launch-weight limit on  light
ICBM’'s to be 80,000 kilograms and the
throwweight limit to be 3,600 kilograms.
These figures are based on our estimates for
the §S-19. The Soviet Union did not re-
spond lo this statement The United States
will regard these figures as the limits for
the one new type of light ICBM permitted
to the United States under Paragraph 9 of
Article IV. (Emphasis added.)
» Thus, the United States unilaterally
defined only U.S. heavy ICBM'’'s in
terms of the SS-19. But we evidently
did not even try to get the Soviets to
agree to such a definition for Soviet
ICBM’s. The above statement thus
only implies unilaterally that any
ICBM on the Soviet side with a launch
wceight greater than 90,000 kilograms—
(198,000 pounds)—and a throwweight
greater than 3,600 kilograms—(7,937
pounds)—will be regarded by the
United States to be a heavy ICBM.

Not only did the Soviets not agree to
these vital specific baseline data, they
did not even respond to them. Despite
this, the U.S. State Department in
July 1979 still claimed:

The U.S. and U.S.8.R. delegations agreed
in the Salt 1I Treaty on a clear demarcation
in terms of missile launch weight and
throwweight, between light and heavy
ICBM's.

This Carter administration claim
was falacious and showed wishful
thinking. The Carter administration
advanced the strange idea that Soviet
silence in the face of U.S. unilateral
statements somehow confirmed their
agreed status.

The State Department claim not-
withstanding, there is in effect a U.S.
unilateral statement defining a heavy
ICBM, just as in May 1972, the U.S.
defined a heavy ICBM unilaterally.
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The only difference is that in 1972 we
explicitly called it & unilateral state-
ment. Indeced, our present SALT II
unilateral definition is even weaker
than our more explicit and more posi-
tive 1972 heavy ICBM unilateral state-
ment.

Thus, there is still no agreed defini-
tion of a heavy ICBM in SALT II, well
recognized as the major and most dan-
gerous flaw in both the SALT I Inter-
im Agreement and also the November
1974 Vladivostok accord.

But, as Slocombe himself has stated:

The Sovicts should be presumed to be pro-
tecting something when they refuse to
agree to a specific limitation.

In 1976, Slocombe also said:

The lesson drawn from his episode (that
is, the 88-19 problem) by U.8. officials is
the need for explicit and precise acknowl-
edgemen! by the U.S.S.R. on even the most
technical details of these issues. (Emphasis
added.)

Slocombe and other U.8. ncgotiators
ignored their own advice in negotiat-
ing SALT I1.

It is curious that the pro SALT II
history of the negotiations, by SALT
supporter Strobe Talbott, recognizes
that the Soviets had exploited the fail-
ure of SALT I to define heavy missiles.

Talbott nevertheless goes on to de-
scribe the strange United States use of
the new diplomatic device of Sovicl
noncontradiction in SALT II:

This rather contorted procedure, involv-
ing & Soviet lacuna filled by American '‘uni-
lateral interpretation” in turn confirmed by
Soviet “noncontradiction,” had for a long
time been a curious but common feature of
the negotiating ritual in SALT . . . the Rus-
sians would assent by their silence ... it
had become a mutually accepted practice in
SALT that if one side confronted the other
with an explicit, unilateral interpretation
and the second side did not object, then the
interpretation was considered agreed and
became enshrined in the negotiating record

. according to diplomatic practice, Gro-
myko's “noncontractiction” would be con-
sidered tantamount to assent, and {t would
become part of the negotiating record that
would accompany and amplify the
treaty. ...

Thus the Carter administration
claimed that a U.S. unilateral state-
ment not contradicted by the Soviets
is somehow agreed. This is precisely
the status of the heavy ICBM defini-
tion in SALT 1I. The United States on
August 16, 1977 unilaterally provided
U.S. data on the launch weight and
throwweight of the Soviet SS-19
ICBM. This was an attempt to define
& heavy ICBM. The Soviets, however,
did not agree. They did not even re-
spond. The Carter administration evi.
dently believed that this is another
case in which Sovict noncontradiction
constitutes agreement, because the
Carter administration claimed that
there is a clear, agreed definition of
heavy ICBM's.

Talbott himself recognizes the
danger inherent in such U.S. wishful
thinking, however:

One trouble with the diplomatic device of
noncontradiction is that an understanding
arrived at by the sllence of one party is
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easily undone; all that party has to do is
break silence. t

Would a good lawyer negotiate key
aspects of a commercial contract on
this kind of assent by silence basis?
Moreover, the Soviets have told us re-
peatediy that they would not be bound
by U.S. unijlateral statements, empha-
sizing the unreality and danger of U.S.
trust {n the strange diplomatic device
of noncontradiction.

