


R E Q U E S T I N G  O U R  F E D E R A L  G O V E R N M E N T  T O  I N I T I A T E  E F F O R T S  TO 

M A K E  T H E  A R C T I C  A N D  S U B A R C T I C  P O L L U T I O N - F R E E ,  A N D  

R E Q U E S T I N G  A L A S K A ' S  C O N G R E S S I O N A L  D E L E G A T I O N  T O  U R G E  OU R  

F E D E R A L  G O V E R N M E N T  T O  DO S O

W H E R E A S  our p l a n e t ' s  p o l a r  a r e a s  a r e  p r o v i n g  t o  be e s p e c i a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  

a n d  v u l n e r a b l e  to e n v i r o n m e n t a l  h a r m  a n d  p o l l u t i o n  o f  m a n y  k i n d s  a n d  fro m  

s o u r c e s  in the N o r t h e r n  H e m i s p h e r e  w e l l  o u t s i d e  A r c t i c  a n d  E u b a r c t i c  

r e g i o n s

1) as e v i d e n c e d  by the- a t m o s p h e r i c  p o l l u t i o n  n o w  a c c u m u l a t e d  in the A r c t i c  

w h i c h  e x c e e d s  a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l s  a n d  w h i c h  is p r i n c i p a l l y  f r o m  the S o v i e t  

U n i o n  an d  i n d u s t r i a l  E u r o p e ^ — i>j h i l . 1:

2) as e v i d e n c e d  by c u r  A r c t i c  p e o p l e s  a l r e a d y  h a v i n g  b o d y  b u r d e n s  o f  

r a d i o n u c l e i d e s  in e x c e s s  of all the w o r l d ' s  p e o p l e s ,  e x c e p t  for the a t o m i c  

b o m b  v i c t i m s  of H i r o s h i m a  a n d  N a g a s a k i ,  a s  a r e s u l t  of n u c l e a r  e x p l o s i o n s  

a n d  a c c i d e n t s  w h i c h  o c c u r r e d  p r i o r  to t h e  c u r r e n t  ban or. a t m o s p h e r i c  

t e s t i n g

3) as e v i d e n c e d  by  the s e r i o u s  and l o n g t e r m  r a d i o a c t i v e  p o l l u t i o n  cf A r c t i c  

E u r o p e  by the r e c e n t  S o v i e t  c i v i l i a n  n u c l e a r  p l an t  d i s a s t e r  at C h e r n o b y l  

vi.ici. h a s  c o n t a m i n a t e d  the f o o d  s u p p l y  o f  the Saami people, amony otters

u ) as e v i d e n c e d  by the c o m p l e t e  d e s t r u c t i o n  to t u n d r a  v e g e t a t i o n  ar.d s o i l s 

w h i c h  ever, c o n v e n t i o n a l  t r a c k e d  v e h i c l e s  car. do s i m p l y  b y  n o r m a l  

m o v e m e n t  a c r o s s  s u c h  t e r r a i n  in m o d e r a t e  w e a t h e r

p e l& f
5) a n d  as e v i d e n c e d  by a ^ d i s a p p e a r a n c e ^ o f  o ur  p l a n e t a r y  a t m o s p h e r e ' s  v i t a l 

cscnc l ayer  ̂ .hi ci. hae P a r t e d - in-the- A n t a r c t i ^.

W H E R E A S  a n y  f u r t h e r  d e p o s i t i o n  of n u c l e a r  m a t e r i a l s  in the f o o a - c h a i n  of

t h e  A r c t i c  a n d  s u b a r c t i c  r e g i o n s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  b i o l o g i c a l l y  u n a c c e p t a b l e

r a d i a t i o n  fe v e ls f o r  o u r , p e o p l e s  an d  e c o s y s t e m s
/{refit

W H E R E A S  th e  s t o r a g e  or t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o f  h i g h l y  t o xi c  m a t e r i a l s  ar.d 

w a s t e s  t h e r e f o r e  p o s e s  u n u s u a l l y  h i g h  p o t e n t i a l  r i s k  to the h e a l t h ,  s a f e t y  

ar.d e n v i r o n m e n t  of A l a s k a n s

W H E R E A S  w a r  of  a n y  k i n d  in the A r c t i c  or a n o t h e r  w o r l d  w a r  a n y w h e r e  —  

w h i c h  w o u l d  p r o b a b l y  i n c l u d e  the u e c  of r.uclcar, c h e m i c a l ,  b i o l o g i c a l  cr 

o t h e r  s t r a t e g i c  w e a p o n s  cf m a s s  d e s t r u c t i o n  —  w o u l d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  

d e v a s t a t e  the A r c t i c

W H E R E A S  ou r F e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t ' s  d e f e n s e  p o l i c y  of n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  

—  u p - t c - d a t c  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  b a c k e d  by our s o l i d a r i t y  —  h a s  g i v e n  the 

w o r l d  ove r  4 0  y e a r s  of s a f e t y  f r o m  a n o t h e r  w o r l d  w a r  o f  a n y  k i n d  a n d  ha s  

t h e r e b y  p r o v e n  its e f f e c t i v e n e s s  gruf 6*/rfy

W H E R E A S  the Inuit C i r c u m p o l a r  C o n f e r e n c e  a n d  the l e g i s l a t i v e  b o d i e s  of 

Y u k o n  a n d  G r e e n l a n d  hav e  u n a n i m o u s l y  a p p r o v e d  r e s o l u t i o n s  c a l l i n g  fo r 

t h e  A r c t i c  to be r e s t r i c t e d  to u s e s  w h i c h  ar e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  s a f e  a n d  

c o n d u c i v e  to w o r l d  p eace
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AND W H F R F A S  the pe o p le  of A l a c k a  d e s i r e  to liv e  in a w o r l d  safe f r o m  

w a r  a n d  p o l l u t i o n  an d  al s o  d e s i r e  to c o n t i n u e  to liv e  in f r e e d o m

S F  IT RF30LVFE) by the A la s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  t h a t  we  f u l l y  s h a r e the 

c o n c e r n  ar.d o u t r a g e  a b o u t  the v i o l a t i o n s  o f  the A r c t i c  a n d  s u b a r c t i c  

e n v i r o n m e n t ,  p r e v i o u s l y  e x p r e s s e d  by the I nu i t  C i r c u m p o l a r  C o n f e r e n c e  

an d  the l e g i s l a t i v e  b od i e s  of G r e e n l a n d  ar.d the Y u k o n

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  by the A l a s k a  State- L e g i s l a t u r e  tha*. ou: F e d e r a l  

g o v e r n m e n t  an d  A l as k a  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  d e l e g a t i o n  are r e q u e s t e d  to i n i t i a t e  

and p r o m o t e  d i p l o m a t i c  e f f o r t s  to

1) c om p e l  S o v i e t  and other w o r l d  g o v e r n m e n t s  to c o n d u c t  t heir n u c l e a r  a n  

e t h e r  i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  ir. a n  e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  safe m a n n e r  o: a c c e p t  

rev.r- p e n a l t i e s  fcr not d o i n g  so

2) h o l d  the n e x t  .r.1.■■ U 3 A / U S S K  s um m i t  c o n f e r e n c e  ir. A l a s k a  so t h a t  

w o r l d  a t t e n t i o n  and c o n c e r n  m i g h t  be crav.T. tc the e n v i r o n m e n t a l  c o n c e r n s  

cf A rc t i c  an d  s u t ar c t i  pe o p l e s

E'JET.'iEr R E SO L V E D  tha he Alack: S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  a s k s  cur F e d e r a l  

g o v e r n m e n t  to r e d o u b l e  its e f f o r t s  w i t h i n  cur owr. c o u n t r y  t o  p r o t e c t  th-.

FUF7r;rF R E S O L V E D  that the A l a s k a  S t a t e  L E g i s l a t U r o  a p p r e c i a t e s  a n d  

f u l l y  s u p p o r t s  cur Fede ra l  g o v e r n m e n t ' s  c o n t i n u i n g  e f f o r t s  to n e g o t i a t e  

g e n u i n e ,  v e r i f i a b l e  a r m s  r e d u c t i o n  t r e a t i e s  w h i c h  w i l l  r e d u c e  one 

p r o b a b i l i t y  of w a r  andjweapor.s o f  m a s s i v e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  d e s t r u c t i o n  

b e i n g  use d  anywhere- in the //ortherr. H e m i s p h e r e  or^ w o r l d  in

g e n e r a l  tn the

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that, unci 1 S o v i e t  a n d  e t h e r  g o v e r n m e n t s  a g r e e  to 

g e n u i n e  a n d  v e r i f i a b l e  a r m s  r e d u c t i o n  t r e a t i es ,  the A l a s k a  S t a t e  

L e g i s l a t u r e  ask: cur F e d er a l  g o v e r n m e n t  so c o n t i n u e  to p r e s e r v e  w o r l d  

p.act w i t h  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  or w h a t e v e r  ether s t r a t e g i c  m e a n s  w h i c h  

will most e f f e c t i v e l y  ar.d s a f e l y  a c h i e v e  t h a n  n o b l e  ar.d v i t a l  goa l

D CrlFS of this rcccluticr. shall be s-_.no vc the Her. r ablc R o n a l d  Rcagar., 

r r c s i c v n t ;  the Honorable Te-d "tevcr.s ar.d F r a n k  K u r k c w s k i , U«E. S e n a t o r s  

ar.d the R c n c r a l l c  Dcr. Ycjr.g, U.S. R e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  m e m b e r s  of the A l a s k a  

ecl-.gatior ir. Congress; the H o n o r a b l e  Gt--crg<_ S ch u l t s ,  U.S. S e c r e t a r y  o f  

State; ar.d N i k h a i l  S e r g e y e v i c h  G o r b a c h e v ,  G e n e r a l  Seer-''.ary o f  the 

‘cm unict I-rty, USER.



RECEIVED MAR 0 9
Un ited  States Departm ent o f State 

Washington, D.C . 20520

MAR 41987

Th e H o n o r a b l e  Jan Faiks 
Sena t or
A l a s k a  S ta t e L e g i s l a t u r e  
Post O f f i c e  3ox V 
J u n ea u,  A l a s k a  99881

Dear S e n a t o r mar 2 o 1987
T h a n k  you f^r the o p p o r t u n i t y  to co mm e nt  on H JR  4, relating 

to a n u c l e a r - f r a e  zone in the arctic, s u b ar ct i c,  and the state 
of A la s ka

r or over four decades, the p o l i c y  of d e t e r r e n c e  has 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  p r e v e n t e d  the ou tb r ea k  of g lobal war or armed 
c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  nu cl ear powers. T he  i n t e g ri ty  of the We st ern 
a l l i a n c e  s y s t e m  has been a c e n tr a l ele m en t  in m a i n t a i n i n g  the 
c r e d i b i l i t y  of d e t e r r e n c e  ag ai ns t  both nu cl ea r and co nventio na l 
at tack. T h e  U n i t e d  S t at es  has play e d a c e n t ra l role in this 
e f f o r t  by m a i n t a i n i n g  the c a p a b i l i t y  to p r o j e c t  its mili tary 
f orces t h o u s a n d s  of miles fro m its sho re s in or der to meet the 
s e c u r i t y  c o m m i t m e n t s  that lie at the heart of d e terrenc e.

In the past the US has suppo rt ed, on a c a s e - b y - c a s e  basis, 
c e r t a i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  regional nucl ea r  free zone p ro posa ls  
w h i c h  a d v a n c e d  n o n - p r o l i f e r a t i o n  i nt e re st s w h i l e  rot 
u n d e r m i n i n g  e x i s t i n g  s e c u r i t y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  or our deterrent 
c a p a b i l i t i e s .  T h u s  the U.S. s u p p or t ed  the T r e a t y  of Tla te lol co, 
the A n t a r t i c  T r e a t y  and the S eabed Tr ea ty ,  wh i le  o p p o s in g  
p r o p o s e d  N o r d i c  and C e nt ra l  Eur o pe an  nu cl e a r free zones. With 
r e g a r d  to the T r e a t y  of Ra ro to ng a , g e n e r a l l y  known as the South 
P a c i f i c  N u c l e a r  Free Zon e( S PN F Z) ,  the U.S. d e c i de d  rec ently 
that in v i e w  of its global s e c u r i t y  in terests and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  it is not, under cu r re nt  c ir c um s t a n c e s ,  in a 
p o s i t i o n  to sign the a s s o c i a t e d  p r o t o c ol s to that treaty.

T h e  US has a de e p  c o m m i t m e n t  to b r i n g i n g  about a safer 
s t r a t e g i c  e n v i r o n m e n t  in volving p r o g r e s s i v e l y  *ess reliance on 
n u c l ea r  weap on s. It shares the v i si o n of a w o r l d  freed from 
the in c es s an t and p e r v a s i v e  fear of n u c le a r de va s ta t io n.  T h e  
US goal in arms contr ol  is to e n h a n c e  s t a b i l i t y  and reduce the 
risk of war by rea c hi n g e q u i t a b l e  and v e r i f i a b l e  ag re ement on 
deep r e d u c t i o n s  in the nuclear a r s e n a l s  of both sides.

