i
%"\\
113191

JPRS-TAC-86-002

3 JANUARY 1986

FBIS

Worldwide Report

ARMS CONTROL

DTIC QUALITY EXoTZ0THD §

FOREIGN BROADCAST INFORMATION SERVICE

| REPRODUCED BY - o
- NATIONAL TECHNICAL
"INFORMATION SERVICE q
US. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SPRINGFIELD, VA.” 22161 3




NOTE

JPRS publications contain information primarily from foreign
newspapers, periodicals and books, but also from news agency
transmissions and broadcasts. Materials from foreign-language
sources are translated; those from English-language sources
are transcribed or reprinted, with the original phrasing and
other characteristics retained.

Headlines, editorial reports, and material enclosed in brackets
[] are supplied by JPRS. Processing indicators such as {Text]
or [Excerpt] in the first line of each item, or following the
last line of a brief, indicate how the original information was
processed. Where no processing indicator is given, the infor-
mation was summarized or extracted.

Unfamiliar names rendered phonetically or transliterated are
enclosed in parentheses. Words or names preceded by a ques-
tion mark and enclosed in parentheses were not clear in the
original but have been supplied as appropriate in context.
Other unattributed parenthetical notes within the body of an
item originate with the source. Times within items are as
given by source.

The contents of this publication in no way represent the poli-
cies, views or attitudes of the U.S. Government.

PROCUREMENT OF PUBLICATIONS

JPRS publications may be ordered from the Natiomal Technical
Information Service, Springfield, Virginia 22161. In order-
ing, it is recommended that the JPRS number, title, date and
author, if applicable, of publication be cited.

Current JPRS publications are announced in Govermment Reports
Announcements issued semi-monthly by the National Technical
Information Service, and are listed in the Monthly Catalog of
U.S. Covernment Publications issued by the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
20402.

Correspondence pertaining to matters other than procurement
may be addressed to Joint Publications Research Service,
1000 North Glebe Road, Arlington, Virginia 22201.



JPRS-TAC-86-002

3 January 1986
WORLDWIDE REPORT

ARMS CONTROL

CONTENTS
SDI AND SPACE ARMS
IZVESTIYA's Bovin:' SDI 'Time Bomb' Threatens U.S.-Soviet
Relations
(A. Bovin; Moscow IZVESTIYA, 5 Dec 83) ..ccvvevevnnnnnns

PRAVDA Sees SDI as 'Chief Obstacle' to Arms Limitation
(Moscow PRAVDA, 14 DeC 85) cieeveconsoressnnnnscansencns

TASS Analyst: 'Aggression' Is Real Aim of SDI
(Moscow TASS, 16 DeC 85) civeiesscnanscacaossccoonsscnesns

Moscow Weekly: SDI Goals 'Cancel Out' ABM Treaty
(Gennadiy Gerasimov; Moscow MOSCOW NEWS, No 45, 10 Nov 85)

USSR's Sagdeyev Interviewed on SDI, Consequences in FRG Paper
(Roald Sagdeyev Interview; Frankfurt/Main
FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU, 5 Dec 85) .evrecvervnceascncnstone

FRG Postponement of SDI Decision Analyzed
(Rolf Zundel; Hamburg DIE ZEIT, 11 Oct 85) ...ecvvecessn

U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS

FRG's Kohl Comments on Outcome of Geneva Summit ,
‘ (Various sources, various dates) .....ceeceevrcscnecccns

ZDF Interview, Helmut Kohl Interview
Assesses Summit, Helmut Kohl Interview

NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS

U.S. Reply to Soviet Verification Proposal Decried
(Various sources, 20 Dec 85) ...c.cecviiiiienennnocnenss

Response Shows Real Stance

U.S. To Continue Buildup
Testing Termed 'Shortsighted', Aleksandr Zholkver

-a-

14

18

24

24
26

27

27
28
29



USSR 'Ready To Agree on On-the-Spot Verification Measures'

RELATED ISSUES

PRAVDA:

(Moscow TASS, 19 DecC 85) tveevseeveersssscensssscennsoses

Military-Industrial Complex' Influence Harms U.S.
(V. Gan; Moscow PRAVDA, 17 Dec 85) iicievvecconcancnnans

Gorbachev Meets With Cochairman of Antiwar Group

(Moscow PRAVDA, 19 Dec 85) .everecerencconosssansssssnnns

USSR on Bulgarian Defense Minister's Visit

TASS:

(Moscow PRAVDA, 15 Dec 85) tveeveecccencsonsononnsnsnnss

Shevardnadze, Mladenov Speeches
Joint Communique Issued

UNGA First Committee Adbpts Resolutions on Arms Issues
(Moscow TASS, various datesS) seeeeseceosccessscensonsennss

Concludes Discussion
Support for Soviet Proposal
USSR's Israelyan Remarks

TASS Notes UNGA Discussion, Resolutions on Disarmament

Briefs

(Various sources, various dates) ..eeseecsscssccnncasccs

Broad Response to 'Star Peace'
USSR's Representative Assesses Issues
Discussion Ends

Indian Vice President Denounces Arms Race
TASS: Canadian Govermment Withholds Facts
UN Adopts Nuclear Cooperation Resolution

31

33

37

40

40

43

43
43
44

45

45
46
47

49
49
49



SDI AND SPACE ARMS

IZVESTIYA'S BOVIN: SDI 'TIME BOMB' THREATENS U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS
PMO41620 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 5 Dec 85 Morning Edition p 5
[A. Bovin "Political Observer's Opinion": "The Main Obstacle"]

[Text] The recent Soviet-U.S. summit meeting was an important and significant event in

international life. It demonstrated the possibility and benefit of political dialogue,

and understanding of the unthinkability and disastrousness of a nuclear missile war, and
a willingness to remove the frightening instability of Soviet-U.S. relations. Hope has

emerged.

But, what people are describing as the "Geneva spirit" is too ephemeral to become the
foundation of political forecasts. How many similar "spirits" have there already been
which have evaporated in an atmosphere of mistrust and confrontation.... the task is
therefore to ensure that the "Geneva spirit" is translated into Geneva deeds. There are
no simple, easily accessible solutions to this task, especially if you consider that up
to now Geneva has not produced agreement on the main issues -- not to transfer the arms
race into space and to prevent the militarization of outer space.

M.S. Gorbachev spelled out our arguments and our logic to the U.S. President. The
Soviet Union sees no sense in a reduction of arms on earth with a parallel appearance
and buildup of arms in space. The militarization of space would expand the scale of
military rivalry, intensify the degree of unpredictability and uncertainty in the devel-
opment of events, and erode strategic stability. Under conditions of strategic chaos,
the arms race would inevitably get out of control, which would mean an increased threat
of war. '

Unfortunately, the U.S. side repeated the same old arguments of the U.S. Administration,
arguments that have been repeatedly refuted, even by the Americans themselves. It was
said again that the United States has no aggressive intentions, does not pursue military
superiority, and is ready to transfer the results of work under the "Strategic Defense
Initiative" program to the Soviet Union.

But what was said in Geneva differs decisively from what has been said and done for

.-years in Washington. Addressing Congress not so long ago, U.S. Secretary of Defense

C. Weinberger told his audience: "If we succeed in acquiring a system which will be
effective and make the Soviet Union's arms ineffective, then we will have regained our
former position when we were the only country possessing nuclear weapons." It cannot
be put any clearer. He feels overpowering nostalgla for that irretrievably lost time
when the United States was "the only one...." This is why there is the need for the
“star wars" program, to which Washington is clinging for dear life.



As for the transfer of SDI "secrets" to the Soviet Union, even in the United States no
one takes this idea seriously. Here, for example, is what well-known journalist W.
Safire wrote in THE NEW YORK TIMES: '"When an idea enters President Reagan's head, an
idea which seems to him to be exceptionally important for the achievement of his goals,
he holds onto this idea. Even though this idea may be ridiculed by his opponents,
undermined by his officials, and simply ignored by the press, the invariably ebullient
Reagan brings it up time and time again... just like your pet dog may drop at your
feet the same old stinking bone. Forget about the pleasant-smelling new rubber toy.
The dog feels an inexplicable attraction for the scruffy old bone. One such idea,"

W. Safire concludes, "is the President's proposal to share space-based defense technol-
ogy with the Russians." The comparison suggested by W. Safire can hardly be described
as elegant. But let us leave to the U.S. journalists' conscience the expressions they
use when writing about the U.S. President. We are interested in the essence. In this
case, the ones who do not take the President's idea seriously are essentially right.

Engaged in a comprehensive defense of SDI, administration spokesmen at times launch
counterattacks, so to speak. For example, K. Adelman, director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, noted a "curious inconsistency' in Soviet materials in connection
with SDI. What is this inconsistency? It appears that on the one hand the "initiative"
is presented as "a dangerous and destabilizing factor which will be opposed by Soviet
countermeasures,” while on the other it is claimed SDI "will be ineffective and use-
less." This is followed by the snide question: "If the 'Strategic Defense Initiative'
will be ineffective, why are the Russians so worried about it?"

The director is malicious in vain.

