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pretations without consulting law• successes in the SDI research pro-

A,1 _: - .: "'trat • makers would "provoke a constitu- gram, the strong advocacy of De-W Jlllll, 10n agree. S tional confrontation of profound fense Secretary Caspar Weinberger 
dimensions." and by Mr. Shultz' acceptance, after 

ABM Ii Today's White House meeting is initial opposition, of the b1-ood treaty on a new po cy "Part II of the one last week;' the interpretation. 
administration official said. "They "That's his current position. 

"That -.realization has occurred," just ran out of time [last Tuesday J. There's nothing more to it than that," 
By Warren Strobel the consu·ltant said . "The re- "The most concrete thing that'll the administration official said. 
and James M. Dorsey quirement has always been there." come out of the meeting is a time- "He's said it on TV and he's said it in 
mi ...,SHtNGTON TIMES Meanwhile, Pentagon sources table," the official said. meetings." 

yesterday said the administration is Several sources emphasized that A congressional source dis-
The Reagan administration bas 

agreed that the ABM treaty must be 
broadened to allow more realistic 
testing of Strategic Defense Initia
tive weaponry and is laying the 
groundwork to implement the new 
policy, government officials said yes• 
terday. 

The preparations likely will in
clude consultations with U.S. allies 
around the world, discussions with 
key members of Congress, further 
reviews of documents associated 
with the anti-ballistic missile treaty 
and a timetable for moving toward 
the less restrictive view of the pact, 
said r,Jle officials, who spoke on con
dition of anonymity. 

"There was a consensus to shift" 
at last Tuesday's meeting of the Na
tional Security Planning Group, one 
administration official said yester
day. "Tt.ey've now got more thorny 
issues - how to do it, how to sell it to 
the Hill, consulting with the allies." 

A second White House meeting on 
the topic is scheduled for today. 

"It's more than just 'Do we con
duct it [the SDI research program] 
within the broader interpretation'" 
of the accord, said a defense consul
tant close to the SDI program, add
ing that policy-makers agree NATO 
allies must first be consulted. 

NEW YORK TIMES 

considering adoption of a "condi- while top policy-makers have agreed, however, saying Mr. Shulu 
tional deployment decision" to "put reached a consensus on the treaty, "is pretending to [change his 
some order into the [SDI] research." Mr. Reagan has not made a final de• stance], but he really doesn't." 

Officials defined the proposed cision. Both said special arms control ad-
policy as a decision to deploy but to At the White House yesterday, visor Paul Nitze remains steadfastly 
implement that decision "at a cer- spokesman Marlin Fitzwater said, opposed to any change in the U.S. 
tain point in time, assuming certain "The issue before the president is position. 
events occur or a certain success in not one of deployment" but of the Mr. Nitze is "counterattacking 
the develope,ment of SDI is ach- proper configuration of SDI tests. through Nunn," the congressional 
ieved." The 1972 ABM treaty generally source charged. 

The policy "assumes full-scale de- bans even development and testing A second Pentagon official said 
velopmental engineering and test- of defenses against ballistic nuclear yesterday that managers of the SDI 
ing" under a broad interpretation of missiles, except for a few fixed, program already are contemplating 
the treaty, one official said. "It is ac- land-based systems. what sort of tests could be conducted 
tively under consideration." However, in October 198S, the under a revised reading of the 

A "conditional deployment de- Reagan administration decided that, treaty, slthough no contingency plan 
cision" would not violate the ABM correctly interpreted, the treaty al- has been drawn up pending the 
treaty so long as the deployment did lows for testing and development of switch. . 
not actually take effect, the official exotic anti-missile devices based on "I wouldn't say it'll anything that 
said, adding that the administration "other physical principles" discov- definite," the official said. "Obvi-
would not necessarily have to an- ered after it was signed. ously, we've looked at what aspecta 
nounce its decision publicly. That decision was based on an of the program would change if the 

The remarks about laying analysis by State Department legal policy changed." 
groundwork for a less restrictive as- adviser Abraham Soafer, who is con- Such a change would allow tests 
sessment of the treaty appear to ducting a second review of the "of certain devices with more cap-
square with Secretary of State treaty negotiating record and other ,ability:· the defense .:ifficial said. 
George Shultz' assertion during a documents. It also would permit engineers to 
television interview Sunday that the So far, the administration has con- integrate different components "in 
allies and Congress would be con- ducted the SDI program within the more realistic tests of [the] inter· 
suited before a final decision is older, narrower reading of the pact. relationships of different parts of 
made. Switching to the broader reading the system . . . sensors with kill 

