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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

SOVIET JOURNAL ON ECOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF CHEMICAL WARFARE

Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 8, Aug 86 pp 41-48

[Article by P. Filippov]

[Text]

Regarding universal and complete disarmament, and above all the eli-
mination of nuclear weapons, as a historic task, the CPSU, as stat-
ed in its Programme, will consistently work to halt production and de-.
stroy other types of mass destruction weapons, including chemical wea-
pons. A major step in this sphere were the new Soviet proposals on the:
total banning of chemical weapons submitted to the Geneva Conierence
on Disarmament this April. The Soviet drait envisages the removal of
chemical weapons from the military arsenals of states parties to the
future convention, an end to their development and production, and the
physical destruction of the existing stockpiles and production [acilities
under strict control, including on-site international inspection. The goal
pursued by the USSR is to save mankind from the horrors of chemical
war.

The adoption of the Soviet proposals, as was again stressed in the

~ Soviet government’s statement Peace and Environment, would be highly
“important for the solution of other global problems facing mankind lin-
‘ked with protecting people’s health and preserving the environment from

the toxic effects of different chemical weapons.

The use of the existing stockpiles of this type of mass destruction
weapons for military purposes would lead to a fatal outcome for mankind
and presents a real threat to the environment. Chemical weapons pose
a potential danger to man’s health and his surroundings even in peace-
time: during their testing, manufacturing and stockpiling. This is con-
firmed by numerous facts.

SYMPOSIUM IN HO CHI MINH CITY

I n January 1983 Ho Chi Minh City, the capital of the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam, hosted a highly representative international scientific sym-
posium where scientists and experts from the SRV, the ‘USSR, the USA,
Great Britain and many other countries met to discuss a range of ques-

tions dealing with the long-term consequences of US aggression in

South Vietnam and map out the directions of research for eliminating
the after-effects of US chemical warfare. . .
The participants in the symposium came across the first traces of
crimes perpetrated by the US military in Vietnam when they stepped out
of the plane in Ho Chi Minh Airport. Not far from the runway were
the transport airplanes left behind by the US Air Force during its spee-




dy flight from Southeast Asia in 1972. They had been equipped with spe-
cial devices for chemical warfare and were used to spray South Vietnam
with 7,000 tons of irritating toxic agent CS and over 90,000 tons of che-
mical defoliants. . .

The chief base of the US Air Force in South Vietnam was stationed
in Bien Hoa not far from Ho Chi Minh City. Most of its facilities have
been preserved up to this day. In the years of US aggression Bien Hoa
was the site of a field military-chemical plant (one of three in this the-
atre of war) manufacturing Agent Orange and other combat herbicides.

Near Ho- Chi Minh- City one can. see. the remains of a US.chemical
weapons depot which had contained stockpiles of chemical mines, bomb
clusters, “air-to-surface” missiles; diverse grenades and CS-gas pot-shots.
The participants in the international symposium learned more about the
crimes of the US military in Vietnam by studying the exhibits displayed
in the unique museum of military history in Ho Chi Minh City.

Yet this material evidence of the crushing defeat of US aggression
in Vietnam was not the only thing that brought scientists and experts
to this scientific symposium. Ecologists, biologists and physicians work-
ing in different fields of medicine were alarmed by the long-standing
efiects of the large-scale chemical war waged many years ago on the
people’s health and the environment. i .

The term “scorched earth” tactics was coined during the Second
World War. It denoted the purposeful devastation of large areas of land
by the Nazi invaders, the total eradication of all populated areas along
with their housing, industrial and public facilities. The “scorched earth”
tactics were engendered by the criminal policy of the Nazi leaders and
its implementation was facilitated by the increased destructive power of
weapons, especially towards the end of the Second World War.

In those years these tactics were adopted by the US Armed Forces
as well. Suffice it to recall the napalm bombs dropped. by the US Air
Force on German cities when this was not necessary for war. purposes.
One cannot forget that a single massive air raid on Tokyo when barrels
with napalm were dropped from US aircraft destroved one-third of the
city chiefly its workers’ districts in a single. night: The USA bombs
dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki immediately alarmed. the world:
the future of mankind and nature were at stake.

All this is nothing new. Nevertheless, before the early. 1960s. nothing
had been known of the fact that since 1942 the USA had been testing
a radically new type of chemical weapons. It was intended for use not
so much against people.as against the environment.

In August 1970, condemning the. crimes perpetrated by the US Army
during its chemical war in Vietnam, US Senator Gaylord Nelson said:
“The history of mankind has never known a case in which a country
declared war against the environment of another nation; vet the United
States embarked on an ecological experiment which no nation else dared
vndertake.” .

The- USA had long been nurturing plans for waging large-scale eco-
logical wariare and had been making intensive preparations to this end.
The people of Japan were chosen as its first victim. At the close of the
Second World War the USA was stepping up preparations to destroy
all of Japan's rice crops so as to leave its people and army without food.
Japan capitulated under the decisive attack of the Soviet Army—and foi-
led the plans of US military circles. The USA switched its ecocide wea-
pons to combat national liberation movements, and against socialism-
oriented countries. Their main blow was spearheaded against Vietnam.

The massive use of chemical weapons, unprecedented in the history
of wars and continued for more than 13 years (including the use of her-
bicides by the Saigon regime), which had embraced almost a half of



South Vietnam and several provinces of Laos and Kampuchea, led to
unpredictable changes in all the three spheres of the environment: bioce-
nosis (fauna and flora), soil and water, climate. .

This was the first time that the participants in the symposium had
come up against such a host of new. scientific and .practical problems
whose solution was indispensable for eliminating or in some cases at
least localising the long-term consequences of the past. chemical war.
The scientists confined themselves to expressing. general liopes for carry-
ing on a comprehensive study of the complex sum.total of the newly

emerging ecological, medico-biological .and other .problems. Vietnam’s
problems drew special interest owing to the fact that many similar pro-
blems, only on a smaller scale, had emerged in the participants’ own
countries. Among them was the problem of accidents .at enterprises that
had manufactured products for chemical wariare -in Vietnam. The point
is that many US soldiers who had taken part in defoliating Vietnamese
forests .and destroying crops, or in action in contaminated - areas, had
also .been -affected by Agent Orange and dioxin. It also turned out that
Vietnam’s problems were closely linked with those of removing toxic
chemical waste containing dioxin, semi-products formed through synthe-

sisiof. Agent Orange and other similar.toxins. '

‘JHE ' TRAGEDY OF:-VIETNAM

l t is common knowledge that the scientifically founded application of
herbicides and defoliants benefits mankind by raising crop yields .and
accelerating the renewal of forests. 1f used in .concentrations hundred
times exceeding the tolerable level for combat' effect over large areas,
these chemicals .destroy-the. biocenosis and in the ultimate end are liable
to cause a large scale ecological catastrophe.

The herbicides .and defoliants used in Vietnam had an immediate
effect on the country’s natural environment: forests died, crops were de-
stroyed, wild :animals and cattle, birds and poultry, fish, amphibia, in-
sects and.even microorganisms perished.

The destruction of mountain and plain tropical rain forests cardinally
afiected the soil, .the river regimes and even the climate in several pro-

_vinces of .South Vietnam. Mountain - forests ‘had protected the .upper soil

layers from being washed off by the heavy tropical rains. During the
rainy season the undergrowth in these forests had retained much of the
rainwaters .in the soil helping restrain the forece of the surface flow. In
the dry season these ‘“‘reserves” made up for the lack of water in nearby
rivers :and riverlets. Today when the rains come to these forestless areas
torents gush .down:unbridled -from the imountains, -while severe droughts
set in there during the dry season. ' o ‘ .
In their final document the participants in the symposium came to the
unanimous conclusion that toxic agents “sprayed on-a large scale, at a

- high concentration, and in large amount, have changed tlie composition
" of some soils, destroyed useful-microorganisms, -and, in some instances,
- caused the soil to lose fertility and to deteriorate in other ways. Many

areas which had been covered with trees and other woody plants have be-
come savannas of low productivity. They contain omnly wild grasses or
a number of secondary successional plants having little- economic value,
and support rodents which are disease carriers. Evidence from aerial
photography and other sources .indicates that some of these savannas
are continuing to expand in size. Some species of valuable tropical wood
are facing the danger of extermination, as are some precious terrestrial
and aquatic animals. Transiorming these -savannas back to forest or
building them into economic zomnes for agriculture presents difficuit pro-
blems, the solutions of which are often far beyond the present abilities
of the Vietnamese people. Moreover, all the employed means of affecting




-

nature have virtually undermined the country’s life-supporting system.”
The chemical war has .greatly affected Vietnam’s mangrove forests, the
chiei natural spawning ground of saltwater fish and the. home of va-
luable shell-fish used for food. The destruction .of these forests has de-
prived the local population of their traditional food sources forcing many
to 'leave these parts. The restoration of the mangrove -forests has just
begun and will take much time. The changes in the river flow regime,
large-scale erosion and sedimentation, .as well as toxic residues from
herbicides, defoliants, dioxin-and arsenic contained in the water and soil

are liable to affect, and to no small extent, the fauna and flora of these
forests' ecological system. :

The US Army had used Agent Orange along with dioxin with which
it had been mixed. In the course of the chemical war not less than
2,000,000 people, chiefly men, were affected by herbicides and dioxin.
To this day the Vietnamese soil contains large residues of herbicides
and defoliants, the different technological additives they incorporated,
including dioxin, along with the products of their disintegration of the
chlorophenol group. These toxic agents are carried by rainwater and
groundwater to uncontaminated land and water areas, where they join
the nutrition cycle and produce damaging effect. Today it ‘is impossible
to determine. the exact number of people who have come into contact
with the dioxin- which has found its way into Vietnam’s natural envi-
ronment since the end of the chemical war.