The significance of the continued
failure Lo define a heavy ICBM s that
it continues to allow dangerous Soviet
deployment options. No launch weight
or throwweight baselines for heavy
ICBM’s means that the Sovicts can
test and deploy new ICBM's somewhat
heavier than the heavy 8S-19. This
may be the case with the fully en-
crypted 88-X-24, which is believed to
have about the same throwweight as
the MX and thus the 8S-19. If the
United States would complain or
charge noncompliance, the Soviets can
be expected to reply simply that they
never agreed to the U.S. supplied base-
line data on the §S-19, and that these
data are in any case wrong. They
could then supply their own correct
data. Hence the road is open for con-
tinued Soviet deception and noncom-
pliance.

Morcover, all constraints on testing
and deploying new ICBM’'s, which are
no more than 5 percent larger or
smaller than existing Soviet 1ICBM's,
also rely on U.S. baseline data on the
launch weights and throwwolgh.ls. The
same s true of the data on Soviet silo
dimensions which would comprise the
baseline data from which to mcasure
the inexplicable increase of up to 32
percent in silo volume allowed by arti-
cle IV. But in all these cases, we have
reportedly not revealed our data to
the Soviets. They have thus not yet
had the chance to avoid response, and
it is equally unlikcly that they would
agree with our data.

In sum, there are significant U.S.
unilateral statements and unilateral
baselines in SALT 11, despite Warnke's
disclaimer and our own hard experi-
ence in SALT I. Dr. Kissinger conced-
ed on August 12, 1979, in his first cx-
plicit criticism of SALT 1II, that the
failure to achieve an agreed definition
of the SS-19 was a weakness in the
drafting of SALT II. Indeed. it could
be a fatal weakness. How can article
IV constrain new Soviet ICBM's with-
out agreed baselines from which to
measure 5 percent variances? Are we
going to rely only on Sovict uncertain-
ties about what U.S. baseline data are
and on our increasingly weakening en-
forcement leverage?

The United States thus did not learn
the main lesson of SALT I. The United
States was deceived by the Soviets on
the heavy SS-19 and the lack of a

heavy ICBM definition. Not once, not’

twice, but three times—in 1972 in
SALT 1, in SALT II at Vladivostok,
and in 1979 at Vicnna in the final
SALT Il Treaty.

e  Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7 s



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7

S 7688

~  We should not have to tolerate

Soviet secrecy in SALT. The proposi-

tion that we can somehow outsmart

the Soviets about the status and capa-
bilities of their own secret programs,
and then somehow induce them to
agree to constrain themselves through

SALT is preposterous. Morcover, as we

have seen, the Soviets made many sig-

nificant false and deceptive statements

to the United States during SALT I

and II, but because they have never

been called to account for them, they
have gotten away with them all.
4. SAM TESTS IN THE ABM MODE

The fourth issue discussed in the
Carter White Paper is SAM-5 testing
in an ABM mode. The Carter White
Paper stated that:

During 1973 and 1974, U.S. observation of
Soviet tests of ballistic missiles led us to be-
lieve that a radar associated with the S8A-§
surface-to-air missile system had been used
to track strategic ballistic missiles during
flight.

LhThe Carter White Paper conceded
al: .
The activity could have been part of an

effort to upgrade the SA-5 system for an

ABM role,

The Soviets responded, according to
the Carter White Paper, by maintain-
ing that no Soviet air defense radar
had been tested in an ABM mode. The
Carter White Paper concluded by
saying—

A short time later, we observed that the
radar activity of concern during Soviet bal-
listic missile tests had ceased.

This is totally false and misleading.

The Soviets reportedly tested S8A-5
air defense radars in an ABM mode be-
tween 50 and 60 times from 1873
through 1976, Then from 1978
through 1983 the Soviets reportedly
tested S8A-10 and SA-12 air defense
radars and interceptor missiles in an
ABM mode. A U.8. unilateral state-
ment does define rather precisely
what ABM mode testing entails. But
as in the case of article II and the §S-
19 discussed above, U.S. unilateral
statements need not be considered.
Both articles II and VI of the ABM
Treaty Include obligations concerning
ABM components which include not
testing them in an ABM mode,

In attempting to enforce Soviet com-
pliance with articles II and VI, the
United States could have relied solely
on the agreed obligations pertaining to
prohibition of ABM mode tests. This
was not done. The Soviets have clearly
violated both these articles, as well as
the U.S. unilateral definition of ABM
mode testing. Dr. Kissinger conceded
on September 12, 1982, that he consid-
cred Soviet SAM tests in the ABM
mode to be violations of the SALT I
ABM Treaty.

6. SOVIET ABM FALSIFICATION

The fifth case discussed by the
Carter White Paper is the Soviet falsi-
fication of thelr report on the disman-
tling of excess ABM test launchers.

