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SDI AND SPACE ARMS

SDI SAID 'KEY ISSUE' IN U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS
PM081730 Moscow,PRAVDAuin Russian 8 Sep 85 First Edition p 4

["International Review" by Yuriy Zhukov]

[Text] This week the attention of the world public has centered on the Soviet Union's
new efforts aimed at reducing the tension. in international relations, halting the arms
race, and in this connection improving Soviet-American relations, which are an
exceptionally important factor of world politics.

Comrade M.S. Gorbachev's replies to TIME magazine published last Monday and his remarks
during a conversation with a group of U.S. senators headed by R. Byrd, leader of the
Democratic Party in the Senate, demonstrated anew the USSR's bold, principled and
genuinely constructive approach to the solution of these problems. :

Authoritative Command of the Time

The Soviet Union has constantly advocated and advocates now the normalization of
relations with all capitalist states, the United States included, on the basis of
the Leninist principle of peaceful coexistence. This political course was again
underlined with great cogency by the April Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee, at
which it was clearly stated:

"Our readiness to also improve relations with the United States to mutual benefit and
without attempting to.infringe each other's legitimate rights and interests is known.
There is no fatal inevitability of the two countries confrontation. If we interpret
both the positive and negative experience accumulated by the history of Soviet-
American relations, both the recent and more remote history, then it must be said that
the most reasonable thing is the quest for ways leading to smoothing out relationms,
and building a bridge of cooperation -- but one built from both sides."

Proceeding from this fundamental aim, the USSR is indeed currently waging its persis-
tent struggle to return Soviet-American relations to the channel of normal, correct,
mutually advantageous cooperation.

It was precisely this desire that dictated the USSR's decision to begin new talks
with the United States in Geneva in March of this year on the basis of the understand-
ing reached with the United States regarding the subject and aim 0f these talks, an
understanding which, to put it briefly, looked like this: WNot to begin an arms race
in space, to halt the arms race on Earth, and to set about the radical reduction of
nuclear armaments with a view to their ultimate complete liquidation.



It was precisely this desire that also dictated the Soviet Union's purposeful efforts
to correct [vypravleniya] our bilateral relations with the United States and to
impart to them a more stable.and constructive nature. It was for the sake of this
that the important accord was reached on holding the Soviet-American summit meeting
scheduled for November in Geneva.

Nevertheless, the relations between our countries continue to deteriorate, the arms
race is intensifying, and the threat of war remains. Thils arouses in the peoples of
the entire world, including the people of the United States, constant anxiety and —-
even more so -- alarm. This also found expression in the nature of the questions
that the TIME magazine editors asked M.S. Gorbachev.

Nor did the group of U.S. senators that requested the meeting with the general secre-
tary of the CPSU Central Committee conceal their own anxiety. The head of the group,
Senate Democratic Party leader R. Byrd, stated in an interview last Sunday for U.S.
television: '"We must not treat each other as if we belong to different planets. We
must hold talks with each other." And again he said: "We want the forthcoming summit
meeting and the talks under way in Geneva to bring results."

Republican Party Senator J. Warner expressed himself in that same spirit.

M.S. Gorbachev's clear and precise, frank and sincere replies to TIME magazine and

his remarks during the conversation with the U.S. senators have been greeted throughout
the world as convincing proof of the unconquerable resolve of the Soviet Union, which -
is engaged in the implementation of majestic plans for its own development, to ensure
peace, to break out of the vicious circle of the arms race, to find the solution to
complex international problems, and to normalize relations with the United States
despite the unconstructive policy which its leadership continues to pursue.

"M.S. Gorbachev views the forthcoming summit as a means with whose help we really can
make progress and achieve a sharp improvement in relations between the two countries,
and I am replying on this," U.S. Senator S. Nunn declared on his return from Moscow.
And this senator subsequently expressed the hope that this meeting will be devoted

to a quest for ways to make the world a safer place.

"An enormous fund of constructiveness" is contained in the Soviet leader's replies
to TIME magazine -- this was said in a statement issued by the Board of the Social
Democratic Party (FRG). The Social Democrats welcome such an approach to the
development of relations with the United States. '

"M.S. Gorbachev's replies are convincing confirmation of the fact that a firm, business-
like, conmstructive approach to the issues perturbing the world is characteristic of
the Soviet Union," the well-known British trade union figure (K. Kameron) emphasized.