Earlier, Seil. Sam Nunn, Georgia would allow a radically wider range mechanisms, that kind of thing," the 
Democrat and chairman of the Sen- of tests. official said. 
ate Armed Services Committee, had The current debate, officials said, oJeremiah O'Leary contributed 
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fend against. And violating the accord 

R ' SALT II F }} cede that the Soyiet violation_s cer- !diverts defense dollars from our real eagan S · Q y J tamly do not _alter the strategic bal- defense needs, like conventional 
. ance. Scrapping the accord because forces, toward still more nuclear 

Tines, after which they will , of our. compliance_ concerns Is like weapons. It is no wonder that Brent 
By Dale Bumpers -scrapped anyway because they Will scrappmi1 the cnmmal code because Sc-owcroft, the President's former 

-hit their JO.year life limit. What wilJ of the existence of cnme. Scrapping strategic weapons adviser, six for-
WASHINGTON - President Rea

·ia~•s reaffirmation, in his State of the 
·-Ymon Message, of the importance of 
·protecting our country was deeply 
1ronic, coming on the heels of his deci
sion to violate the SALT II treaty. 

·.'This decision marked the first time 
-either superpower has violated the 
.'treaty sublimit on missiles and bomb
:t: rs, thereby risking an accelerated 
nuclear arms race. Few Americans 
_want the Russians to have thousands 
of extra nuclear warheads, yet that Is 
jvhere our current course will take us. 

In late November, the President or
dered the deployment of another 8-52 
bomber with cruise missiles, without 
\lny offsetting dismantling. This 
caused us to exceed the treaty limit of 
_ 1,320 multiple-warhead weapons. We 
·have violated this limit twice since 
then and, under current plans, will do 
w 22 more times in 1987 alone. 
'• What do we gain from breaking the 

\ 

_1imit? A tiny Increase ln our strategic 
forces and an extra four to five years 
of service from two missile subma-

-the results be? An unrestricted nu- the treaty does not end Soviet viola- mer DeM?nse secretaries (three Re-
'clear arms race. tlons: _it legalizes them._ publicans and three Democrats) and 
- To date, abiding by strategic arms lron_1cally, one of the first effects_of all our Atlantic alliance allies support 
.agreements has required us to dis- our v10latmg the numencal limits staying within the limits. 
mantle only 48 operational misf;les will be to allow the Soviet Union to in- Does it really make sense to re
while the Kremlin has had to disman- crease its quantity of precisely those lease the Soviet Union from re
tie 550 missiles and bombers. SALT weapons that the Administration has straints tha! have already forced it to 
would force the Russians to dismantll consistently labeled as the most de- dismantle more than 500 missiles and 
hundreds more missiles - about 130 stabilizing: ICBM's with multiple which will force it to dismantle about 
this year alone as against our 32. O warheads. The treaty's limit of 820 250 more by the end of Mr. Reagan's 
course, they will be under no con- such lCBM's would force the Soviet term? Who can believe the world will 
straints if we continue to violate the Union to dismantle some of Its exist- be better off by adding 10,000 to 20-,000 
treaty's numerical limits. Even the ing 818 multiple-warhead ICBM's al· more nuclear warheads over the next 
Central Intelligence Agency admits most immediately after it began de- eight to nine years than it would be if 
that without the treaty the Soviet ploying its new SS-24 later this year we continued the pact? Who believes 
Union by 1995 can have about 5,000 _ but not without the treaty. our'national security is enhanced by 
more nuclear warheads than it would Scrapping the accord signals the Inviting Moscow to add 5,000 extra nu-
0therwlse have. triumph of those in the Administra- clear warheads to its arsenal? 