The 1978 State Department White
Paper on Soviet SALT compliance con-
tained a notable revelation. In 1973,
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the Soviets falsified the number of
ABM test range launchers they had
deactivated, in order to come below
the 15 allowed by article IV of the
Treaty. The Soviets were informed by
the United States that their deactiva-
tion report was false, but they have
never been required by the United
States to fully deactivate their excess
ABM range launchers according to
secret procedures for this very purpose
agreed to in 1974. The Soviets thus
stand in violation of article IV of the
ABM Treaty.
6. ILLEGAL SOVIET ABM TEST RANGE

The sixth case discussed in the
Carter White Paper was the Soviet
ABM radar on the Kamchatka Penin-
sula. In October, 1975 a new Soviet
radar was completed at the Kam-
chatka impact area of the S8oviet
ICBM test range. The Carter White
Paper declared that the
“location of this radar, which the U.8. iden-
tified as an ABM radar, on the Kamchatka
Peninsula, could have constitucd establishe.
ment of a new Soviet ABM test range.

The Soviets have thus created a
completely new, additional ABM Lest
range, in violation of Common Under-
standing B of the ABM Treaty. The
Common Understanding specified the
Soviet ABM test range existing in 1972
as 8ary Shagan, and the Sovicts
stated:

That there as a common understanding on
what ABM test ranges were.

Nevertheless, without the prior notl-
fication required by the SALT I ABM
Treaty, the Soviets deployed an ABM
radar at the Kamchatka ICBM impact
area in 1974. This ABM radar violated
the Common Understanding and also
article IV, which states that additional
test ranges must be agreed to prior to
their creation. The United States was
not asked prior to the Soviet deploy-
ment of the ABM radar to Kam-
chatka, nor did the United States
agree to it. What the United States did
do was quietly reclassify the Common
Understanding B into a U.S. Unilateral
Statement, thereby acccpting Sovict
violation of article 1IV.

The Carter White Paper quite falsc-
ly stated that in 1972 in regard to
Common Understanding B of the
ABM Treaty:

The BSoviet side neither confirmed nor
denied the accuracy or completeness of the
U.8. listing.

This is completely false, because in
1972 the Soviets stated that there was
a common understanding on what
ABM test ranges were, and the United
States had designated the Soviet ABM
test range as only Sary Shagan.

7. SOVIET ICBM DISMANTLING PALSIFICATION

The seventh Soviet compliance case
discussed in the Carter White Paper
was Soviet dismantling or destruction
of replaced ICBM launchers. The Sovi.
cts were to have dismantled 51 re-
placed ICBM launchers by March
1976, under the SALT I Interim Agree-
ment. When the U.S. side expressed
concern to the Soviets on their failure
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to dismantle 51 ICBM launchers by
March 1976, the Soviet pledged that
all the dismantling actions would be
completed by June 1, 1976, and they
agreed to comply with the United
States demand thalt no more subma-
rines with replacement SLBM launch-
cors would begin sea trials before such
completion. The Carter While Paper
states that both conditions were met.
This is totally false and misleading,
which the White Paper implicitly re-
veals, when it goes on Lo state:

8ince that time ... we have observed
some minor procedural discrepancies at a
number of those deactivated launch sites
. . . As neceasary we have pursued the ques-
tion of complete and precise accomplish-
ment of the detalied requirements of the
agrecment procedures.

These statements imply that prob-
lems with Soviet deactivation compli-
ance remained.

There are many reliable reports that
the Soviets failed to deactivate old 88-
7 and 8S-8 ICBM’s on time between
1975 and 1980. There are also reports
that they falsified a large number of
their required reports on this deactiva.
tion. The 8Soviets thus clearly violated
SALT's article II and the protocol, as
well as the secret deactivation proce-
durecs agreed to in 1974. They also ig-
nored the U.8. warning of 1873 on the
need for accuracy in their reports to
the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion. According to the State Depart-
ment SALT compliance White Paper
of February 1978, the Soviets even ad-
mitted in March 1976 that they had
failed to deactivate old ICBM's on
time as required. This can be regarded
as a violation admitted by the Soviet.

The Sovicts also reporiedly brought
back ICBM equipment to at least one
deactivated ICBM complex. This
equipment was reportedly for the
mobile 88-16 ICBM, or the moblile SS-
20 IRBM, which use the same equip-
ment. it thus violated U.8. Unilateral
Statement B, which stated that mobile
ICBM development was inconsistent
with the objectives of SALT I.

In regard to Soviet compliance ques-
tions which have not even been dis-
cussed Iin the SALT Standing
Consultative Commission, there are
several further misstatements of fact
in the Carter White Paper. The paper
stated flatly that:

The U.8.8.R. does not have & mobile ABM
system or components for such s aystem.

This s false. The radars for the
ABM-3, the Flat Twin and Pawnshop
radars, arc mobile and require only
concrete hard stands for their em-
placement. This system is In mass pro-
duction and deployment around
Moscow.

The Carter White Paper also states
that: :

Our close monitoring of activitios in this
field has not indicated that ABM tests or
any tests against strategic ballistic missiles
have been conducted with an air defense
missile . . . we have not observed any such
tests of the BA-S air defense system niissile.
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This is completely false. Even Dr.
Henry Kissinger conceded on Septem-
ber 12, 1982 that the Soviet tests of
the SAM-5 radars and missiles was a
violation of the SALT 1 ABM Treaty.