Such responses are now emanating from literally every corner of the planet. The
Soviet leadership's firm, calm, and constructive position in the face of unceasing
attempts by senior officials [otvetstvennyye litsa] of the U.S. Administration to
further intensify tension in anticipation of the forthcoming summit is meeting with
understanding everywhere, including among prominent U.S. politicians, not to mention
West Europe.

There is everywhere a broadening realization of the need to change the approach to
relations with the USSR and the fraternal socialist countries, to abandon the dangerous
and hopeless course toward confrontation, and to engage in a quest for approaches to
businesslike and mutually advantageous cooperation. 4



People see in this the command of the time. For even President R. Reagan has
acknowledged that nuclear war is impermissible and that there will be no victors in
it. But if this is so, then why the policy of a nuclear and space.arms race so
stubbornly pursued by him, and why the so stubborn refusal to concur with any Soviet
initiative aimed at ending this race?

At Variance With Logic

As was remarked in the replies to TIME magazine, so far Washington has been giving

a negative response to any Soviet initiative: '"No! No! No! Propaganda! Propaganda!
Propaganda!" And this is followed by a display of "muscle flexing": The USSR announc-
ed a moratorium on underground nuclear explosions -~ and the United States immediately
and demonstratively replied by carrying out a new underground nuclear test. At the
United Nations, the USSR introduced a proposal on peaceful cooperation in space in
conditions of the nonmilitarization of space -- and the United States immediately

and in that same demonstrative spirit announced the upcoming operational test of an
antisatellite weapon, and at the same time began new tests of its MX strategic

missile.

And there and then R. McFarlane, the President's national security assistant, came

out with an arrogant statement from which it is clear that, in the opinion of the
American side, the slightest success of the forthcoming Soviet-American summit meeting
will depend solely...on concessions by the USSR.

We do not yet know whether such an approach represents the determining factor in the
American side's preparation for this meeting. Reports appear in the U.S. press from
time to time claiming that there is no agreement within the U.S. Govermment on the
question. of just which position must be adopted in respect to the USSR's peace
initiatives.

"It seems to me," W. Hyland, editor of the well-informed journal FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
stated on television, for example, "that there exists in this administration an extra-
ordinary division on the issue of how to act with regard to the Soviet Union. I
suspect that certain administration representatives just don't want this meeting to
take place at all. They believe that this is dangerous ground, that the President
may fall into a trap (?!) and so on..."

But THE WASHINGTON POST, a paper no less familiar with the machinery of government
in the United States, adheres to a somewhat different opinion about just who is
acting with caution with regard to the constructive holding of the summit. In an
article published 5 September, it characterized as follows the position of the
American leadership:

"Reagan is letting it be understood by his fellow citizens that they must not expect
too much from this meeting. The President is trying to convince them that it would
be unpatriotic (?) to expect any sort of agreement in the sphere of arms control at
this meeting which has been postponed for so long. The vague statements about
general discussions which have been heard from Santa Barbara (the President's
California estate -- Yu.Zh) testify to the fact that the President intends to
lecture (!) Moscow and not negotiate with it."

Is it not clear, however, that such an approach to the matter, if it really does exist
in Washington, leads only to deadlock?

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, then -- as was stated in the replies to TIME
magazine ~- it believes that whenever we are talking about the leaders of powers such



as the United States and the USSR, their analysis of the situation and their practical
policies must be imbued with a feeling of the enormous responsibility which rests on
them in terms of their own peoples and all mankind. ‘ ' :

But if the negative, deliberately pessimistic utterances concerning U.S.~Soviet rela-
tions now pouring forth from Washington are simply a bluff, an attempt to intimidate, .
then, indeed, it should have been realized long ago that no methods of pressure are
effective on the Soviet Union -- our leaders and our people have strong nerves.

Without letting itself be drawn into confrontation, the leadership of the USSR has
stated clearly and precisely:

"The summit-level meeting is intended for negotiations, and negotiations on the basis
of equality moreover, and not for the signing of an act of capitulation on somebody's
part. All the more so inasmuch as we have not lost a war or even a battle to America,
and we owe it absolutely nothing. Just as, for that matter, the United States owes
"us nothing. o

Key Issue

There 1is still some time remaining before the Soviet-American summit, with which
peoples throughout the world are linking their hopes for better things. And the
opportunity is there for preparing for it in a proper manner, so as not to disappoint
public opinion. One should not forget, however, that time does not stand still. The
arms race is not ceasing, the regional conflicts are not abating, the process of
international cooperation is encountering more and more new obstacles. "Time is
running out," it was stated in the replies to TIME magazine, '"the train may leave if
we do not act fast enough."