We are concerned because it is us and our countermeasures that will have to ensure
guaranteed reductions in the effectiveness of the planned space defense. And, if neces-
sary, we will do this. But, as was stated in Geneva, that 1s not our choice. Soviet
people do not want to waste their intellectual and material resources on a new spiral

of the arms race. That is the first point. -

Second, we are concerned that the Americans, having come to believe in the effectiveness
and "absolute reliability" of an ABM system, will decide one day to test it under real
conditions. Indeed, not for nothing have hundreds of billions been spent... The
Americans are making a mistake. But there will be no one to analyze it and no one to
tell the former possessors of the "miracle of military technology" that the money has
been spent for nothing.

And third, the very nature of a large-scale ABM system and the minimal time interval
during which thousands of targets would have to be detected, strike means sent to inter-
cept them, strike effectiveness assessed, and so on and so forth, virtually removes man
from the decisionmaking process. This immeasurably increases the proportion of tragic
errors and accidents of all kinds. The question of whether mankind is to be or not to
be will be decided by computers, not people. Whatever our attitudes toward U.S. poli-
_ticians and generals, we prefer to deal with them rather than their computers -- even

* if they are sixth generationm...

The fourth round of the Soviet-U.S. talks on nuclear and space arms will start in
January <~ again in Geneva. There are two packages of proposals, Soviet and U.S., on
the table. These proposals diverge in many respects and differ sharply. Nonetheless,
there are points of contact between them. A real opportunity has emerged for starting
to narrow the gap between positions and seeking a compromise and a mutually acceptable
solution. But a strange and almost paradoxical situation has arisen. Weapons that are

being created can be blocked by reducing weapons already in existence.



There is, I repeat, an opportunity for reaching agreement. The main obstacle is the
position of the United States, which continues to insist on the need to put weapons into
space. The absence of positive shifts on this decisive avenue shows that the time bomb
placed under Soviet-U.S. relations by Washington strategists has still not been defused.
The timer is continuing the countdown.

And yet, we can hope the Americans have not said their final word. After Geneva the
struggle around SDI intensified. Pressure groups defending the "star wars'" program --
first and foremost, the military-industrial complex -- do not want to give up their
positions. But there are other people in various sectors of society who comprehend
all the destructive power of the military-space fantasies. The clash of views and
interests is continuing.

The Soviet Union will do everything possible to ensure the dangerous line is not
crossed. We will strive to break the alarming course of events by dint of argument,
. example, and good sense.

We have no illusions. Not everything depends on us. But we will do what does depend on
us. We will do it so that Moscow and Washington can be bound not by a balance of fear,
but by a balance of -interests.
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

PRAVDA SEES SDI AS 'CHIEF OBSTACLE' TO ARMS LIMITATION
PM131851 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 14 Dec 85 First Edition p 5
[TASS report: "Closing the Door to Space for War']

[Text] 13 Dec--In the United States and among America's Western partners,
whom the White House is trying to involve in its "star wars' program, there
is increasing opposition to Washington's plans to militarize space, plans
which threaten to wreck the efforts to limit and reduce nuclear armaments.
The profound worldwide concern about the threat to peace in space was
reflected by the resolution on preventing the arms race in space adopted by
the UN General Assembly on the proposal of a large group of countries. In
this resolution, for which the representatives of 151 states voted, the
international community urgently called on the USSR and the United States to
hold intensive and constructive talks, aimed at reaching an agreement as soon,
as possible which would shut tight the door to space for armaments.

The Geneva summit offers an opportunity for this. A number of prominent
politicians emphasize that in the present conditions there is tremendous posi-
tive significance in the USSR and U.S. leaders' guideline in principle approved
in Geneva which enshrined the general concept that nuclear war must never be
launched, that there can be no winner in it, and that the USSR and the United
States do not strive for military superiority. It is also of exceptional
significance, commentators stress, that the Geneva joint document confirmed

at the highest level the basic goals and tasks of the Soviet-U.S. joint state-
ment, adopted 8 January 1985, which were: to prevent the arms race in space
and end it on earth, to limit and reduce nuclear armaments, and to strengthen
strategic stability.

In this connection the "star wars" program is being criticized increasingly
sharply. In a report entitled "The Search for Effective Arms Limitation:
Recommendations, History, and Analysis," the U.S. lawyers' association came

to the conclusion that the White House's "Strategic Defense Initiative,”

- which is "aimed at deploying an ABM system with space-based elements, may

lead to a dangerous acceleration of the arms race," since it will cause a
"retaliatory buildup" of strategic offensive armaments on the USSR's part.

The report also stresses that SDI is incompatible with the 1972 ABM Treaty
and, if implemented, will undermine that treaty. Ultimately, SDI will give
impetus to a "totally uncontrollable arms race in the sphere both of offensive



and defensive systems." The document stresses that "at the moment consid-
erable opportunities remain to elaborate measures gradually leading to major
reductions in offensive nuclear armaments." The lawyers' association sees

such opportunities in talks based on the ABM Treaty. Their point of departure
should be the "strengthening of the treaty itself by eliminating the gaps
existing in it." By these gaps the report's authors mean the existence in the
treaty of provisions which the U.S. side is deliberately exploiting to par-
tially circumvent this treaty. The lawyers' association supported the need

to "retain the ban on tests outside the laboratory and thereby, on the deploy-
ment of so-called defensive systems which are being developed [razrabatyvayemyyel
within the SDI framework." In the opinion of the report's authors the rejection
thus confirmed of the deployment of "star wars' systems will give impetus to

the limitation and substantial reduction of nuclear armaments.

Samuel Wells, a prominent scientist and staffer at the Woodrow Wilson inter-
national scientists' center in Washington, noted at hearings in the U.S.
Congress that U.S. allies are gravely alarmed at many of the main aspects of
SDI. They are asking whether the implementation of SDI will not block the
entire strategic arms control process and whether it will not lead to the
nullification of the ABM Treaty.

"For most NATO members the SDI program remains far too dubious for them to approve
immediately," Britain's THE GUARDIAN stresses, analyzing the results of the recently
completed session of the NATO foreign ministers' council in Brussels. Opposition
parties in Japan oppose their country's participation in the "star wars" program.

In the United States, simultaneously with the widening protests against the '"star wars"
program, those forces which defend the administration's position on questions of the
use of space for military forces have stepped up their activity. Representatives of
right-wing circles and the military-industrial complex, which is directly involved in
state orders for the manufacture and testing of the elements of space defense, are
expressing their views increasingly frequently. Particular zeal is displayed in

this matter by Defense Secretary C. Weinberger; General J. Abrahamson, director of the
organization to implement the SDI; F. Tkle, under secretary of defenmse; R. Perle,
assistant secretary of defense; G. Keyworth, science adviser to the President; and
notorious retired generals like D. Graham.

Thus, in a statement at the hearings in Congress on 10 December J. Abrahamson again
tried to make out that the plans for the militarization of space are aimed at elimina-
ting nuclear arms, that their objective is to "free the whole world from the fear of
nuclear war." Abrahamson also tried once again to make the "star wars' program "fit"
the ABM Treaty, claiming that its implementation takes account of the observance of
that document. R. Perle, for his part, also speaking on Capitol Hill the other day,
declared frankly that the United States firmly intends to continue work to create
[sozdaniye] space strike arms within the framework of the "star wars" program. If

. research in this sphere culminates in success, he stressed, the deployment of a

"strategic defense system will be an immediate prospect.”

Right-wing forces in Congress, represented by Senators J. Helms and P. Laxalt and
members of the House of Representatives J. Kemp and D. Edwards, entirely reject pro-
posals for any restrictions on the SDI program. They actively advocate the repudiation
of the Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems and come out against the observance of



the SALT II treaty. This stepping up of the activity of SDI's champions is largely
oriented toward extracting additional appropriations for that program from the U.S.
Congress.

But despite all these efforts by militarist circles, in general, the country's public, -
as can be seen from public opinion polls, is aware that SDI is the chief obstacle in
the path of nuclear arms limitation. The dangerous nature of this program of the U.S.
Administration's is becoming increasingly apparent to U.S. public opinion. One indi-
cation is the continuing campaign to collect signatures for petitions in favor of
scientists' refusing to conduct research within the SDI framework. This campaign has
been launched in such major scientific centersas Cornell, Chicago, and Illinois
Universities, Ohio State University, and the California and Massachusetts Institutes

of Technology. It is reported that the petition has been signed by 10 Nobel Prize
winners, among them the well~known physicist H. Bethe.

Continuing to analyze the results of Geneva, the U.S. press notes, in particular, that
through the fault of the U.S. Administration, which proved not to be ready for real
progress on key issues, an accord was not reached on such fundamental problems as
nuclear arms reduction and the nonmilitarization of space. In this connection it is
noted that as before, the path to the elimination of the threat of nuclear war lies

not through the militarization of space, but through the strengthening of universal
security, and it is these questions which mainly determine the state and development
of Soviet-U.S. relationms.

Americans opposed to the arms race stress that the creation [sozdaniye] of space strike
systems would sharply destabilize the entire strategic situation.