However, dioxin produces effect through direct or indirect contact in
exactly the same way and to the same extent. Dioxin is a highly toxic
organic agent diversely affecting human organs and producing metabo-
lic disturbances. Its teratogenic and cancerogenic properties manifest
themselves in the human organism upon contact with the most miniscule
doses of this agent. The Summary Report of Working group on cancer
and clinical epidemiology came to the general conclusion: “There is a
general consistency between the pattern of chronic toxicity induced in
animals by dioxin and dioxin-contaminated chlorophenolic. compounds
and those observed in exposed human populations. Such toxicity includes:
1) chronic hepatitis; 2) disturbances in immune function; 3) disturban-
ces in lipid and porphyrin metabolism; and 4) neurological abnormali-
ties, sometimes associated with a toxic neurasthenic syndrome.”

Medical statistics show that dioxin's toxic efiects could be observed
many years after ending of the chemical war and there is every danger
that they will continue to recur. Thus, after the war the number of chil-
dren with inborn deformities was ten times higher in South Vietnam,
where Agent Orange and dioxin were used, than in North Vietnam, whe-
re they were not (4 and 0.4 per cent respectively). Examination of 956
families where the husbands had fought in the southern part of the coun-
try, and 593 families who had remained in North Vietnam and had no
contact with dioxin, showed that in the South the number of inborn ano-
malies was 15 times higher and the number of miscarriages and pre-,
mature births respectively 1.5 and 3.3 times above the figures for North
Vietnam.

According to data supplied by a gynaecological hospital in Ho Chi
Minh City the number of miscarriages in 1952 stood at 0.45 per cent,
and from 1976 to 1979 retained the 11-20 per cent level. In Ho Chi Minh
City the registered number of liver cancer patients increased 3.2 times
as against the prewar period.

Seientists have noted that the character of changes affecting the ge-
netic apparatus of Vietnamese who had come into contact with Agent
Orange and dioxin has much in common with the chromosomal distur-
bances observed among the victims-of the A-bombings in Hiroshima
and Nagasaki. There are two large population groups in the world today



suffering from chromosomal disturbances: the survivors of the A-bom-
bings of Nagasaki and Hiroshima in Japan, and the victims of Agent.
Orange and dioxin in Vietnam. The crimes perpetrated by the US Ar-
med Forces aré responsible for the suffering of both  these groups.
Victims of conventional weapons, from the bayonet to the high-ex-
plosive bombs, were ‘injured or maimed in action. Their physical suffer-
ings were all their own and were not extended to their progeny. The
use of nuclear and chemical weapons affecting as they do the hereditary
apparatus of the survivors of nuclear bombings and chemical attacks,

has given rise to a new category of victims, one embracing their child-
ren, grandchildren and succeeding generations of their offspringz. This
is one aspect of the inhuman nature of mass destruction weapons who-
se banning is insisted on by the Soviet Union and peace forces the
world over. : : T

" THE PENTAGON'S CHEMICAL WASTE DUMPS FROM AMSTERDAM
’ TO NIAGARA FALLS

T he production of chemical weapons holds no less dangerous prospects
in store for people and their environment. Here are a few examples..
The Dutch firm Philips-Duphar specialising in the manufacture of to-

xic agents has set up a large number of chemical waste dumps in the

marshy areas situated only 5 miles from Amsterdam. Thousands of tons
of diverse harmful agents have piled up at these dumps, among them
dioxin and the salts of heavy metals. And it is not by chance that of late
cases of cattle sterility and poultry epizooty have increased in this area.

In.1963 during the explosion of a chemical reactor at one of the Phi-
lips-Duphar plants in Amsterdam manufacturing Agent Orange for the
US Army, a toxic mass containing dioxin was ejected into the produc-
tion shop and the plant’s premises. Twenty workers from this shop and
the inspectors investigating the causes of the explosion began to suffer
from chloracne, a skin inflamation characteristic of dioxin - poisoning.
Three workers and an emplovee of the Philips-Duphar firm died -two
years later from lethal doses of dioxin. The plant was closed down.

In the first months after the explosion the firm’s administration set
its hopes on the natural ventilation of the premises and their decontami-
nation. '

Toxicological control was carried out with the use .of test animals. The -

animals died or were affected with disease upon inhaling the polluted air

or coming into contact with contaminated objects. It was reported that
the walls of the shop were contaminated to a level exceeding permissib-

le norms billions of times: each kilogram of plaster contained up to a

gram of dioxin. The floor of the shop was to ail appearances contamina-

ted even more. . . ' L
To decontaminate the shop, the plant’s administration hired 100 wor-"

kers. The operation was carried out from March to July 1963. Deter-

gents and different alkaline solutions were continuously used along with
great amounts of water to wash the walls of the shop. The effect fell
short of expectations. At the same time the washing procedure carried
off some of the dioxin into the sewage system leading to its contamina-
tion. Of the 44 workers taking part in the decontamination process who

were examined in March 1964, 26 were suffering from chloracne. By 1977

all the 27 workers who had remained at the plant had specific skin di-

sease typical of dioxin poisoning. - ‘

The Philips-Duphar firm was compelled to destroy the piant. The deb-
ris along with a part of the equipment and soil with a total weight of
nearly 1,000 tons was loaded on three barges and sunk in the vicinity of -
the Azores in the Atlantic. ‘

Fourteen years later, in July 1976, a similar disaster took place near;’
Séveso (20 kilometers north of Milan in Italy), when a chemical reactor




exploded at one of the chemical enterprises of the Swiss firm Givaudan-
F. Hoffmann-La Roche Co., sending large amounts of -dioxin into the
atmosphere. It contaminated a densely-populated area of some 20 sq km
with a population of 38,000. Ten days went by before dioxin was disco-
vered in samples of soil and vegetation and work was begun to localise
the contaminated area and help the population. By the end: of July the
evacuation of the entire population from the zone with the highest cone
tamination was completed. :

All in all 77,000 animals, mostly rabbits, either perished-or were dest-
royed for sanitary.reasons. The high-contamination zone was declared
“no-man’s land”. In the less contaminated .areas .crop and -animal far-
ming had :to be suspended. The upper layers of :soil ‘were removed and
replaced by soil brought from other areas. The contaminated refuse and
soil from the danger zone were buried in an 85,000 cu m concrete and
plastic “vault”. Further examination of the area showed that although
the land was ploughed up the concentration of dioxin in the soil _was
falling at an exceedingly slow rate. This -poison was .discovered in:all
plants grown in the contaminated zone, including carrots, potatoes-and
onions. It was also discovered in clinical materials taken from people
who had remained in the zone during the first few weeks after the explo-
- *sion.

To aveid deformities in new-born :babies and different maliunctions
. in.pregnant women, abortions were recommended to all expectant -mot-
- hers living in .the aflected zone—an .exceptional decision for :a country
‘with a mostly Catholic-population.

And here are ‘a -few -examples -from the experience of the USA. ‘The
Niagara River with its. famous falls. marks the state border between the
USA -and Canada. The US city of Niagara Falls lies on the right bank
"of the Niagara.River.and.has a population of 77,000. A.few years. ago it
turned out that -some of .the:city’s districts were situated on ground co-
vering a huge pool of :water containing toxic chemical refuse, including
dioxin. .The discovery :was-prompted by aumerous cases of cattle mursain
 and the-perishing .of birds :and.animals. Investigations led specialists to
.. connect the increasing numberof miscarriages and in-born deformities
in the area with its possible contamination. It was established that out
of 36 examined:ecitizens .11 -had numerous chromosomal .aberrations.
- Mass evacuations were -begun from districts with a high ‘content -of ‘dio-
xin and other toxic agents in the -waste products of :lecal - chemical in-
dustries. Houses were put up .for-sale. .Selective -soil .tests ‘showed .that
toxic agents had penetrated .the subsoil avaters and were threatening to
poison the Niagara and Lake-Ontario awith .all the ensuing unpredictable

.. comnsequences.

Upon investigating the activities of the local chemicadl companies the
New York State authorities found out that several dumps were sited wit-
hin city limits, the biggest:of them—in the Love Canal-and Hyde Park
districts.

At the end of the last.century one William Love began building a ca-
nal between the Higher.and Lower Niagara River. Although the work
was later suspended .he.had succeded in completing one-kilometre long
_and over 30 metre wide lock. The project remained unfinished. The. open
part of the canal, fed by the waters of the lake, had for many years
supplied water to the swimming pools of Niagara Falls. In 1856 local
residents began the construction of dams on the canal which divided:the

- canal into several sections.

At the height oi its production boom in manufacturing 2, 4, 5—T

(a component oi Agent Orange) the Hooker Chemical and Plastics Cor-

- poration began to dump production waste in the Love Canal in the sout-
. heastern part of the city. Company data testifies that, 21,800 toms -oi
chemical waste containing up to.200 diverse chemical compounds inclu-
. ding dioxin and trichlorophenol were dumped in the canal .waters. The



most . modest assessment sets the content of dioxin .in this part of the
canal .at nothing less than 5 kg, or.20 times the amount ejected into the
atmosphere diiring the explosion at the chemical plant in Amsterdam. "

. A dismal -record belongs to Occidental Chemical, a branch company
of the Hooker Chemical. In the northwestern part of the canal running
through the Hyde Park district it dumped 80,000 tons of chemical waste
products; including- approximately 2 tons of dioxin and 200 tons of trich-
lorophenol—source material used for the spontaneous synthesis of dio-
Xi. :

Of late:charges. have been: brought against the Hooker Chemical and
Oeccidental Chemical companies with demands to- destroy the chemical
waste: prodiicts accumulated underground. The cost of decontamination
work is expected to run into millions, and it will take years to complete.
The residents of Love Canal and Hyde Park areas have brought private
charges against the chemical companies to the sum of $14 million. But
can money compensate for the ruined health of those who had for years
inhaled or consumed through food and water the poison produced by in-
dustries serving the needs of the chemical war in Vietnam?

: ) o OMINOUS ARSENALS

ourists: arriving- in the international- Stapleton Airport in the popular

resort city of Denver (Colorado) cannot fail to notice the kilometres-
long rows: of barrels lined up not far from the airfield. A high fence runs
the length of the blocks of chemical plants: this is the Rocky Mountains
chemical arsenal of the US Army, and the barrels contain diverse toxic
agents. The plants manufacture these agents and chemical ammunition.

The Rocky Mountains arsenal was set up in 1942 when it incorpora-
ted two plants. specialising in the production of lewisite and yperite.
Between 1952 and 1954 another plant was put into operation for the
production of sarin, a toxic nerve agent. The arsenal’s dumps were stoc-
ked with chemical and biological (bacteriological) weapons.