In regard to the important subject
of Soviet mobile ICBM's, which had
not even been discussed in the SCC
before 1981, the Carter White Paper
stated:

We do not believe the Soviets have de-
ployed an ICBM in a mobile mode.

This Is flatly contradicted by Presl-
dent Reagan’'s report on Soviet SALT
violations of January 23, 1984, which
slates that Soviet:

Activities at Plesetsk are a probable viola-
tion of their (the Soviel) legal obligation
not_to defeat the object and purpose of
SALT II prior to 1981 during the period

when the (SALT II) Treaty was pending
ratification, . . .

The SS-16's test program ended in
1976, and it has probably been de-
ployed at Plesetsk ever since. Thus the
Soviet SS-16 deployment at Plesetsk
was probably underway in 1978 at the
time the Carter White Paper incor-
rectly exhonerated the Soviets of any
illegal mobile ICBM deployment.

In sum, the Carter administration
acquiesced in all the Soviet SALT I
violations. According to the Carter ad-
ministration, by early 1975 the United
States recognized that deployment of
the SS-19 was inevitable, even though
the Carter administration conceded
that deployment of the S$S-19 would
result in greatly increased Soviet coun-
terforce capahility. The Carter admin-
istration quite contradictorily believed
that neither the Soviet activities
which the United States questioned in
the SCC, nor the way in which these
issues were resolved in the SCC, re-
duced the seccurity of the United
States.

This is simply an untenable claim.
Ambassador Nitze, who is now Chief
U.S. Negotiator for the Intermediate
Range Nuclear Force Negotiations re-
cently canceled by the Soviets, was
asked about the role of the SCC under
the Carter administration and the
Nixon-Ford administration. Secnator
Zorinsky asked Nitze during Senate
Foreign Relations Committee SALT 11
hearings in 1979:

Do you know of any violations that have
come before the SALT 1 Standing Consulta-
tive Commission that were not resolved
under SALT I?

Ambassador Nitze replied:

No, but how were they resolved? They
were resolved by accepting what had been
done in violation.

Thus, Paul Nitze, one of our most
knowledgable and experienced SALT
negotiators, has testifiled that the
Carter and Nixon-Ford administra-
tions appeased Soviet SALT 1 viola-
tions, and covered up this appease-
ment.

There being no objection, the Presi-
dent's letter and report mentioned ear-
lier'were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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THE PRESIDENT'S REPORT TO THE CONGRESS
ON Sovirr NONCOMPLIANCE WITH ARMS
CONTROL AGREEMENTS

The following is the text of a message to
the Congress transmitting the President's
Report on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms
Control Agreements as required by the FY
1984 Arms Control and Disarmament Act:
To the Congress of the United States:

If the concept of arms control is Lo have
meaning and credibility as a contributlon to
global or regional stability, it is essential
that all parties to agreements comply with
them. Beeause I seek genuine arms control,
1 am commitied to ensuring thal existing
agreements are observed. In 1982 increasing
concerns about Soviet noncomplinnce with
arms control agreements led me to establish
a senior group within the Administration to
examine verification and compliance issues.
For its part the Congress, in the FY 1084
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, asked
me to report to it on compliance. I am here-
with enclosing a Report to the Congress on
Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Control
Agreements.

After a careful review of many months,
and numcrous diplomatic exchanges with
the Soviet Union, the Administration has
determined that with regard to seven initial
issues analyzed, violations and probable vio-
lations have occurred with respect to a
number of Soviet legal obligations and polit-
ical commitments in the arms control fieid.

The United States Government has deter-
mined that the Soviet Union is violating the
Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, the
Biological Weapons Convention, the Helsin.
kl Final Act, and two provisions of SALT 1I:
telemetry encryption and a rule concerning
ICBM modernization. In addition, we have
determined that the Soviet Union has
almost certainly violated the ABM Treaty,
probably violated the SALT II limit on new
types, probably violated the 8S-16 doploy-
ment prohibition of SALT II, and is likely to
have violated the nuclear testing yield limit
of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter,
It calls into question important security
benefits from arms control, and could create
new security risks. It undermines the confi-
dence essential to an effective arms control
process in the future. It increases doubts
about the reliability of the U.8.8.R. as a ne-
gotiating partner, and thus damages the
chances for establishing & more constructive
U.8.-Soviet relationship.

The United Stales will continue to press
its compliance concerns with the Soviet
Union through diplomatic channels, and
insist upon explanations, clarifications, and
corrective actions. At the same time, the
United States is continuing to carry out its
own obligations and commitments under rel-
evant agreements. For the future, the
United States is seeking to negotiate new
arms control agreements that reduce the
risk of war, enhance the security of the
United States and {ts Allics, and contain ef-
fective verification and compliance provi-
sions.

We should recognize, however, that ensur-
ing compliance with arms control agree-
ments remains a serious problem. Better
verification and compliance provisions and
betler treaty drafting will help, and we are
working toward this in ongoing negotia-
tions. It is fundamentally important, howev-
er, that the Soviets take a constructive atti-
tude toward compliance.