The administration's assurances on the defensive nature of SDI have nothing

in common with the real state of affairs. It is quite obvious that progress
along the path of the implementation of U.S. military space programs, on which
the Pentagon and the military-industrial complex insist, will not strengthen
U.S. security, but will, on the contrary, undermine it. 1In this connection
they cite the remark made by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU
Central Committee, in Geneva to the effect that the USSR will not remain an
impassive observer in conditions where steps are being taken which undermine
the Soviet Union's security and the security of the socialist countries. A
compromise on the matter of nuclear arms reduction is possible, the Soviet
leader stressed. But only given a total ban on space strike arms. If the
door to space is firmly closed, the resolution of these questions is possible.

/6091
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

TASS ANALYST: 'AGGRESSION' IS REAL AIM OF SDI

LD161854 Moscow TASS in English 1849 GMT 16 Dec 85

[Text] Moscow, December 16 TASS -- Vladimir Bogachev, TASS military news analyst,
writes:

In the debate, which has started in the USA on these days on the "star wars' problems,
even the most zealous advccates of the deployment of a large-scale outer space~based
anti-ballistic missile defense system are forced to admit that an ABM system cannot
ensure an invulnerability of the United States territory. Washington's official
representatives do not deny the fact that even after many years of work on the pro-
gramme of the "Strategic Defence Initiative,"” spendings on which will turn into

1,000 billion dollars, the U.S. ABM system will not be able to neutralize a retaliatory
strike against the U.S. territory. The same officlals agree with the critics of the
SDI that if even less than ten per cent of the launched nuclear warheads break
through the system, this will be énough to throw the United States back into the
Stone Age.

What is then the real aim of the U.S., "star wars" plan: Washington's official
representatives give at times different answers to this question. B

"The aim of the SDI is not an attempt to ensure superiority, but to preserve the
strateglc equilibrium and thus the guarantees of stable deterrence)' said General James
Abrahamson, director of the U.S. organisation for the implementation of the SDI,
addressing the recent open hearings at the U.S. Congress. John Gardner, assistant

of the same Abrahamson, told a conference of the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers in Washington, which was held behind closed doors, that the implementation
of the SDI would sharply change the nuclear balance in favour of the USA and thus
enable the United States to preserve a sufficient offensive potential even after
"bilateral nuclear exchanges."

There is a good reason to believe that while General Abrahamson was talking on "deter-
rence”" and "preserving a strategic equilibrium" by means of the SDI programme in order
to mislead international public, his assistant John Gardner let out the real aims

of the apologists of the "star wars."

The Pentagon is working now not only on anti-ballistic missile weapons, but is also
developing offensive weapons of enhanced effectiveness at the U.S. Air Force base in
Norton in California. As the newspaper CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR said, the Pentagon
is creating, in particular, manoeuverable warheads on its intercontinental ballistic
missiles and on Pershing-2 missiles in Western Europe capable of overcoming a limited



ABM of the opposite side, permitted under the treaty of 1972 on a limitation of the
ABM gystems. This, as the newspaper points out with good reasons, is in direct con-
flict with the aims of the U.S. SDI proclaimed in public.

In planning the militarisation of outer space and speeding up work to freate strike
space systems, the Pentagon 1s out to open a new extremely dangerous Channel of the
race of anti-ballistic missiles weapons, while simultaneously enhancing the
effectiveness of its inter-continental ballistic missiles and submarine based
ballistic missiles.

The Pentagon's strategy is aimed by no means at "making the nuclear weapons obsolete
and useless," as the Washington propagandists claim. The real aim of the SDI is not
defence, but aggression. Mr Weinberger and his assistants are preparing a potential
of a first nuclear strike against the socialist countries, that will include also
strike space systems deployed over the territory of the socialist countries under the
"star wars" plan.

They in the Pentagon hope that as a result of a nuclear attack a considerable part of
the Soviet force of retaliatory strike will be destroyed.

Then according to the plans of the Pentagon strategists, use will be made of the
"Strategic Defence Initiative' system, that is supposed to be able to protect the
aggressor from retiibution.

The "star wars" plans are as absurd as the hopes of Washington for the Soviet Union's
unilateral disarmament in face of a threat to its security. In the event American
weapons are deployed in outer space the Soviet Union will find effective means to
counter these weapons systems. The answer will be sufficiently swift and less
expensive than the U.S. programme. )

The summit meeting in Geneva has demonstated for the whole world to see that there
are points of contact between the stands of the USSR and the USA, that there are
opportunities for a quest for mutually acceptable decisions on the limitation and
reduction of weapons.

The peoples of the world have the right to expect that the statements on the commitment
of the USA to the "star wars" programme are not Washongton's final say. In the final
analysis, this programme, which is highly illusory, is equally dangerous to all
countries of the world, including the USA.

/6091
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

MOSCOW WEEKLY: SDI GOALS 'CANCEL OUT' ABM TREA?Y
PM131445 Moscow MOSCOW NEWS in English No 45, 10 Nov 85 p 5

[Article by'Gennadiy Gerasimov: '"'Pacta Sunt Servanda; the Purport of the ABM
Treaty"]

[Text] The US plans to develop the country's antimissile defence are in dire
need of legal defence. Because there exists a document, officially entitled
Treaty Between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States
of America on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, signed in
Moscow in May 1972 and is of unlimited duratiom.

Some experts call the Treaty "a delicate and only child" of the military
detente. It introduced a stabilizing element to military plamning and should

* have abated the preoccupation with refining attack strategic systems, because

the sides agreed to voluntarily recognize their own mutual vulnerability, to.
become, as it were, each other's hostages.

The Treaty, therefore, is based on an important strategic, it can even be
said philosophical, understanding of the futility of planmning for a victory
in a nuclear war, which differs radically from the axioms and presumptions of
all the authors of books on military history and strategy--from Sun Tzu and
Thucy-dides, through Clausewitz to Liddel Hart.

Juridical Nihilism

The real goal of the US "star wars" plans is the development of space attack
weapons--first-strike weapons. This goal is in outright contradiction with
the Treaty in the preamble of which the sides expressed the most laudable

intentions to reduce the danger of a nuclear war breaking out.

But let us tackle the goal--officially proclaimed by US President Ronald

. Reagan--to spread an impregnable antimissile shield over the USA. This goal

contradicts the very name of the Treaty on the limitation of the ABM systems,
because this goal envisages the complete implementation of such systems
rather than their limitatiom.

Experts are of the same mind. One example is the conclusion arrived at by
Abram Chayes, Professor of Law at Harvard University, Antonia Handler Chayes,



on the staff of the same university, and former under secretary of the Air
Force, and of Eliot Spitzer, a lawyer from New York, who co-wrote an article
on the legal aspects of the ABM problems for the DAEDALUS~~the Journal of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. They said in part:

"It is clear that the task President Reagan has set before the American
scientific community--to devise systems that will 'intercept and destroy
strategic ballistic missiles before they reach our own soil'~-is a task that,
if accomplished, would flatly violate the solemn treaty obligations of the
United States."

It is worth recollecting that in 1972 Mr Reagan and many members of his
present administration protested the Treaty which was then ratified in the
Senate with a majority of 88 votes to 2.

Caspar Weinberger, US Secretary of Defense, is now also in fact protesting
the Treaty, speaking of the need to consider the possibility of real breaking
away from the ABM Treaty.

This is not being done because of the large political price that would have
to be paid for the rupture. The USA would have shown once again for the
whole world to see its disdainful approach to international law and its most
important principle--pacta sunt servanda (treaties must be honoured). The
public would have seen once more those who oppose arms reductions. And a
blow would have been dealt to the relations with the allies who favor pre-
serving and honouring the Treaty.

The Maze of Casuistry

Such political considerations force Reagan's administration to seek out a
legal defence for its '"star wars" programme. The report to Congress on the
SDI for 1985 carried a supplement entitled "Compliance of the Strategic
Defense Initiative with the ABM Treaty". Its authors are diligently petti-
fogging and hairsplitting, for example, over how to interpret the words "ABM
system components' and trying to establish if it is possible to deal with
"subcomponents" without violating the letter of the Treaty. It is also
sophistry--from which grain does a pile begin? This can be compared to the
building of an autoworks without an assembly shop. They say they are not
making cars but screws and bolts. But when enough of the "subcomponents'
are manufactured there will be no problem in putting up an assembly shop.

Another loophole is being sought for in "research” which is in practice not
forbidden. The Arms Control Impacts Statements, published annually by the

US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the other US papers draw the line
. on "research" at the laboratory door. Whatever is done under its roof is
"research". Whatever goes on at the testing grounds is "development". The
latter can be checked by using national technical means of verification, i.e.
by having a close look from above. Gerard C. Smith, who led the US delega-
tion at the talks on the ABM Treaty, at the Senate hearings in connection
with its ratification, declared that the ban in the Treaty starts with field
testing mainly because this ban can be controlled by national technical means
and laboratory research cannot. -

10



The SDI is subdivided into 15 independent projects. Only two of them corre-
spond to the "under-roof experiments" category in accord with the above-
mentioned "Compliance of the Strategic Defense Initiative with the ABM
Treaty".

The double-action military technology, i.e. of the kind that can be used for
other purposes, and for the SDI, too, is a most attractive '"grey zone" for

the ABM fanatics. Strictly speaking, the entire SDI is a double-action device
because it is planned as both a defensive and an offensive weapon. Since the
way such technology gets put to use depends on intentions which are subjective
and cannot be controlled by national technical means, or by any other method
for that matter, we must travel from the premise of the worst possible
application.