T h e  U.S. b el i ev e s,  however, that the g r o w i n g  number of 
p r o p o s a l s  for regi on al nu clear free zones has the po tential  to 
u n d e r m i n e  d e t e r r e n c e  as the c o r n e r s t o n e  of W e s t e r n  security.
T h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of such zones, e s p e c i a l l y  whe n unm at ched by
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d i s a r m a m e n t  in the So viet bloc, c l e a r l y  w ou l d be d e t r i m e n t a l  to 
We st e rn  s e c u r i t y  and could  also limit our future a b i l i t y  to 
meet s ec urity c o m m i t m e n t s  wo rl d - w i d e .

In vie w of your c o n c e r n s  r e g a r d i n g  n a t i o n a l  defense, I have 
take’i the li be rt y  of s h a r in g  your lett er  wit h the D e p a r t m e n t  of

Defense.
C  * *

Jayne. H. Plank 
Director, I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  A f f ai r s 

O f f i c e  of L e g i s l a t i v e  and 
I n t e r g o v e r n m e n t a l  A f f a i rs



D r a f t e d :  
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e
9 March 87
Bill Leighty, 5B6-1424

1. Does it declare Alaska a nuclear-free cone (as the City of Chicago did/
or does it request Congress and the Governor to negotiate treaties for such
desi gnati on?

2 .  Has it any legal effect on the U.S. military's ability to move 
equipment and personnel into or within Alaska?

3. Does it confirm and endorse Alaska voters' request to end the nuclear
arms race, in their SB.4% approval of the "nuclear freeze" initiative in
August '86?

4. Does it blame the President, Congress, the military, or anyone else 
for the nuclear arms race?

5. What IS the purpose and probable effect of this legisl

6. What is security? How do we get it?

7. What are "weapons"? What are "nuclear weapons"? How does one use them?

S. Would ending the nuclear arms race make Alaskans, Americans, and the world 
more secure or less secure? Can, and should, the Alaska legislature influence 
our chanqe in thinking about security in this nuclear age?

9. Three-Mile Island, Bhopal chemical plant, Challenger, and Chernobyl are
complex systems that tailed c at as t r o p h i c a l 1 y . "Nuclear deterrence" is an 
enormously complex system of bombs, warheads, missiles, planes, ships, 
satellites* computers, and people. Will it also fail catastrophically?
What will be the result? Will we have a nuclear war? What can the Alaska 
Legislature do to prevent that?

10, What is your identification and loyalty on this issue:
- to the President and his advisers?
- to our Congressional delegation?
- to the military?
- to deterrence theory or policy?
- to the U.S.A.?
- to our specie?
- to life on Earth?

11. Is "pe ac e ", 
adequate in our

as the absence of war 
nuclear age? Has war

or an interlude between wars, 
become obsolete, because:

- it doesn't work any more, 
Afghanistan, for Iraq and

- we're afraid to use total
- any war could escalate to

for us in Vietnam, the Soviets in 
Iran, in Central America? 
war, as we did in WW II? 
nuclear and threaten all life?

Do we need to build a new kind of security

Is this an ethical, moral, religious issue? How do you personally 
justify the nuclear arms race? Is this an appropriate opportunity to 
speak aqainst it?

“ WIH

MAR 111987
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Why Another U.S. Treaty 
Is Going Down the Drain
A mix of domestic politics and 
antinuclear sentiment spells 
trouble for America and the 
decades-old ANZUS accord.

S tu b b o rn  opposition  to  nuclear 
weapons by one small South Pacific na­
tion threatens to break another link in 
the worldwide chain of security trea­
ties that defend .America and its allies 
against Communist adventurism.

T he im m ediate controversy centers 
on legislation introduced in New Zea­
land's Parliament on Decem ber 10 by 
the governm ent of Prime Minister Da­
vid Lange that would bar from the 
country's ports ships capable of carry­
ing nuclear arms.

The Reagan administration worries 
that if New Zealand goes non-nuclear, 
there  would be political fallout in a 
dozen or m ore o ther nations that are 
friends or allies of the  United States. It 
could even affect such a strong—and so 
far tightly knit—security alliance as the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Lange's legislation would let him 
deny port access to uny ship unless he 
was satisfied that it had no atomic 
weapons. Washington adamantly re ­
fuses to confirm or deny the preience 
of nucleur warheads aboard its war­
ships to avoid tipping off the Soviet 
Union. Passage of the measure surely 
would end the 3-i-ycar-old ANZUS de-

28

fense treaty linking New Zealand with 
the U.S. and Australia. The U.S. State 
D epartm ent already has warned that 
enactm ent probably would meoi. “ ter­
mination of our alliance relationship 
with New Zealand."

Lange’s plan furthers a drive that 
began in 19S4 when his Labor Party 
swept to power on an antinuclear p lat­
form. Last February, he refused to let a 
U.S. destroyer dock during  ANZUS 
military exercises unless Washington 
certified that it had no nuclear arms.

The U.S. and Australia reacted firmly. 
Washington canceled the exercises, ex­
pressing “grave concern." A few days 
later, Australian Prim e Minister Robert

A
Lange's policies Imperil relations with U.S.

NATO troop s  on  m aneuvers In 
West Germany. In the alliance, an 
attack on one is an attack on all.

Hawke postponed an ANZUS 
council m eeting  p lanned for 
1985 and said the alliance exist­
ed "in nam e only."

Lange credits Labor's elector­
al success to his strong antinu­
clear stance. Yet critics within 
his own party’ want it modified, 
while the opposition National 
Party says that only the Kremlin 
will benefit. Lange shows no in­
clination to yield. "Every coun­
try in the svorld has a compel­
ling interest in the process of 
disarm am ent and arms control. 
No country’ can abdicate its in­
terest in that process.. . .  We 
pledged there will be no nuclear 
weapons in New Zealand, and 
there will not be," he said.

By itself, the loss of New Zea­
land from Western strategic planning 
would have little impact. Its forces are 
too small to tip even the regional pow­
e r balance. Even so. New Zealand's po­
sition is highly disturbing to U.S. poli­
cymakers and to several other nations 
that rely on America for their security.

A big concern is the antinuclear poli­
cy of Japan, which theoretically also 
bars visits by either ships or planes car­
rying nuclear weapons. As of now. To­
kyo does not ask about the  vessels and 
planes at U.S. bases in Japan, and 
Washington volunteers no information.

R ising  w o rry . If New Zealand carries 
out its plan, the Japanese governm ent's 
no-ques ions, no-answers posture could 
revive pressure from the nation's anti­
nuclear m ovem ent. Concern over a 
weakening of American influence also 
would be felt in Southeast Asia, where 
governm ents friendly to the U.S. al­
ready worry about Vietnam and the 
growing Soviet military presence there.

M oreover, some s tn .e g is ts  argue 
that the breakup of ANZUS inevitably 
would weaken other alliances and mu- 
tual-defense treaties. Events ulready 
have frayed the network inspired by 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles 
when the cold war was at its most frig­
id three decades ago, But those that 
rem ain are central to Western defenses 
in the m ore complex 1980s. Two such 
pacts already have collapsed.

First to go was the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization, created by Dulles 
in 1954 to defend lndo-China ugamst 
Communism. SEATO failed the test of 
V ietnam. In 1977. two years after the 
Communists occupied S.ugon, the siz­
able organization was disbanded, its 
loss m ourned only by bureaucrats in its 
Bangkok headquarters. The treaty still
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: NATO
(N orth A tlantic  Treaty O r g a n iz a t io n ) 

S ig n e d  in  19 4 9
Belgium. Britain. Canada. Denmark, 
France. Greece, Iceland, Italy. . • 
Luxembourg, Netherlands. Norway.

Ligal. Spain, Turkey. West L .rmany

Rio Pact

U.S. Cammitments, Active and Defunct
Treaties pledging United States to defend other countries—

(Inter-A m erican Treaty o l  
R e c ip r o c a l A ss istance) 

S ig n e d  in  19 4 7
Argentina. Bahamas, Bolivia. 
Brazil, Chile, Colombia. Costa 
Rica. Cuba, Domircan Repuolic, 
Ecuador. El Salvador. Guatemala. 
Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Panama Paraguay, 
Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Uruguay, Venezuela

Mutual-Defense Treaties
With Japan and Philippines since 1951 
and South Korea since 1953

CENTO
(Centra l Treaty O r g a n iz a t io n ) 

S ig n e d  in  19 5 8 , D is s o lv e d  in  19 7 9
Bntam. Iran, Pakistan, Turkey 
(U S. was an associate member)

i . ------
SEATO

(S o u th e a s t  A s ia  Treaty O rga n iz a t ion ) 
S ig n e d  in  19 5 4 , D is s o lv e d  in  1 9 7 7

Australia, Bntam, France. New Zealand, 
Pakistan. Philippines, Thailand

" ANZUS j-:
"  S ig n e d  in  1 9 5 1  
Australia, New Zealand

us/vjwn

Note: Cuba was suspended in 1962 Irom the 
Rio Pact's framework organization, the 
Organization ot American States, but remains 
a signatory of the treaty itsell.

exists, but there is no prospect that it 
will be revived.

Next to fall was the Central Treaty 
Organization (CENTO), pu t together 
in 1958 by Iran, Iraq, Pakistan. Turkey 
and Britain to contain Soviet expansion 
southward into the Mideast or the Ara­
bian Sea. Iraq opted on*- quickly, con­
tributing little m ore than the original 
nam e of the umbrella treaty, the Bagh­
dad Pact. The U.S. was only an asso­
ciate m em ber, but it played a dom i­
nant role in the treaty's decade-plus of 
reasonably vigorous life.

By the late 1970s, the interests of 
CENTO’S full m em bers had so diverged 
that the organization was a political 
anachronism. The treaty was dissolved 
in 1979 at the  request of Turkey, which 
by then was m ore concerned w ith 
thwarting Greek ambitions on Cyprus 
than with containing Soviet expansion.

The 1947 Rio Pact covering much of 
the Western Hemisphere was the first 
product of U.S. efforts to set up m ulti­
national security systems. It still exists. 
So does the Organization of American 
States (OAS), established the next year 
to reaffirm the pact's security com m it­
ments and bring together 30-odd other 
inter-American agencies.

The OAS um brella enabled Presi­
dent Johnson to send troops to the Do­
minican Republic in 1965 to prevent a

possible Communist takeover. Yet Lat­
in American suspicion of the U.S. pre­
vented Washington from establishing a 
pe rm an en t inter-A m erican force to 
deal with insurgencies.

One oddity of the group's loosely 
drawn provisions is that Cuba remains 
a signatory' of the Rio Pact even though 
it has been “excluded" from OAS af­
fairs since 1962 and was the target of 
OAS-imposed sanctions in 1964. Even 
m ore bizarre is the  fact that, at least in 
theory. Nicaragua could call on the 
U.S. and other Rio Pact m em bers to 
help  defend against U.S.-financed con- 
tras fighting to overthrow the Sandinis- 
ta regime in Managua.

H on o re d  a llia n c e s . Of all the cold- 
war security pacts, only NATO and bi­
lateral treaties w ith Japan, South Korea 
an d  the  Philippines rem ain  strong 
enough to w eather successive crises. 
Questions sometimes are raised, how­
ever, about the strength of the U.S. 
com m itm ent to its treaty partners and 
about NATO’s long-term  ability to 
cope with threuts outside the Central 
European heartland.

NATO nations are firmly pledged to 
regard an attack on one m em ber as an 
attack on all. Direct, conventional ag­
gression anyw here betw een the North 
Sea and Italy certainly would be met 
by joint action. Less certain is how o th ­
e r  countries in the  alliance, including 
the  U.S., would respond to Soviet nib­
bling at NATO's G reek or Turkish 
Banks. Most doubtful of all is w hether

NATO would counter a Soviet thrust 
into the Middle East.

The U.S. would be certain to fight if 
South Korea w ere attacked, if only be­
cause American troops help guard the 
northern frontier. .Any attack on Japan 
also would trigger a U.S. military re­
sponse. M aintaining the world's second 
largest economic power as a dem ocrat­
ic ally is one of the most basic .Ameri­
can strategic aims.

There is less certainty about w hether 
the U.S. would defend the Philippines, 
especially against internal aggression. 
This reluctance is partly the b itte r leg­
acy of Vietnam and partly distaste for 
the em battled  regim e of P residen t 
Ferdinand Marcos.

No m atter w hat a treaty  may prom ­
ise, the hard facts of national interests 
and perceived dangers are  the final de­
term inants of w hether security agree­
ments endure or fall apart.

NATO works because its key m em ­
bers have common interests and see a 
direct th reat from the Soviet Union. 
But to Lange in the South Pacific, ac­
cording to a U.S. official, "it is not cred­
ible that Soviet tanks might someday 
roll onto New Zealand beaches."

Unless this view changes and inter­
national goals take preference over na­
tional interests, the curtain seems cer­
tain to ring down on ANZUS just as it 
did on SEATO and CENTO. □
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PACIFIC

essential to ship safety, interdependent 
ocean commerce, and prevention of pol­
lution from ship accidents—subjects of 
equal concern to all nations.

We can also see the probability of 
m eater use of international organiza­
tions, such as the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission, as umbrellas 
for cooperative marine scientific 
research, including that within national 
EEZs.