The Executive and Legislative branches of
our government have long had a shared in-
terest in supporting the arms control proc-
ess.

Finding effective ways to ensure compli-
ance is central to Lthat process. 1 look for-
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ward to continued close cooperation with
the Congress as we seek to move forward in
negotialing genuine and enduting arms con-
trol agreements.
8Sincerely,
/s/ RONALD REAGAN.

The Fact Sheet provided to the Congress

with the classified report is quoted below:

FACT SHEET

(The Prealdent’'s Report to the Congress
on Soviet Noncompliance with Arms Con-
trol Agreements)

Commitment to genuine arms control re-
quires that all partics comply with agree-
ments. Over the last several years the
U.8.8.R. has taken a number of actions that
have prompted renewed concern about an
expanding pattern of Soviet violations or
possible violations of arms control agree-
ments. Because of Lhe critical importance of
compliance with arms control agreements,
about one year ago the President estab.
lished an interagency Arms Control Verifi.
cation Commitlee, chaired by his Assistant
for National Security Affairs, to address ver-
ification and compiiance {ssues. In addition,
many members of Congress expressed thelr
scrious concerns, and the Congress mandat-
ed in the FY 84 Arms Control and Disarina-
ment Act Authorization that “The Presi-
dent shall prepare and transmit to the Con-
gress a report of the compliance or noncom-
pliance of the Soviet Union with existing
arms control agreements to which the
Soviet Union is a Party.”

The President’'s Report to Congress covers
seven different matters of serious concern
reparding Soviet compliance: chemieal, bio-
logical, and toxin weapons, the notification
of military exercises, a large new Soviet
radar being deployed in the Soviet interior,
encryption of data needed to verify arms
control provisions, the testing of a second
new intercontinental  ballistic  missile
(1CBM), the deployment status of an exist.
ing Soviet ICBM, and the yields of under-
ground nuclear tests. Additional issues of
concern are under active study.

Sovict violations of arms control agree-
ments could create new security risks. Such
violations deprive us of the security benefits
of arms control directly because of the mill-
tary consequences of known violations, and
indirectly by inducing suspicion about the
exlstence of undetected violations that
might have additional military conse-
quences.

We have discussed with the Soviets all of
the actlvities covered in the report, but the
Soviets have not becen willing to meet our
basic concerns which we raised in the Stand.
ing Consultative Commission in Geneva and
in several diplomatic demarches. Nor have
they met our requests to cease Lhese activi-
ties. We will continue to pursue these issucs.

THE FINDINGS

The Report examines the evidence con-
cerning Soviet compliance with: the 1972 Bi-
ological Weapons Convention (BWC) and
the 1925 Geneva Protocol and customary
international law, the 1975 Helsinki Final
Actethe 1972 ABM Treaty, the unratified
SALT II Treaty, and the unratified Thresh-
old Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) signed in 1074.
Preparation of the Report entailed a com-
prehensive review of the legal obligations,
political commitments under existing arms
control agreements, and documented inter-
pretations of specific obligations, annlyses
of all the evidence available on applicable
Soviet actions, and a review of the diplomat.
ic exchanges on compliance Issues between
the U.S. and the Soviet Union.

The findings for the seven issues covercd
in the Report, as reviewed in terms of the
agreements involved, are as (ollows:
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1. Chemical, biological, and toxrin weapons

Treaty Status: The 1972 Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention (the BWC) and
the 1925 Geneva Protncol are multilateral
treaties Lo which both the U.S. and U.S.S.R.
are parties. Soviet actions not in accord with
these treaties and customary international
law relating Lo the 1925 Geneva Protocol
are violations of legal obligations.

Obligations: The BWC bans the develop-
ment, production, stockplling or possession,
and transfer of: microbial or other biologi-
oal agents or toxins except for a small quan-
tity for prophylactic, protective or other
peaceful purposes. It also bans weapons,
equipment and mcans of delivery of agents
or toxins. The 1925 Geneva Protocol and re-
lated rules of customary international law
prohibit the first use in war of asphyxiat-
ing. poisonous or other gases and of all anal-
ogous lignids. materials or devices; and pro-
lfsiblls use of bacteriological methods of war-

are.

1ssues: The study addressed whether the
Soviets are in viclation of provisions:that
ban the development, production, transfer,
posscssion and use of biological and toxin
weapons,

Finding: The Soviets, by maintaining an
offensive biological warfare program and ca-
pabilities and through their involvement in
ihe production, tronsfer and use of toxins
and other lcthal chemical wurfare agents
that have heen used in Laos, Kampuchea
and Afghanistan, have rcpeatealy violated
their Jegal obligations under the BWC and
customary international law as codified in
the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

2. Helsinkt Final Act—Notlfication of
mililary exercises

Legz! Status: The Final Act of the Confer-
ence on Sccurity and Conperation in Furope
was signed in Helsinki in 1975, This docu-
ment represents a political commitment and
was signcd by the United States and the
Soviet Union, along with many other states.
Soviet actions not in accerd with that docu-
ment are violations of their political com-
mitment.