The antisatellite weapons offer an example of double-action technology. The
banning of orbiting such weapons in space would be useful not only in itself
but also from the point of view of abiding by the ABM Treaty.

Another example was the testing in June 1984 by the USA of the ICBM
Minuteman-1 for destroying the warhead of another such missile in flight,
which can be regarded as a violation of Article VI of the Treaty which for-
bids giving missiles of this type capabilities to counter other missiles.

Siege of Article V

Attempts are also made to try to find loopholes in the text of Article II of
the Treaty which defines the ABM system components--interceptor missiles, the
launchers for them and ABM radars. The Article speaks of an ABM system
"currently consisting' of these three parts.

The reasoning is--since the new "exotic technologies" may lack interceptor
missiles, ABM launchers and radars, that means that they can be developed
without a violation of the Treaty.

The narrow interpretation of Article II of the Treaty, which limits the ABM
systems as such and not only as systems of a certain structure described

in the Article, contradicts the meaning of the Treaty. The final wording
"currently consisting' was intended precisely to prevent such a narrow
interpretation appearing. Raymond Garthoff, who was on the US delegation at
the ABM Treaty talks, wrote in the INTERNATIONAL SECURITY magazine in 1977:
"The word ‘currently' was deliberately inserted into a previously adopted
text of Article II...in order to have the very effect of closing a loophole
in the ban on future ABM systems."

A reference is being added to Article II on the agreed Statement D, which
says that in the event of new ABM systems, based on different physical prin-
ciples and with components substituted for missiles, launchers and radars,
they should be discussed in the Standing Consultative Commission set up by
the Treaty.
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The interpretation offered in April by the extremely right-wing Heritage
Foundation claims that the agreed Statement D, allows for the development of
X~-ray laser and other exotic space-based weapons included in the complex of
the president's "star wars" programme.

A careful read of the D Statement leaves no doubts whatever that it speaks

only of the permitted land-based ABM systems. It says that "in order to

ensure fulfilment of the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and their
components, except as permitted in Article III of the Treaty, the Parties

agree that in the event ABM systems based on other physical principles...are
created in the future, specific limitations on such systems and their compo-
nents would be subject to discussion in accordance with Article XIII (which
sets up the Standing Consultative Commission--G.G.) and agreement in accordance
with Article XIV of the Treaty (which deals with possible amendments--G.G.)".

Article III, mentioned in Statement D, permits the deployment of an ABM
system within an area having a radius of 150 km. Statement D deals with this
restricted area. Any augmented interpretation of it would lead, in fact, to
the abolishment of the main, Article V of the Treaty with its clearly for-
bidding wording (see the opening paragraphs).

When the Treaty was signed and ratified in the US Senate the idea was pre-
cisely to ban completely the national ABM systems for good. The Treaty was
not regarded as a temporary measure, or a breathing spell in the nuclear arms
race. The then US Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, Gerard Smith, head of
the US delegation, and William Rogers, the US Secretary of State, spoke on
this theme at the Congress commissions. Rogers, particular, declared that,
besides the ban according to Article V, "perhaps of even greater importance
as a qualitative limitation is that the Parties have agreed that future exotic
types of ABM systems, i.e. systems depending on such devices as lasers, may
not be deployed, even in permitted areas". And, indeed, the D Statement does
not permit anything but just stresses that innovations are to become "subject
to discussion".

This interpretation is also recognized in the Arms Control Impact Statement
for the 1984 fiscal year submitted by the US Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. This paper lists the bans according to Article V and says: '"In
addition, although the Treaty allows the development and testing of fixed,
land-based ABM systems and components based on other physical principles...the
Treaty prohibits the deployment of such fixed, land-based systems and compo-
nents unless the Parties consult and amend the Treaty."

Special mention should be made of the plan to develop an X-ray laser because
the fulfilment of this plan would lead to the violation not only of the ABM
~ Treaty but also of the 1963 Treaty on nuclear tests ban, in which Article I
bans any nuclear blasts in space, and also the provisions in the inter-
national law which prohibit the deployment of such weapons in space.

12



Such were till recently the casuistic manipulations of the US opponents of the
ABM Treaty, regularly accompanied by unsubstantiated charges addressed at the
USSR of "violations" or "intentions" to violate the very same Treaty which the
US Administration doesn't know how to get rid of. Strobe Talbott, a US journal-
ist, wrote in his book "Deadly Gambits,' published in 1984, after an in-depth
study of the problem, that ever since its creation the Reagan administration
was searching for ways to get rid of the ABM Treaty.

These steady quests have led lately to the so-called new interpretation of the
Treaty, which emerged, according to Paul Nitze, the president's special
assistant, as a result of a new study of the Treaty's text, agreed-upon
statements and accords on mutual understanding, and also of the history of
talks and official statements made after 1972.

A New Interpretation
|

As a result, Robert McFarlane, the president's assistant for national
security, astonished the world by declaring that the ABM Treaty "sanctioned
and permitted" the deployment and testing of space-based ABM systems. This
caused extreme commotion and alarm among US allies. Consequently, the White
House adopted on October 11 a "dual-track decision"--to agree legally with
the "new" interpretation, but to retain the "old" one in practice. The time
limits which the administration will condescend to observe the "o0ld" inter-
pretation were not mentioned. It is free to change its mind any time it
likes. But as the reader has perhaps seen for himself, the "o0ld" interpreta-
tion also distorts and violates the spirit and the letter of the ABM Treaty.

As for McFarlane arguments, they boil down to the assertion that the Treaty,
allegedly, sanctions the testing of the ABM systems based on different prin-
ciples. Strictly speaking, this is not a "new" interpretation, but a borrow-
ing from the Heritage Foundation report, even though the press calls Philipp
Kansberg, a young lawyer from the Pentagon, the pioneer of the idea who has
only studied the problem less than a week.

John Rhinelander, the legal advisor of the US delegation at the talks on the
ABM Treaty, an expert, says that the SDI renders the Treaty senseless. When
asked if the Treaty couldn't be somehow modified to include the SDI,
Rhinelander said--"the answer is 'no'''--because the USA aimed at developing
a territorial ABM system with space-based elements, both of which are for-
bidden by the Treaty. '

The booklet "The President's Strategic Defense Initiative," published by the
White House, which is intended to explain to a doubting world just how noble
the US intentions are, declares that the USA does not and shall not violate
their Treaty commitments. The president once added that the SDI was so
devised to confirm in full to all treaty obligations held by the USA. How-
ever, the goals and the logic of the SDI's development actually cancel out
the most important Treaty on the limitation of the ABM systems.
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

USSR'S SAGDEYEV INTERVIEWED ON SDI, CONSEQUENCES IN FRG PAPER
DW081241 Frankfurt/Main FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU in German 5 Dec 85 p 8

[Interview with Roald Sagdeyev, director of the Moscow Space Research Institute and
member of the USSR Academy of Sciences, by correspondent Pierre Simonitsch; date and
place not given]

[Text] When asked about technical possibilities to produce SDI, Sagdayev answered:
"According to my personal experience as a scientist and technician, it does not seem
possible to me to create such a system. However, one must proceed on the hypothesis
of the worst case. Some of our military and politicans maintain that although: the
scientists are skilled, they can still err. Even if a tiny probability existed that
the United States could master the technological difficulties, we must react and at
least not neglect the built-up offensive capacities. At any rate, the money invested
by the United States in military space research will produce some side products that
will stimulate the arms race. :

One can react to SDI in various ways. One answer would be confrontation between
offensive and defensive weapons systems, in the form of a numerical and quantitative
strengthening of our offensive missiles. If this answer were used, several variants
of the active and passive nature would be offered. The decisive argument is costs and
effectiveness. Which will be cheaper, to increase the number of nuclear warheads, or
the defensive ability of missiles against an SDI shield. We have made a number of
estimates with regard to costs and effectiveness. If one compares progress achieved
in offensive weapons with progress in defensive weapons, costs and effectiveness are
clearly in favor of the offensive capacities.

There are some simple possibilities to render SDI ineffective, such as hardening the
protective cover of the missiles. A layer of carbon fibers could be placed on the
missiles (carbon is a chemical element existing in its clear form in nature as diamonds
"and as graphite). If 1 gram of carbon fibers is put on 1 square cm, the resistance
-of the cover against laser beams would increase 5-10 times. The missile would become
100 kg heavier. However, that would only be equivalent to the weight of onme or two
warheads. (Soviet intercontinental missiles carry up to 10 individually guidable
warheads.) A defensive shield against missiles would need 5-10 times more energy to
increase its firepower accordingly. It would entail an enormous increase of weight
and volume of the platforms in space and a cost explosion of at least 50 times, aside
from the technological problems.

As regards the defensive shield against missiles, the "absence effect" must be consid-
ered. At any given time only those orbit stations would be effective that are over the
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territory of the antagonist. The others that just pass over faraway continents are
useless. However, they must be kept in orbit around the earth for rotation purposes.
The "absence effect" necessitates a great number of platforms in space with 10 times
more firepower than would actually be necessary to intercept launched missiles of the
antagonist. It is absolutely utopian to hang combat platforms at an altitude of 36,000
km in a geostationary way over the equator. Rays cannot be concentrated over such a
distance, and diversion would take place. Therefore, we are only talking about plat-
forms with a low elliptic cycle around the earth.”

FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU (FR): Would it not be easy to shoot such objects down that are
regularly cycling the earth?

Sagdeyev: "You are absolutely right. Laser guns could be used on the ground that are
easier to produce than those based in space. In addition, the energy sources would not
be limited, and one could pick the right moment. Imagine the extreme mutual mistrust
if both sides had weapons similar to SDI! I can imagine that the United States would
be afraid or concerned if hundreds of combat platforms of Soviet origin with defensive
weapons would £ly over their territory. Reagan's invitation to build a missile defense
system in space together with the United States does not make sense. 1Its acceptance
would lead to a situation in which in every 90 minutes an armada of Soviet combat
platforms would cross the United States -- with every platform weighing several hundred
tons, that is considerably bigger than the current space stations.

Just the risk that such big objects could be hit by micrometeorites is great. What
would happen in a climate of mistrust, if one party found that its 'hardware' was
damaged while crossing the territory of the adversary. Even if the damage was caused
'by swarms of meteorites, it would be assumed that it was the work of the adversary."

FR: 1Is it correct that laser beams do not penetrate the atmosphere and that, therefore,
they are unfit for fighting ground targets?

Sagdeyev: "In order to penetrate the atmosphere with high-energy rays, one must select
a certain wavelength in the spectrum of visible light. X-rays, infrared, and ultra-
violet rays are out. The second problem is the irregularity of the atmosphere created
by the warming-up of air layers and the reflection of warmth from the surface of the
earth. The density of the atmosphere is also variable. These phenomena explain why
the stars seem to twinkle. A laser beam would be somewhat distorted by these irregu-
larities, and the sharpness of its focus would become indistinct. 1In order to improve
this, one needs.progressive reflectors. This problem is very difficult, but in
principle it can be solved."

'FR: The SDI project envisages land-based laser guns, the rays of which are reflected
‘onto the target by mirrors in space. Can the mirrors resist the rays?

Sagdayev: "That is a great technological problem. If a mirror reflected 100 percent
of the incoming light, it would be simple. However, it is unavoidable that a very
small percentage of the:light is being absorbed by the mirror, heating it up. It is
technically difficult to achieve resistance against warmth. The mention of various
difficulties will make those firms that will get the contracts happy. They will make
more money."

FR: U.S. Government representatives maintain that the Soviet Union has been engaged
. for a long time in space weapons research, and that it has invested more money in it
than the United States...
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Sagdayev: '"That is very typical. If che said Americans must try hard to get moral
and financial support for their plans, they play various instruments, producing
absolutely dissonant music. A simple logical analysis shows that thelr arguments are
contradictory. High-ranking U.S. officials such as George Keyworth, the President's
scientific adviser, say: 'We are far ahead of the Russians in SDI technology.' On
the other hand, however, some think that the Soviet Union is leading and that the
United States must hurry up to get going. As a joke, the different statements could
be applied to the following rational formula: 'The Soviet Union is the realm of evil,
it is superior to us in SDI technology, but we would te happy to share our technology
with it.'

"Advocates of SDI simply deceive the people. They outline the technological beauty
of SDI for them. U.S. television programs and video games in restaurants show, with
simple tricks, how easy it is to shoot Russian missiles down. This world of simulated
laser beams on screens experiences a boom. The ideas and the imaginary power of the
people are attracted by this beauty, and no discussion takes place about the effects
of SDI on strategic stability and possible countermeasures."

FR: Does the Soviet Union feel equal to the United States in weapons technology?

Sagdeyev: "According to my personal opinion, science and technology in both states is
practically zero with regard to defense in space, if one considers what is needed for
an SDI system. This is also true regarding partial defense with space platforms.
However, I am concerned that the United States could initiate a broad program that
would hinder realistic disarmament steps."

FR: Is the Soviet Union really afraid of an SDI program the implementation of which
would be decided on in 25 years at the earliest?

Sagdeyev: 'Fear is not the right word; extreme concern would be better. We are not
afraid of the sudden appearance of U.S. SDI platforms in space, but we are most con-
cerned that the logical conclusion with regard to the senselessness of ‘the arms race
will not be realized. We consider the SDI concept as the reaction of some groups
within the U.S. Administration to the demand of many people for real disarmament.
These groups believe they have found a nice way to shift the thinking of the United
States from arms control to a standby position until the absolute shield is achieved,
making nuclear weapons worthless.

The current strategic balance through deterrence is unpleasant, but at least stable.
Nobody will begin nuclear war in cold blood, I hope. What would happen if we shifted
from mutual deterrence to defense systems such as SDI? There would be two SDI systems
in space, circling the world practically on the same orbit, mixing to become '"blue'
and 'red' flying objects. The question is: Would two armadas living together be
stable? Both would have an enormous firepower to destroy intercontinental missiles.
One tenth of this firepower would suffice to shoot the neighboring armada down. These
platforms would be flying on exactly known orbits, and someone could calmly prepare an
. attack, press a button and destory the whole space fleet of the antagonist in a single
blow."

FR: Could missiles torpedo an SDI defense system if they were launched on such a
flat trajectory that -they would not leave the atmosphere?

Sagdeyev: "In principle yes. It would have to be a hybrid between a cruise missile
and an intercontinental missile. Many things are possible, but they must be seen in
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connection with their costs and effectiveness. Naturally, it would be much simpler

to construct such hybrid missiles for the intermediate-range systems that do not have
to fly to another part of the world. . Therefore, I do not understand the enthusiasm of .
some West Europeans regarding participation in SDI."

FR: Mr Sagdeyev, the United States has accused the Soviet Union of building a huge
radar installation near Krasnoyarsk for antimissile defense, thus violating the ABM
Treaty. According to the Soviet, however, it is a civilain station for the observation
of objects flying in space. Why does the Soviet Union not permit the United States to
have a look at it? ‘

Sagdeyev: '"We are prepared to go as far as necessary when inspectors are invited.
However, before one agrees on verification, one must agree on basic intentions. Every-
thing indicates that the U.S. accusations are not aimed at negotiating with us, but at
heating up a discussion to get more money from Congress for armaments."

FR: 1Is there a significant difference between a military and a civilian radar instal-
lation?

Sagdeyev: "The only difference is that for civil stations, not as much money is
usually available as it is for military omes. For the civil observation of objects in
orbit, rotating bowls follow just onme object and project it on one point of the radar
screen. Thus, the whole scenery is not projected on the picture. In the meantime,
there is such dense traffic in space that this technology does not suffice any more.

A 'phased array radar', like that under construction in Krasnoyarsk, replaces mechanical
operations by electrical ones. The signals are received and distributed by a number of
electronic diapoles. ’

A phased array radar is more expensive because it is more complicated. '~ However,
considerably more information is received that way. The civilian space segment has
been strongly extended, and there are now many customers such as the ministry for
telecommunications, the hydrometeorological service, or remote sensing of the surface
of the earth. For all these customers it is much cheaper to use one central phased
array radar instead of many separate reflectors. The Krasnoyarsk installation is under
construction. Several years will pass until it will be completed.”

In the further course of the talk, Sagdeyev contests that the Soviet Union is leading
in the field of antisatellite weapons (ASAT). The tests made between 1968 and 1982,
which according to the United States led to the setup of the only ASAT system ready
for action, served, according to Sagdeyev, only the purpose of catching up technologi-
cally with the United States. The United States experimented in the early seventies
with missiles designed to shoot down satellites. Then the program was discontinued
because of insufficient accuracy in hitting the target. Whether the Soviet Union has
developed "killer satellites" or only antisatellite missiles, is considered by
Sagdeyev as hairsplitting. Regardless of how the weapon is named, it must always be
in orbit to get close to the satellite of the adversary. At any rate, the Soviet
system is only suited for shooting down low-flying satellites, According to the
opinion of the director of the Moscow Space Research Institute, the United States is
again ahead with their antisatellite missiles launched from aircraft. "That is a new
development,” he says. "The United States does not want an ASAT ban because they
believe that this a field where they have a qualitative lead," he adds.
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

FRG POSTPONEMENT OF SDI DECISION ANALYZED
Hamburg DIE ZEIT in German 11 Oct 85 p 5

[Article by Rolf Zundel: '"Much Ado and No Decision. The SDI Decision Has
Been Put Off Till the End of the Year"]

[Text] Late last week the coalition in Bonn seemed to be
moving toward a basic agreement with Washington on German
participation in SDI. In the meantime, it has changed its
course again. The govermment continues to have difficulty
dealing with the Strategic Defense Initiative.

Bonn, October--Whenever truly fundamental controversies take place in Bonn,
the moment always comes where government spokesmen in exaggerated innocence
and reporters in quiet resignation ask the question: did something happen?
For one or two days it appeared as if the decision had been made in Bonn con-
cerning the involvement of the FRG in the American SDI--contrary to the pre-
sumed desires of the foreign minister and for reasons which contradict the
judgment of the research minister. By week's end, however, after many damage
control and good-will missions--the chancellor had spoken with the foreign
minister, his department chief with FDP caucus chairman Mischnick, who had
previously publicly rebuked the "civil servant" ["official"]--everything was
back where it started.