Last Wednesday a White House spokesman stated that the U.S. President "has had the
opportunity to study M.S. Gorbachev's interview," that he "approaches seriously the
question of relations with the Soviet Union," and that "there is no reason why we
should not. attain some degree of success —- if both sides approach the meeting in a
constructive manner." However, the White House spokesman thereupon stated that the
President has not changed his viewpoint on the issue of creating space armaments.

Yet is is precisely this issue that has now become the stumbling block at the Soviet-
American talks in Geneva and, moreover, may become the chief obstacles to the smoothing
out of Soviet-American relations as a whole!

It is indeed impossible to take seriously the spurious arguments that the United States
has supposedly undertaken orly "scientific research" in order to ascertain whether
or.not it is possible to create a "defensive" space weapon that could liquidate offen-
sive nuclear arms. Such arguments disintegrate when confronted with the real actions
of the United States in this sphere. It is no coincidence that on the instructions

of the U.S. President preparations for the operational testing of an antisatellite
weapon are being accelerated right now.

Touching on the prospects for the forthcoming Soviet-American summit, a U.S. State
Department spokesman asserted this week that Washington is preparing for it "in the
hope of achieving considerable progress in all spheres" and "seeks to place U.S.-Soviet
relations on a more stable foundation." But Washington knows that a stable foundation
can only be met by ensuring mutual security, and the key role in the solution of this
task must belong to an accord on the nonmilitarization of space in conjunction with
the reduction of nuclear weapons, as was agreed in January by the USSR minister of
foreign affairs and the U.S. secretary of state.



The U.S. Administration is well aware that if there is no ban on the militarization of
space and if an arms race in space is not prevented, then neither will there be an
agreement on limiting and reducing nuclear arms and neither will there be anything at
all. And it would be time to draw the appropriate conclusions from this, if Washington
really wishes to achieve '"considerable progress in all spheres.”

For indeed "the train may leave" and the entire situation will becbme still more
dangerous!

"The peoples of the world must be vigilant; war must be averted before it breaks out;

it is essential to consolidate. the unity of all peace forces and peoples in the struggle
to avert nuclear war and to save peace and life on earth" -- this statement by the

World Peace Council published 31 August is being perceived by all sane-minded

people on earth in the current international situation as a call to action.

The growing awareness on the part of tle broadest social forces of the acuteness of the
time we are living through is generating a resurgence of the antiwar movements. The
antiwar actions carried out last week by the working class in many countries within the
framework of trade union actions for peace were an expressive manifestation of this
upsurge,

Ahead lies a new series of mass actions; in October, peace supporters in all countries
will hold the traditional week of struggle for disarmament in accordance with the appeal
of the United Nations and the World Peace Council, This year it will surely be’

of an even more mass character than usual: The ever more complex situation

in the world demands the tireless heightening of:the peoples' vigilance, and

people are realizing this more and more.

Cs0: 5200/1396
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FRANCE'S FABIUS ON SPACE ARMS AT IHEDN
AB232236 Paris Diplomatic Information Service in English 1352 GMT 20 Sep 85

[Speech by Prime Minister Laurent Fabius at the Institute of Higher National
Defense Studies on 13 September]

[Text] A year ago, in my address to those embarking on the 1984-85 course at
the IHEDN [Institute of Higher National Defense Studies], I asked my listeners
to reflect on two main features that determine all the government's action:

the drawing together of the French and modernization. These features apply to
national defence. The armed forces still retain the practically unanimous sup-
port of the French people as a whole and the qualities of patriotism and a posi-
tive attitude to defence are present and, I believe, inviolable.

As regards modernization, social attitudes are gradually having to take account
of its necessity. The idea of modernity and the efforts it demands are,
despite the difficulties, making headway in our industry, our administration,
our education system, and our social relations. Of course, our defence policy
reflects this progress and our armed forces have estimated themselves as one
of components of our society most capable of modernizing itself.

Three indissociable measures have provided concrete evidence of that will to
modernize our defence.

First of all, the continuous modernization of our nuclear forces. This is
vital in order to maintain their credibility, is an absolute priority and the
reason for our tests in the Pacific and is something that the president of the
republic is always determinedly emphasizing, as, for example, he did when the
strategic submarine Inflexible, fitted with the new multiple-head M-4 missile,
set off on its first operational patrol.