US authorities officially claim that the-arsenal’s chemical plants have
been mothballed since 1967. In its time the Shell Oil firm had contribu-
ted to the activities of these military-chemical enterprises. On- agreement
with: the US Army it had used the-yperite plant’s facilities for the pro-
ductjon of trichlorophenol, Agent Orange: and chlorinate biphenyls. In
the 1960s the US Army destroved in this arsenal’s territory limited stock-
‘piles of obsolete or defective chemical ammunition. The plants™ waste pro-
ducts were also interred in its territory: The: Rocky Mountains arsenal

‘covers an area of 7,000 hectares which begins within Denver’s boundaries

near the city’s. business section. S

According to the official version in the early 1970s, but actually long
before that, birds stopping on the lakes located in the arsenal’s territory
for a respite during their migratory flights began to perish in large num-
bers. It was reported that chemical analyses had shown that the entire
territory- was contaminated by arsenic and mercury (the result of the

- former lewisite: production), products resulting from chlorination and

oxidation of yperite and its polysulphide compounds (residue- left aiter
distillation- of- yperite), chlorinated phenols and dioxin -(the result of
Shell Oil production of Agent Orange), as well as toxic substances Yiel-
ded during the production of. sarin. s -

In 1976 the US Department of Defense found it profitable to start
preparations for closing down several chemical arsenals with the view
of turning chemical weapons production over to private industry. -The
Rocky Mountains arsenal was declared to be the main project whose
territories would be prepared for their contemplated tramsition for priva-
te needs. The first round of measures to clear its territory envisaged tea-
ring down buildings and eliminating the interred waste products, or re-
moving the upper soil layers on an area exceeding 1,000 hectares, and
carting off for interment elsewhere of 12 million cu m of cuntaminated

R



Conyrisht:

debris and soil. The cost of this first round of measures envisaged for
the next 15 years is estimated at $357 million, and that of the entire
operation-at $1,800:million.

The decontamination of subsoil waters in the arsenal’s. territory and
the adjoining areas poses a special problem. The waste products cast
offl into cesspools and lakes have penetrated subsoil waters and toxic
agents have been discovered in wells drilled outside the arsenal’s ter-
ritory. Water taken from these wells has poisoned animals. Contaminated
by Agent Orange it destroys all vegetation and hence cannot be used
even for watering crops.

The Colorado State authorities have brought charges against the
US Department of the Army and Shell Oil. The defendants are now ne-
gotiating on how they will share the compensation for damages. To reas-
sure the public the US Army and Shell Oil have “of their own accord”
built three water purification plants along the perimeter of the territory
which shed partially purified water into the city sewage system. This is,
however, a purely symbolic gesture. Toxic waste has penetrated the sub-
soil water carrying layers to an extent that is beyond exact assessment.
For hundreds of years or maybe more toxic waste will remain in the
Denver resort.

These facts refer only to a small part of US territory contaminated
by agents dangerous to man and nature. These areas, known as they to
the public, can be compared to the insignificant, visible part of a floating
iceberg. Its greater invisible part can be identified with the territories
of all the US military-chemical arsenals and plants, chemical weapons -
depots, proving and exercise grounds where toxic agents are employed
without exception. . .

Scientists have not yet fully assessed the potential danger for man '
and his environment of toxic waste formed in the process of destroying
stockpiles of toxic agents. This concerns the solutions containing decon-
tamination products and the remains of toxic agents which are produced
in huge quantities during the chemical neutralisation of toxic  agents.
As a rule the decontamination of every 10,000 tons of sarin yields
250,000—300,000 tons of dangerous waste. Decontamination of yperite
produces 3-5 times more liquid waste products. In what way does the
Pentagon intend to inter the waste products synthesized in the process
of destroying toxic agents? In the 1960s attempts were made in the
Rocky Mountains arsenal to pump such waste into deep wells, an experi-
ment leading to earthquakes in Denver. There is eloquent evidence that
the Pentagon continues to dump toxic waste into the gulf of Mexico and
the Atlantic waters off the northeastern coast of the USA. _

o , ‘ ®
he US militarists do not want to part with chemical weapons. Under
their pressure, the NATO military bodies have recently decided to

give the green light for the production of a new generation of chemical
weapons—binary weapons and their storage in Western Europe. An at-
tempt has been made not only to preserve the chemical threat to man-
kind for years to come but to intensify it. As was stressed in the So-
viet Government Statement of May 31, 1986, such actions run counter
to the task of eliminaling chemical weapons and are at variance with
ihe Soviet-US accords reached at the Geneva summit, such actions can-
not but seriously affect the drafting of a convention banning chemical
weapons being carried out at the Conference on Disarmament.

The Soviet Union, the other socialist community countries and all
those really concerned with the future of the Earth resolutely condemn
NATO's chemical rearmament plans. They persistently draw the attention
of the governments of the USA and the other North Atlantic Treaty coun-
tries and the European countries to the extreme danger posed by these
plans to the cause of peace in Europe and the rest of the world.

Obshchestvo "Znaniye”, 1986

English Translation Copyright: Progress Publishers 1986
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES

NORWEGIAN PAPER SEES 'POSITIVE SIGN' AT STOCKHOLM CONFERENCE
0Oslo AFTENPOSTEN in Norwegian 3 Sep 86 p 2
[Editorial: "KNE as a Barometer"]

[Text] KNE in Stockholm--the Conference on Disarmament in Europe--is slowly
becoming something more than a collection of initials among the many
abbreviations which are a part of the daily language of diplomats and
officers. According to the time plan, the conference will before 19 September
present a series of recommendations for confidence-building measures which
will contribute to control of arms and disarmament. It is a hugely laborious
effort, with experts working through the details so that a possible agreement
will be as "watertight'" as possible--with as few as possible h1d1ng places and
empty phrases for those who want words and not deals.

Interest is now focusing on KNE because the delegations from both the East and
the West have placed concessions on the table in the past weeks. The
impression 1is now growing that there is a mutual desire for agreement on some
limited results. It is not realistic to expect more from negotiations which

are dealing with large military equipments. The Russians have met the West
part way on the question of in-place inspection, and last Friday even the
Soviet Chief of the General Staff appeared in Stockholm to state that Moscow
has dropped its years-—long opposition to inspection.

On the Western side the delegations from the NATO countries have agreed that
notification of troop movements will also include transport across the
Atlantic, and they have dropped the demand to inspect from the air with their
own aircraft and pilots. Instead they propose that the aircraft should come
from neutral countries, while the Russians continue to maintain that this is
the job of the host country during inspections. This conflict gives an
example of how important it is to clarify the details of a possible agreement.

It is a positive sign that concessions in Stockholm apply to such questlons——
inspection and notification--which can contribute to reducing suspicions
between participants at the conference: 33 European countries, plus the United
States and Canada. Thereby a number of East-West conflicts which are due to
suspicion and insecurity can be disposed of, and we will remain with the
classical conflicts of interest in a tug of war for power and influence in
Europe. ‘




The main task of the Western effort to reduce tensions the last 12 years has
been to make this tug of war somewhat less dangerous and establish contacts
across East-West differences which only an extended historical process can
accomplish. KNE is a part of this process, and it cannot in itself change the
national dinterests of the major powers. But it can be a very sensitive
barometer for whether these powers consider that it is time to try some
careful changes in Europe.

9287
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES

PRC PAPER ON ROMANIAN ARMS REDUCTION, CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT
HK110439 Beijing RENMINRIBAO in Chinese 9 Sep 86 p 7

[""Random Notes" by Sai Bei: "A Good .Start"]

[Text] Romania plans to reduce its armaments and armed forces by 5 percent by the end
of this year and thus makes a start in the disarmament of the two military blocs
confronting each other in Europe. This is a good start!

Europe constitutes a strategic place in the rivalry between the two superpowers. The
issue of European disarmament can be regarded as a crucial point in the world
disarmament issue. The European disarmament conference has been held off and on for
many years. However, in spite of the disarmament rhetoric, armaments have been
expanded year after year. Controlled by the superpowers, the two military blocs
distrust and are deeply suspicious of each other. Neither of ‘them is willing to be the
first to reduce armaments and troops. In truth, not only do the superpowers suffer
from the heavy burden of military expenditure, but some medium-sized and small bloc
members are even more anxious to reduce their military expenditures. However, none of
them dares to take the first step to make a decision on arms reduction. Now Romania
has boldly taken the first step. This is a very valuable step.

In my view, armed forces are indispensable to state security. However, this does not
mean that the more armed forces a country has, the safer it is. A state's security
also depends on whether or not it has a foreign policy of peace and a sound economy.
If a country one-sidedly expands armaments beyond its capacity and beyond the
toleration of the surrounding states and the rest of the world, it will, in all
probability, bring insecurity, rather than security, to the country. For .this reason,
keeping a small but better army capable of meeting the needs of national defense is a
wise measure. At present, although the situation in Europe is still tense, it is by no
means explosive. Therefore, if other countries in the two blocs can voluntarily reduce
armaments as Romania does, they will undoubtedly make a contribution toward easing the
confrontation between the two major military blocs and the tense situation in Europe.

/9365
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS

MOSCOW TV: SOVIET, FOREIGN JOURNALISTS DISCUSS MORATORIUM
LD140750 Moscow Television Ser&ice in Russian 1120 GMT 13 Sep 86

[Special program "Arguments Against Prejudices"; roundtable discussion by
Soviet and foreign journalists hosted by political observer Dmitriy Biryukov
with Patrick Cockburn, correspondent of the London FINANCIAL TIMES; Nikolay
Yefimov, first deputy editor in chief of IZVESTIYA; Peter Riese, correspond-
ent of West German radio; and (Kazuo Kobayashi), correspondent of Tokyo NHK
General Television Network; roundtable discussion held in the Central Tele-
vision studios at Ostankino "slightly more than a week ago"]

[Text] [Biryukov] Good evening, comrades. Today, in one of the Central
Television studios at Ostankino, representatives of several countries—-
correspondents regularly working in Moscow--have gathered to discuss some
of the topical issues of the present-day in our contemporary world. Let me
present Patrick Cockburn of the FINANCIAL TIMES of Britain; Nikolay Yefimov,
first deputy editor in chief of IZVESTIYA; Peter Riese of West German radio;
and (Kazuo Kibayashi) of the Japanese relevision company, NHK.