America has legitlmat~ concern~ tion w;.th a record of unremitting hos- Mr. Reagan can strengthen our se-
about some aspects of Soviet comph- Ulity to arms control. This is right· curity interests and keep at least 
ance, and Congress has app_roved glv- wing ideology run amok, given the some limits on the Soviet nuclear 
Ing the President au~onty to re- major Increase in Soviet nuclear threat - but only if he puts America 
spond to Soviet violations. But ex- forces brought on by the treaty's de- back into compliance with SALT. D 
ceedmg ~e- 1,320 muluple-warhead- mlse and the problems for American 

t
. m1ss1le hm1t effecuvely trashes the • . security this creates. It magnifies the 

treaty and gu_a~antees a new arms ,• difficulties confronting the "Star 
race. Even cnucs of the treaty con- Wars" program by multiplying the 
· · number of warheads that it must de-

9 

·Dale Bumpers, Democrat of Arkan
·-sas has introduced legislation to bind 
·Pr~sident Reagan to the missile 
.Jimits conwined in SALT 11. 
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La ers in Marine guard's spy case to go to oscow 

. WJi . . . . Id to his civilian attorneys. But the ·onage and three counts of conspir• THE ASSOCIATED PRESS on mter1m secunty clearances cou service added it could not rule im-
Defense and prosecution lawyers be announced before the next hear- mediately on whether Mr. Stuhff and acy to commit espionage. 

in the case of a Marine sergeant ing. . New York attorney William Kunstler The charge of espionage carries a 
accused of espionage were taking The lawyer also dtsclose~_that would be provided interim maximum sentence of death. 
their investigation to Moscow. where MaJ. David~- Henderson, a m1htarr clearances to review the evidence The Marine Corps has charged 
he had served as a guard at the U.S. attorney assign~ to Sgt. Lonetree s that remained classified. that Sgt. Lonetree, while working as 
Embassy, a defense attorney said defense, and MaJ. Frank Short, one a guard at the U.S. Embassy in Mos-
yesterday. . of three prosecuting attorneys, were Mr. Stuhff and Mr. Kunstler have cow in 1985 and 1986, provided the 

Meanwhile, the Manne Corps planning to leave by next week for a · said they cannot prepare an ade- Soviet Union with the names and 
again postponed deciding on the visit to the 0.S. Embassy in Moscow quate defense for Sgt. Loneiree with- photographs of American intelli
level of access to classified materi- topursucpreparationoftheircases. out access to all the evidence. gence agents attached to the em-
als that will be accorded the civilian Mr. Stuhff said he m1ght join the Sgt. Lonetree was arrested in tnid- bassy staff. 
attorneys defending Sgt. Clayton two in making the trip, depending ;o e c ember after a 11 e g e d I Y The Marines have also accused 
Lonetree. upon when the Marine Corps ruled acknowledging to military officials Sgt. Lonetree of passing to the Sovi-

Michael V Stuhff, a Las Vegas at- on the security access issue. at the U.S. Embassy in Vienna, Aus- ets descriptions of the floor plans 
torney who is heading the defense "The hearings have been recessed · tria, that he ha·d been passing infor- and office assignments for the em
team for Sgt. Lonetree, said the Ma- until two days,after I the two mi~\tary mation to Soviet agents. bassies in Moscow and Vienna. Al
rine Corps failed to announce a de- lawyers] return from Moscow, Mr. On Jan. JO, the Marine Corps an- though not spelled out in the fonn~I 
cision on the matter yesterday de- Stuhffsaid."Andthat'sanuncertain nounced it would attempt to charges,Penta~onso~rceshave~1d 
spite pledges last week that it would date at this point." rsuade a hearing officer to recom- Sgt. Lonetree s. esp1ona_ge bega_n 
attempt to do so. Last week, the Marine Corps ~end a court-martial of Sgt. Lone- after he became mvo!ved man affair 

Mr. Stuhff said preliminary hear- agreed to declassify much of the tree on 19 different violations of the with a female Soviet agent who 
ings in the case have been recessed documentary evidence in the case Uniform Code of Military Justice, worked at the embassy as a 
at least for a week and possibly d .d ·1 1·nclud1·ng a single count of espi• translator. tonger. althouJ?h he added a decision a2ainst Sgt. Lonetree an prov1 e 1 
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1st War Games 
Observed Under 
East-West Pact 

ByDONCOOK, 
Times Staff Writer 

BRUSSELS-The first military 
exercise to be held under the 1986 
Stockholm agreement on security 
and confidence-building measures 
in Europe took place last week in 
western Czechoslovakia not far 
from the West German border, 
watched by at least a dozen official 
observers from Western countries, 
NA TO authorities said Sunday. 

In addition, Warsaw Pact nations 
have officially notified all North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization pow
ers and all other European nations 
except Albania of the dates, size of 
forces and map locations for 31 
other sets of maneuvers or field 
exercises that they will be holding 
during 1987. Eighteen of these will 
be in the Soviet Union. 