Oblgation: All signatory states of the Hel-
sinki Pinal Act are committed to give prior
notification of, and other details concern.
ing, major military manuevers, defined as
those involving more than 25,000 ground
troops.

Issues: The study examined whether noti-
fication of the Soviet military exercise
Zapad-81, which occurred cn September 4-
12, 1981, was inadequate and therefore a
violation of their potitical commitment.

Finding: With respect to the Helsinki
Final Act, the U.8.S.R. by its inadequate no-
tification of the Zapad-81 military exerclse,
violated its political commitment under this
Act to observe the Confidence-Building
Measure requiring appropriate prior notifi-
cation of certain military exercises,

3. ABM Treaty—Krasnoyarsk radar

Treaty Status: The 1972 ABM Trealy and
its subsequent Protocol ban deployment of
ABM systems except that each party can
deploy one ABM system around the nation-
al capital or at a single ICBM deployment
area. The ABM Treaty is in force and is of
indefinite duration. Soviet actions not in
accord with the ABM Treaty are therefore s
violation of a legal obligation.

Obligation: In an effort to preclude & ter-
ritorial ABM defense, the Treaty limited
the deployment of balllstic missile early
warning radars, including large phased-
array radars used for that purpose, to loca-
tlons along the national periphery of each
party and required that they be oricnted
outward. The Treaty permits deployment
(without regard to location or orientation)
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of large phased-array radars for purposes of
tracking objects in outer space or for use as
national technical means of verification of
compliance with arms control agreements.
Issue; The study examined the evidence
on whether the Soviet deployment of &
large phased-array radar near Krasnoyarsk
in central Siberia is in violation of the legal
obligation to limit the location and oricnta-
tion of such radars. '
Finding: The new radar under contruction
at Krasnoyarsk almost certainly constitutes
a violation of legal obligations under the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 in that
in its assoclated siting, orientation, and ca-
pability, it is prohibited by this Treaty.

SALT 11

Treaty Status: SALT 11 was signed in June
1979. It has not been ratified. In 1081 the
United States made clear its intention not
to ratify the Treaty. Prior to 1881 both na-
vions were obligated under international law
not to take actions which wouid “defeat the
object and purpose” of the signed but unra-
tified Treaty; such Soviet sctions before
1981 are violations of legal obligations.
Since 1981 the U.S. has observed a political
commitment to refrain from actions that
undercut SALT Il as long as the Soviel
Union does likewise. The Soviets have told
us they would abide by these provisions
also. Soviet actions contrary to SALT II
after 1981 are therefore violations ot thelr
political commitment.

Three SALT Il concerns are addressed:
encryption, 8S-X-25, and SS-16.

4. Encryption—Impeding verificatlion

Obligation: The provisions of SALT 11 ban
deliberale conccalment measures  that
impede verification by national technical
means. The agreement permits each party
to use various methods of transmitting tele-
metric information during testing, including
encryption, but bans deliberate denial of te-
lemetry, such as through encryption, when-
ever such denial impedes verification.

Issue: The study examined the evidence
whether the Soviets have engaged in en-
cryption of missile test telemetry (radio sig-
nals) 50 as to impede verification.

Finding: Soviet encryption practices con-
stitute a violation of a legal obligation prior
to 1981 and a violation of their political
commitment subsequent to 19881. The
nature and extent of encryption of teleme-
try on new ballistic missiles is an example of
deliberate impeding of verification of com-
pliance in violation of this Soviet political
commitment.

5. §8-X-25—2nd new type, RV weight to

throwweight ratio, encryption

Obligation: In an attempt to constrain the
modernization and the proliferation of new,
more capable types of ICBM's, the provi-
sions of SALT II permit each side to “{light
test and deploy” just one new type of
“light” ICBM. A new type is defined as one
that differs from an existing type by more
than 5 percent in length, largest diameter,
launch-weight and throw-weight or differs
in number of stages or propeliant type. In
addition, it was agreed that no single re-
entry vehicle ICBM of an existing type with
a post-boust vehlcie would be flighi-tested
or deployed whose reentry vehicle welght 18
less than 50 percent of the throw-weight of
that ICBM. This latter provision was in-
tended to prohibit the possibility that single
warhead ICBM's could quickly be converted
to MIRVed systema.

Issue: The study examined the evidence:
whether the Soviets have tested a second
new type of ICBM (the 88-X-26) which is
prohibited (the Soviets have dceleared the
SS-X-24 to be their allowed one new type
ICBM); whether the reentry vehicle (RV)
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on that missile, if it is not & new type, s In
compliance with the provision that for ex-
isting types of single RV missiles, the
weight of the RV be equal to at lenst 80 per-
cent of total throw-weight: and whether en-
cryption of its tests impedes veri fication.