Let us begin with the most controversial question of today: the problem of
the moratorium on all nuclear tests, which the USSR has now unilaterally
extended for the fourth time. [Video shows Biryukov sitting at the far end
of a table. To the left of him on the screen is Yefimov and Cockburn, with
an interpreter seated next to him. To the right of Biryukov on the screen
are Riese and (Kobayashi), both with interpreters.]

[Cockburn--in English with superimposed Russian translation] The principal
reason why the United States has not joined the Soviet moratorium is that in
pursuing its own interests, the United States wants to implement a program of
nuclear tests until U.S. scientists. come to the conclusion that the program
has reached its objectives. The Soviet Union has extended its moratorium

for the fourth time to the end of the year, but it is difficult to believe
that even if the moratorium is extended further the United States will respouwu
with a similar measure. Thus, the likelihood is that the moratorium will

be halted at the end of this year.

[Biryukoﬁ] How does British public opinion see the Soviet Union's latest
step?
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[Cockburn] I work in Moscow, and it is more difficult for me to judge from
here what the attitude of British public opinion really is to the extension.
of the Soviet moratorium. .The majority of people in Britain do not consider
that they can play an active role in the resolution of this problem. They
probably see themselves as onlookers, albeit not indifferent ones, witnessing
what is taking place between the Soviet Union and the United States.

[Yefimov] Patrick, you said that U.S. scientists are implementing some pro-
gram of theirs. What, in your view, is this program, and what is the atti-
tude to this prigram in Britain?

[Cockburn] As I understand it, the U.S. wants.to complete the development of .
a new generation of their nuclear weapons. They assert that the Soviet Union
already has nuclear weapons of this generation, and now they have to catch

up. As far as public opinion in Britain is concerned, basically. people are
afraid of nuclear weapons in general. It seems to me that the average person
in Britain is not aware of what types and categories of nuclear weapons exist
and what programs are being developed in this area.

[Birukov] I should like to give one explanation and make one proposal, if I

may. The way things have worked out, Patrick has to give replies, as it were,

on behalf of the United States. Let me note that we invited our U.S. colleagues,
but each one of them had some reason not to come to our meeting. Thus, we

have concentrated our discussion on Patrick, and we shall let our other col-
leagues have their say in a moment.

But first, I have another question for you: How are. you, as a Moscow cor-
respondent, reporting our position, the proposals advanced by Mikhail Ser-
geyevich Gorbachev and the very frank and multifaceted data which are given
at press conferemnces. :

[Cockburn] The fact that there are no U.S. correspondents here does not mean
that I have to present the U.S. position here, no more than I intend to repre-
sent the position of the British Government.. 'But I shall try to be as objec-
tive as I can. On the question of what the British public knows about the mea-
sures being proposed by the USSR, the initiatives being advanced here and the
programs being adopted here, and what the view here is on the problems of the
elimination of nuclear weapons, my reply would be as follows: Ordinary peo-
ple in Britain, as well as in the Soviet Union, I think, are simply afraid

of dying, and they are sure that as a result of a nuclear war they could all
die. But an explanation of exactly how they could die is not given fully.

It is not explained to them whether the. cause of their death will be missiles
launched from submarines, land-based missiles, ballistic missiles, or some
other kind, or whether it will be tactical ‘nuclear weapons. But people want
to know the details. I don't think you can find a country anywhere .  in the
world whose people are informed about all the details of this subject.. People
are not well-informed on the, so to speak, personal consequences for everyone
in the event of nuclear conflict.
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[Biryukov] Then I have a question for you, if that is all right. Do you agree
with Patrick that. the public is badly informed in all countries? It seems

to me that the Soviet press gives very broad information about the position

of the sides on the most burning problems of the present-day.

[Yefimov] Yes and no. Regrettably, it is indeed the case that people are
very badly informed of our initiatives in many Western countries. Recently,
for instance, we published a lecture delivered by the well-known U.S. scien-
tist Linus Pauling in Hiroshima on 6 August this year. And the title he

gave the lecture was, "They Do Not Know the Truth." They refers to the Ameri-
cans, and the truth is the Soviet initiatives, the Soviet stance on disarma-
ment problems. He is a serious person, a well-known scientist. But something
else also needs to be. said: The Soviet initiatives are, albeit gradually and
not straight away, nevertheless finding their way into the hearts and minds of
many people, one might say millions of people. We know this from reports

from our correspondents and from the letters we get from abroad, as well

as reports from the Western newspapers themselves.

I should like to say a few words about my personai attitude to the moratorium,
my understanding of the situation today. Kobayashi no doubt knows about this
himself. | '

In the Hiroshima museum containing and displaying exhibits connected with
the atomic bombing there is one exhibit that produces a tremendously powerful
impression--three or four granite steps that used to lead to a local bank.
On these steps, at 0845 in the morning on 6 August 1945, sat a Japanese woman.
We do not know her age or name. Around this woman the granite melted, it
even frothed up. The woman turned into ash; she was vaporized instantaneous-
ly, leaving on the granite the eternal shadow of a woman sitting on the steps.

When you look at this museum exhibit, terrible thought 1t is to call it thus,
here is what comes into your mind: The woman sat and did not know what awaited
her and all the people of Hiroshima. Today we know what can await us. And
today, when Pershings, whose flight time is 6 or 8 minutes, have been in-
stalled--we do not know how long the woman sat there--but we know that this

can happen in 6 or 8 minutes. If the program on which U.S. scientists are
currently working--well, it is scarcely realizable, but if we imagine that
suddently it can be reélized, then we shall be just 30 seconds away from a

catastrophe.

Our moratorium is not just a moratorium. Agreement was reached in Geneva

on improving Soviet-U.S. relations, accelerating ways of solving disarmament
problems and preventing the militarization of space. The moratorium is an

~ organic part of our initiatives. I must quote THE GUARDIAN, a British paper,
which said: If we want to embark on the road of nuclear disarmament, sooner
or later we have to halt nuclear tests. And the paper noted correctly that
it is better to do it sooner. Our moratorium is also, if you like, evidence
of our faith in the possibility of disarmament, evidence of our very serious
attitude to the problem. If you like, it is our hand extended in goodwill,
not just to the United States but to all nuclear powers.
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(Kazuo Kobayashi)--in broken Russian, occasionally assisted by interpreter] I
would like to say that I agree in part with your view, but in part I do not
agree. Why do I not agree with you? Because the Japanese people are well
aware of the stance of the Soviet Union on the moratorium. For example:

When Mr Gorbachev spoke on television about the moratorium, our television
company transmitted this live. This is how we report, and the Japanese
people are well aware. So please be assured that the Japanese understand

the view of the Soviet Union very well, and in connection with the moratorium,
why the United States is not taking part in the moratorium. Because you have,
between the Soviet Union and the United States, you are radlcally...[changes
thought] there is mistrust. For example, we. welcome very much.the Soviet
Union's moratorium. But how is one to resolve the problem of verification?
[proverka] Just a few days ago, Academician Velikhov made a speech and said
that it is perfectly possible to verify [proverit] nuclear weapons tests.

But the United States says that there are doubts, that it is not so simple,
We also welcome the installation of equipment in the Soviet Union and in the
United States, but that is only on a purely scientific level--not on govern-
ment level. So both you--the Soviet Union and the United States--bear
immense responsibility before the whole world. They say that poor people

do not understand the rich, and that the rich people do not understand the
poor. But I fear that--we have particular feelings about nuclear weapons,

we have gone through terrible trials--and I think that the Soviet Union and
the United States, who have such vast numbers of nuclear weapons, who are
able to kill all of mankind one hundred or more times over, I think that the
responsibility of the Soviet Union, having such armament, and the United _
States is very great. Please, understand such sentiments from such a small
country. ’

[Biryukov] One second, I will say a. few words: I would like to add ‘to what
(Razuo) said, one thing that, in my view, is fundamental, that we--here I am
talking on behalf of the Soviet Unlon,.and this has been said both in Moscow
and, said by Marshal Akhromeyev in Stockholm--we agree to very practical
monitoring [kontrol] arrangements, and in principle we accept a number of very
important proposals made by the U.S.. side. But I think that the value of our
stance lies in the fact that we are advocating the banning of nuclear weapons,
disarmament, and the U.S. side is always trying to ‘divert.us with talk about
monitoring [kontrol]. Monitoring [kontrol]l. is a very important part of the
issue, but only a part. In the final analysis the U.S. side is refusing to
talk about the bottom line--about. the banning of nuclear weapons, about disarma-
ment, about implementing the program proposed by our side to eliminate nuclear
weapons by 2000. That, in my view, is the nub of the matter.‘ﬁ[A "yes" is

. heard in agreement, presumably, from Yefimov] :

[Biryukov] Please, Peter.,

[Riese--in German with superimposed Russian translation] Well, the problem
is that when you talk about the U.S. Pershing missiles, which are deployed in
Western Europe, and how their flight time is 6 to 8 minutes, do not forget
that the population of the FRG and the other West European countries have the
same feelings. There they know that the flight time of the $S-20 is measured
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in the same scale. I think that over all these years the buildup of weapons
has gone hand in hand with, so to speak, the buildup of mistrust in each
other. And now these mountains of weapons have led to a further increase in
mistrust. For example: the U.S. public thinks, with the Soviet moratorium in
mind, that the Soviet Union does not really intend to attain any tangible
results at all. Evidently, in the Soviet Union they consider that in develop-
ing SDI, the U.S. is not developing a defensive program, but that SDI is an
offensive program.

[Yefimov] And it is not just the Soviet Union that thinks so. Six former
U.S. defense secretaries made a statement saying precisely and clearly that
SDI is preparation for a nuclear first-strike.