Following the meeting of the Federal Security- Council (a cabinet committee of
those ministers who are concerned with security questions) came the announce-
ment that the matter would continue to be studied. The decision is to be made,
if at all, at the end of the year. Perhaps, thus one learns without prompting
from many experts, the Reagan/Gorbachev meeting in Geneva will cause the whole
thing to appear in a different light. And what, after all, is meant by a
"decision re SDI," thus the second communication, when the only matters being
debated are the conditions under which a number of firms are to take part in
the basic research of the Americans for their space defense program. There
‘have been no negotiations on development and production, to say nothing of
" strategy. It is at most a question of giving the firms legal-technological
assistance; there was no trace here of high~level politics.

At least one thing is shared by the protagonists in this controversy, the de-
partment chief in the chancellor's office, Teltschick, who on the occasion of
a recent address on the subject of SDI was introduced with the remark that his
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official title did not do full justice to his political significance, and the
foreign minister: both wish to dedramatize. Genscher is telling everyone not
to pour oil on the fire; Teltschick considers himself misunderstood as an SDI
fan. Did nothing happen?

Somersaults of the Imagination

From the beginning, ever since Reagan announced his program, the controversy
has been hard to follow: is it a major shift in strategy, which with the aid
of new defensive weapons will, following its realizationm, offer a trude defense
against missile attacks and will finally put an end to the deterrence doctrine,
or is it only another round in the arms race? The only thing that seemed cer-
tain at the beginning was that this program, provided with $26 billion for the
first 5 years, signified a tremendous technological thrust for the United
States. Aside from this, much could be read into it, and this did in fact
happen.

The bait for the FRG was probably the hope of being able to latch on to a proj-
ect which in its dimensions is comparable to the Manhattan and the Apollo proj-
ects, so as not to fall behind in modern technology. Proponents of FRG involve-
ment point this out already at the outset of their argumentation; many, includ-
ing the chancellor, have clung to this view to this day. And the imagination
turned souersaults, ran wild; there was talk of billions that would go to West
German industry, and there were dreams of financial participation and of taking
over whole subsystems of the research. Several members of parliament, fascin-
ated by military strategy, already saw themselves at a laser cannon in a space-
ship, sighting in on the onion towers of the Kremlin. And in North Rhine-West-
phalia, Bernhard Worms [CDU chief in that state] well-meaningly but without
success brought to life the expectation among the populace that SDI would mean
new jobs. .

A second factor insured that SDI became a major topic of domestic politics.
Washington does indeed attach some importance to European and German support.
The statement heard later, that participation was not a touchstone of loyalty
to the alliance, was by no means so clearly voiced at the beginning, and even
today basic criticism and quibbling over details are not especially welcome.
But whenever German-American relations are affected, the reactioms in the FRG
quickly grow beyond all bounds. Part of the CDU/CSU caucus in the Bundestag
was of the opinion anyway that the faster and more of SDI, the better. The
great majority, who gave less thought to the program, felt that a clear signal
of loyalty to the alliance was necessary in any event. In addition, the pro-
gram provided the CDU/CSU caucus with the opportunity to pillory the SPD, which
had rather quickly agreed on rejection in principle of SDI. For many a CDU/CSU
strategist, SDI became welcome proof of the anti-Americanism of the Social
Democrats. . And Minister for Youth, Family and Health Geissler even went so far
~as to make a vote in favor of SDI a question of political morality.

In this phase the chancellor's office almost appeared to be the homestead of
doubters. In the spring, when German and American experts were meeting in
Dallas, the Social Democrats were still praising the circumspect and restrained
argumentation of Teltschick, who at that time did not by any means speak of
approval, but of studying and evaluating and of the need for additional infor-
mation. Defense Minister Woerner, on the other hand, after an initial phase of
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skepticism, had by that time long since avowed his support publicly. Already
at that time it became evident that SDI was destined to become a matter to be
dealt with by the chancellor. The CDU/CSU would probably not have permitted
Kohl to put the controversial issue on ice in one of the ministries, least of
all in the foreign ministry.

Here a third element in the decision-making process becomes evident: the
growing displeasure of the CDU/CSU with the foreign minister. One can safely
assume that Strauss, who bet on SDI from the outset, and whose critical re-
marks stemmed only from concern that the transport of the technology could be
hindered, will use every opportunity to find fault with the foreign minister.
But in the CDU as well the feeling is widespread that Genscher is making a
name for himself, at the expense of the CDU/CSU, as an authority on foreign
policy reason: never entirely comprehensible but yet discernible—and, as the
CDU/CSU suspects, thanks also to skillful background talks--at an annoying
distance. '

Where Genscher says No, as in the maritime law convention, for instance, the
Yes of the CDU/CSU is significantly advanced. Where he pleads for restraint,
as with SDI, even those Christian Democrats who basically feel the same way
are put in a difficult position. One's career aspirations are not helped by
being caught agreeing with Genscher in a matter of controversy.

The situation is further complicated by two factors: For one thing, by the
fact that Horst Teltschick, department chief in the chancellor's office, has
more than any of his predecessors attained political stature of a special kind.
The dangerous dualism which for a long time marked American politics—the riv-
alry between the security advisor and the secretary of state—is now also no
longer completely unknown in Bonn. Teltschick is power-conscious, and he has
been sent forward on several occasions by the chancellor as his foreign policy
spokesman, especially with respect to SDI. This is a situation which does not
exactly facilitate the smooth decision-making process.

For another thing, the CDU/CSU, and sometimes the chancellor's office as well,
has deliberately circulated the notion that Genscher's tenure as foreign min-
ister is not permanent. One hears accounts that the chancellor treats FDP
[national party] chairman and Minister for Economics Bangemann with particular
amiability in the cabinet, there are no problems as far as he is concerned.
And one can learn without asking in CDU circles that, actually, the economics
minister felt destined for other things--as foreign minister, for example.
However, the problem will take care of itself if the FDP returns to the
Bundestag in the same strength as today, or perhaps even stronger. The FDP
will not drop Genscher. And as far as SDI is concerned, the party is, if any-
thing, more obstructionist than the foreign minister.

-Power Struggles in the Coalition

All these things, the emotional domestic reaction to SDI as well as the subtle
power struggles within the coalition, were responsible for making an objectively
difficult decision even more difficult—a situation which is strongly reminis-
cent of the days before Bitburg.
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Basically, a very simple course of action could have been taken: To deal with
the SDI project as noiselessly as possible, to leave it with the foreign minis-
try, to wait and see what the project actually offered, to avoid fanfare:
business as usual, as in the other European countries as well. For the time
being, all that is at stake, as has meanwhile become evident, is that the.
Americans are interested in awarding individual contracts to German firms in
the basic research area. No one can prevent this, otherwise the government
would have had to pass an "anti-SDI-law" which would have been difficult to
reconcile with our interpretation of the constitution, and not even the SPD is
demanding this.

Opposing this were the dynamics of the SDI discussion in the FRG. We have
tried, thus the chancellor's office--and the line of reasoning is not false--
to keep the discussion objective, to guide it into sensible channels:. These
efforts, however, were accompanied by an increasing commitment to the project.
This is the one trend, which has been discernible since spring. The other
trend, probably found more in the foreign ministry, attempts to relativize the
motives for SDI and to narrow down the foreign and security policy conditions
for its acceptance. It is clear that these two political courses can be re-
conciled only with difficulty, if at all. ’

The commitment to SDI, in principle already contained in the first reaction of
the CDU/CSU, increased the moment an interministerial working group chaired by
Teltschick was formed. An institution such as this, to put it into political
German, generates a "need for decisions.” The expectation that results and
unequivocal decisions would soon be forthcoming increased. Added to this was
an intense information and promotion exchange between the United States and

the FRG, which finally culminated in the dispatch of a high-level and much
publicized delegation to the United States. This delegation was additionally
tasked by the chancellor to study the possibilities for a basic agreement. How
else could this delegation have been expected to return but highly impressed by
the willingness of the Americans to release information, with positive feelings
about the possibilities for German participation, and satisfied by the fact that
the Americans considered a basic agreement, which was desired by the industrial
representatives of the delegation, to be possible.

Teltschick's public report of this trip as well as the positive assessment of
its results--a rather unusual occurrence--marked the end, for the time being,
of this policy of commitment. It was supplemented by a political assessment by
Teltschick, nicely wrapped in the empty rhetorical phrase that the FRG must
make up its mind whether it wants to be the subject, or the object, of develop-
ments. The chancellor will have difficulty backing away from this formulation,
assuming he even wants to.

The second course of development, the relativization of SDI, began initially
with the primary argument of its proponents, namely that SDI represented a
major opportunity to enter the technology of the future. Genscher does not
deny that, for the Americans, SDI means a tremendous techriological effort
utilizing enormous government resources. His doubts, however, begin where the
scope and the value of the technology transfer for the FRG are under discussion.
The scope of possible German involvement can be expressed in terms of

21




thousandths of the overall program, and the proportionate relationship of this
participation to the overall state-sponsored promotion of research in the FRG
is similar.

The technology transfer, which is tied to American laws anyway (for the con-
tracts will be paid for by Americans), is on a modest scale. Here the foreign
ministry is of the same opinion as the research ministry. Minister Riesenhuber
stated this for the record even more clearly than Genscher: '"SDI cannot be
justified on the basis of the civilian research-political benefits to be de-
rived therefrom." For the foreign ministry, the far more promising method of
accomplishing the technological leap is the "Eureka" project, which offers the
additional advantage of bringing the Europeans together.