Finding: While the evidence is somewhat
ambigiious, the 88-X-25 is a probable viola-
tion of the Soviets’ political commitinent to
observe the SBALT II provision limiting each
party Lo one new type of ICBM. Further-
more, even if we were to accept the 8oviet
argument that the 88-X-25 is not & prohidb-
ited Lype of ICBM. based on the one test for
which data are avaliabie, it would be & viola.
tion of their political commitment to vb-
serve the SALT 11 provision which prohibits
(for existing types of single reentry vehicle
1CBMs) the testing of such an ICBM with a
reentry vehicle whose weight is less than 50
percent of the throw-weight of that 1ICBM.
Fncryption on this missile is fllustrative of
meulmpedln: of verification problem cited
earlier. .

8. SS-16 ICBM—Banned deployment

Obligation: The Soviet Unlon agreed In
S8ALT II not to produce, test or deploy
ICBM's of Lthe 88-16 type and, in particular,
not to produce the 8S-10 third stage, the re-
entry vehicle of that missile.

1ssue: The study examined the evidence
whether the Soviets have deployed the 8S.
16 ICBM in spite of the ban on ita deploy-
ment.

Finding: While the evidence is somewhat
ambiguous and we cannot reach s definitive
conclusion, the available evidence indicates
that the activities at Plesetsk are 8 probable
violntion of their legal obligation not to
defeat the object and purpose of SALT 11
prior to 1981 during the period when the
Treaty was pending ratification, and a prob-
able violation of & political commitment
subseguent to 1981.

7. TTBT—150 ki lest limit

Treaty Status: The Threshold Test Ban
Treaty was signed in 1974. The Treaty has
not been ratified but neither Party has indi-
cated an intention not to ratify. Therefore,
both Parties are subject to the obligation
under international law to refrain from acts
which would “defeat the object and pur-
pose” of the TTBT. Soviet actions thit
would defeat the object and purpose of the
TTBT are therefore violations of thelr obli-
gation. The U.8. is secking to negotinte im-
proved verification measures for the Treaty.
Both Parties have each separately stated
they would observe the 150 kt threshold of
the TTBT.

Obligation: The Treaty prohibits any un-
derground nuclear weapon test having a
yield exceeding 150 kilotons at any place
under the jurisdiction or control of the Par.
ties, beginning March 31, 1976. In view of
the techinical uncertainties associated with
predicting the precise yield of nuclear weap-
ons tests, the sides agreed that one or two
slight unintended breaches per year would
not be considered s violation.

Issue: The atudy examined whether the
Soviets have conducted nuclear tests In
exceas of 150 kilotonas.

Finding: While the avallable evidence is
ambiguous, in view of ambiguities in the
pattern of SBoviet testing and in view of veri-
fication uncertainties, and we have been
unable to reach a definitive conclusion, this
evidence indicates that Soviet nuclear test-
ing activities for & number of tests constl
tute & likely violatlon of legal obligations
under the TTBT.

CONCLUSIONS

The President has said that the U.S. will
continue to press compliance Issues with the



Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2010/04/28 : CIA-RDP87M00539R001101480007-7

June 20, 198}

Sovicts  through confidential  diplomatie
channels, and to insist upon explanations,
clarifications, and corrective actions. At the
same time we are continuing to carry out
our obligations and commitments under rel-
fvant agreements. We should recognize,
however, that ensuring compliunce with
arms control agrecments remains a scrious
problem. Improved verification and compli-
ance provisions and better trealy drafting
will help, and we are working toward this In
vngoing negotiations. It is fundamentally
important, however, that the Soviets take a
constructive nttitude toward compliance,

FUZ7ZY ZOELLER WINS U.S. OPEN
GOLF CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I
would like to direct your atlcntion
away, for a moment, from the scrious
issues under consideration to one of
high achievement by a great athlete
who was born and developed his tal-
ents In the State of Indiana.

Monday, Fuzzy Zoeller of New
Albany, IN, won the U.S. Opcen Golf
Championship against some of the
world's best players. As any of you
who watched the television coverage
could see, he not only had the great
skill and mental concentration that
makes a champion but he also con-
ducted himself in a sportsmanlike
manner that represents the finest of
traditions in all sports. Not only was
he courteous to his fellow contestants,
but he displayed good humor and
Iriendly openess to the crowds, the
media and the professional organizers
who support the game.

Fuzzy began golfing when he was 5
years old. The son of Frank and Alma
Zoeller, Fuzzy was raised in a golfing
atmosphere. The family home was lo-
cated on the edge of a public golf
course, built for community recrea-
tion. All through his youth Fuzzy, the
larger Zoeller, family, and friends
would contest each other up and down
the fairways that were open to all who
chose to play. Under the tulelage of
his father and others who lent their
aid. Fuzzy had the internal dedication
and perseverance Lo develop his obvi-
ous skills to the highest and most dis-
ciplined level. He would play after
school (some would say that he went
to schoo! when he wasn’'t playing golf)
and in the summers until the game
became a second nature.