For their part, the NA TO coun · 
tries have given similar notices of 
19 major field exercises that are 
planned during the year, and neu
tral and nonaligned states have 
given notice of five, three of the 
latter in Switzerland and one each 
in Austria and Yugoslavia. 

Some N1tlo111 Euludecl 
Nations with no military maneu 

vers planned, or with exercises that 
are too small to require not1f1cat1on 
under the Stockholm agreement, 
include Romania, Belgium, Canada, 
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.i>enmark, Portugal, Finland, Swe
den, Spain, Greece, Italy and the 
Netherlands. 

The notifications were all given 
under terms of the Stockholm 
agreement concluded last Septem
ber after nearly two years of 
negotiations. 

The accord requires all nations 
with military forces in continental 
Europe from the Atlantic to the 
Urals to give notice by Nov._ 15 
each year of any military exercJSes 
planned for the coming year that 
involve more than 13,000 ground 
troops. They are then required to 
invite military observers from all 
other signatory countries to .. attend 
any exercises in which more than 
17,000 men or 300 tanks will be 
used. 

.Last week's maneuver by the 
Czechoslovak army was the first to 
take place in the "observable cate
gory." It Involved units of a _motor
ized infantry division against ~ 
armored division in what was offi
cially described as "op~ for:ces 
ciivisional tactical exercase to un
prove combat readiness." '.f~l: ma
neuver took place in the v1C1mty of 
the town of Karlovy Vary (former
ly Carlsbad), about 75 miles west of 
Prague and within 25 miles of the 
West German border. · 

This ill an area of heavy military 
deployment on both . ~des, with a 
major American training area In 
West Germany at Grafenwoehr, 
about 20 miles from the border on 
the Western side. 

Since arrangements to send ob
servers to attend the maneuvers 
are a bilateral matter between 
governments, it was not yet known 
at NATO headquarters in Brussels 
exactly how many observers fro!11 
NATO countries were actually m 

the field during the Czechoslovak 
maneuver, but it was believed that 
at least six NATO countries sent 
the permitted two observers each. 
Eventually, these observer reports 
are expected to be circulated to the 
NATO military committee, the co
ordinating and planning body of 
the alliance. 

Until there has been some solid 
experience by observe~ ov~r a f~ 
year of attending exercJBes m van
ous Warsaw Pact countries, it will 
be impossible tD say how well the 
"confidence building" is actually 
working. But in the meantime, 
sources at NA TO headquarters say 
that the notification procedures 
have gone very well. In fact, the 
Warsaw Pact powers have given 
notice of slightly more exe~ 
than the NA TO military authonues 
had expected. . 

First U.S.-Made Fl6Cs 
Delivered to Israel 

Reuter 

JERUSALEM, Feb. 9-Tbe b
raeli Air Force today recemd the 
first of 75 advanced Fl6C fighter• 
bombers from the United States, 
making it the only other nation 
equipped with the warplane. , 

The Soviet Union will be holdmg 
13 exercises in the "notifiable cate- --------------, 

,gory" of 13,000 men or more and and West Germany will each hold 
five exercises with more than two exercises in the lower 13,000 
· 17 000 to which observers will be category and two above 17,000 
in~ited. One of these will be deep _in men with observers present Nor
Soviet territory in Transcaucasia, wa/will stage one exercise without 
:between the Black Sea and the observers. Turkey will have one 

Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir 
attend~d a welcoming ceremony at 
the air base where the planes landed 
after a flight from Texas and said 
they were an important contribution 
to Israel's defense. Israeli military 
censors would not allow reporters to 
name the base or give its location. 