Closing Remarks
As you can appreciate, our govern­
ment's LOS program is a replete and 
active one whether it is in the area of 
navigational freedoms, EEZ implementa­
tion, fisheries, deep seabed mining, the 
marine environment, maritime bound­
aries, or marine scientific research. The 
areas of activity address every major 
part of the LOS Convention. So when 
one hears the cliche that the law of the 
sea is dead, I think it is well to reflect 
upon the multiplicity of issues of oceans 
use and oceans law which arise and 
must be dealt with on a continuing, 
daily basis. The trend, if anything, is 
intensifying.

To be sure, there are those who will 
argue that an LOS system can only be 
meaningful if the United States is party 
to an agreed deep seabed minerals re­
gime. And I can understand this point 
of view, while a t the same time dis­
agreeing with it. There are  too many 
other aspects of oceans use and law 
which we must press forward. That is 
precisely what we have done and in an 
internationally coordinated fashion. We 
must continue to work cooperatively and 
diligently with other countries, especial­
ly coastal states, to ensure that the posi­
tive results of the LOS Convention are 
accentuated and that extensions of 
coastal jurisdiction are carried out in 
conformity with international law. I 
hope my remarks this evening have suc­
ceeded, at least in part, in conveying 
both the flavor and the detail of how 
our government is going about this 
challenging and fascinating task in this 
important period in the evolution of 
oceans law. ■

U.S.-New Zealand Disagreement 
on Port Access for U.S. Ships

DEPARTMENT STATEMENT,
JULY 2. 1986'
In Manila Prime Minister Lange and 
Secretary of State Shultz discussed the 
ship visit problem between our two coun­
tries. The meeting concluded with a 
recognition that the Government of New 
Zealand does not feel tha t it can live 
with U.S. policy on this issue, but that 
we would part company as friends. We 
regret that the position of the United 
States, both with reference to that 
meeting and with respect to our efforts 
to find a satisfactory resolution, has 
been misconstrued.

The United States maintains a 
worldwide policy of neither confirming 
nor denying the presence or absence of 
nuclear weapons. Implicit in this policy is 
a requirement for ambiguity about the 
nature of the arm am ents of our ships.
Our other allies recognize the need for 
this ambiguity, and none feel con­
strained to make judgments about indi­
vidual ships. Jt is on this point that the 
policy of the Government of New Zea­
land differs significantly from that of all 
our other allies.

If New Zealand maintains its inten­
tion to say no to ships operating under 
the ambiguity of neither confirming nor 
denying, or to nuclear-powered ships, 
then it is not possible for us to send 
Navy vessels into New Zealand's ports. 
This vitiates the principal contribution 
that New Zealand makes to the alliance.

Suggestions that the United States 
has refused to engage in negotiation or

consultation on this issue are at variance 
with the facts. The United States has 
made a considerable effort to work with 
New Zealand over the past 2 years to 
resolve the |>ort ban issue and to restore 
normal port access. We have maintained 
intensive contacts and understand fully 
the New Zealand Government’s position. 
Unfortunately, the New Zealand Govern­
ment has as vet not put forward any 
proposal to restore normal port access 
compatible with our global neither con­
firming nor denying requirements.

It has been alleged that the ANZUS 
(Australia. New Zealand, United States 
security pact] treaty  contains only an 
obligation to consult. Article IV of the 
treaty  clearly states that an armed a t­
tack on any of the parties in the Pacific 
area would be a danger to the other par­
ties and tha t all would act to meet the 
common danger. The U.S. Government 
has consistently confirmed that it would 
fully and promptly fulfill its security 
commitments under ANZUS, by both 
military and nonmilitarv means, as best 
would meet the threat.

New Zealand’s withdrawal of an 
essential element of its ANZUS par­
ticipation inevitably must alter the 
obligations of the United States with 
respect to its security responsibilities to 
New Zealand. We continue to hope that 
New Zealand will eventually restore nor­
mal port access on a basis comparable to 
other alliance partners.

'Read to news correspondents by Depart­
ment deputy spokesman Charles Redman. ■

# r  S ’ tv? t z t

September 1986 • 87



A quick reference aid on U.S. loreign relations 

Nol a comprehensive policy statement 

Bureau ot Public Affairs •  Department ol State

Soviet No n co m pl i an c e With October 1985
Arms Control Agreements

B a c k g r o u n d : In r es po nse to requests by Congress, Presi^ c Reagan
su bmitte d reports in Ja nu ar y 1984 and February 1985 on Soviet 
n on co mp li a nc e  with arms control agreements. They document the gro un ds  
for serious US concern regarding the Soviet Union's ob ser vance of the 
ag reements. In the Febr ua ry  1985 report the President stated: "In
order for arms control to have m e a ni n g and credibly contribute to 
national security and to global or regional stability, it is essential 
that all parties to agreeme nt s fully comply with them."

Fo ll ow in g are the key findings of the President's 1985 report:

Bi olo gi ca l and Toxin W e a po ns  Convent io n and Geneva P r o t o c o l : The
Soviet Union has m a in ta i ne d  an of f en si ve  biological warfare program 
and c a p ab i li ty  in v i o l at i on  of the 1972 Biological and Toxin Wea po ns  
Convention. In addition, the Soviet Union has been involved in the 
production, transfer, and use of mycotoxi ns  for ho stile purposes in 
Laos, CamLodia, and A f ghani st an  in violation of the 1972 Con vention  as 
well as the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

Limited Test Ban T r e a t y : The Soviet Union's und er ground nuclear test
p ra c ti ce s have resulted in the venting  into the atmosphere of 
r ad i oa c ti ve  matter and caused such matter to be present outside the 
Sovi et Union' s te rr ito rial limits in violati on  of the Limited Test Ban 
T reaty of 1963. The Soviet Union has failed to take the prec autions 
n e cess ar y to mi nimize en vi ron me n ta l  contamination by radio ac ti ve 
s u b s t a n c e s .

T h r e s h o l d  Test Ban T r e a t y : The Soviet Union has likely vio lated the
T h r e s h ol d Test Ban Treaty of 1974 by conducting u nd ergroun d nuclear 
tests wit h yields e xc e ed i ng  its 150 kiloton limit. Although this 
treaty has not been ratified, both parties are obligated under 
c u s t o m a r y  international law to abide by its terms because neither 
pa rty has indicated an intention not to ratify. Further, each co un tr y 
has stated it would obse r ve  the kiloton limit.

Helsinki Final A c t : During the Polish crisis in 1981, the Soviet
Union violated the 1975 Helsinki Final Act when it conducted a 
mil itary maneuver ex ce eding 25,000 ground troops without providing the 
prior n ot i ficatio n or other information required.

SALT II T r e a t y : T he Soviet Union has been encrypting telemetry (radio
signal) information, from mi ssi le tests in a way that violates the SALT 
II Treaty. The treaty bans d el iberate  concealment measures that 
impede v e r i f i c a t i o n  by the other party's national technical means. 
Although the US has stated its intention not to ratify SALT II, both 
parti es in 1981 made political comm it m en t s not to undercut the 
treaty. Soviet en c ry p ti on  practices violate this commitment.



SA LT  II Treaty: By testing the SS-X-25 ICBM, the Soviet Union has
vi ol a te d the SALT II Treaty provision that permits only one new type 
of ICBM. The Soviets have declar ed  the SS-X-24 to be their allowe d 
one new type of ICBM. Even if one accepts the Soviet ar gument that 
the SS -X -25 is not a proh ib i te d  new type of ICBM, the missile would 
vi ol at e the treaty pr o visio n prohib it in g the testing of an e xi st ing 
ICBM with a single re-entr y vehicle whose weight is less than 50% of 
the I C B M 1s t h r o w - w e i g h t . This provision was intended to prohibit the 
p o s s i b i l i t y  that s i n g l e -w a rh e ad  ICBMs could q u i ck l y be converted to 
multiple -w ar  head systems.

SA LT  II T r e a t y : A l t ho u gh  the evi d e nc e is somewhat ambiguous and a
d e fi n it i ve  concl u si o n canno t be reached, the a v ai lable evidence 
indicates that the Soviet Union probably has violate d the SA LT II 
Treaty's  ban on depl oy m en t  of the SS-16 ICBM.

ABM T r e a t y : A large p h a s e d - a r r a y  radar under c o ns t ru ct io n by the
Soviet Union at Krasnoya rs k in cent r al  Siberia, in its as s oc i at e d 
siting, orienta ti on , and capability, violates the 1972 An ti -B a ll i st i c 
Mi ssile Treaty. To p recl ud e c on st ruction  of radars that could be used 
for a territorial ABM defense, the treaty limits de pl o ym en t  of 
ba ll is tic missile early wa rning radars, including large p h as e d- ar r ay  
radars used for that purpose, to locations along the p e r i p he r y of the 
national territory of each party and requires that they be orie nt ed 
outward. The Kra sn o ya r sk  radar meets neither of these requirements.

ABM T r e a t y : This co n st r u c t i o n  and other Soviet acti vi ti es su g ge s t
that the Soviet Union may be p r e p a ri n g an ABM defense of its national 
territory, which would entir el y negate the ABM Treaty. Other 
a c t i v i t i e s  include d e v e l o p m e n t  of compo nents of a new ABM syste m that 
ap pa r e n t l y  could be de pl oy e d in a mobile mode, and probable testing of 
co mp o ne n ts  of surfac e- to -air missiles (SAMs) in an ABM mode. Mobile 
ABM c om p on e nt s  are banned by the ABM Treaty; SAMs are p er m it te d to 
counter aircraft, but they may not be given the capab ility to counter 
s tr a te gi c ballistic mi ss i le s  or their elements in flignt trajectory 
and they may not be tested in an ABM mode.

US a c t i o n : The Soviet Union thus far has failed to provide
s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p la n at io n s or u nd ertaken  corre c ti v e actions s uf f ic ie n t 
to a l l e v ia t e US concerns. Nevertheless, the President decided early 
in June to continu e our policy not to undercut existi ng  strateg ic  arms 
a gr e em e n t s  to the extent the Soviets exer ci se compa r a bl e restraint.
He stated his d e t e r mi n at io n  that we go the extra m i l e — to try to 
establish  a framework of mutual, interim restraint to support our 
ongo i ng  effort  in Geneva to reach a g reeme nt  on red ucing nuclear arms. 
We will c o ns ta n tl y  review our poli cy in light of Soviet conduct, 
including c or re ct ion of violations, conti nued gr ow th  in Soviet 
st r at e gi c  forces, and Sov iet seriou sn es s in the negotiations. T he  
Pr es id ent has directed the Defense De pa rt me n t to identify spe ci fi c 
actions the US could take to au gment as necessary our strat egic 
m o d e r n i z a t i o n  p r o g ra m  in p ro p or t i o n a t e  response to, and as a hedge 
against the mil i ta r y c on s equence s of, un cor r ec te d  Soviet violations.

Harriet Culley, Editor (202) 632-1208



IN PERSON Thomas B. Cochran

A Physicist Blasts Away 
At Verification ‘Myths’

Rene T. Riley
Thomas B. Cochran, senior stalTscien­
tist for the Natural Resources Defense 
Council Inc. (N R D C ), has put him­
se lf in the epicenter o f the debate over 
nuclear testing.

The council and the Soviet Acad­
emy o f Sciences agreed last May to 
participate in a jo int nuclear test ban 
verification project, an undertaking 
intended to show that it's possible to 
collect and exchange testing informa­
tion with the Soviets.

Cochran, one o f the persons in 
charge o f N R  DC's nuclear program 
in the council's Washington ollicc, 
subsequently traveled to the Soviet 
Union to set up monitoring stations 
100 miles from the primary Soviet 
underground testing site in Scmipala- 
tinsk. Three aboveground seismic sta­
tions arc currently in place; one was 
damaged by a fire in mid-January. 
Cochran is due to return in February 
to install more sensitive equipment 
and a computer system. Three seismic 
stations are also being set up near the 
pt.mary U .S . nuclear test site in N e ­
vada.

’ 'We're making a statement," Coch­
ran said. “ And we've backed up our 
statement with some facts by putting 
hardware in the fie ld ."

W. J. Hannon, the assistant pro­
gram manager fo r verification at the 
Lawrence Livermore National Lab­
oratory in Livermore, C a lif., says the 
data recorded by N R D C  could “ pro­
vide potentially useful information 
about the scisinographic characteris­
tics in the region around the [Soviet] 
test site." Physicist Richard Garw in. a 
veteran defense consultant who once 
worked on developing the hydrogen 
bomb, cells the project “ a remarkable 
advance."

However, Frank J. GalTney Jr., dep­
uty assistant Defense secretary for nu­
clear forces and arms control policy, 
doesn't see much good that can come 
o f it a ll. “ We arc under no illusions as 
to the mischievous and counterpro­
ductive purpose that Soviet authori­
ties hope the N R D C  experiment \yill 
ser ve. . . he wrote in The Washing­
ton Tost last summer. The Soviets arc 
using Cochran's group, he wrote, “ to 
confuse the domestic debate about the 
need for American nuclear testing and 
the reasons why wc oppose the c lfo rt 
o f the Soviet Union and others to

promote an inequitable and unverifi- 
able ban on nuclear testing."