Another tool of our modernization: The Rapid Action Force (FAR--Force d'Action
Rapide). It was set up within the planned time-schedule and unambiguously
demonstrates our will and ability to intervene inside and outside Europe. That
force, which is not designed for use within NATO's integrated forces, will be

a versatile, very mobile tool with excellent anti-tank fire power. The FAR
makes it possible to act, if necessary, in the first hours of a conflict or
crisis.



I shall also stress the continuous modernization of our field force. Major
projects, such as the future main battle tank and Franco-German combat heli-
copter, provide a long-term guarantee that the constant adaptation will con-
tinue.

The FAR and our field force .give our forces efficacity and coherence within our
global deterrent strategy. Pre-strategic weapons have a role in this approach.
They provide the means to serve a final warning, under the president of the
republic's sole responsibility, to a power threatening our vital interests.

No super artillery and even less the instrument of a limited strike, they
clearly indicate that the nature of our response has changed and that the next
step will take the form of resorting to strategic weapons.

By organizing this year manoeuvres at Army Corps level with our German allies,
we have, moreover, clearly demonstrated our intention to exercise in full our
political solidarity, if need be, at military level. ‘

So we are making headway with our modernization. As always, our defence is
keeping pace with the progress in our economy and society.

Main Features of French Strategy

A modern defence strategy is constantly evolving, but it remains rooted in a
few principles. Accordingly, France bases her strategy on that of nuclear
deterrence of a stronger adversary by a lesser power. Twenty-five years of
efforts have given us credible and diversified means to protect, in complete
independence, our vital interests. The resulting strategy of denying any
enemy action is a non-war strategy. It is based on three types of forces:
land, air and maritime. :

Another inviolable principle: the defence of our country's interests in the
world and respect for our alliance, our military agreements and our friendships.
Thanks to the modernization of our intervention forces we can remain at the
level of the threat. We saw for example in Chad last year that France would
give a friendly country the means it had requested from us to safeguard its
independence.

Our nuclear attack submarine building programme, the building now underway of

a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier and the decision to set up a well-equipped
military base in New Caledonia are also evidence of France's world role and her
determination to provide for her own defence. Our capability of action at sea
and overseas constitutes one of the most essential requirements of that defence.
Tomorrow, that capability will find new fields of appllcatlon in the exp101ta—
tion of the riches of the sea and use of space. -

The two principles I have just set out: 1loyalty to the nuclear deterrent
strategy and France's world role are particularly clearly illustrated this very
day by the president of the republic's presence in Mururoa after a stopover in
Kourou in Guyana. A nuclear and Pacific power, France has in that region of
the world interests that are vital to her independence. We shall remain vigi-
lant to ensure they are not damaged. The nuclear tests will continue on that



territory of the republic, as President Mitterrand made clear, . for as long as
the French authorities, and they alone, consider them necessary for the coun-
try's defence. :

The same loyalty to our traditions and the same will to open up future pros-
pects are found in France's action to promote disarmament. The legitimate pur-
suit of security has in the case of the two superpowers been transformed into
an arms race. This excessive arms build-up entails considerable expenditure.
It is all the more shocking in that while it is going on men are dying of hun-
ger, with the developed countries unable to provide effective help. Yet under-
development is not just a matter of human hardship, it also generates insta-
bility, and constitutes an aggravating factor for the security of the regions
involved. The president of the republic proposed at the UN on 28 September
1983 that, after serious preparation, a conference should be convened with an
agenda aimed at encouraging aid to development using resources released by dis-
armament measures. [Sentence as received]

This year negotiations opened between the Americans and Soviets in Geneva. We
want them to produce a genuine agreement. We have refused to allow the French
force to be included in the reckoning because it is independent and bears no
relation whatsoever to the arsenals of the two superpowers who must make the
first moves. Only a balance of forces at the lowest possible level can, in our
view, bring about security and reassure the countries which like ours, want to
maintain peace.

We are also in favour of an intensification of the negotiations under way at

the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in Europe. Before its discussions are
suspended in July 1986, we would like to obtain significant concrete results
regarding the strengthening of security in our continent. That disarmament con-
ference is a forum in which the imbalances in conventional weapons may be gen-
uinely discussed.

As regards space, we want to avoid the emergence of weapons with a very high
destabilizing power. We made constructive proposals along these lines in
Geneva. We want the 1972 ABM treaty maintained. We consider that the research,
which, moreover, is being conducted on both sides, must remain in conformity
with the treaty.