[Biryukov] Might I make one observation on what you said about the deploy-
ment of missiles: Let us not forget the sequence of steps--who was the first
to deploy and who was the second to deploy. Unfortunately, a situation is
developing in which NATO, or the United States, is forcing us to take retalia-
tory steps. This is mentioned in many of our documents--that it is we who
are holding out our hand, we who are displaying a high degree of trust in the
other side, including through the moratorium. And as you have touched upon,
the question of the SDI program, it seems to me, is also a topic for discus-
sion. All the more so since each of the countries that you represent has

a well-defined stance.

[Riese] I agree with Patrick on what he said about the degree to which people
are well-informed. The public is afraid of being killed by nuclear missiles.
But at our level, we are quite incapable of judging what is really happening
during the talks on nuclear disarmament.

[ (Kobayashi)] May I...
[Biryukov, interrupting] (Kazuo).

[ (Kobayashi)] Yes. 1In connection with the intermediate-range missiles, as
a Japanese I would like to say something. You have said that the $5-20's
will--the talks go on about--be reduced in number...

[Biryuko&, interrupting} I did not say that, but...

[ (Kobayashi), interrupting] No. I am talking I want to say more. Where will
the Soviet Union take these missiles? We in Asia have very great doubts that
as a result of the talks between Western Europe and the United States, an
accumulation...

[Biryuko&, interrupting] I understand. The stance of the Soviet Union has
been stated that if agreement is achieved the missiles will be destroyed and
not moved from Western Europe-—from Europe to Asia.

[Yefimoﬁ] You know, seﬁeral questions ha&e been raised here to which I would
also like to give a supplementary answer. Mr Cockburn said that the United
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States feels that they are lagging behind us, and therefore they are trying

to catch up. Well, this is a very well-known theme; we have been hearing it
for 45 years. They created the first atomic bomb, and they were trying to
catch up with us; they created the first intercontinental bombers, and they
were trying to catch up with us—-they were lagging behind all the time. But
here are the facts: in the world today there exist 25 types of weapons of .
mass destruction. The United States was the first to create 23 of these types
of weapons. If one is to speak of the arms race then we, to use chess termin-
ology, always have the black pieces. We try to catch up, make responses in
order to be at the same level. That is the first thing. We understaﬁd, of
course, and Mr Riese is right in principle, that in the other direction the
flight time is also 6 to 8 minutes. But look, we have undertaken the'very
solemn pledge mot to be the first to use nuclear weapons. The Chinese Peo-
ple's Republic has undertaken the same pledge. All of our appeals to others
to undertake such pledges, also, have as yet had no results. ’ -

As far as distrust is concerned, indeed a vast amount of this has been built
up. But the point is not that it is increasing but that we are losing the
trust that we achieved in 1972-74. This is the essence of the problem: when
the treaties that were elaborated with such hard work, which lay at the founda-
tion of the path along which the process of detente- could progress--when these
treaties are declared to be defective, when they are being renounced, this
.scarcely promotes the strengthening of trust.

[Biryukov] Patrick, please.

[Cockburn] Let us go back one step., I think that there are always diffi-
culties when discussing problems of nuclear disarmament because people do: not
want to understand the obvious gestures of distrust in spite of the fact
nuclear weapons provide a real chance for each side to be destroyed by the
stockpiles which already exist. One must not forget that an increase in the
numbers of such weapons in the world is now taking place. They are possessed
by the USSR, the United States, France, and Britain, as are the means for
delivering them. It is horrifying that conditions could arise in whlch these
weapons might be put into use and people could be killed. 2

It seems to me that when new types of nuclear weapons are developed, this is
not so much a striving to increase one's military might but more a routine
gesture of distrust. And, in my opinion, it is precisely here that one of the
main difficulties lies in discussing the prospects for nuclear disarmament.

The United States is now developing [razrabatyvat] new types of weapons.

The Soviet side is doing the same. I admit that, indeed, the United States

is developing new types of weapons, and I admit that the United States is doing
it first. But I do not think that there is any difference in principle.

The fact that the USSR is continuing its moratorium is of great importance
precisely because this is a gesture of great trust. Of course, it 1is easy
to discuss how many minutes it will take for Pershings to fly from the

territory of West Germany to Soviet cities, to Moscow, say, ‘just as in the

|
P




opposite direction. But,; in general, people in Western Europe do not think
about minutes but about the actual chances of being killed. We should not

get bogged down in details. And I do not think that we should overestimate the
situation pertaining in the 1970's. For the USSR and the United States con-
tinued to compete with each other in 1972 and in 1974. And the period was
characterized both by features of confrontation and by features of coexis-
tence. 'And today we are seeking how far the game can go that was tried earlier,
but now with new rules. It seems that things are not going too well. But

one cannot say that nothing has been done in the past few years.

But if we return to the main theme of our discussion today, my position is

as follows: Although I do not see the Soviet moratorium's leading to any
positive achievements, as the United States will not join in for some reasons
of their own, I still consider that the very fact of the existence of the
moratorium is very important because people in Western Europe and in the United
States can at least believe that the USSR is not intending to destroy them.
These people in various countries do not understand the finer points of who

is conducting talks and what they are about. The very fact of a reduction of
the threat is important to them.

[Biryukov] 1Indeed, we are not going to discuss the details of nuclear disarma-
ment. That is not our task. But in summing up what I have heard from you,

I would like to ask you a question. You might have different attitudes toward
the USSR and the United States, but a very real situation exists today:. Our
country has put forward a concrete program of disarmament and for achieving
peace. The United States, as far as I know, has not put forward such a con-
crete program. Doesn't this program seem to you,.from your point of view, an
indication of our realistic approach to the problem of disarmament, and

doesn't this permit Western public opinion to regard our country with more
trust, with greater trust?

[Cockburn] You may feel that Western public opinion should trust you. But,
in fact, to speak honestly, this is not so. 'Is this good or bad? I think
that in the past 2 years the degree of trust in the USSR has increased, that
the earlier distrust was a consequence of certain weaknesses in Soviet foreign
policy in the 1970's and earlier. The point is that if the agreements reached
at the highest levels do not enjoy the support of the public they cannot be in
operation for very long. And this is an objective weakness of the SALT

treaty and other agreements of those years. These were agreements signed by
heads of state and their closest assistants, but they ignored public opinion
in the West. Today, the policy of the USSR is considerably more open and
counts on the understanding of the Western public. Therefore, in conditions
where the degree of trust in the USSR has increased, if agreements are reached
at the highest levels, they will be met with support among broad circles in
the West. This support will be the only guarantee that agreements on eliminat-
ing nuclear weapons will be long-lasting and effective.

[Yefimoﬁ] Mr Cockburn said that it was totally unimportant as to who was the
.first to create all of these monstrous types of weapons. But it is very
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important. Because behind it lies a very dimportant thing: Behind it lies
the pursuit for superiority, military superiority, over the USSR. The United
States has always thought: just a little bit more and they will get there.
When we did not have the atomic bomb, you may remember, the President said:

Now I have a good stick for these fellows. In principle each President counted
on the next spiral, on the next new type of weapon to put a stick into his
hands. So it is not at all of no importance as to who was the first to cre-
ate these. I think it is precisely this pursuit of nuclear, military super-
iority which lies at the basis of distrust and the exacerbation of the situa-
.tion in the world. So, now when the SALT II treaties are being called defec-
tive, it is not just the treaties which are being called defective. It seems
that in essence that the main principle on which these treaties were constructed
is being called defective. They were constructed on the principle of equality
for both sides, respect for mutual interests. And when, now, the United States
says that they need to carry out and implement one more program, then in es-
.sence they are again trying to make a leap forward and achieve superiority

over the USSR and to dictate their will. They do not hide this. This is

said by the President, this is said by Weinberger; many people say this openly.

[Cockburn] °Could I just ask you one question: Do you thlnk that it is realist-
ic for either side to achieve nuclear superiority9

[Yefimov] I would answer your question like- thlS. ‘We shall simply mnot allow
this. We cannot ‘allow this. : '

[Riese] I Ehink that the question already includes the answer. Insofar as
such a large amount of weapons has already been accumulated, neither side can
count on achieving any degree of military superiority. And in the final
analysis, it is an academic question. I think that you are quite right when
you stress the importance of precisely who was the first to develop new types
of weapons.. This is important first and foremost, from the moral point of
view. However, from the point of view of practical politics, it has always
been the case that one side is the first to develop a weapon and there fol-
lows a response from the other side. Remember what happened with the SALT-II
treaty. It encompassed, so to speak, the field of intercontinental missiles,
and so the number of intermediate-range missiles increased, not being covered
by the treaty. And so, when we are talking about the moratorium, or about
any other kind of step directed.toward peace, we must be aware that we have
not yet reached the stage of development at which we can really say, stop! to
any further arms race.

[ (Kobayashi)] Mr Yefimov, you said that the Soviet Union does not permit
military superiority over the Soviet Union. But this, from the point of

. view of a small country in the military field, is an extremely dangerous view.
This is the logic of he who possesses nuclear weapons. We do not have them.
And the cause of this I do not know, but both sides emphasize that they will
not permit the superiority of the other, and nuclear weapons are always being
stockpiled. From our point of view, this is a very dangerous idea, a very
dangerous approach. In connection with this, the reason for which we welcome
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your government's unilateral moratoriumis, that it is not that approach, but
the contrary. That is a unilateral matter, a unilateral act. So we welcome
it. But this kind of approach, not permitting superiority over the other,

is extremely dangerous from the point of the Japanese and of small countries.

[Biryukov] (Kazuo), note one thing: We are saying that we will not permit
anyone to have priority over us, but neither are we striving to have this
priority.  And our program is directed toward destroying weapons, not develop-
ing [razvivat] them.

[(Kobayashi)] Yes. You stress this approach, but the United States does not
believe in what you say, Right? They do not believe.

[Biryukoﬁ] They do not believe, but...
[(Kobayashi), interrupting] Why, why?
[Biryukov] We are taking practical steps, but they are not.

[ (Kobayashi)] Yes, yes. And so, in connection with this, it seems to us
that a summit between Gorbachev and Reagan is extremely important--for the
atmosphere, for trust, and then the elimination of the approach of not per-
mitting superiority over each other. So, from the point of view of small
countries, we hope that once again there will soon be a meeting, and that
measures of trust will appear.