There are reports that the reason he
survived the difficulties of the way-
ward tee shots during the tournament
was the variation on the game he de-
veloped to aviod discouraging fellow
¢olfers who did not hit the ball as far
as he did. From the earliest days,
Fuzzy was able to reach many greens
with one wood and a short iron, while
others would have to make two drives
to go the same distance. In order to
equalize the game, and instead of
using handicaps, the future champion
would hit two shots off the tee and
then let his opponent select the best.
Fuzzy would then have to play his
lesser shot which frequently would be
found under a tree, in the long grass
or some equally inaccessible spot.
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These years of playing worst-lie balls
stood him in good stead last Sunday
when several of his drives strayed off
the back nine when he was coming
down the stretch.

Fuzzy has also had to endure back
problems which are critical to a sport
like golf. The initial injury came when
he was playing varsity basketball for
New Albany High School against local
rival Providence High School. During
a season game his feet were knocked
out from under on a layup shot and he
fell to the floor wrenching his back.
This twist has been a source of con-
tinuing torment over the years but he
has managed Lo overcome it.

After finishing high school he al-
tended Edison Community College in
Fort Myers, FL, where he starred on
the golf team. Shortly after gradua-
tion he headed west, quickly won the
qualifying school championship at
Palm Springs, CA, and decided to turn
professional. Several years later he
won & major event, the San Dicgo
Open, which made him eligible for the
Masters Tournament. He made history
when he became the first man to win
this contest on his inltial try. Over the
past few years he has graced the sport
not only. with his great skill, but a con-
stant good humor and bonhomic. He
has offered the world a compelling
view of a true sportsman and shown
that civility on and off the course does
not need to distract from the concen-
tration that makes a champion.

Now Fuzzy has added the U.S. Open
Golf Championship to previous
awards including the prestigious Mas-
ters' honor of wearing the green
Jacket. Last week's contest between
the Australian, Greg Norman, and this
Hoosier star brought new attention to
the sport. People from all walks of life
and age groups were caught up in the
excitement of the tournament. Many
saw the possibilities of playing a fasci-
naling game and some will be forever
dreaming of making a 68-foot putt
themselves. That is the great joy of
golf. It is an individual sport and can
be played and shared by young and
old, at many levels. No matter your
degree of skill, it engages your atten-
tion and you always have the chal-
lenge of making the next round better
than the last.

The recreational aspects of Lhis
sport are immense and as rural and
urban areas develop more facilitics—
there are a growing number of public
golf courses in the United States, not
to mention those associated with exist-
Ing communities—more young people,
as well as Americans of all ages includ-
ing the Nation's retirees, can become
players of a relaxing yet invigorating
sport.

I offer my congratulations to Fuzsy
for his recent achievement, for his ex-
ample of great sportsmanship and for
his enthusiasm and support for a gnme
that can be enjoyed by all,
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STEPHEN J. BOLLINGER

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, | was
deeply disturbed yesterday morning to
learn that Stephen J. Bollinger, Assixt-
ant Secretary for Community Plan-
ning and Development at HUD, died
Monday of a heart attack in Savan-
nah, GA. he was only 36 years old.
Steve's tragic and unexpected death is
a terrible loss for his wife, Lin; his
three young daughters; and for all of
us

Steve was one of the finest public
servants I have worked with—he was
dedicated to public service in a very
special and unique way. He had a gift
for doing his best to satisfy the needs
of individuals as well as those of the
Nation. Steve was truly a pragmatist,
{finding ways to make housing pro-
grams work, instead of finding reasons
why they would not work. He had a
tremendous amount of energy. The
personal enthusinsm he showed in his
work was, and will continue to be, an
inspiration to all of us.

I worked closely with Steve on many
programs which affected my State and
was impressed with his compassion for
people and the humanistic spirit he
brought to economic programs. He
&ls0 had a great ability to take com-
plex ideas and programs and make
them understandable, and, most Im-
portant, to make them work.e

In my short experience with him, we
were able to achieve UDAG grants suf-
ficient to attract a billion doliars of
private capital which put to work
more than 25,000 people who would
not have had jobs had it not been for
his foresight, his wisdom, and his sup-
port of those programs.

As Secretary Pilerce so aptly de:
scribed in his eulogy for Steve, he was
a young man who gained—and
earned—bhe respect and admiration of
everyone,

We will all miss Steve Bollinger.

CENTRAL AMERICAN DEVELOJ-
MENT ORGANIZATION (CADO)

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President.
Central America has been and contin-
ues to be a trouble spot for the fulfill-
ment of U.S. foreign policy goals for
this administration. The region has
captured U.8. attention as a result of
political, social and economic problems
indigenous to the arca, which have se-
verely been aggravated by external
factors. The release of the report of
National Bipartisan Commission of
Central America in January of this
year attempted to help direct U.8. for-
eign policy, not ouly to immediate
needs of the region, but also to long-
term needs, especially in E} Salvador
and Nicaragua, it has failed to take se-
riously a wider perspective of the crisis
in Central America. We must not ne-
glect long-term strategics for develop-
ment in Central America, for these are
imperative if stability, peace, and de-
mocracy are to be feasible realities of
U.S. forelgn policy. However, we must
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