· Caspian Sea, to be held in Septem- exercise with observers present 
, ber, 1987. .· . Britain will hold four exercises, 

Bulgaria and Hungary will each three of them to be attended by 
1 be holding two exercises without observers. 
: observers. Czechoslov_akia will Everything now depends on 
, hold three in all, with observers what actually happens in the field, 
, attending two of them. East Ger- but at least for the first time it is 
many plans five exercises, three to going to be possible for any country 

. be attended by observers, _and in Europe to send its own military 
. Poland will hold two exercl8C8, officers all the way to Transcauca
. both with observers present sia to watch the Red Arm)'. per-

On the NATO side; the United form. How much they will be 
States has announced five exercis- allowed to see when they get there . 

all to be held in Germany, with is another matter, but at least they 
:;.ervers from the Warsaw Pact to will see more than they have ever . 
be invited to four of. them. France seen before. 
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Taking Soviet Defenses 
Seriously 

Carnes Lord 

SINCE THE LATE 1960s, under
standing the Soviet doctrinal and pro
grammatic commitment to strategic 
defense and its implications for the 
strategic posture of the United States 
has hardly been a high priority for stra
tegic analysts. This is due partially to 
the doctrinal disfavor in which stra
tegic defense has come to be held in 
the United States, in part to the strin
gent limitations on ballistic missile de
fense created by the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 and the 
curtailment or elimination of ballistic 
missile defense (BMD) forces on both 
sides, and in part to the · lack of good 
information concerning Soviet activi
ties and intentions in this area. The 
assumption that the ballistic missile 
will always get through has become a 
virtual fixture of U.S. strategic analy
sis. Even when some attention is 
given to possible offense-defense in
teractions, analysts tend to think in 
terms of purely notional ballistic mis
sile defenses, with little reference to 
the actual doctrine, posture, and op
erational characteristics of the defen
sive forces the Soviets possess now or 
are likely to acquire in the future. 

A number of relatively recent de
velopments suggest the desirability of 

Carnes Lord served on the staff of the Na
tional Security Council from 1981-1984. He 
is currentlv the director of international stud
ies at the National Institute for Public Policy 
in Fairfax, Virginia. 
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a comprehensive reassessment of the 
Soviet strategic defense posture and 
its implications for the United States. 
Continuing Soviet activity at and be
yond the margins of the ABM Treaty 
raises new questions concerning So
viet intentions in this area. Improving 
air defense technologies are increas
ingly blurring the distinction between 
surface-to-air missile (SAM) and BMD 
systems. Shifts in Soviet doctrinal 
thinking in the 1970s, the full import 
of which is only now becoming appar
ent, seem to have imposed more strin
gent requirements for strategic de
fenses. And the Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) enunciated by Presi
dent Ronald Reagan in March 1983 
has almost certainly provided an ad
ditional impetus for intensification of 
Soviet efforts both in pursuing current 
generation defensive systems and in 
research and development of exotic 
defensive technologies. 

Any analysis of Soviet thinking on 
the question of strategic defense must 
begin with a consideration of basic So
viet attitudes toward the defense as a 
form of warfare. The Soviet view of 
defense is a complex one, shaped in 
part by Russian geography and history, 
in part by the ideology of Marxism
Leninism, and in part by the nine
teenth century military tradition de
rived from Clausewitz. At its most fun
damental level, the Soviet strategic 
outlook (in sharp contrast to that of 
the United States) is an essentially of-

83 
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fensive one. Both traditional Russian 
imperialism and Communist ideology 
rest on an offensive dynamic; and So
viet military doctrine cakes its overall 
orientation from a Clausewitzian un
derstanding of victory in war and the 
role of the offensive in securing it. At 
the same time, the geographical ex
posure of the Soviet homeland and the 
historical experience of invasion have 
made the Soviets sensitive co the im
portance of defenses, both for the sake 
of protecting the population and gov
erning apparatus of the nation and for 
the sake of maintaining a secure rear 
for the support of offensive military 
operations. Soviet military writers reg
ularly emphasize the reciprocal inter
action of offense and defense, which 
is sometimes characterized as a "dia
lectical unity of opposites": the de
fense is at once a form of the offense, 
just as the offense can and necessarily 
does serve defensive purposes . And 
because defense is fundamental and 
integral to warfare generally, the de
velopment of defensive countermea
sures to new offensive means and 
methods of war is an inevitable feature 
of the dialectical movement of history. 