[Biryﬁko?] In my view, you are being unnecessarily modest. First of all,
Japan is not such a small country.

[ (Kobayashi)] No, I mean it is in the military field that Japan is such a
small country.

[Biryukov] I understand, yes. But you know that in a few days it will be
officially confirmed that Japan is joining in the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive. Excuse me for going over to the attack, but I have to.

[(Kobayashi)] Why? Yes, I think that the Japanese Government will soon de-
cide to take part in SDI research. But why is that? Where do we, the Japan-
ese, live? Our territory is just one-sixtieth of the territory of the Soviet
Union. And how many people live in such a small space? One hundred and
twenty million people, packed together without resources, and without
friendly relations with its neighbours--friendly relations with countries
worldwide. The Japanese are well aware that they simply cannot live. Also,
we have no resources, the territory is so small, so (?we cannot lag behind)
in technological development.

[Biryukov] Bdt your position is weak in that--and I'1l try to give a very
simple example--one country says to you: We will supply you with a door

that no shell can penetrate; a second country says, let us destroy the can-
nons that can fire it. Which stance is the more logical? If you do not fire
the cannon, then you do not need the door.
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[ (Kobayashi)] Yes. So I would like to ask: Why is the Soﬁiet Union so
strongly critical of Japanese, as they say, militarism? We spend less than
1 percent of all national income on the military, and only 6 percent .of the
budget. : S

[Biryukov] That is not the point. T do not intend to discuss with you the
budget in percentages. I will give you specific facts: the entry imto Sasebo
of U.S. nuclear squadron;. the ceaseless joint maneuvers; the buildup of the
Self-Defense Forces; the visit of a military delegation headed by Mr.(Kuri-
hara) to Washington; joining the SDI. I do not have enough fingers on the

one hand. So naturally, proceeding as we do from a desire to have good rela-
tions with our neighbors on the eastern flank, we take a guarded attitude to
these steps. i

[ (Kobayashi)] But why is there such a desire? This is in part a result of
your stepping up your military might in the Far East and in the Asian area.
So this is a kind of cat and mouse game.

[Unidentified speakerj A cat and mouse game.

[Yefimoﬁ]‘ It seems to me we have gotten away from the subject we began with
(Kobayshi) himself has said that nuclear testing.is impossible or difficult
to halt because reliable monitoring [kontrol] does not exist. So I should
like to...

[ (Robayashi), interrupting] It is the United States that says -that.

[Yefimov] Yes, the United States says that. Well, the United States says a
lot of things,but not everything the United States says is wholly trustworthy.
In the first plaece, many U.S. specialists, serious specialists, are of the
opinion that there is no such problem. The situation in the world today is
not the same as it was, let us say, 30 years ago. There is a huge network

of seismic stationms, 120 of them, in the world. And all of these stations
represent a means of monitoring. That is the first point. In the second
place, the neutral countries, specifically the '"Delhi Six" have offered their
services to, as it were, provide such monitoring within an international
setting. We have given our agreement to that. And in the third place,
finally, the United States is forever saying, Let us monitor tests. But we
are proposing something else: Let us refrain; let us sign a treaty totally
banning all tests, and monitor that. You need to install apparatus on Soviet
territory? Go ahead! Please understand, we do not want to be deceived any
more than the United States wants to. We are just as interested in-monitor-
ing. But today. there exists both national and international means for regist-
ering. Well, even practically, if someone coughs in Nevada. [Laughter]

am exaggerating, of course, but what I mean is that all tests can be regist-
ered. So it is not about monitoring: the means for that exist. What is
lacking is something else, and this something else is the chief thing. What
is lacking is political will. And why is it lacking? I would say that is
the main question we are discussing today. It is lacking because they want to




drag us into a fresh spiral in the arms race. And they want it for a variety
of reasons: to wear us donw economically, to achieve military superiority,
so that as they see it...[changes thought] all of this is to their advant-
age, in political terms and so on. That is the essence of it.

[Cockburn] T can agree with you on certain points, and up to a certain point,
as far as will is concerned. The United States is making no secret of their
position as regards the moratorium. They are convinced that they do not need
it at present. And overall their position is completely clear.

But let us now return to a discussion of the question, Can anyone achieve mili-
tary superiority? Personally, I do not believe in such a possibility.
Already back in the late 1960's both the United States and the USSR had enough
ICBM's with nuclear warheads to destroy each other. And I do not believe that
anything has happened since then that might change that pretty stable nuclear
balance. Even so, the fact is that every couple of years some new kind of
weapon has come along.

So why do I think that the idea of the SDI came along,and evidently other
similar plans will come along, too? As I see it, military circles on both
sides say: Aha! They have such and such a thing. We must not be left be-
hind. 1In doing this, the military proceed from the worst case scenario. That
is their job. The generals do not ask us whethere we want war or not. They
simply warn about what can give rise to the worst case scenario. That 1s the
logic of the past 15-20 years, not to say of the whole postwar period. And

the U.S. generals' latest word can serve as an example. They are saying: The
United States can create a very sophisticated nuclear umbrella. 'But it seems
to me that any person in his right mind can see that the SDI, the nuclear
umbrella over the USA, is a fantastic idea supported by not a single serious
scientist in the United States or any other country. Yet the possibility of
this idea arising came about amid a general atmosphere of distrust between the
United States and the USSR, in which each side was thinking: the other side
might, at any time, do something that will give it superiority; for this rea-
son, we too, so to speak, will have to seek some measures of our own.

So, understanding this and bearing it in mind, let us return to the starting
point of our discussion: that of political relations between Moscow and
Washington. If these relations improve, then it will become significantly
more difficult for the U.S. military to obtain congressional support for
allocations for any new kinds of weapons. In those circumstances, though

we might not achieve disarmament, we might at least achieve a limiting of the
arms race. As for the question of reaching deeper agreements for limiting the
arms race, leading to both sides making concessions, in principle such agree-
ment are possible. Though personally I am pessimistic in this regard.

[Biryukov] Excuse me. Allow me to use my position as chairman of this dis-
cussion to make ome point clear: I do not recall a single statement by either
a Soviet statesman of a military figure to the effect that victory in a nu-
clear war is possible, or that a limited nuclear conflict is possible. The



United States, thdugh is elaborating such doctrines, saying that nuclear
superiority and nuclear victory are possible, that a limited nuclear confllct
is a realistic possiblity...

[Yefimov, interrupting] Forgive me. To put it briefly, the nuclear ageé in
which we are living demands completely new political thinking for all countris.
Thinking which...[changes thought] I would say that there are, so to speak

two main, key points in this political thinking: First, in the nuclear age
security for one's own country cannot be achieved at the cost of someone -
else's" we eight live together or we perish together. There is no other

way. That is the first point. And second, in relation to any other country,
any problem can be solved only on the basis of the principle of equality.of
rights. If these principles are observed then all problems can be resdlved
peacefully.

[Riese] But again...

[Biryukov interrupting] Just a moment. Forgive me. I put the question to
- Patrick, so let him answer, and then we will come to you.

[Cockburn] Indeed, there may indeed be generals in the United States who
belieéve that a nuclear conflict can be kept local. But I do not believe that
U.S8. foreign policy as a whole is based on such a perception.. Personally, I
think the United States considers a large number of other considerations in
building up nuclear weapons. .I do not think this policy is determined by the
certainty that they can achieve superiority over the Soviet Union. There

can be very fewpeople in the United States who believe that.

[Yefimov] Excuse me. I can quote something that was said by Weinberger. He
said: If we carry through with SDI, then we shall achieve, or rather), we
shall get back to, a situation where the United States had a monopoly with
regard to the possession of atomic weapons.

[Riese] I am wholly in agreement with you: that it is necessary to try to
think in a new way, to start thinking in a new way. But I should like to
stress the point that things are made more complicated by the fact that we have
to develop this new political thinking while sitting on top of a vast mountain
of weapons which we have accumulated over 35 years, and with newer and more
sophisticated technology making it possible to further develop such weapons.

[ (Kobayashi)] I have a question: Over a year has passed since the Soviet
Union declared its unilateral moratorium. The United States does not go along
with you, .does not follow it. With your new thinking, what measures will

you find, what measures are you seeking, what measures will you take to make
the total elimination of nuclear weapons a reality? What means will you use?
Why do you think that the United States is not follow1ng your un11atera1
moratorium?

[Yefimov] Look, you are constantly heaping the burden of this on the Russians.
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[ (?Biryukov)] (?It should be dual).

[Yefimov] Yes, the fact is that we should not be the only ones interested

in resolving problems affecting the whole of mankind, but you, too, and the
Germans, and the British, and the French. We are indeed doing our part. For
instance, I cannot recall a single year in which as many initiatives were put
forward as our country has undertaken this year. And let it be said, serious
initiatives that are sincere and grand in scale. So, we are doing our part;
it is your turn now.

[ (Kobayashi)] But the facts are that the United States is not showing any
intention to...[falters, apparently searching for Russian word]

[(?Biryukov)] If it does not join soon [words indistinct].

[Yefimov] Time will tell. Let us not go in for guessing. There is still
some time to go to the end of the moratorium. And incidentally, when you
said the United States does not believe words--perhaps I misunderstood you--
but if what you had in mind was the moratorium, well, the moratorium is not
words; for 13 months now we...[changes thought] there has been silence at our
atomic test sites. That is not just words. That is a definite, if you like--
I beg your pardon, it was no easy matter for us to embark on the moratorium.
We were taking a certain risk. I hope that the world will correctly evaluate
the step we took and react in a worthy manner.

[Biryukov] Esteemed colleagues. There is no more time for any of us to
speak at this meeting, so I have the following suggestion to make: Given
that we have not discussed all the issues today, not by a long way, and that,
as I see it, our conversation has been constructive and interesting, and we
have things to talk about and are able to exchange opinions, I suggest that
we hold another meeting, and perhaps not just one more. Thank you.