In 19X0, Cochran started the coun­
c il’s Nuclear Weapons Databank sc­
ries. which details the world's major 
nuclear arsenals. He says his work on 
(he databooks, and his related re­
search on the environmental impact o f 
nuclear weapons production, led him 
to believe that private citizens could 
demonstrate how a tesi ban might 
work. The Soviet's unilateral nuclear 
testing moratorium (which Moscow 
has threatened to abandon after the 
next U .S . underground blast, now set 
fo r early February), and the refusal o f 
the House last year to approve funds 
for anything but relatively small-scale 
nuclear tests, provided fertile ground 
for Cochran's proposal.

The first year o f the verification 
project is likely to cost N R D C  more 
than S2 million, most o f which will be 
covered by foundation grants, with the 
council's 62 ,000 members providing 
the rest.

Cochran cantc to N R D C — a New 
York-based, nonprofit organization 
"dedicated to the protection o f Ameri­
ca’s natural resources and the human 
environment"— 13 years ago, plan­
ning to stay only temporarily while 
finishing a critical book about liquid 
metal fast breeder reactors.

Now Cochran says lie wouldn't 
think o f leaving. "To have the same

impact in terms o f shaping federal 
policy, you’d have to have a very high 
position in government," he said. 
"H ere you can accomplish that at a 
younger age."

The 46-year-old Cochran is not your 
typical arms control advocate. A fo r­
mer Navy o fficer, he once taught 
mathematics and physics at the U .S . 
Naval Postgraduate School. A long the 
way, he earned master’s and doctoral 
t agrees in physics from Vanderbilt 
University. From 1969-71, while on 
the payroll o f a rrivate  consulting 
firm, Cochran helped evaluate new 
weapons planned for the Army. That 
work, he said, gave him "a taste o f the 
military-industrial complex from  the 
industrial side."

Subsequently hired by Resources 
for the Future Inc. in 1971. Cochran 
concentrated on the environmental e f­
fects o f the nuclear power industry in 
general and the liquid metal fast 
breeder reactor in particular. "The 
Atomic Fnergy Commission people 
were fudging the information to make 
the breeder look good, when rea lly  it 
looked terrib le ," he recalled. " I t  took 
12 years to take that program from 
the highest energy priority program  in 
the nation to the lowest priority in the 
nation. I don't think it will take 12 
years to accomplish a test ban because 
the major obstacle has now been re­
solved." □
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was not sound. It resulted in the illegal 
' award of the parking garage contract, 
and other ensuing violations.
Now, the city*borough assembly has 

hired outside legal assistance. Mr. 
Gross is being paid at the rate of $150 
per hour of citizens' funds to fight a 
"citizen,” i.e. Ms. Breck. This action 
raises a few new questions. Why was 
Mr. Gross selected? What was the pro­
cedure used to hire his services as 
opposed to those of many attorneys 
who may be more competent and 
available? Is the present legal staff of 
the city deemed not competent to rep­
resent the city in the lawsuit? If not, is 
it time the deadwood be weeded out?
After the results of (recent) elec­

tions the citizens have expressed 
themselves by not returning most of 
the members back to the assembly. I 
am hopeful, that our newly elected 
members as well as the existing mem­
bers will take the sentiments of the 
citizens into account and be jqore re­
sponsive.
Most of us would like to see a parking 

facility for the downtown area, but it 
has to be done right.
Personally, I’d like to express my 

gratitude to Ms. Breck for reminding 
us that the municipality and the 
assembly are accountable to the peo­
ple. We need to realize the power and 
the role of the citizen, and be constant­
ly alert for a productive and better government.

cerely,

ScnZM iTTxTD  —  S e re n ^e r

—  / j: iu 99881
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l!Dear Editor:
It was indicative that Steve Dahl 

couldn’t even get the date of my 5 Nov. 
1984 Empire letter right in his clumsy 
attempt to distort it. It is more than 
ironic when anti-defense activists 
(who have made a fine art of terrifying 
us with the specter of nuclear holo­
caust) start accusing others of''para­
noia.” However, this does raise an in­
teresting aspect of the arms race ques­

tion.--..
"Paranoia” is falsely imaginig or 

grossly exaggerating danger. "De­
nial,” on the other hand, is denying or 
irresponsibly minimizing danger 
which actually does exist. A classic 
example of this was Churchill's "para­
noia” about Hitler before World War 
II. History proved his critics to be suf­
fering "denial.”
I do not deny that there is a con­

tinuing possibility of a USA-USSR war 
occurring, that there is a probability 
that nuclear germ-gas weapons would 
be used in such a war— although prob­
ably not in the "all-out” manner that 
anti-defense activists want us to be­
lieve —  and that there is therefore a 
(smaller but nonetheless significant) 
possibility of a "nuclear winter." 
However, the inability of people like 
Steve to realize that the Soviet system 
itself poses an even greater danger to 
humanity typifies the denial and self- 
deceit underlying anti-defense agita­
tion in the West.
It is not only that nuclear and biolo­

gical environmental disasters in the 
Soviet Union have been worse than 
what have occurred in the West. More 
importantly, the automatic cover-ups 
by the Soviet government have largely 
succeeded because there is no free 
press to expose them. (There is literal­
ly "no telling” of what more disasters 
than the few known to us h ave occurred 
within the Soviet Union.)
Most inportantly (and thanks to 

KGB slave labor camps, psychiatric 
prisons, etc.) Soviet government and 
industry are not accountable to or con­
trollable by the Soviet people. Soviet 
abuses of human rights, world peace, 
wildlife and the environment have only 
been able to be seriously questioned 
(and sometimes restrained) by exter­
nal pressures from the West. (This still 
does not hinder the Soviet Union’s kill­
ing of whales and its principal con­
tribution to Arctic pollution.) The 
Soviet commitment to ever-advancing 
technology means that ever more 
catastrophic and eventually terminal 
environmental disasters are inevit­
able unless the Soviet system is con­
trolled and reformed. Just allowing 
that system to continue is an intoler­
able environmental risk.
' Massive strategic military power is

all Soviet leaders have or need to give 
them superpower status and political 
control. (As Stalin once said, "...and 
how many divisions does the Pope 
have ?") They are not going to concede 
any of that power merely out of any 
kindly concern for humanity. The only 
genuine hope for us —  let alone for 
Soviet-Bloc peoples —  is to compel 
Soviet leaders to accept real disarma­
ment and political reform by confront­
ing them with the prospect of us 
strategically dominating them if they 
don’t.
The television film "The Day After” 

shown a year ago was fundamentally 
out of context and deceiving simply 
because it visually confronted people 
with the horror of the nuclear war we 
must risk, while overlooking the even 
more terminal alternative. (I have 
seen no television dramatizations of 
KGB psychiatric prisons or Soviet en­
vironmental disasters.) This is an 
artistic (?) form of terrorism.
When we watch reruns of "China 

Syndrome” we might think of the per­
manently and radioactively contamin­
ated and quarantined region near 
Kyshtym in the Soviet Union. (The 
KGB expended quite a few political 
prisoners in the clean-up attempt.) 
Watching ‘The Andromeda Strain" 
can also remind us of the future im­
plications of a treaty-violating germ 
war labor atory accident in Sverdlovsk 
in 1979 which resulted in the anthrax 
infection of up to 3,000 Soviet people- 
many of whom died horribly.
KTOO-TV will be soon showing yet 

another aftermath film, "Testa­
ment." (The 14 Nov 83 Newsweek pans 
it better than I ever could.) Reminis­
cent of "On the Beach,” the last post­
war moments of some American fami­
lies awaiting a cloud-delivered 
radioactive death in their strangely 
untouched middle class surroundings 
aresavoredinmorbiddetail.For those 
who do enjoy wallowing in this sort of 
thing, it might be more plausible to 
imagine the plot delivered by a 
radioactive or germ-laden cloud 
generated by the final Soviet environ­
mental disaster. RespectfullyLouCoatney 9799 Trappers LaneJuneau 19891

BY GARRY TRUDEAU
HOU. fW Pl£  HO NUN, NO
6 w !  i u M r m o u r o N i H £ m &
B A LL a m / N F t i l S M 6 4 B 0 B V M
/rrn-m-n UAKTiiJC. t%i  rM im i

pUUUK&J sotsrs 
/JPUUUIGI

L O O K  A T  T H A T . 
IW fF S P O m
THBtUAVE._____





Measures aimed at the  non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and the creation of nuclear-free 

zones in various parts of the w orld  hold an 
important piace in the  struggle for the reduction 

of the sphere of nuclear preparations... W e believe 
that the creation of  such zones is not w ish fu l  

thinking or idealistic day-dreaming. It is a positive 
phenomenon of international life, reflecting the 

wil l  of ordinary peopie to  promote peace, 
cooperation and detente.

Mikhai l GORBACHEV

STOP THE NUCLEAR 
MADNESS



H<i ow  can w e  remove the tfireat of nuclear war? There is no greater problem facing 
mankind today. Such quantities of nuclear bombs and shells have been stockpiled 
m the world that thev are enough to destroy all living things on earth many times 
over. And besides nuclear weapons, chemical, bio logical, climatic, space-based and 
other mass destruction weapons have been or are being developed. This is a 
monstrous distortion at the meaning of human civilization

This madness was started by the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
in 1 945. By using the greatest discovery in nuclear physics for the destruction 
w ithin seconds of cities w ith hundreds of thousands of inhabitants, the United 
Stales brought mankind to the brink of nuclear suicide.

Common sense revolts against such prospects and demands that nuclear 
weapons oe banned and their appearance where they do not yet exist be prevented. 
No one should use or threaten to use them, and instead of confrontation there 
should be peaceful cooperation of nations for the common good .

One of the ways to a non-nuclear world is to create ZONES FREE FROM 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS. Thus, villages, towns and vast regions in dozens of 
countries have declared themselves nuclear-free zones in order to protect them­
selves from possible nuclear devastation. The activists of this movement have come 
up w ith ingenious ways of fighting against the common evil. Thev put up road 
signs and posters and devise mottoes warn ing against the nuclear danger, draft 
appeals, hold rallies and festivals. Thev have sponsored international rallies and 
commences m Britain. Bulgaria and Spam The participants in these forums spoke 
on behalf of tens of m illions of people w ho stand for nuclear-free zones.



NUCLEAR-FREE - 
ZONES /  V-

/  ^  ,
The idea is not a new one. It was put forward by the Soviet
Union at a session of a subcomm ittee of the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission on March 27, 1956, as a means 
of geographical lim ita tion of the sphere of pro life ra tion of 
nuclear weapons. A t that session the Sovie t delegate p ro ­
posed that a zone of nuclear arms lim ita tion and inspection 
be set up in Europe, more specifically, that the sta tion ing of 
nuclear-armed units and any atomic and hydrogen 
weapons on the territory of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the German Democratic Republic and ihe ne igh ­
bouring countries be banned.

The Soviet Union has from the very start attached 
special importance to lowering the level of nuclear con fro n ­
tation, especially in those regions where it is the most 
dangerous, that is, where only a narrow strip of land divides 
the opposing m ilita ry-po litica l group ings and where the 
concentra tion of armaments and armed forces is very great. 
Europe was and remains such a region. For the Soviet 
Union the creation of nuclear-free zones in Europe is an 
important part of the struggle for strengthening peace and 
reducing the war danger in this continent, a way towards 
freeing Europe from both medium -range and tactical nu ­
clear weapons.

The Sovie i position is appreciated by m illions of 
people around the world . They realize that the creation of 
nuclear-free zones is not only a means for preventing the 
pro life ra tion of lethal weapons, but also a sure way leading



freeing Europe from both medium -range and tactical nu ­
clear weapons.

The Soviet position is appreciated by m illions of 
people around the world . They realize that the creation of 
nuclear-free zones is not only a means for preventing fhe 
pro life ra tion of lethal weapons, but also a sure way leading
to:« *
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For m illions of people the creation o f nuclear-free 
zones also provides a real possib ility of not being drawn 
into a nuclear con flic t, of warding o ff the threat of a nuclear 
attack, and at least partlv reducing for the ir countries the 
horrib le and unpredictao le consequences of a w orld nuc ­
lear conflagra tion.

The idea of setting up nuclear-free zones has been 
welcomed w ith enthusiasm by large numbers of people in 
dozens of countries, the governments of most of the Balkan 
states, legislators and local government bodies, by th o u ­
sands of populated localities— from large European cities to 
a tiny village on the Fiji Islands, by the inhabitan ts of vast 
regions— from the M idd le East to the Korean peninsula, 
w ho have declared that they do not want to have anyth ing 
to do w ith nuclear weapons, and by the residents of 
indiv idual c ity dis ricts. villages and even streets.



PEACE 
TO OUR HOM

|n  the au tum n o f 1 9 8 3  the res iden ts o f 
Z illestrasse in W est B erlin  unan im ou s ly  s igned 
a d ec la ra tion  o ro c la im m g  their street a 
n u c le a r- fre e  zone .
The au th o rs  o f the d ec la ra tion  m ade  no  * : -
c a lc u la t io n s  ab ou t the  m ilita ry  and techn ica l 
ch an ces  o f su rv iv ing  in a nuc le a r w a r. T he re  is 
n o  need to  d o  that y *
on  m e sca le  o f a street f  \
or a citv d istric t. The assessm en ts o f these 
W es B e rlin e rs  w e re -o f a a  ffe ren t natu re . By 
jo t n n g  th e ir v o ic e s  to  th o se  o f 'm illiows o f iike- 
m inu ed  peoD fe . th ey  h e lp 1 sfrapB pubnc 
op in io^ rO nd^he  w o ri^ .p o titu :a l c lim ate . In th is 
w ay  they  p ro tec t their homefe. ;• •>
T o  desire  oeage  m eans to  W o rk  fo r  the  r e m o v a l^  

..-o f th e  th reat o f riuc iea r-w dr, fo r  th ecom p ]eT e ,
'v e tim inatfon?« f n u c lea r arm s.