The "revolution in military affairs" 
created by the deployment in the 
1950s of large numbers of nuclear 
weapons seems to have caused some 
questioning of traditional views within 
the Soviet ruling hierarchy. When the 
Soviets completed revision of their 
fundamental military doctrines in the 
early 1960s, however, they reaffirmed 
the general validity of these views. Al
though admitting and even emphasiz
ing the central role of nuclear weapons 
in modern offensive military opera
tions, Soviet theorists insisted that the 
atomic bomb was in no sense an ab
solute weapon. In the authoritative 
work on Soviet military strategy as
sembled by Marshal V.D. Sokolov-

84 
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skiy, which appeared in three editions 
in 1962, 1963, and 1968, it is stated 
chat there is a need for a "counter
measure for each type of new weapon 
developed by the enemy." 1 In an im
portant article in 1964, which was in
tended in large measure as a response 
to developing Western skepticism 
concerning the desirability of ballistic 
missile defense, General Major N.A. 
Talenskiy argued that "every decisive 
new means of attack inevitably leads 
to the development of a new means of 
defense." According to Talenskiy, 

every rationally designed arms 
system tends to be a harmonious 
combination of the means of at
tack and the means of defense 
against it, of offensive and defen
sive armaments. This law appears 
to be operating in the age of nu
clear rockets as well. It goes with
out saying that these weapons 
have worked a radical change in 
the nature of any possible armed 
struggle, but the law governing 
the search for reliable defense 
against nuclear-rocket attack con
tinues to be in full effect, and 
antimissile systems will have an 
important part to play in this re
spect. 2 

It is often argued or assumed that So
viet attitudes on this score have 
changed fundamentally since the 
ABM Treaty of 1972. In fact, how
ever, authoritative Soviet spokesmen 
have continued to affirm the inevita
bility and legitimacy of defensive 
countermeasures to all offensive force 
developments. In a pamphlet pub
lished as recently as 1982, for exam
ple, then-Chief of the General Staff 
N. V. Ogarkov asserted that "the ex
perience of past wars convincingly 
demonstrates that the appearance of 
new means of attack has always invar
iably led to the creation of correspond-

THE WASHINGTON Q UARTERLY• FALL 1986 
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ing means of defense .. . This applies 
fully even to the nuclear-missile weap
ons. "3 

The dialectical relationship of of
fense and defense is particularly ap
parent in Soviet thinking about the 
role of strategic offensive forces. So
viet doctrine over the years has con
sistently emphasized the primacy of a 
damage-limiting, counterforce mission 
for Soviet nuclear weapons. Although 
Soviet theorists do not have a term 
equivalent to damage limitation, they 
refer explicitly to a defensive mission 
of the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF), 
and there is every reason to assume 
their acceptance of the strategic con
cept underlying this term. 4 Such a 
view of nuclear missile weapons is also 
consonant with the Soviet tendency to 
regard these weapons as an extension 
of traditional artillery geared to coun
terbattery and other defense-suppres
sion missions in direct support of the 
battle. 

In the early 1960s, the Soviets ac
knowledged that ballistic missiles 
were virtually invulnerable to existing 
means of air defense. Accordingly, the 
requirements of defense of the Soviet 
homeland-preservation of the vital 
functions of the government and econ
omy as well as essential support for 
the armed forces-had to be met pri
marily by the strategic offensive 
forces, that is, through "annihilation 
of the enemy's means of nuclear attack 
in the regions in which they are 
based. "5 This mission could be accom
plished most effectively in a preemp
tive strike that took enemy forces by 
surprise and destroyed them before 
launch. Numerous Soviet statements 
through the 1960s suggested that a 
counterforce first strike, launched on 
strategic warning of enemy attack, was 
the approach preferred in Soviet op
erational nuclear doctrine . 

THE WASHINGTO~ QL'ARTERLY • FALL 1986 
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Soviet Defense 

There can be little doubt that this 
doctrinal preference continues to pro
vide the fundamental framework for 
Soviet nuclear strategy today, al
though more recent treatments of 
these issues have been significantly 
toned down in comparison with those 
of the 1960s and early 1970s. The So
viets recognized from an early point, 
however, that an approach based on 
offensive forces had critical limitations 
and was insufficient by itself to satisfy 
Soviet defensive requirements. Apart 
from the possibility of a surprise first 
strike by the United States, there 
could be no certainty that a successful 
surprise attack could be mounted un
der all circumstances by the Soviet 
SRF. The second (1963) edition of 
Military Strategy already acknowledged 
the decreasing opportunities for stra
tegic surprise resulting from improved 
intelligence and warning on both 
sides. Enhanced capabilities for timely 
tactical warning of ballistic missile at
tack created the possibility of launch
on-warning (LOW) as an important 
option for nuclear planners. There is 
evidence of serious Soviet interest in 
the LOW option for their own forces 
beginning in the late 1960s, and it is 
not impossible that the renunciation 
of first use of nuclear weapons by So
viet General Secretary L.I. Brezhnev 
in 1982 had some operational conse
quences in reducing the scope for 
preemption in nuclear contingency 
planning.6 