/6662
CSO: 5200/1581
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS

FRG PAPERS COMMENT ON EXTENSION OF SOVIET TEST MORATORIUM
Gorbachev on the Defensive

Frankfurt/Main FRANKFURTER ALLGEMEINE ZEITUNG in German 21 Aug 86 p 1
[Editorial by Guenther Nonnenmacher: "Gorbachev's New Offensive']

[Text] Since he took office Gorbachev has succeeded in giving the Western
press the impression that there has been a qualitative change--not just a
superficial change in personnel--in Soviet political leadership. The head of
the Kremlin knows how to represent himself to the public (precisely this
hopeful public) as a politician who is interested primarily in "internal
reforms" (which is always translated in the FRG as "liberalization') and
disarmament agreements. The nearly forgotten historic fact, on the other
hand, is that no one advances within the party in the Soviet Union based on
good intentions; one reaches the top only with decisive hardness and an iron
will. Like no other Kremlin leader before him Gorbachev has managed to strike
the right chords in terms of influencing the public in the opposing camp.
Since he countered the American president's SDI proposal in January with his
own suggestion for the creation of a "world free of nuclear weapons,'" he has
succeeded, after once gaining the propaganda initiative, in maintaining it
with a whole series of suggestions.

Gorbachev's new offensive must also be seen in this connection. He could
hardly have found a better time to announce that the Soviet Union would extend
its ban on nuclear tests until next year. Since August 6, when the first one-
year moratorium expired, the West has been waiting in anticipation to see what
the Kremlin would decide. There were already rumors in the media that the
Soviet Union was preparing a new series of tests, when there came Gorbachev--
as a kind of last-minute bringer of peace--and announced the extension. It is
also apparent that the general secretary, in making this chess move, had
waited for the results of the deliberations of the U.S. Congress. Arms expen-
ditures are also not exactly popular in the United States and it was to be
expected that the Senate and House of Representatives-~under pressure to
reduce the budget deficit--would order cuts on this point. It was also known
that the congressmen in Washington--in contrast to the government--sympathized
with the idea of a putting a stop to nuclear testing. Following the success-
ful outcome of this strategy, Gorbachev did not lose a single day--his immedi-
ate thrust struck the American president at a weak point. This--in addition
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to the technical objections to such an agreement at the moment--is also one of
the reasons for the quick and snappish 'mo" of Reagan's spokesman.

Another reason is also obvious. An answer to the question of whether
Gorbachev's various disarmament suggestions are more than tactical and pro-
paganda chess moves can only be provided at the negotiating table--in Geneva
and elsewhere. The experts there, however, have long seen a contradiction:
Gorbachev's publicly announced flexibility as opposed to unmoving, hardline
top Soviet negotiators. Within the past few days, however, there have been
indications that--in view of the meeting between the foreign ministers in
September which in turn is to serve as preparation for the '"summit'--even the
experts are seriously getting down to the '"crux of the matter." It would have
been appropriate for Gorbachev to have made his suggestion a topic of these
.negotiations. His most recent attempt to exert influence on these secret
talks by using "public diplomacy," when viewed against this background, must
evoke indignation and create new mistrust.

Despite all these reservations and objections, however, it should not be
overlooked that positive statements can also be found in the Kremlin leader's
speech. For one thing there is the belief, expressed as a foregone conclu-
sion, that there will be a meeting with President Reagan this year. One could
see in this statement an indication that Gorbachev is backing off of earlier
demands for '"preconditions''--especially regarding the dogma, steadfastly main-
tained up to now, that SDI be a part of the negotiations. To be sure, the
suggestion to concentrate summit discussion on the possibility of a nuclear
test ban agreement is also aimed at preventing tests related to strategic
defense research. However, the fact that SDI is no longer mentioned speci-
fically indicates a certain softening of the Soviet position.

Secondly, Gorbachev has emphasized that the Soviet Union is prepared to accept
monitoring within its own borders. This question still accounts today for the
greatest contrasts between Moscow and Washington. It is a positive sign and
surely no coincidence that in harmony with Gorbachev's speech there was a
visible attempt to come closer together on this point at the Stockholm Confer-
ence on Disarmament Measures for Building Trust (KVAE). It is still a long
and rocky road from declarations of principle to concrete agreements but the
simple fact that this road is now being looked at is noteworthy in and of
itself. ‘

Gorbachev's speech shows--despite all objections with regard to methods and
content--that a meeting with the American president is still probable this
year. That it could produce a '"major compromise' is, however, an illusory
expectation. But there is room for some small progress.

U.S. Pressured on Test Ban
Bonn DIE WELT in German 20 Aug 86 p 2
[Article by Rose-Marie Borngaesser: '"All on One Card"]

[Text] Almost no one was surprised when the head of the Soviet Communist
Party, Mikhail Gorbachev, in his two and a half hour televised speech on
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Monday evening announced that the Soviet Union would once again extend its
unilateral moratorium on any kind of nuclear testing, this time until January
1, 1987. This message had already been expected following expiration of the
August 6, 1986 deadline twelve days earlier; following the Chernobyl disaster,
the Soviet Union cannot permit itself to conduct nuclear tests so soon, or at
least they cannot admit that they are conducting nuclear tests. It would do
terrible things for their image.

Moreover, the Soviets--unlike the Americans--long ago completed their'test
series. An empty propaganda ploy, then, is what they are dishing out, and the
American government also lost no time in pointing this out.

If anything about Gorbachev's speech was remarkable it was how long it took
him to get to the crux of it. It took a full 30 minutes for the Kremlin lead-
er to justify his position on the moratorium. A tone of entreaty pervaded his
long-winded speech. It did not sound as energetic and firm as before. This
was not the speech of someone who held all the cards. Behind his defensive
global phrases of justification, Gorbachev allowed the face of the loser at
the Geneva summit conference to show through. That is where the SDI project
remained untouched; that is where the agenda on arms control questions was
expanded to include human rights problems and crisis areas like Afghanistan
and Nicaragua.

Nevertheless, however, the Kremlin leader skillfully used his efforts at jus-
tification and scored some dialectical points in his own personal propagandis-
tic manner. His totally irrelevant comparison of the Chernobyl catastrophe
and the "Challenger'" accident, however, obscured this rhetorical propaganda
fireworks. ' ’

During his television appeal, the top man in the Soviet Union took the op-
portunity to respond indirectly to Ronald Reagan's letter without breaking the
confidentiality agreement between the two superpowers. Gorbachev spoke again
about the problem of chemical warfare and the chemical-free zone, and drew
attention to the Stockholm discussions. And as if it went without saying, he
declared again the willingness of the Soviet Union to submit to controls and
inspections related to disarmament questions. In this respect the Soviet
Union some time ago made a public and total reversal after years of refusal,
or so it would appear at first glance--actually, the obstacle now as always
involves details which Moscow objects to; the discussions on this crucial
point are still going nowhere.

At the same time Gorbachev again tried to isélate the U.S. government from the
opposition and the United States from the rest of the world. He again pulled
out all the stops regarding war and peace, referred to his diverse 'peace
offensives'-~beginning in January of this year and ending with his appearance
in Vladivostok. And since the suggested nuclear'ffeezebis popular all over
the world, the Soviet general secretary skillfully used this advantage to draw
the "militarist group" surrounding the U.S. president (which in his opinion is
responsible for all the mischief) offside; his interlocutor himself comes off
well. Gorbachev thus asks for the trust of the Third World and the group of
six states under India's leadership; he quotes sources in NATO countries and
appeals to like-minded skeptics in the United States itself. ‘




The interesting thing about this attempt once again to place sole blame on the
U.S. and cast it in the role of villain is of course that for the first time a
Soviet leader is appealing publicly not only to those opposed to Washington's
policies’ throughout the world but also to those within his own country who
oppose his policies.

This opposition within his own country--those opposed to disarmament and those
opposed to the Soviet system naturally were not mentioned--was no doubt always
present, but Gorbachev discusses them for the first time--and mentions them in
the form of "worried" letters which he receives every day; letters whose au-
thors are asking about the security of their own country. He ably appeases
them with a reference to the entire rest of the world.

Also remarkable about this television appearance of Gorbachev's is the fact
that he is already firmly counting on his trip to Washington for another sum-
mit conference and is thus anticipating a positive result at the impending
foreign ministers' conference in September.

Gorbachev is pressing far forward with this extra step. He is playing a cal-
culated game, because this time he cannot return to the Kremlin with empty
hands. Therefore, he also dramatically expressed the '"historical opportunity"
for him and Reagan to sign an agreement on a bilateral test ban.

But as always, behind the ringing words concerning disarmament and peace was
the '"vision'" of inducing the Americans to give up SDI. Or as the Kremlin
strategists more clearly state it--abandon development, testing and deployment
of the SDI system. SDI means a great deal to the Soviet Union--that is why
this time in America Gorbachev is betting it all on one card.

Gorbachev Expects 1986 Summit
Munich SUEDDEUTSCHE ZEITUNG in German 20 Aug 86 p 4
[Editorial by Josef Riedmiller: "Gorbachev Needs a Success']

[Text] As recently as last week Ronald Reagan no longer had doubts about a
meeting with Mikhail Gorbachev this year; and also last week the top official
American and Soviet arms control specialists met in Moscow. Their publicly
announced task was to prepare for the Washington meeting between the president
and the general secretary. There is still no "concrete result'" to which the
Kremlin leader can point in order to prevent suspicion at home that his meet-
ings with the man in the White House are nothing more than elaborate idleness

But whether the president's answer on July 25 to the series of suggestions
made by the Soviet party head satisfied him or whether the results of the
meeting of the experts made him optimistic--on Monday he turned directly to
the public on television and told them the situation with regard to Soviet-
American relations. They are not good, and Gorbachev even made an effort to
give ‘the impression that he distrusts American policies more than ever before.
His announcement to extend the moratorium on nuclear testing--which the Soviet
Union has upheld for more than a year and twice extended--until the end of the
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year is therefore not to be seen as an advance on trust. Gorbachev believes,
rather, that the chances are good that he can also force Washington to halt
nuclear testing.