Open to All Interpretations

The second relativization--in the form of a limiting condition--was the argu-
ment that the FRG must stay in the European commune and that above all the
sensitivities of the French must be considered. "No singularity" is the
formula, which means: The FRG cannot participate in the SDI program in the
form of a state-level agreement as the only, and as the first, country to do so.
A condition that is difficult to fill if it is strictly interpreted.

The third relativization consists of the conditions which the Federal Security
Council established in March already for a German SDI involvement, and which
Federal Chancellor Kohl explained in the Bundestag-—among them: no arms race,
no variable security zones, no strategic instability. The conditions are so
formulated that a national German participation is actually impossible. It is
highly improbable that these conditions can be met, at least no one can safely
predict that they will be.

In the chancellor's address to the Bundestag on 19 April, the two courses of
action--commitment [to SDI] and a skepticism armed with conditions--met in an
astonishing way. Kohl agreed with the limiting conditions and nevertheless
asserted that the FRG supported "in principle the American program for
strategic defense." Small wonder, therefore, that Bonn's position admits of
all possible interpretations.

The logic of Genscher's argumentation suggests concluding--he himself has never
said this, however--that the foreign minister views very skeptically the com-
mitment of the FRG to SDI in the form of an agreement with the United States.
At any rate, he stands opposed to the trends expressed in a draft of the agree-
ment, whose authors probably sit in the defense ministry, the preamble of which
" sounds as if the Americans and the Germans together had to invent NATO all over

again.

Not only European irritation, above all in France, could result from a surging
forward by the West Germans., And this irritation has been clearly evidenced
already, at least during the time of the economic summit meeting in Bonn. Even
in the CDU one takes note of unpleasant warnings from the East: an agreement
will be taken as a political signal and answered accordingly. There is even
talk of Honecker's visit being jeopardized. The assessment of these signals
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within the CDU/CSU varies, but one can safely assume that careful note is taken
of them in the foreign ministry.

And now? Basically, the whole problem has been condensed down to the question
whether the FRG concludes a politically inconspicuous agreement of a technical
nature with the United States or renegotiates the security agreement, which
the foreign ministry as well does not rule out--or if, as would probably make
the most sense, nothing at all happens.

Again the question thrusts itself upon the mind: Did something happen?

12689/12859
CSO: 3620/42
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U.S.-USSR GENEVA TALKS

FRG'S KOHL COMMENTS ON OUTCOME OF GENEVA SUMMIT
ZDF Interview

DW221039 Mainz ZDF Television Network in German 2045 GMT 21 Nov 85

[Interview with Chancellor Helmut Kohl by correspondemt Bada H. Hauser in Brussels on
21 November; from the "Heute-Journal" program -~ recorded]

[Text] [Hauser] Mr Chancellor, haﬁe the specific interests of‘ﬁurope, including the
Federal Republic, been properly taken into account during this summit?

[Kohl] I believe so, Mr Hauser. We were most intensively involved in the preparations.
We exchanged views with the Soviet leadership, and with the United States, there was
regular contact up to the last days before the summit. What is referred to as consulta-
tion outstandingly proved its worth. This became very evident here in Brussels today

as well, because all government chiefs or foreign ministers of NATO who were here
expressly emphasized this point. The U.S. President finds himself in the highly unusual
situation -~ as hardly any one of his predecessors had ever been -- where he was able to
truly experience the unity of the alliance in Geneva. This is extremely important for
the future as well. And Geneva produced what was possible at this time to begin with,
an essential improvement in the climate.

Well, people might say that this is not much. Yet recalling the ice age visions of

the past few years, you will find that this is quite a lot indeed. And as a German,

Mr Hauser, I may be allowed to recall that 2 years ago nearly to the week we had large-
scale demonstrations in Bonn and elsewhere against the deployment of the U.S. Pershing
missiles. The opponents of deployment at the time warned us that a new ice age would
set in, that a missile fence would be lowered between East and West, and that we could
no longer get together.

Today we can state in no uncertain terms: Without the clear decision of my government .
-= a decision which I took over from my predecessor who, however, was unable to enforce
it -~ all this would not have been conceivable because the alliance would have been
plunged into a stage of erosion. But I have always said that creating peace with fewer
.-weapons not only means bearing the defense of peace and freedom in mind but also being
capable of making moves toward the other. This 18 exactly what the West, NATO, the
U.S. President have done.

Secondly, I believe that the fact that the next round of dialogue has already been
scheduled for next year in.the United States and that President Reagan has accepted the
invitation to visit the Soviet Union the year after next, signals what will also
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precipitate in the details involved in the continuation of the negotiations in Geneva,
in Vienna, in Stockholm, or elsewhere. After 6 years this has been the first, real
frank talking contact.

[Hauser] You just hinted that the statement mentions the continued dialogue, meaning a
new phase in the East-West relations. What about the participation of the Europeans
and/or the Federal Republic?

[Rohl] There are direct contacts at the Vienna negotiations and in others. We have

two options: our own participation in this or that instance, and indirect participation
through support of the U.S. negotiating position or through the introduction of our con-
cepts into this position. What has been possible in Geneva, after’all, had essentially

been influenced in the past few months and years by the Federal Goverrnment I am heading.

I had been laughed at, Mr Hauser, especially at home, when I told General Secretary
Andropov 3 years ago that we need such a meeting and that the era of not talking
between the world powers needs to be overcome. But, today that it is a generally
accepted view. : '

The communique contains something else that is important. It not only refers to weapons
and disarmament -- important though they are -- but also to the improvement in the
relations on a broad front. I do not think that we will really make headway in East-
West contacts if we exclusively deal with disarmament and detente in the weapons sector
-- important as that may be -- while the other issues such as sports contacts, cultural
contacts, the meeting of people on the whole, and a scientific exchange will fall to

the wayside. All this belongs together, for an improvement in the climate needs to

be comprehensive.

[Hauser] What does Geneva mean to Bonn's decision on SDI?

[Kohl] On that subject we established a clear position beforehand. We said that we
would wait to see what Geneva will produce on that particular point. The antagonistic
positions remained unchanged in Geneva, that is quite obvious. It is just as evident
that the positions have become a bit more relative. I have always considered the U.S.
SDI program morally justified and reasonable. I have always said that we will not
contribute any tax funds to that end, but German companies have been invited to par-
ticipate, and they will. ‘In the next few weeks, before Christmas, we will have a
final discussion in the coalition and in the government on how this must, can, and
should be settled on the part of the state. This will take place in considerable
harmony. It will turn out the quarrel some people would have liked to fan over this
matter will not materialize. ‘ ‘ : : '

[Hauser] To quote you: The big water draws along the small water. What does this
mean for inner-German relations? :

[Rohl] Inner-German relations can -- in view of the partition we have and must suffer
between East and West, Eastern and Western Europe, East Germany and West Germany,

- clear across our fatherland ~~ thrive only if the overall climate develops favorably.
This possibility would be nonexistent now had the ice age predicted at the time really
set in. It was possible in the past 2 years to improve relations with the GDR, not-
withstanding the realization that this is not a democratic country and that mutual
differences exist. ‘ : '

I invited Mr Honecker for a working visit. He has accepted this invitation; now it
is up to him to state when he would like to come. Then we will come to terms on what
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is necessary, and then we will have to talk about all the things that trouble people
in Germany. My goal is, above all, to alleviate the situation of the people in the

divided country, to allow people to get together, to make it easier to make visits,

to seek and work out solutions together in many fields in which practical solutions

can be found; just think of environment protection, the improvement in traffic rela-
tions, and many other fields.

I cannot do away with the partitioning. This is a historical mandate, but I adhere
to the unity of the nation as provided for by the preamble of our Basic Law. This
does indeed involve a thorny stretch of road that we must travel, yet as far as I am
concerned it means that I must do everything in my power to get people together. On
my part there will not be any recognition of any GDR citizenship, because this would
spell aggravation of partitioning, and I will have no part in that.

Assesses Summit

DW221221 Hamburg BILD in German 22 Nov 85 p 4

[Interview with Federal Chancellor Helmut Kohl by W. Kenntemich and R. Voelkel; date
and place not given]

[Text] BILD: How do you assess the result of the Geneﬁa summit?

Kohl: It is for me personally a reason for special satisfaction. It has proved that
for many years I have correctly assessed President Reagan's personality and policy

and that I was right in advocating a summit meeting. The result meets my government's
expectations to a large degree and also is in accordance with the intensive German-
U.S. preparations by myself and Foreign Minister Genscher.

"BILD: What do you consider as being particularly gratifying?

Kohl: I welcome in particular the fact that both statesmen have agreed to resume a
regular political dialogue on all levels and plan to hold another summit meeting soon.
If the dialogue is consistently continued we may well get close to the goal that in
the current East-West situation war must never again become likely. Every war, be

it nuclear or conventional, must under any circumstances be avoided. It is especially
in our interests that both sides seek to reach interim agreements on intermediate-
range missiles by which we are particularly threatened.