'm i s  is h ow  th e 'Ja p an e se , the  o o h rn a t io n  that 
haa expe rienced  th e  fu ry  
ana blaze- o f  nuc lea r r  
w e ap on s , lo o k  a t the -d la tte r. M o re  than 6 0 0  
c itie s  and  sm all,to*.vns 
in J a p a n  haye 'dec  fared 
their te rp ttfries nu c le a r-fre e . H a lf o f the 
p o p u la tio n  o f JA PA N , w h ich  s ta n d j at 1 2 0  

.m illio n , live there  
' ' ' A  sim ilar p ic tu re  is fo u n d  n A U STRA L IA , 

w h ich  has a p o p u la t io n  o f 1 5  m illion . M any 
m erchan t flee t c rew s 
have d ec la red  their sh ips 
peaceab le , th u s  g iv ing  them  a nu c le a r- fre e  
status
The Citv coun c il o f N EW  YO R K  is g o in g  to  
carry  ou t a re fe rendum  on  the question  o f 
dec la ring  the la rqest U S  c itv a n u c le a r- fre e  
zon e  The c.u! fo r sucn 
a re fe rendum  is
c on tam eo  n a sd ;ia l pe tition  signed by 
2 5 .0 0 0  N ew  Y o rk e rs— a num ber far exceed ing 
that requ ired  :jv law
Residen ts o f the M A N ITO BA  prov ince , the 
first C anad ian  p rov ince  to  dec la re  itse lf a 
nu c le a r- fre e  zone, 
have out out a p roc lam ation  
with a strikmc) em hiem  ca llin g  fo r the bann ing  
at the dep lo ym en t ot nuc lear w eap on s min,eta 

-’.NO ."•t.v  m il flnn -d i



hrst C .inaainn  p rov in ce  to  dec la re  itse ll .1
n u c le a r- fre e  zone.
have put ou t a p roc lam a tion
w ith  a striking em b lem  ca llin g  lo r the bann ing
o l the d ep lo ym en t o l nuc lea r w e ap on s  in
Canada .
ICELA N D  has re fu sed  to  a llow  U S  and 3n tish  
nuc lear p ow e red  vesse ls  and sh ip s w ith 
nuc lear w e ap on s  on board  to  c a ll at its ports. 

The city c oun c il o f LEEDS , 
o n e  o f hund red s o f
B ritish c ities and tow n s  that have dec la red  
th em se lves nu c lea r-fre e , has issued a book le t 
ca lling  on  its fe llow -c it iz e n s  to  face the truth, 
o n ce  a nuc lear c on flic t breaks ou t. Britain w ill 
cease  to  exist.
The "N o  to  A tom ic W eap on s "  m ovem en t in 
N O R W A Y  w ith 3 0 0  b ranches loca ted  a ll over 
the coun try , has launched  a cam pa ign  for 
setting up a nu c le a r-tree  zon e  in N orthern  
Europe and against nuc lear m ilitariza tion  o f 
the N orth  A tlan tic reg ion  
in L IS B O N , rep resen ta tives o f a ll po litica l 
parties, from  C a tho lic s  to  C om m unists , as w e ll 
a s  d e leg a te s  o f d iffe ren t trade  u n ion s—  
teacners . on vstc ian s ana  jou rna lis ts ' un ion s—  
have neld a c on fe re n c e  under the m o tto  "For 
an Iberian P en in su la  Free o f N uc lear 
W e a p on s "
F ive la rgest com m un ities  o f the G reek 
p rov ince  o f LA R IS SA , w h ich  have dec la red  
them se ives nu c le a r- fre e  zones , have o rgan ized  
a peace m arch
to  the p rov inc ia l cen tre  w he re  a 
m eeting w as he ld unoe r the s lo g an s  for 
cu rb ing  the arm s race  and tu rn ing the B a lkans 
m to a n u c le a r- fre e  zone.

I



SUPPORT FROM 
THE SOCIALIST COMMUNITY

■ A* <>•-
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F ig h te r s  tor peace  and against n u c^ a r death  
are m ovea  ov a '-'sep conv ic tion  that rheir 

cause is a |ust one . they  have  the suppo rt o f 
a ll p e o p le  o f g o o d w ill, 
a ll o ea ce lo v in g  states. 

Their p o s ition  .s a lso  u nd e rs tood  and 
supported  bv the w h o le  p ow e rfu l soc ia lis t

com m un ity .
The Sov ie t U n ion  and o ther soc ia list c oun trie s  

regard it as their main ro re tgn -p o iicv  .ask to  
avert the threat o f nuc lea r w ar A ll their 

in itiatives m the w o rld  arena are a im ed at 
p rom o tin g  th is g oa l. 

The S ov ie t U n io n  has 
been m aking unrem itting e ffo rts  in th is fie ld .

Im m ed ia te ly  a fte r the 
end o f the  S e con d  W o r ld  

W ar. aw a ie  o f the fa ta l c on seq u en c e s  w h ich
the m anu fac tu re  

o f sup e rw eapon s w ou ld  have, 
the U S S R  p roposed  bann ing the use o f 

nuc lear arm s and e lim inating  them  a ltog e th e r. 
The Un ited  S tates, then the s o le  p o sse sso r o f 
these w eapon s , re jec ted  the  p rop osa l, th e reby  

ushering  in a w aste fu l and d an g e rou s  arm s
race .

S ov ie t peace p ro p o sa ls  a re re flec ted  n severa l 
re so lu t io n s  adop ted  by the  UN  G enera l 

A ssem bly . O ne o f  them , 
a D ec la ra tion  on  the 

P roh ib ition  o f the U se  o f N uc lea r and 
Therm onuc lea r W eap on s , w as  adop ted  by the 

UN  G enera l A ssem b ly in 1961, 
In 1 9 6 3  the  Treaty 

B ann ing  N uc lea r W eap on  Tests in the 
A tm osphere , in Outer S o a c e  and U nder W ater 

w as s igned n M o scow  
U nd e rg round  nuc lea r 

w eap on  tests are still being carried ou t. but 
d em anos to  bon them  are being vo iced a ll over 

the w o rld  ever m o re  fo rc e fu lly  w ith  every
pass ing  year 

The Sov ie t U n io n  has set a g o o d  
exam p le  bv un ila te ra lly  s topp ing  a ll nuc lea r

w eapon tests 
In 19 6 8  an

international Treaty on  the N on -P ro l i fe ra t io n  
o l Nuclear W e a p on s  w as  c on c lu d ed  Under 
•he unntv ’ ho se  states wh ich  possess  such ■ •• in .h i ,  'in I *o transfer th»m >q anyone
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The Sov ie t U n ion  has set a g o o d  
exam p le  bv um la te ra ily  stopp ing  a ll nuc lear

w eap on  tests. 
In 1 9 6 8  an

in te rna tiona l Treaty on the N on -P ro li fe ra t io n  
o f Nuc lea r W eap on s  w as c on c lu d ed . U nde r 
the treaty those  states w h ich  p o ssess  such 

w e ap on s  are not to  transfer them  to  anvone ,
and n on -n u c le a r states 
are not to  m anu fac tu re  

or acqu ire  such w eap on s . 
B o ih  trea ties have been signed and are being 

observed  bv an ove rw he lm ing  m a jo rity  o f 
c ou n trie s  o f the w o rld . 

Persisten t e ffo rts  
on the part o f the U S S R  to  cu rb  strategic arms 

race led to  the sign ing o f tw o  S o v ie t -U S  
treaties: SA LT -1 in 1 9 7 2  and SA LT -2  in 1 9 7 9 .

They set certain  lim its 
for strategic arms, the 

m ost destructive and d an g e rou s  types o f 
nuc lea r w eap on s . 

S p ec ia l m en tion  
sh ou ld  be m ade o f the un ila te ra l com m itm en t 

undertaken by the Sov ie t U rnon . m Ju n e  
1 9 8 2 . not to  be the first to  use nuc lear 

.v eaoon s . A sim ilar p le dg e  nas oeen m ade Py 
the P e op le 's  R epub lic  o f Ch ina .

If the o ther
nuc lea r p ow e rs  fo llow  th is exam o le . the m ost

d re aa fu i w eapon  
in the n isto ry  o f m ank inc  w ill 

never oe used, 
rin a lly , in

conn ec tio n  w ith the  S o v ie t -U S  ta lks m 
G eneva, the  U S S R  has put fo rw a rd  a series o f 
in itiatives and  p ro p o sa ls  cove ring  all the oasic 

issues w h o se  so lu tion  is m d iso en sao le  fo r 
ha lting the arm s race and no rm a liz ing  tha 

in te rna tiona l situation



FIRST 
SUCCESSES

O n ly then do ideas become a real power when they grip 
the m inds of people, said the great Lenin. The idea of 
nuclear-free zones has caught the imagination of m illions 
of people, breaking down prejudices and resistance and 
show ing the way to a peaceful world .

* The first continen t to be protected against m ilita ry 
rivalry and nuclear weapons was the ice con tinen t in the 
South poie. In December 1959‘ an international treaty on 
the con tinen t of Antarctica was concluded, w h ich provides 
fo r the use of its territory solely for peaceful purposes. The 
treaty, bans m ilitarization of the -con tinen t and proh ib its 
nuclear tests and.buria l of nuclear waste there.

.* Irt 1964 the -id e a 'o f turn ing the vast con tinen t of 
A frica into a nuclear-free zone was put forward. The new ly 

I created Organization of African Unity, wh ich unites all the 
free and Independent states on the con tinen t except the 
racist.Republic of South Africa, announced its readiness to 
sign'^a treaty under the aegis of the United Nations on not 

... -' producing nuclear weapons and not try ing to acquire such 
; weapons. Unfortunately, the extremely complex situation
i w ith in th is organization, wh ich is systematically under­

m ined by direct interference of co lon ia lis ts and in te r­
national reactionary forces, prevented the sign ing of such 
an agreement. However, the idea of a nuclear-free zone in 
Africa is very much alive. The leaders of many African states 
have once again put as one of the priority tasks that of 
freeing the continent from nuclear weapons.

* In 1967 the Treaty of Tlatelolco banning nuclear 
weapons in Latin America was signed in Mexico City. This 
document of tru ly historic significance is accompanied by 
tw o protocols. According to one of them, signed and 
ratified by all nuclear powers, they are to observe the 
nuclear-free status of Latin America and not to infringe it in 
any fo rm

eai oreakthrougn in the struggle to make 
ne .vonrJ me!ear-rree. For the first time a populated and 
rapidly developing region of the world has established for 
tself an ruemationallv recognized regime proh ib iting the 
acquisition, stockp iling and use of nuclear weapons.' This
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document of tru ly historic significance is accompanied by 
tw o protocols. Accord ing to one of them, signed and 
ratified by all nuclear powers, they are to observe the 
nuclear-free status of Latin America and not to infringe it in 
any form.

~r - <— rfASKBW
This was a real breakthrough in the struggle to make 

the world nuclear-free. For the first time a populated and 
rapid ly developing region of the world has established for 
itself an internationa lly recognized regime proh ib iting the 
acquisition, stockp iling and use of nuclear weapons. This 
nuclear-free status is extended to 23 Latin American states 
w ith a tota l popu la tion of about 200 m illion.

For almost tw o decades the signatories to the Treaty 
of Tlate lo lco have not been burdened w ith nuclear arms 
problems: there are no nuclear weapons in Latin America. 
The status of a nuclear-free zone is being observed on a 
vast territory.

In August 1985 thirteen countries of the South 
Pacific Forum— Australia, New Zealand, Cook Islands, Pa­
pua New Guinea, Niue, Nauru, Kiribati, Tuvalu, Tonga, 
Vanuatu, Fiji, Samoa i Sisifo and Solomon Islands— appro­
ved, and the majority of them signed, a Treaty Declaring the 
South Pacific a Nuclear-Free Zone.



TWO
DIFFERENT 

APPROACHES
In its effort to avert the war 
threat the Soviet Union 
ardently supports the idea of 
creating nuclear-free zones, 
first of all in Europe.
' The; Soviet Union has 
expressed its readiness to 
work for a Europe free from 
both nuclear (medium-range 
and tactical) and chemical 
weapons.
* The Soviet Union supports 
proposals by other states on 
setting up a corridor free from 
battlefield nuclear weapons 
along the line dividing the 
forces of the two opposing 
blocs on the European 
continent, on removing step- 
by-step nuclear arms from the 
continent and on creating 
regional nuclear-free zones 
and peace zones in Northern 
Europe, in the Balkans, in the 
Mediterranean, in the Baltic 
Sea, in Asia, Africa and the 
Middle East.
' The Soviet Union firmly 
believes that states which do 
not possess or deploy nuclear 
weapons on their territories 
should be given reliable 
international guarantees as 
regards their security, 
guarantees that nuclear 
weapons w ill never be used 
against them.
The Soviet Union is 

prepared to recognize the 
status of a nuclear-free zone 
even in the case where not all 
nuclear powers give such 
guarantees.
As the biggest European 

power the Soviet Union is 
'eadv to consider undertakmci

TO A CRUCIAL 
ISSUE

a utopian dream, but a real 
and effective 
means of strengthening 
security is confirmed in 
practice by the above- 
mentioned Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons of 1 968 signed by 
the ove'whelm ing majority of 
states. This treaty, like the 
Treaty of Tlavelolco and the 
treaty of the thirteen island 
states of the Pacific, 
promotes the movement 
for nuclear-free 
zones and creates 
the material prerequisites 
for the setting up 
of such zones in other regions. 
The idea of nuclear-free 
zones, which is sensible and 
threatens no one, has its 
enemies— those to whom life 
is unthinkable w ithou t a 
continual military buildup and 
who mainly stake on nuclear 
weapons. Specificallv, these 
are the United States, some of 
its NATO allies and such 
militarist states as Israel and 
the Republic of South Africa.