Three factors appear to support his view--firstly, the growing support for a
moratorium in the United States itself which took concrete form in the deci-
sion of the House of Representatives to prohibit underground testing after
January 1, 1987--with the exception of smaller explosions of less than one
kiloton of TNT--if the Soviet Union also holds to the test ban; secondly, the
fact that several U.S. allies, including the FRG, favor the test ban treaty;
thirdly, a worldwide, growing movement to end all nuclear testing for military
purposes. Even the immediate refusal of a moratorium by the White House
spokesman did not spare the United States Moscow's propaganda pressure.
Rather, it forced Larry Speakes to explain in detail why America was not
accepting Gorbachev's invitation. Their nuclear weapons had to be further
modernized, he said, so that they could remain a "key factor'" in terms of
deterrence. In other words, the United States will only declare a moratorium
when other questions of arms control and Soviet-American relations have been
clarified. '

Gorbachev on the other hand would like the test ban treaty to be the '"pro-
logue" to new agreements in the area of arms limitation, whereby he is parti-
cularly interested in defeating Reagan's SDI missile defense project which
would not be able to be realized without further nuclear tests. To come
closer to this goal was the only reason the Kremlin leader once again extended
the moratorium without making American reciprocity dependent on his summit
meeting with Reagan. Had he wanted to create a /conditio sine qua non/ [in
italics], he would have expressed himself much more clearly than he did. For
Gorbachev a test ban treaty would be the most desirable of all results but it
is not a condition for holding a second meeting with the president--this time
in his own country.

The conclusion should not be drawn, however, that agreements in other areas
can easily take the place of the test ban treaty. There is scarcely any,doubt
that Gorbachev must also resist internal opponents of the moratorium. Before
he announced the extension, he built up to it in a lengthy explanation to the
Soviet people of what led him to this decision. And he pointed out the fact
that it had been made by the politburo /and/ (in italics) the government. It
may be just a trick when the Kremlin leader quotes letters from worried citi-
zens who see the safety of the Soviet Union threatened, but in and of itself
that is no reason to assume that the leadership in Moscow will continue to
keep still past December if the Nevada desert continues to quake.

Gorbachev himself exposed the dilemma he faces when he said he would not allow
himself to be intimidated or forced into 'unnecessary expenditures.' Since
the political reputation of the party leader depends not least of all on the
success of his economic program, he wants to avoid another round of the arms
race. He would have to go along with it, he said, but would then lose the
opportunity to fulfill his promises. The population is already beginning now
to awaken from its dream of uninterrupted supply. His trip to the Far East in
July gave Gorbachev an idea of how far he still is from his goal of putting
the slow-moving economic and bureaucratic apparatus into a higher gear. The




repercussions of the reactor accident in Chernobyl are also still being felt
in terms of new evacuations, transfers of personnel and general unrest; and

recently fellow communist states have been called upon for assistance. That
the Kremlin leader Will find some respite is credible. The question is how

far he can go in convincing others of this intentions.

. 'Grand Compromise' Seen Unlikely

Frankfurt/Main FRANKFURTER ALLGEMEINE ZEITUNG in German 20 Aug 86 p 3

[Article by Werner Adam: "Gorbachev's Test Ban Policy Holds Risks for
Himself. Even Before New Summit, Party Leader Anticipates Results']

[Text] Moscow, 19 Aug--The political advantages are greater than the military
disadvantages, was the recent public statement by Marshal Achromeyev, chief of
the Soviet general staff. His evaluation, be it out of conviction or party
discipline, was of the moratorium on nuclear testing which party leader
Gorbachev, following expiration of its first 12 months, has now once again
extended. If one is looking for a motive for this step, at least two are ap-
parent. From Moscow's point of view the unilateral halting of nuclear testing
has up to now achieved rather good publicity internationally, while at the
same time permitting the not unfounded hope that beyond this publicity an
added incentive could be given to the opponents of American plans for a space-
based missile defense systeém. And since the United States makes no bones
about the fact that precisely because of this program a nuclear test ban is
not being considered on their part, Gorbachev may in the long term view his
constant appeals directed at America's President Reagan as the only feasible
and available lever he can use against what is officially known as the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative (SDI).

Not Realistic

After his most recent speech about further extending the moratorium, however,
the question arises as to whether the Soviet party leader might not be in
danger of overplaying the hand which he actually or supposedly holds. The
reasons for such considerations are two statements which do not even appear to
correspond to reality and which also scarcely provide a common denominator for
his own reservations with regard to the policies of the United States: "The-
Soviet Union is convinced that an agreement to halt nuclear testing will be
reached quickly and will be able to be signed as early as this year at the
Soviet-American summit conference. This event would doubtless be the real
main result of the conference at the highest level and a significant step
along the road toward ending the arms race."

On the one hand Gorbachev is treating the possibility of another meeting be-
tween him and Reagan as if it were already a certainty and as if the meeting
would without a doubt take place yet this year. Up to now his confidence had
not taken him quite so far. On the other hand, however, he is already antici-
pating a 'result'" for which Washington itself has said it cannot find enthusi-
asm. Has the party leader thus created an indissoluble link or even estab-
lished an ultimatum-like precondition which could allow Gorbachev himself and
not so much the American president a sufficient amount of negotiating room?
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Does he not run the risk of coming home from thi's summit conference with the
knowledge that he simply miscalculated and had to accept the fact that there
was no-way to ''deal'" with Reagan? To put it another way, would he not then.
stand before his politburo and before the Soviet pub11c like a man who backed
down in the face of those people who weire then and are now made somewhat un-
easy by his numerous breaches of arms 1im1tations7

In view of his tactical skill, about which there is scarcely any d1sagreement
the search for answers. to these: questions could lead one to assume that the
summit preparations in the form of constant contact between Moscow and Wash-
ington would long ago have led to agreements which are however still belng
kept confidential. Opposed to this assumption .which alone would explain
Gorbachev's public display of confidence, in the meantime, is nearly every-
thing else that the experts on both s1des who are handling the preliminary
negotiations have implied. 1It.can also not be’ explained based on the public
statements of these experts regarding the subject of a "test ban," because in
this regard in particular the v1eWp01nts appear to be urichanged and uncompro-
mising. And to complete the incongruities surrounding the situation, the
general secretary himself in the Same speech put a damper on his own optimism.

Criticism of America

As he indicated to hlS fellow countrymen and to ‘the - rest of the world once
again, there is in the United States a- "r1ght-w1ng military group" which is
"simply crazy with regard to matters involving the arms race.' The objective
of these representatives of the "powerful mllitary and industrial complex," he
said, is threefold: to ensure their profits from- weapons production, to pro-
vide their country with military superiority and to "economically drain and
politically weaken" the Soviet Union. This in turn would explaln in any case,
he said, the foreign policy course being followed by the United States which
is bent on underestimating the Soviet Union, overestlmating its own potential
and thus, in addition to '"technological self—confldence " arriving at the be-
lief that they can allow themselves to do anythlng pol1tica11y. At the same
time Washlngton even goes so far as "to 1gnore even the concerns of its own
allies and its own people."

In the Soviet Union, on the other hand, the politburo and the government could
count on 'unanimous support' from the people, said Gorbachev, without explain-
ing further how such unanimity is determined. Instead, alluding to the United
States, he gave express assurance’ that, "We know who we are dea11ng with and

that 1s why the security of our nation is sacred.'" In any case, he continued,
the Soviet Union will know how to meet every American challénge, "1nc1ud1ng
the notorious SDI." To hope that Moscow could be induced to make '"useless ex-

penditures' in this regard is a mlscalculation. "If necessary we will provide
an answer that the United States does not expect. ‘However, 1t w111 be an an-

. swer which will make the Star Wars program useless."

"Two Tragedies"

Hav1ng thus supposedly soothed hlS own m111tary and p011t1ca1 "hawks" in the
Kremlin, the party leader then added a series of appeals for 'reason and
understanding.'" He tried to convince the United States of their common
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interests by comparing their "two tragedies' under one and the same heading of
"nuclear technology in the space age': the death of the Challenger crew in
America and the nuclear accident in Chernobyl. And from these two very dif-
ferent disasters and their causes he concluded that they had illustrated in
drastic fashion the dangers of using atomic weapons, because experts had cal-
culated "that the explosion of the smallest nuclear warhead corresponds to the
radioactivity of three Chernobyls."

The vacillation between threats and appeals, as has become typical for
Gorbachev's frequent speeches, this time once again characterized his speech
directed at Reagan. The pressure he is bringing to bear on his American coun-
terpart with the moratorium policy which he has now raised to the level of a
"moral commandment,' could very well turn against him at the next summit con-
ference at the latest. But until then several months will still pass. For
now, the bustling party leader on Tuesday began his vacation, leaving not just
the soothesayers in Moscow with plenty to chew on regarding his intentions,
expectations and options.
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE?ZONE PROPOSALS

i : : )
] o

NORWEGIAN PRIME MINISTER SAYS U.S. APPROVAL FOR ZONE VITAL
Oslo AFTENPOSTEN in Norwégian 10 Sep‘86 )
|

[Text] "It is hard to imagine a 'nuclear-free zone' being implemented with-
out the sympathy and cooperation of the United States," said Prime Minister
Gro Harlem Brundtland in an interview in the Danish newspaper POLITIKEN. .
The interview also states that a zone can only be developed if there is a
change in NATO's strategy and that it assumes corresponding concessions from
the Soviets.

"We must clarify what this (defense plans without the use of nuclear weapons)
will require in the way of confidence-inspiring measures and agreements and
how it can fit into a broader European context. But it is quite clear," the
prime minister stressed, '"that this cannot be done through unilateral decla-
rations. Zones must be set up as part of agreements between East and West,
for there must be balance in a result that should be part of a broader Euro-
pean security arrangement."

When asked what consequences a nuclear-free zone would have for agreements
on stockpiling arms, Gro Harlem Brundtland said: :

"The stockpiling agreements are based on conventional defense involving rela-
tively short distances. Like the rest of Norway's defense, it is not planned
as a nuclear defense, but it is part of the alliance strategy in which nu-

clear defense is included as a possibility in connection with a crisis or war.

"A future Nordic nuclear-free zone can only be developed as part of strategy
changes and it must be based on agreements concerning specific geographic
areas."

The prime minister confirmed that the Labor Party will consider strengthening
conventional Norwegian defense if a nuclear-free zone becomes a reality. She
pointed out that Norway has increased its defense budget by 3 percent every
year in compliance with a resolution NATO passed on the matter in 1978.

"A number of other countries have failed to do this," Gro Harlem B