France will not depart from those principles. There is no better basis from
which to start thinking about the future.

A Changing World

Since last year, modernity has been posing an increasing number of questions
for our defence, whether as regards the American Strategic Defence Initiative
[SDI], Europe's awareness of the technological challenges or its mobilization,
at France's initiative, in the Eureka Project.

In the military sphere, as in the economic one, we are living through a
changing world. This is due to an eruption of the new technologies that are
revolutionizing the areas of data processing, materials, living matter, energy



and mechanical engineerihg.' These new technologies, which all have in common
the need for cons1derab1e investments, may be the key to important strateglc
developments.

The two ‘superpowers, who have reached a historically unprecedented level of
arms and destructive capability, certainly confront each other on the ideolog-
ical front, but they do so above all in the desire for power. They are now
directing all their arsenals and scientific quality of their weapons and to
occupy a dominant position in the dialectics of deterrence in which the percep-
tion of the threat the other party poses, takes precedence over its reality.

It is in this context that we must analyse the American Strategic Defence
Initiative,:which could modify the world strategic order we have experienced
for about: twenty years.

The Amerlcan programme was initially presented as a defensive one, designed to
destroy, in flight, attacking missiles and no longer to wipe out the adversary's
silos through a preventive strike or strike towns in retaliation. However, if
carried out, it would actually involve developing and installing new weapons

in space. :

If this system came into existence, it would lead to the deployment of other
competing systems. It would thus result in the generation of new offensive
weapons. The fight between shield and sword would enter a new era. The presi-
dent of the republic has particularly stressed our opposition to everythlng
that would lead to an excessive arms build-up in space.

We are not unaware of the USSR's efforts in the field of anti-missile and anti-
satellite weapons, but despite that we do not support the general concept under-
lying theé SDI, namely that nuclear weapons would become powerless and would be
superseded. We find that notion highly hypothetical and therefore questionable.
The importance of technologies which, in some cases, don't yet ex1st must not
be a reason for brutal change in strateglc concept. :

There are no grounds for thinking that the offensive capabilities could dis—
appear in a foreseeable future. We also think it questionable whether one
should seek to base a current strategic concept on remote technological possi-
bilities. It is above all dangerous to seek support for a problematical strat-
egy by holding forth in terms that in effect devalue what constitutes, and will
do so for a long time to come, the very basis of our security: the nuclear
deterrent.

In the state of uncertainty that surrounds it, this American initiative may
thus -be a- stablllzlng factor on the strategic scene ‘as a whole. Under these
condltlons, France is not 'in a p031t10n to support 1t. '

On the other hand, we are seeing the spin-offs for American research and indus-
try of a programme with expectations of 26 billion dollars of expenditure over
five years. So we are determined, even though this is no new resolution, to
intensify technological efforts in Europe still further so as not to lag behind
when it comes to this gigantic mobilization of funds.



The technological break-through that is beginning before our eyes will have
repercussions even outside the nuclear and space fields. It will dras-

tically change conventional methods of combat and the foreseeable general
developments will affect all the strategic options. Anyone unable to make the
necessary investments in men and money, will find it no longer possible to
enjoy virtually any freedom of action. The scale of the financing of a nuclear
power like France has to have, means that a clear line must be drawn between
what is undertaken in cooperation with others and what must remain strictly
national.

Future Prospects

In the face of these changes in world balances, I should like to stress two
future developments on which France must resolutely embark: an increased role
for Europe in its own defence effort and the mobilization on a gigantic scale
of efforts to master the technologies of the future, particularly of space.

Ever since the decision to leave the integrated military organization, General
de Gaulle set out to define, with our allies the form of our military coopera-
tion. That process has never stopped. It has become one of the cornerstones

of France's foreign policy. The future of our defence cannot be disassociated
from that of Europe.

France has proposed to her six partners in Western European Union that that
organisation should be revitalized in order to provide a forum for discussion
of their common specific interests in security matters.

Aware of the developments in the concept of European security, France, who
since 1982 has been reactivating the provisions of the Elysee Treaty, has
established with the Federal Republic of Germany a structure of diplomatic and
military cooperation unparalleled in Europe. Those involved are working prag-
matically and painstakingly to give concrete form to our growing community of
interests in the field of security.

That solidarity is happily enhanced by our traditional relations with Great
Britain, the only European nuclear power other than Franc