Nuclear-free zones, zones or 
peace do not correspond to 
their policies and are in 
conflict w ith their objectives 
and aspirations. Such zones 
reduce the possibilities of 
applying pressure, of 
intimidation, direct military 
interference, terror and
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weapons w ill never be used 
against them.

* The Soviet Union is 
prepared to recognize the 
status of a nuclear-free zone 
even in the case where not all 
nuclear powers give such 
guarantees.
* As the biggest European 
power the Soviet Union is 
ready to consider undertaking 
certain obligations concerning 
that part of its territory 
adjacent to a future 
nuclear-free zone
in Northern Europe.
That the creation of 
nuclear-free zones is not

l lS  l ' i . 1  I U IIICO  U l lU  JU L .I I
militarist states as Israel and 
the Republic of South Africa.

Nuclear-free zones, zones of 
peace do not correspond to 
their policies and are in 
conflic t w ith their objectives 
and aspirations. Such zones 
reduce the possibilities of 
applying pressure, of 
intimidation, direct military 
interference, terror and 
aggression. That is why the 
United States and those who 
fo llow its course seek to 
discredit the idea 
of nuclear-free zones 
and hamper its 
implementation.



W HAT WISDOM ' 
AND EXPERIENCE 

TELL US
There is an old Oriental fairyta le about a peasant whose" 
only treasure was his hard-work ing and beautifu l "w ife. 
Once he acted in a coward ly way in a critica l moment and 
he lost his fa ith fu l w ife . For a long time he wandered about 
the world in search of his treasure. The last of his adven­
tures was an encounter w ith a huge ferocious tiger. He saw 
his beloved, whom he had been 'looking for everywhere, in 
the tiger's jaws. He threw^him self at the tiger, caught his 
fangs and a m iracle^happened— the tiger turned into a 
mounta in overgrown w ith trees where the happy co iple 
bu ilt the ir new 'home.

The fairyta le is called D w elling in a Tiger's Jaws. It 
comes to mind when one th inks about the threat of nuclear 
war wh ich can instantly destroy our planet and put an end 
to all liv ing th ings on earth— such a colossal destructive 
power has been accumulated in its monstrous arsenals. 
Now we ask ourselves: what is to be done— to run away or 
to call someone for help?

W isdom and experience tell us that we must catch the 
monster by its fangs. Our goal and salvation lie in tearing 
out those fangs, elim inating once and for all nuclear 
weapons so tha t th is monster, poised for a strike that spells 
disaster to all liv ing things, wou ld disappear completely.

This evil must be driven out of one's home, street, 
tow n and coun try now.

Such actions w ill help to break the resistance of 
those opposed to nuclear-free zones and to prevent loop ­
holes for nuclear weapons in the zones that are closed to 
them.

The Soviet Union, wh ich is in favour of setting up
ruclear-rree zones, .viil support measures ror the observ­
ance of the nuclear-free status or sucn zones and for 
protecting this status.
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those opposed to nuclear-free zones and to prevent loop ­
holes for nuclear weapons in the zones that are closed to 
them.

The Soviet Union, which is in favour of setting up

nuclear-free zones, w ill support measures for the observ­
ance of the nuclear-free status of such zones and for 
protecting th is status.
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V Of Soviet Tie to Arms Freeze
By L E S L IE  MATTLAVD

un»hr> Yor> Ttrnmm
WASHINGTON, Nov. 12- T b e  White 

House today a te d  Government reports 
and magazine nn ic les as documenta­
tion fo r  President Reagan's contention 
that " fo re ig n  agen ts" bad helped " In s ti­
g a te "  the movement in the United 
S la tes to freeze nuclear arm s.

L a r ry  Speakes, the deputy White 
House press secretary, said the State 
Departm ent had Issued reports on the 
Soviet in filtra tion  of the peace move- 
m ent and said fu rther documentation 
was contained in artic les in The Read­
e r ’s D igest, Commentary and The 
Am erican Spectator.

P resident Reagan's rem ark  at his 
‘ news conference Thursday night came 
in response to a question as to whether 
evidence existed o f foreign involvement 
In the movement to freeze the Au'wri- 
can and Soviet nuclear a rsena ls . K . .
Rea gah said be could not discuss ••intel­
ligence m atte rs ,”  but that “ p len ty  of 
evidence" existed. He said that the 
"overwhelm ing m a jo rity ”  of those who 
supported nuclear freeze proposals 
were "sincere and well-intentioned.”

But he added. "There  has been, in the 
organization of some o f the big demon­
strations, the one in New Y o rk , and so
fo rth , there is no question about fore ign _  _  _  _
agents that were sent to help instigate . t^Ve fed funds’ imd
and help create and keep such a move- • propaganda m ateria ls to some Euro-

d irect o r o f the Federa l Bureau o f Inves- .
tigation fo r Congressional and pub lic 
a ffa irs , said that the President was “ ac- 
cu rate ”  in describing “ the Soviet a t­
tempts to . influence the peace m ove- 
m en t."  M r. Young said, "The F .B .I .  
has received that In formation and has 
furnished it fo r the White House.

"W e a re  Dot casting aspersions on the 
peace m ovem ent," be said , "b u t we 
know the Soviets have targeted it as the 
p lace to exert influence, not just in  the 
United States, but in other parts o f tbe 
w o rld .”

Tbe Reader's Digest a rtic le  d ie d  by S  
the White House as a source o f docu- 
mentation fo r M r. Reagan's rem a rk  —
"The IL G .B .’s Magical W ar fo r  
'P eace '"  —  appeared last month and 
was written by John Barron . In  it , M r. 
B arron  wrote that the "ob je c tive ”  o f 
the K .G .B , tbe Soviet in telligence se rv ­
ice, is “ to secure m ilita ry  superio rity  
fo r  tbe Soviet Union by persuading tbe 
United States to abandon new weapons 
system s.”  The name o f its cam paign, 

j be says, is "n u d e a r fre e ze ."  ,
} Another a rtic le  mentioned by tbe 
[W hite  House, " P erspective on the • 
i Peace M ovement," by W illiam  E . G rif- .
' f ith  in last June's Reader's D igest,

ment going 
.. Rem arks Called *McCarthryisiii’
•Some critics o f the President's re ­

m arks accused him of trying to s tiffle  
debate on the issue. *

" I t  is disheartening to see an Ameri 
can President returning to the tactics of

I p ta n "  peace groups and that " a  Soviet- 
front organization has a llied  itse lf to the 
m ovem ent."

1 Other sources hsied by the White 
J H ouseinduded:
j "The Peace Movement and the Soviet

  • Un ion ," bv V lad im ir Bukovsky in Com-
M cCarthyism ," said Morton H. Haiper- • m entary last M ay ; "The Counterfe it ' 
in . speaking fo r  the American C ivil . Peace M akers: the Atomic F re e ze ."  by > 
Liberties Union. -C h a rg e s o f secret . R ae l Jean Isaac and E rich  Isaac , in Tbe. 
manipulation by foreign agents poison American Spectator of June 1982; a 
tbe w e ll of public debate. • State Department report o f last J u ly  to - j

“ Amencans must be free to debate ; titled "Soviet Active Measures: An U p  1 
Issues on their m erits and speak out i d a te ,"  and hearings of F eb ru a ry  1960
without being subject to red -h a lting ." j before the House Subcommittee on 
M r. H aiper— asserted. i Oversight of the Penn  ament Select ;

Les lie  Cagan, ooe of tbe coord inators i Commmmee on Intelligence, which lo ­
ot the disarmament ra l ly  held In New : volved testimony from  the Centra l In- 
Y o rk  June 12, said : "Tbe President Is . td ligeoce  Agency on Soviet covert ac- 
hypocnticai when be argues to r in- ' tions abroad.
creased m ilita ry  spending to help 'de- I But some criucs o l the President 
fend democracy'whne at tbe same u rae ■ werenoi satisfied. Senator G ary  H art o f 1 
he undennines'oii; democratic ngh t to Colorado, speaking in New Orieans at a . 
public protest. Tbe assertion that the meeting of the Association of State 
American people are being manipu- Democratic Chairmen, said that a s a 
lated by fo re ig n  agents' on ly serves to m ember o f the Senate A rmed Services , 
d ivert our energies away from  the rea l Committee, be would "cha llenge the 
Issues: the d ea r and present dangers President t r  produce" in form ation sup- \ 
presented by our nudea r a rsena ls ."  [p o rting  his statement " id  dosed ses- 1 
7 owever. Roger S. Young, assistant , ston. if b e jn  chooses "  I
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AN IN D E P E N D E N T  N E W S P A P E R

The Freeze Debate
♦ S \ V /H ICLE  f cer.eraiired protest, the r.u- 

c i r . - r c  proposal has had one immediate t i ­
kes  it r. ss r.eiped induce Ronald Reaean to start 
ac:ti»tir.c sot.'? o f his airrs control positions. He nas 
toned u-.wr. .tu statements <n nuciear war and 
h-er.m to f-rpiore c-'rrrromise in the Euromissiie 

The o rp i^ i l nas aiso seei'nte an .teent 
• rocie.r iration v r  Congress. Bet in -u r v:-sy
- ■«r - c »  \\ Vi rid

i.i* h~ .:<Jr#s:e :r.e irr.sruvemer.rs 
: ir-.-eze rri '.ution in the House deha'e.
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it . •«: - „ t  tk . .rr.-r strategic mai !»m irfaibtd

- :r. • - • : .r. a  -ren'aii tC'JtwiW*-.* in iw . J
nr n'c ; •. * frmti ia r'!T■ 're ..cvt-t t  •• •_*
r. . : - t most rrcr.Mtivo*. The rce-iutii.r •

. :• -hr: ~dv. « a t Mr. Kv.sun ::
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more ■'stability.’ ' The term “ arms race" can be very 
loaded: weapons thjc are lets vulnerable and there­
fore lets prcne to heir.a tired first in a crisis can set­
tle 'he superpowers down. I f  the freeze people are 
serious about the penis o f “ destahiiiii.nz weapons." 
thev must do more than add to their resolution a 
pararanh inconsistent with its basic proposition.

i r.e Stratton amendment, barely iteteatm on tne 
Hose fiver, illuminated a second cripplirp defect of 
die freeze—its equivocation concerning what new 
weapons wtuid he permissible dunng the rime it in k 

•tv* ->v? cvcmi'.’ i to negotiate ihis freeze. The Hea- 
ran r.w -nnuron" pmpnsaa ruko this qtn*tirn itr- 
r f at. T  • • extent that they have addressed frcece 
:uv r - . .  - * n  to -av tr„« each r.ew -vstem -r.ouid lie 
;,.ur-*’. ii i:.- m-rits. Hu: it u rot c.\*v *o lira  new -vs- 

r. " r. the' " e  rierit. I r e  I t  ter "t me nvve- 
r.i-T.r . r  «■» n  :v i!  rt- îtia!»<! *ins. li>:t •*.* --r.r.t - 
• .:nv ■ r.. i!o'i..; !i .'/* irs re mow-' \  •; "o. > r :

,. . .  r  ., . .  f,„ v a i l  ur'irm it rot r.v  Mr.
r. • •. *• "r-r'.r.: ?•::! u.*n*r  ••.*»* • '\ti.

!V.. .* • * -  i»iti :* : ̂
•.'••.Tt* * • • *. r :  .rr.-‘ « nv*': ! *• rv»-.v* ” *’«i:p»ts
I:::.:..' • .*• « •. :v  H«-i: *j\ *n»
: .• • ■••• • •'j ' ipt* “7. 'ic* -it

.  . . I  , i  i j . . , . t
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A N u c l e a r  F r e e z e

— While the U.S. Gov^jnment shares the concern of those 
seeking to reduce the risk of war and end costly competition 
in nuclear arms, a nuclear freeze is not an e ffective or 
realistic way to achieve those objectives.

— A nuclear freeze would reward and legitimize the Soviet 
milita ry buildup and lock in Soviet a d v a n t a g e s . A freeze 
would preserve existing Soviet advantages in both strategic 
and interme diate-range  nuclear forces that have resulted from 
the massive Soviet buil dup of the lact d e c a d e — a period in 
which the U.S. exercised considerable restraint.