/9274
CS0: 5200/2561
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS

U.S. REPLY TO SOVIET VERIFICATION PROPOSAL DECRIED
Response Shows Real Stance
LD202006 Moscow TASS in English 1915 GMT 20 Dec 85
["Nuclear Blasts Moratorium Defers War Menace " -~ TASS headline]
[Text] Moscow, December 20 TASS -- By TASS military writer Vladimir Bogachev.

Kenneth Adelman, director of the American Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, in an
interview with an AP correspondent concerning the PRAVDA article of December 19 on a
nuclear blast ban, said he welcomed the Soviet emphasis on verification problems. He
immediately avoided, however, the question on the U.S. joining the moratorium uni-
laterally introduced by the Soviet Union in August 1985,

Other White House officials also welcomed the USSR's new proposals, but expressed the
opinion that the U.S. Administration will hardly join the Soviet moratorium.

Experts note unanimously that the problem of terminating nuclear explosions is a kind
of litmus-paper which shows a precise stance of any government on the ertire complex
of problems of limiting and reducing armaments. Nuclear tests are an accelerator,
catalyst of the arms race. Their termination would put an end to the development of
new and perfection of old systems of mass annihilation. Even the most zealous ad-
vocates of the concept of sudden nuclear strike or "limited" nuclear war would hardly
find it easy to use first untested weapons of unprecedented yield.

So far, the present American Administration has categorically rejected even the dis-
cussion of the issue of ending nuclear weapon tests, referring to difficulties of
verification. It put forward the invented argument of the unreliability of the
existing national technical means of verifying compliance with such an accord.

In a bid to break the deadlock on the issue of nuclear weapon testing, the Soviet
Union proposed to the United States to take advantage of several countries' agreement
and set up special stations on their territories to monitor the accord on ending
tests. In order to remove possible doubts with regard to the observance of the
agreement, the USSR suggested an agreement with the United States on certain measures
of on-spot verification, given the introduction of a reciprocal moratorium on nuclear
blasts.

Commenting on the latest Soviet initiatives, even the most conservative press bodies
in the West note their constructive peaceful character. '"The Soviet offer removes the
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biggest obstacle in the way of a comprehensive test ban treaty', stressed THE TIMES
of London.

Quite recently, Washington officials claimed that the United States would agree to
banning nuclear tests once that the verification problem was settled, At present,
when the problem is no longer an obstacle, even according to the strictest criteria,
the Pentagon advances another condition for the U.S. joining the Soviet moratorium on
all nuclear explosions, that of completing the modernization of American nuclear
systems,

The condition is strange, to say the least. The essence of ending nuclear tests is
precisely that of preventing the modernization" of systems of mass annihilation, curb-
ing the race of armaments and deferring the threat of their use. Besides, no one

in the United States can say when the "modernization" will be completed. As is known,
the current military programmes of the United States are intended for decades, and
they are being expanded, not curtailed.

The new Soviet initiatives on ending the nuclear explosions give Washington yet another
chance to improve its image of unreliable partner in negotiations on reducing the risk

of nuclear war, and prove by deeds, not by words, its desire to "make nuclear weapons

impotent and obsolete",

One would like to hope that the United States, in handling the problem, will be guided
by vital interests of all of mankind, rather than by timeserving illusory consideration
of gaining military superiorty.

U.S. To Continue Buildup
1LD202254 Moscow TASS in English 2140 GMT 20 Dec 85

[Text] Moscow, December 20 TASS -- TASS news analyst Leonid Ponomarev writes:

The U.S. Administration has again rejected the idea of imposing a moratorium on nuclear
weapon tests and refused to follow the Soviet Union's example whichunilaterally stopped
all . nuclear explosions last August, At a meeting with journalists last Thursday,
White House spokesman for the press Speakes said that the United States does not agree
to a moratorium and holds that moratoria on nuclear tests cannot be counted on to lead
to the enhanced security. According to him, U.S. nuclear weapons testing '"is required
to ensure the reliability and safety of the U.S. arsenal.,"

Thus, it is apparent that the U.S. Administration has no alternatives to the striving
to continue the policy of the buildup of nuclear potential, including space strike
systems. All peaceable statements, the promises to make nuclear weapons '"obsolete and
useless" are empty words aimed at misleading the public and at continuing under the
cover of the verbiage the course at achieving military superiority over the USSR.

In general opinion, the Soviet-U.S. Geneva summit has become a turning point in the
efforts to curb the nuclear arms race, including space arms, and it is quite understand-
able that people all over the world expect from the United States concrete steps to
lower the level of confrontation, to lessen tension. A lot has been said by the USA.
Deeds are what is needed now. Instead of that the U,S. Administration turns to the

past for arguments only to falsify and distort the Soviet foreign policy in an effort

to justify its own unwillingness to agree to mutual limitation of nuclear arms and
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prevent the militarization of space. After the Geneva meeting the Soviet Union has
already made new initiatives to develop its stand, the initiatives aimed at the limita-
tion of stretegic nuclear potentials and protection of outer space from the arms race,
including matters of control, also the idea of using an international system of veri-
fication,

What else do our opponents need? The Soviet Union has stopped unilaterally all nuclear
explosions, It agrees to working out effective verification. It expressed the readi-
ness to resume the talks on general and complete ban on nuclear weapon tests, that is
in all the media -- in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and underground.

They in Washington, however, want the Soviet Union's unilateral disarmament, but this
is something they will not get. The Sovet Union can be dealt with only on the prin-
ciple of equality and equal security of the sides. This is understood by many even on
the Capitol Hill: As the UP reported, 44 U.S. senators from the Republican and Demo-
cratic parties turned on Thursday to President Reagan with a proposal to sta‘t talks
with the Soviet Union on ending all nuclear explosions. In their letter to the
President they note that by announcing last August the unilateral moratorium on nuclear
explosions, the Soviet side thus showed its striving to conclude an all-embracing
treaty on the matter,

It is clear to every unbiased person that a joint Soviet-American moratorium cn all
nuclear explosions would become a major landmark on the road to the removal of nuclear
danger.

Testing Termed 'Shortsighted'
LD202002 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1600 GMT 20 Dec 85
[Political observer Aleksandr Zholkver commentary]

[Text] A representative of the White House has made a statement on the problem of
ending the testing of atomic weapons. Here is a news commentary: At the microphone
is Aleksandr Zholkver, our political observer:

The current statement shows that the Washington administration can no longer ignore
one of the most important problems of the present day. This is not surprising, for
the more time that passes, the wider circles of the world public grow and the more
insistently they demand a complete ending to nuclear testing. At the same time, the
most varied authoritative forums, from the UN General Assembly to international
scientists' meetings, are pointing out that halting nuclear explosions would be
the greatest contribution to curbing the arms' race. For such explosions are not only
a dangerous game with fire and a source of mistrust in relations between states, but

a type of motivating force, pushing on the production of ever newer and more destruc—
tive types of arms -- not only on earth, but in space.

Our country has issued an important initiative designed to put an end to such a
dangerous development. Since 6 August this year, the day of the 40th anniversary of
the U.S. bombing of Hiroshima, the USSR has unilaterally ended all types of atomic
explosions. This moratorium of ours will last until January 1986, But it can be
extended if the United States takes the same€ step. :

Now, a representative of the White House, while promising to end nuclear explosions
at some time, is rejecting the idea of an immediate moratorium. It is strik%ng that
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before Washington was justifying its negative position by some kind of difficulty in
control and now, when it has been convincingly counfirmed that any nuclear explosioms
can be accurately determined by modern technological means, the White House repre-
sentative announces right out that it is not actually a matter of control, you see.

Yes, all of this is merely a pretext. The real thing is that the U.S. military-
industrial complex, for which arms production is the -most profitable business, is
obstinately unwilling to give up plans for the further increase of arms and hopes for
achieving military superiority. This is the aim of the record U.S. military budget
for next year, which has just been pushed through Congress.

But this is a dangerous and shortsighted policy. The Soviet-U.S. meeting in Geneva
showed strikingly that, in our nuclear age, international problems can only be solved
by way of talks.

The United Nations has declared next year to be International Year of Peace. The
United Stated joining the Soviet initiative on ending nuclear explosions would be a
most important contribution to the cause of peace.

/6091
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS

USSR 'READY TO AGREE ON ON-THE-SPOT VERIFICATION MEASURES'
LD191510 Moscow TASS in English 1505 GMT 19 Dec 85
[Text] Moscow, December 19 TASS--By TASS news analyst Vasiliy Kharkov.

The Pentagon has rejected the demands by many congressmen, scientists and
experts who insisted on cancelling nuclear testing, slated for today, with a
view to developing strike space weapons under the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive programme.

Thus, today's underground nuclear explosion, codenamed Goldstone, at the Nevada test
site, shows that Washington is boosting the implementation of its "star wars" project.

the explosion convincingly confirms that the United States is using the continued
nuclear testing for developing new, ever more perfect and ominous types of nuclear
armaments, the race of which it is now seeking to move into outer space.

This is taking place at a time when there is a unique chance for stopping all nuclear
tests, which is the innermost desire of all peace-loving people. The chance emerged as
a result of the initiative of the Soviet Union which unilaterally suspended all nuclear
blasts from August 6 and urged the United States to do likewise. The Soviet moratorium,
as ann