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Radical reductions, in fact, can increasa the incentive
to chaeat, since a balance at lower levels can more

eaaily be tipped.

The U.S. Proposal

The United States has serious propoanln now on the
table at Geneva. We have been criticized for our
restraint in the public-relations field. But our proposala
were not mada for propaganda; they were made to
make progress toward these central objectives. Our
proposals cover raductions in strategic offensive forces;
reduction or elimination of U.S. and Soviat
intermediate-range nuclear Zorces) and a sarious dialogus
on defensive weapons and the ralationship between offense

and defense. These lssues are being discussed now in the

Geneva negotiations in three separate but {nterrelated

forums.

Firgs, in the talks on strategic arms redustion, the
United States has prcposad radical reductione down €O
5,000 ballistic-missile warheads on each side. This
reprasents a cut o? nearly 50 pexcent from the currzent
soviet level, We have proposed eubstantial reductions in
<he numbar and desiructive power of ballistic miseiles,

and limits on heavy bombers and on tne cruise missgiles

they carty.




The strategic forces of the Upited States and the
soviat Union are very different. The great majority of
Soviat warheads and destructive power &I8 concentrated on
cheir large, land~-based ICBMe. We have a more palanced
anroach, wieh as much emphasis on aubmarine-baaad
migsiles and pombers as on ICBMS. The Boviet force is
degigned for preemption, curs for retaliation. Thess
aigferences qrnatly‘complicate the achievement of an

aguitable agreement. We are prepared to explore

+radecffs betwaen areas of relative advantage == such as

our advantage {n bombers varsus +heir advantage in ICBMS

—— to establish an overall balance.

our proposal ig comprehensive, put its core is 2
recognition that reductions should focus on the moat
gastabilizing gystems, Weapon® 1ike large fixed
1and-based ICBMS with multiple warheads, capable of
Aagtroying missile e{los -~ these are +he most powerful
strategic weapons, «he most zapid, the most provccative,
+he most capable of carrying out a preemptiva gtrika, the
most likely to tenpt 2 nair-trigger response in &

crisis.

mhe goviets hava Over 300 heavy ICBEMB) we at present
have nonea. {Ouz £irst dsgloyments of ¥X, a smallsy

missile bat £ uﬁbly GUnPajable.blchuE- c® ita aecuracy,
Ludl-.bnﬂuu,lakl At year. )




Wwith their accurasy, destructive power, and multiple

warheads, the Soviet weapons ara capable of destroying

virtually the entire land-based poztion of our retaliatory

force., For nearly a decade this category of weapons has
been, for us, one of the central issues of arms control.
Oone of the odd features of the current debate is that

the Soviets would have us believe this central issue has
Aisappeared, It's as if tha threat from these powerful
weapons, which él:eady exist in the huadreds, is somehow
less important than reseaxch into new categories of
systems which don't exist, won't exist for many years

at best, and won't come into being at all unless research

{g successful in meeting stringent criteria we ourselves

have set.

The second negotiation in Geneva is about
intermediato~range nuclear forces, or INF, This
negotiazion is taking place becauas in 1977 ¢the Soviet
Union began deploying 88-20 intermadiate-range nuclear
misgiles in the western USSR, 2imed at our Euxzcpean
allies, and in “he Soviet Far East, aimed at our £riends
and allies in Past Aeia. Today there arse 44l oparational
launchers deployed; with threa warheads on a missile,
that makes over 1200 modern nuclear warheads aimed at the

ciries and dsfence facilities of our friends and allies,




In respense -- and I repeat, in response -- the

A+lantic Alliance decidad in 1979 that it had no choice

but to daploy weapons of its own in this category, as a
deterrent, while seeking to nagotiate with the Soviet
Union on a formula for mutual restraint, The Soviets
agreed to talk, but have not negotiated on the basils of
mutuality. They insisted on thelr right to a monopoly of
longer-range INF missiles:; they waged an unprecedented
campaign of poliéical warfare to intimidate ouxr allies
inte retreating from the NATO decision of 1979, Our
allies == governments and legislatures =-- stood firm,
NATO Pershing II ballistic missiles and ground-launched
cruise missiles began to be deployed in several allied
countries in 1983 -- six years after the §5-20 deployment

began,

The United 8tates proposed at Geneva that we agres

to eliminate both sides' longer-range land-based INF
migsiles on a glcbal basis., The Boviats vefused, Then
we proposed that both gidas reduce to the lowest possible
equal number cf warheads. The Soviets still refuse. Our
position is pased on the principle of eguality batween
she United Stataa and the Soviet Union. And limits must
be applied globally, since the 35~20 is a mobile missile

and L& ig not our objective simply &2 ghifs the 88-28

+hreat from Europe to Asia.




mhe threat of the 88-20 goes %o the heart of our
commitment to our allies. These are weapons aimod-at
Burope == altheugh they could be aimed &% America. Their
purpoase is to "dacouple,” that is to separate you from us
by intimidating you. The alliance's response is a united
response, and a unifying response, in that it symbolizes
once again that our degténies are tied together. The
principle of collective security is thus confirmed, and

reinforced. Purope is safer, because detarrence is strengthened.

The third area of negotiation is that of defense and
gpace arms. But the core igsue is the same: the stability

of desterrence.

Thae SALT I Accords of 1972 limited anti=-ballistlio

misgile systems and ware also a sartial first step toward

limiting offensive weapons. we continue to comply with
them, provided the Soviet Unlon corrects its
nonccrmpliance and nagotiateﬁ seriously in Geneva. We
pmust remenber, however, that those accords ¢£ 13 years
ago, and the hopes they engendered, wereae founded on
certain assumptions. pevelopments since then have called

those asgumpticns into question.