— About three quarte rs of U.S. strategic nuclear weapons are 
on missiles, s ubmarines and bombers over 15 years old. In 
contrast, over half the the total Soviet s trategic weapons 
are on launch systems five years old or less; only four 
percent are on systems over 15 years old. Thus a freeze 
would ensure that the U.S. strategic systems would reach 
o b s o lescence much sooner than comparable Soviet systems.

— A freeze would undercut the US commitment of the NATO 
A lliance's December 1979 decision to deploy LRINF weapons 
unless the Soviet Union agreed to reduce its existing LRINF 
forces. A freeze would  leave the Soviets with an 
overwh e l m i n g  advantage (greater than 8-to-l as of spring 
1985) in LRINF warheads.

— A freeze w ould be difficult to n e g o t i a t e , and many elements 
would be u n v e r i f i a b l e . It would require extensive and 
complex negotiations and agreement on specific systems and 
numbers of weapons to be frozen and on the specific measures 
n ecessary to ensur e compliance. Many specific aspects of the 
proposed freeze, espe ci a l l y  those involving production  and 
testing of certain systems, would be extremely d i f f i c u l t , if 
not impossible, to verify. The time and effort would be 
better spent trying to reach agreement for genuine arms 
r e d u c t i o n s .

--By p reserving  Soviet mi litary advantages, the proposed 
freeze would reduce Soviet incentives to negotiate seriously 
for deep and verifiable mutual r e d u c t i o n s .
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The Nuclear 
Freeze
In recent months, a proposal for a  U.S.-Soviet 
nuclear weapons freeze has attracted  
widespread attention. A resolution supporting 
such a  freeze has been submitted to Congress, 
and versions have been placed ”>n the 
November ballot in several states. While the 
wording of different versions varies, and some 
call for eventual reductions in arm s levels, the 
basic idea is this:

The President should immediately propose 
that the United S tates and the Soviet 
Union adopt a mutual freeze on the 
testing, production, and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and missiles and new a ir­
craft designed primarily to deliver nuclear 
weapons, subject to strict verification.

The U.S. Government recognizes that the 
proposal represents the best of intentions: to 
reduce the likelihood of nuclear w ar and en­
courage more rapid progress in a critical and 
exceptionally complex area of arm s control.
We all share these objectives. But, after 
carefully reviewing the proposal, we have con­
cluded that a freeze a t existing nuclear levels 
would have adverse implications for inter­
national security and stability and would 
frustrate  attem pts to achieve the goal on 
which we all agree: the negotiation of substan­
tial reductions in the nucleai arsenals of both 
sides.

1



W hat Kind of Arms Control A greem ents Do 
Wo Seek?

Four principles undr ie the U.S. approach to 
arms control. We seeK agreements that:

• Produce significant reductions in the 
arsenals of both sides;

• Result in equal levels of arms on both 
sides, i ince an unequal agreem ent, like an un­
equal balance of forces, can encourage coer­
cion or aggression;

• Are verifiable, because when our na­
tional security is a t  stake, agreem ents cannot 
be based upon trust alone; and

• Enhance U.S. and allied security and 
reduce the risk of war, because arm s control is 
not an end in itself but an im portant means 
toward securing peace and international 
stability.

Those four principles were highlighted by 
the President in his speech of November 18,
1981. They are the foundation for the U.S. 
position in the current Geneva negotiations 
between the United S tates and the U.S.S.R. 
on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). 
They also form the basis for our approach to 
strategic arm s negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, negotiations we will call START— 
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks.

W hat Are the Drawbacks of a Freeze 
Proposal?

While the Administration shares the genuine 
and deeply felt convictions that have given rise 
to the freeze proposal, we believe the proposal 
does not constitute sound defense or effective 
arm s control policy, and thus we cannot sup­
port the freeze itself. A freeze would be 
dangerous to securty , stability, and the cause 
of peace for the following reasons:

2

• A freeze at existing levels would lock the 
United States and our allies into a position of 
military disadvantage and mdnerability. The 
freeze would prevent us from correcting exist­
ing dangerous deficiencies in our nuclear 
forces caused by the susta: ed Soviet buildup. 
The substantial improvements in the Soviet 
force of intercontinent .1 ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs), for example, have given the Soviet. 
Union the means to destroy a large p a rt of our 
ICBM force. In addition, there are about 600 
Soviet intermediate-range nuclear missiles 
capable of striking our NATO allies. These 
missiles are not offset, by any comparable U.S. 
systems. In this case, a freeze would prevent 
us from restoring the balance.

• A freeze is not good enough. We do not 
w ant to cap deployments a t current levels; we 
want significant reductions in the nuclear 
arm s of both sides, reductions th a t will lead to 
a stable military balance. The United States 
has already offered a bold new arm s control 
initiative a t the negotiations in Geneva on 
land-based intermediate-range nuclear 
missiles. We proposed a “zero option" under 
which the United S tates would cancel the plan­
ned deployment of Pershing II missiles and 
ground-launched cruise missiles in exchange 
for the elimination of comparable Soviet 
intermediate-range nuclear missiles. Our objec­
tive in negotiating strategic arm s control 
agreem ents is also to achieve significant reduc­
tions.

• A freeze would make significant arms 
control more dijficidt. The Soviets would have 
little incentive to agree to reductions in s tra te ­
gic and intermediate-range nuclear arm r if 
they knew they could simpiy freeze the ex­
isting military situation. This has already been 
dem onstrated in the area of intermediate- 
range forces, where the U.S.S.R. initially 
refused our offers to negotiate while steadily 
deploying some 300 SS-20 missile systems.
The Soviets agreed to come to the negotiating

3



Introduction of Strategic Weapons by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. 1972-1982

ICBM— Intercontinental Ballis tic  M issile 
SLBM — Submarine-Launched Ballis tic  M issile 
SSBN — Nuclear-Powered Ballistic M issile Submarine 
ALCM— Air-Launched C ru ise M issile
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Delia I SSBN Della H SSBN Delia ill SSBN Typhoon SSBN



table only when it became clear that v e  and 
our NATO allies were dete -mined to take 
steps to counter those SS-20 deployments.

• A freeze would cast serious doubt on 
American leadership of the NATO alliance. In 
1979, in the face of continuing Soviet deploy­
ments, the members of the alliance agreed to 
begin deployment in 1983 of U.S. Pershing II 
and ground-launched cruise missiles and to 
seek a U.S.-U.S.S.R. arm s control agreem ent 
to reduce intermediate-range nuclear forces. A 
freeze now would, in effect, be a unilateral 
decision by the United S tates to withdraw 
from this joint allied undertaking.

• A freeze on all testing, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons would include 
important elements that cannot be verified. The 
practical result is that the United S tates would 
live up to a freeze in all its aspects, while 
there would be considerable doubt th a t the 
Soviets would also live up to it. We simply 
cannot afford to base our national security on 
tru s t of the Soviets.

A F reeze and the Soviet Buildup

During the past decade, the Soviet Union has 
mounted a sustained buildup across the entire 
range of its nuclear forces. Soviet moderniza­
tion efforts have far outstripped ours, par­
ticularly in the development and deployment 
of intercontinental ballistic missiles, which 
now pose a major th rea t to a  large j a r t ' "  our 
land-based ICBM force. In the last 10 years, 
the Soviets introduced an unprecedented array 
of new strategic weapons into their arsenals, 
including the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19 
ICBMs, the Typhoon and Delta submarines 
and several new types of submarine-launched 
missiles, and the Backfire bomber. During this 
same period, the United S tates exercised 
restra in t and only introduced the Trident 
missile and submarine and the cruise missile.
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This trend has been harmful to the securi­
ty in terests of the United S lates and its allies 
and to global stability. It is not ju s t a question 
of numbers. As fheir military capability has 
grown, the Soviets have increasingly resorted 
to the use of military force directly, or through 
proxies such as Cuba, to intervene in areas 
farther and ff rther from their borders. The in­
creased assertiveness of Soviet behavior—the 
invasion of Afghanistan, pressure on Poland, 
support for insurgency in Central America— 
reflects growing Soviet confidence in their 
military capabilities.

ICBMs. Since 1972, the Soviets have 
developed and deployed a t least 10 different 
variants of three new types of ICBMs. In the 
same period, the United S tates deployed no 
new types of ICBMs and only one variant of 
the existing Minuteman. In 1986, we plan to 
begin deployment of the MX, the first new 
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile in 16 
years.

Sea-Based Forces. The commissioning of 
the first U.S. Trident submarine in 1982 
marked the end of a 15-year period during 
which the United S tates did not build any new 
ballistic missile-firing submarines. In this same 
period, the U.S.S.R. added over CO missile- 
firing submarines in four new or improved 
classes. The Soviets are now deploying two 
new types of missile subm ariner—the Typhoon 
and the Delta III—while we are building only 
the Trident.

Bom bers. When the first B - l  bomber be­
comes operational in 1985, it will have been 
nearly a quarter of a  century since the last 
U.S. heavy bomber was produced. In contrast, 
the Soviets have produced more than 250 
modern Backfire bombers that have inherent 
intercontinental capabilities. The Soviets also 
have improved their large air defense system 
designed to counter our bomber force. A 
liceze would not constrain these Soviet air 
defenses.

7



The chart on pages 4 and 5 compares the 
introduction of new strategic weapons by the 
United S tates and the U.S.S.R. and shows the 
momentum of the Soviet buildup over the last 
decade. As the chart shows, the Soviets intro­
duced 12 new or improved nuclear weapons 
systems, while the United S tates only in­
troduced three, and they upgraded or expand­
ed every area of their nuclear a rse n J .

Moreover, in most significant measures 
used to judge strategic forces—total number 
of systems, total number of ballistic missiles, 
total destructive potential—the Soviets now 
surpass the United States. Soon they could 
equal and surpass us in number of warheads, 
the one area where the United S tates has 
traditionally had an advantage.

The President entered office with a man­
date to correct these trends. The moderniza­
tion program  he announced in October 1981 is 
designed to restore the strategic balance and 
prevent nuclear war. In so doing, it will give 
the Soviet Union a strong incentive to 
negotiate with us to achieve genuine arm s 
reductions.

Conclusion
The Reagan Administration is committed to 
equitable and verifiable arm s control aimed a t 
substantial reductions in military forces. While 
the freeze proposal reflects the desire of peo­
ple everywhere to reduce the th rea t of nuclear 
war, it would not promote reductions, equality, 
or verifiability. Rather, it would accomplish 
the opposite. A freeze a t existing levels would 
lock in existing nuclear inequalities while mak­
ing further progress in arm s control difficult, 
if not impossible. For these reasons, our goal 
in arm s control must be the negotiation of 
substantial reductions in the nuclear arsenals 
of both sides. We can do better than a  freeze.

8



qresTfor lasting peace. And, over time, os the nations mutually reduce their 
nuclear armaments (again, in a way that can be scientifically verified by all con­
cerned) the threat of atomic holocaust will significantly diminish.

If the world fails to achieve this kind of nuclear disarmament is there any doubt 
that sooner or later, either by design or accident, one nation or the other will use its 
nuclear weapons?

And if that happens it is foregone that other nations will respond without 
straint.
The result would have to be near-total destruction of life on earth. (Just recall 

’ 3 panic, loss of human life, damage and contamination of food hundreds of miles 
.way when a single accidental melt-down occurred recently in the Soviet Union.)

But nuclear destruction need not happen. We have the capacity, through veri­
fiable agreements such as the initiative proposes, to make the threat of nuclear war 
obsolete.

What would be the State of Alaska's role in this? The initiative calls upon the 
governor to conduct our Alaskan affairs in ways that conform with this policy. It di­
rects the lieutenant governor to deliver copies of the Act to Congress and to the 
President of the United States. It lets our national leaders arid policymakers know 
that Alaskans stand for common-sense peace.

Similar initiatives have already passed in local Alaska elections. Now Alaska, 
alone of all the states, has a nuclear freeze initiative on the ballot this fall. This is our 
.chance to speak and act positively on the issue of peace not only statewide but na- 

/  tionally through press attention to our unique ballot question.

Mike M. Miller, Alaska State Representative & prime sponsor.

Statement OPPOSING the 
Nuclear Arms Freeze Proposition

Your vote on this resolution sends a message— an international message. Un- 
ortunately, this resolution aims the wrong message at the wrong people It is also 
naive, simplistic and cruelly false solution to a complex and deadly problem 
hich it would only aggravate.
Chernobyl and Bhopal show that the ultimate danger to human survival is 

echnology itself, not juut the risk ot nuclear war. Future energy or biogenetic dis­
asters could terminate life on our planet even more certainly than "nuclear winter" 
and the Soviet system suppresses genuine environmental activism. A penary 
source of Arctic air pollution is the USSR. Nuclear weapons ended the "c nven-

tional" holocaust of World War II, and Deterrence has been one of the few suc­
cesses in curbing Soviet militarism and mistakes.

A "freeze" of the research, development and production of nuclear weapons 
cannot be verified. Our spy satellites may read license plates, but the Soviets have 
nonetheless succeeded in seriously violating existing nuclear and biological 
weapons treaties. The Soviets’ unrepented murder of Major Arthur Nicolson 
demonstrates that even their signed guarantees of on-site treaty verification inspec­
tions mean nothing.

Our government has heard our concern about the cost and dangers of the 
arms race. It has tried to negotiate fair, verifiable disarmament treaties which will 
also continue deierring war. The Soviets refuse these and break others. Genuine 
Soviet peace activists attempting to petition their government are condemned to 
KGB psychiatric prisons.

Soviet leaders do not feel threatened by the terror and terrible costs of the 
arms race. They see Western "peace" activism as only a tool for nuclear terrorism, 
to demoi tlize our resistance to their increasingly aggressive militarism. Our FBI 
verified KGB involvement in the formation of the American freeze movement.

When unilateral agitation like this resolution undercuts our government’s 
bargaining position and even leads Soviet leaders to think the arms race may be 
winnable, they have no use for genuine disarmament. While the Kremlin promotes 
a nuclear arms freeze, even the Washington Post has editorially opposed it as 
bad policy.

This resolution tells the Kremlin that nuclear terrorism works on Alaskans. 
Such fear and weakness precipitated Hitler's invasion of Poland and the Pearl Har­
bor attack. Such agitation led to our desertion of the Cambodians and Vietnamese 
and to the genocide which resulted.

Despite Kremlin propaganda, Soviet military preparations betray a doctrine 
that nuclear war is “winnable". (Even our Pentagon has renounced that.) Strategic 
advantage goes to the attacker, and Soviet development and deployment of 
nuclear weapons and delivery systems surpassed us in the 1970's. Freezing our at­
tempt to restore deterrence encourages Soviet attack.

Judging by their fast reaction to our State Senate’s Wrangel Island resolution 
and Gennady Gerasimov's recent visit here, Soviet leaders realize Alaska's military 
and geopolitical importance and monitor us closely.

If you want to do something to help deter another world war, to express 
solidarity with our government’s struggle for genuine disarmament and to send the 
Kremlin a strong and clear message that Alaskans can't be snowed then please 
help vote this down.
Lou Coatney, Juneau



BALLOT MEASURE NO. 1 
Initiative No. 83-03

NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREEZE
The initiative would officially recognize that the prevention of nuclear war is the 

great ast challenge facing the Earth and that the nuclear arms race dangerously in­
creases the risk of a war that would destroy humanity. The initiative would promote 
mutual and verifiable nuclear weapons freeze, to be followed by nuclear weapons 
reduction. The initiative would direct the governor to conduct the state’s affairs in 
conformity with the initiative's goals.

A vote “ FOR” adopts the initiative. FOR □

A vote “AGAINST” rejects the initiative. AGAINST □

NEUTRAL SUMMARY— 83-03 
Prepared by the Legislative Affairs Agency

This initiative would declare as the policy of the state the promotion of a mutual 
and verifiable nuclear freeze to be followed by a reduction in nuclear warheads, 
missiles, and other delivery systems in order to halt the nuclear arms race and to 
reduce the risk of nuclear war. The initiative bases this policy on its recognition that 
the greatest challenge facing the earth is the prevention of nuclear war by accident 
or by design and that the nuclear arms race is dangerously increasing the risk of 
a holocaust that could be humanity's final war. The governor is directed to conduct 
the affairs of the state and to carry out state programs in conformity with this policy.

FULL TEXT OF THE PROPOSITION

For An Act Entitled: 'An Act relating to the establishment of a nuclear freeze as 
the policy of the State.’’

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

Section 1. DECLARATION OF POLICY. It is the policy of the S* te of Alaska- (1) 
to recognize that the greatest challenge facing the Earth is to prevent the occur-

—

rence of nuclear war by accident or design;
(2) to recognize that the nuclear arms race is dangerously increasing trio nsk 

of a holocaust that would be humanity’s final war;
(3) to promote a mutual and verifiable freeze followed by reductions in 

nuclear warheads, missiles, and other delivery systems in order to halt the nuclear 
arms race and to reduce the risk of nuclear war.

Section 2. IMPLEMENTATION, (a) The governor shall conduct the affairs of state 
and carry out state programs in conformity with this policy.

(b) The lieutenant governor shall deliver copies of this Act to Congress and the 
President of the United States

Section 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This initiative shall be effective when enacted 
according to law.

Statement IN SUPPORT of the 
Nuclear Arms Freeze Proposition

Alaskans have a wonderful opportunity to make a meaningful contribution to 
world peace when they vote August 26. They can do this by casting their vote in 
the “For” (meaning “yes’) column on the Nuclear Freeze Initiative question they’ll 
find on the ballot.

It is important, however, to realize several things the initiative does not do: \
The initiative does not encourage or obligate the U.S. to any sort of unilateral 

or “go-it-alone” policy regarding a freeze or reduction of nuclear warheads. It calls, 
instead, for a mutual freeze and reduction of such weapons. If other nations—  
particularly the Soviet Union— will not participate, the.' there is no obligation for the 
U.S. to do so.

And, the initiative does not call for any sort of “blind trust" toward the Soviets 
or any oth .̂ nation. Instead it specifies ihat any agreement must be not only 
mutual but verifiable before we agree to participate. In other words we have to 
have arrangements in place to scientifically verify that no one is cheating, or there’s 
no deal.

Truly, we have nothing to lose by adopting this policy.
But what will we gain?
For starters, just the freezing of production of nuclear weapons, just the limiting 

of arsenals to their present strength— which is already sufficient to destroy civiliza­
tion as we know it today, many times over- will be a significant step forward in the

(CONTINUED ON BACK SIDE)



I. The Administration's Position.

A. THE NUCLEAR FREEZE, APRIL 1982. (U.S. Department of State)

Explains reasons for Reagan Administration's opposition to nuclear arms freeze. 

Cites massive Soviet strategic build-up in 1 9 7 0 's, etc..

B. REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER TO THE CONGRESS; FEBRUARY

4, 1985, p.45.

Secretary Weinberger —  "the Pentagon" —  states, "We are under no illusions about 
the dangers of nuclear conflict. I can think of no clearer or better statement of 
U.S. policy than that which President Reagan has made on numerous occasions: 'A 

nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.'" Explains that even if we 
Americans don't believe nuclear war is winnable, Soviet leaders —  judging by their 
preparations [rather than their propaganda] —  apparently do. Further explains 

that to continue deterring Soviet miscalculations and nuclear war we must meet 
their standards of deterrence —  not just our own.

C. SOVIET MILITARY POWER, 1986. (U.S. Defense Department)

Describes ongoing build-up of Soviet war machine and threat it poses. Describes 

tactical and strategic weapons systems sucli as first-strike SS-24 and SS-25 ICBMs
and Soviet "istar wars" weapons de- elopment.

D. NUCLEAR WINTER AND NATIONAL SECURITY: IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE POLICY. (U.S. Air

Force Air University)

Analysis and discussion of warnings about the risk of "nuclear winter" from 
members of our American scientific community.

I. 30Mar83 WASHINGTON POST editorial, "The Freeze Debate".
"But in our view the proposal itself still amounts to bad publxc policy." Other,

excellent points.

III. ARMS FREEZE: WHO IS FOR AND WHO IS AGAINST. 1984.

Soviet Novosti Press Agency pamphlet promoting a nuclear arms freeze which I 

picked up in Soviet San Francisco consulate. Attacks Reagan Administration for 
its objections to the freeze.

IV. Soviet KGB involvement in formation of American freeze movement.

A. 0ct82 READER'S DIGEST, "The KGB's Magical War for 'Peace,'" by John Barron.

Describes KGB's infiltration/manipulation of Western peace movements. Active 
involvement of Soviet KGB operatives Oleg Bogdanov and Yuri Kapralov at March 1981 
Georgetown University meeting where America's nuclear arms freeze movement was 
organized and operationally begun.

B. 13Hov82 NY TIMES, "Sources are Cited for Charge of Soviet Tie to Arms Freeze."

President Reagan had claimed involvement of "foreign agents" in American freeze 

movement. Critics howled "McCarthyism". White House cites Barron's READER'S DIGEST 

article as primary source. FBI says President "accurate" in describing "Soviet 
attempts to influence the peace move m e n t ." ty A e X tiB d t/ f io ty c tt iv e tW c /

V. KGB psychiatric persecution of genuine Soviet peace activists.

A. 13Sep82 NEW YORKER magazine, "The T alk of the Town: Peace."

Russian peace activist Mikhail Ostrovsky expelled from Soviet Union, describes 

KGB persecution of members of the nonviolent nongovernment Soviet "Group to Establish 
Trust Between the USSR and the USA." Asks Western peac« movements to pressure Soviet 

leaders into releasing group leader Sergei Batovrin from KGB psychiatric prisons. 

Batovrin forced to take psychiatric drugs. [Batovrin later expelled from USSR.)

Ostrovsky describes how the 80 million members of the official Soviet peace organi­

zation are so government-dominated that their demonstration signs are made for them, 
never handmade.

B. 21Mar86 EMPIRE Ltr-Ed: "An Appeal for Help for Prisoners of Conscience."

Juneau peace and human rights advocate Charles Rohrbachor describes condemnation 

of genuine Soviet peace activists —  including two 17-year-old girls"A"to KGB psychi­

atric prison. (Under Amnesty International pressure i.ike this

KGB Later rcloased throa of the prisoners.)



C. 21Mar86 JUNEAU EM P’RE editorial: "Two Faces of Soviet 'Peace"'

Biting contrast of "Soviet Samantha Smith" Katya Lycheva's trip to Disneyland 

with the KGB condemnation of young Soviet i?eace activists to psychiatric prison.

D. 7Jul86 U.S. NEWS & W ORLD REPORT, "The Trap of A m s  Control", by Zbigniew Brzezinski. 

President Carter's National Security Advisor explains how Kremlin negotiates arms 

treaties only for propaganda and improving military superpower status —  not for 
genuine disarmament. Describes damage done to Western negotiating efforts for

VI. Soviet violations of arms treaties.

A. Spr83 FOREIGN AFFAIRS, "'Yellow Rain' and the Future of Arms Agreements."

Documents treaty-violating use of Soviet toxin weapons agr'nst civilians in 

Afghanistan and Indochina. Describes "bee-droppings" disinformation disseminated 
through Western m edia —  hideously obscene, considering the victims' suffering.

State Department casigated for bung.ing the handling of this Soviet treaty violation.

B. 30NovP3 EMPIRE Ltr-Ed: "Soviet Violations of Arms Treaties."
Dostribe3 Soviet treaty violations covered in Western media, including accident 

in Sverdlovsk germ warfare laboratory. Explains "Catch-22" inadequacies of remote 

sensing — • "national technical means" —  for treaty compliance verification.

C. ARMS CONTROL: U.S. OBJECTIVES, NEGOTIATING EFFORTS, PROBLEMS OF  SOVIET NONCOMPLIANCE.
(U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency)

D. SPECIAL REPORT MO. 122: SOVIET NONCOMPLIAHCE WITH ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS, IFebBS
(U.S. State Department)

FINALLY, Reagan Administration documents and lists Soviet arms treaty violations.

U.S. goal of strategic ants reduction (rather than just freeze) described.

VII. Soviet environmental disregard.

A. 40ct84 EMPIRE, "Once-pure Arctic Air Dirtied b y Soviet, European Industry.", by

David Foster, AP.

"Despite the area's pristino image, scientists say Arctic air contains as much 
dirt as some rural and suburban areas, with the Soviet Union the major polluter."

B. 21Hov84 EMPIRE Ltr-Ed: "Other Testaments" (re-titled by EMPIRE as "Soviet System
Poses Biggest Threat of All")

Written before Chernobyl, lottt. describes Soviet radioactive waste disaster at 

Kyshtym, Sverdlovsk germ disaster, etc., and how s viot environmental policies 

represent a longterm threat to human survival even greater than the risk of nuclear 

war/winter. Says "Day After" and "Testament" films are out of context and distorting 

since there have been no similar dramatizations broadcast about Soviet environmental 

disasters, psychiatric prisons, Afghanistan atrocities, etc..

VIII. Soviet interest in Alaska.

A. 20Fcb86 EMPIRE Ltr-Ed: "Soviet 'Ultimatum' Delivered to Senators."

Alaska Performing Artists for Peace organizer Dixie Belcher lobbies aqainst 

State Senate's Wrangcl Island resolution, claiming Soviets had threatened to end 

plans for her musical pcaco tour to Siberia. Dixie never conceded that using her 
group as a political hammer against the Wrangol resolution was wrong o r  wouldn't 
happen again.

B. 30Apr06 LMPIRE, "Moscow Editor Promotes U.S., Soviet Relationship."

Kremlin propagandist Gonnadl Gerasimov visits Juneau aB guest of Dixio Belchor. 

(Later, at his World Affairs Council talk, Gerasimov promotes his book attacking 

U.S. star lain program. In rosponBe to my  question about the Soviet killing of U.S. 

Army Major Arthur Nicolson (in the course of hir. treaty-authorized dlroct/on-nito 
verification inspection duties) Gerasimov itayu Major Nicolson was just "in the 

wrong place at tho wrong time" -- no regrets or Soviet commitment to prevent 

future killings.)

IX. Consequences of U.S. quitting its military defense responsibilities,

"Tho Killing Fields" rilm

Searing depiction of mass extermination of Cambodians by Marxlst-Loninlot 

revolutionaries. Almost half tho population murdered or starved by 

collectivization. Tho typical attempt to blame Cambodian suffering on Nixon

genuine disarmament by freeze movement and other anti-deterrence agitation

didn't wash.