Although the United States has 
never endorsed a nuclear posture 
based on LOW, official statements 
have cultivated a degree of ambiguity 
on this score. This fact, in combina
tion with aspects of the U.S. posture 
such as high alert rates and command, 
control, and communications (C3

) vul
nerability, is likely to have discour
aged any Soviet tendency to discount 

85 
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the possibility of U.S. recourse to 
LOW. In addition , the Soviets admit
ted that the survivability of nuclear 
forces could be considerably enhanced 
by measures such as camouflage and 
hardening of missile launchers. In any 
event, Soviet doctrine soon recognized 
that active defenses would be neces
sary as insurance against the failure of 
a damage-limiting offensive nuclear 
strike. 

In the period 1963-1968, ballistic 
missile defense emerged in Soviet mil
itary doctrine as a critical element in 
the overall military relationship be
tween the Soviet Union and its West
ern adversaries. At the end of this pe
riod, a Soviet writer noted that a 
nuclear balance had been established 
that could be disrupted only by a 
"sharp change" in offensive capabili
ties or by "the creation by one of the 
sides of highly effective means of an
tiballistic missile defense while the 
other side lags considerably in solution 
of these tasks. " 7 Throughout much of 
this period, a number of authoritative 
Soviet spokesmen discussed the tech
nical progress of the Soviet Union in 
antiballistic missile systems in such a 
way as to assert or suggest chat the 
Soviets had achieved a decisive advan
tage in this realm over the United 
States. In light of the evidence that 
has since become public concerning 
the actual state of Soviet ABM devel
opments at that time , it is clear that 
these Soviet claims formed part of a 
systematic campaign of strategic de
ception designed to mislead the West 
about Soviet capabilities in a number 
of areas. 8 This unavoidably compli
cates interpretation of the statements 
about BMD-in any event, never very 
abundant-that were made by Soviet 
officials during these years. But it con
firms the basic importance assigned 
BMD in Soviet thinking about nuclear 
war. 
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Perhaps the most interesting discus
sion of the role of ballistic missile de
fenses in Soviet strategy occurs in the · 
Talenskiy article cited earlier. This ar
ticle is free of deceptive exaggeration 
of Soviet BMD capabilities, though 
the involvement of its author in West
ern strategic and arms control debates 
indicates that it too should be used 
with caution. Talenskiy is fundamen
tally concerned with arguing for the 
benign character of ballistic missile de
fenses in the hands of a peace-loving 
state (a qualification worth noting), in 
opposition to advocates of deterrence 
based on mutual vulnerability to at
tack by strategic offensive forces. Tal
enskiy emphasizes that ABM systems 
are purely defensive weapons in the 
sense that their use would be unam
biguously defensive in a "political and 
international law context." He further 
argues, against already familiar West
ern criticisms, chat BMD is not "de
stabilizing" in the sense that it en
courages offensive action by the side 
possessing it, and chat it is not a fun
damental cause of the arms race. He 
effectively criticizes Western ideas of 
deterrence by stressing the irrational 
element in nuclear decision making 
and the tendency of aggressive re
gimes to underestimate the strength 
of the enemy. "In such conditions, the 
creation of an effective antimissile sys
tem enables the state to make its de
fenses dependent chiefly on its own 
possibilities, and not only on mutual 
deterrence, that is, on the goodwill of 
the other side." 

Talenskiy's emphasis on the un
ambiguously defensive character of 
BMD systems can perhaps be taken 
as a response not only to Western arms 
controllers, but also to Soviet strate
gists who preferred to assign the dam
age-limiting mission primarily to stra
tegic offensive forces. However this 
may be, there can be little doubt that 
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BMD developed a powerful consti
tuency in the Soviet political-military 
leadership during the 1960s. The vis
ceral appeal of BMD to Soviet leaders 
was clearly evident in the spontaneous 
remarks of Prime Minister A. N. Ko
sygin at a news conference in London 
on February 9, 1967, echoing Talen
skiy's view of BMD as a purely defen
sive system and denying that it should 
be considered a cause of the arms 
race. 9 

It is sometimes argued that the So
viets underwent a fundamental change 
in attitude toward ballistic missile de
fense at the end of the 1960s in con
nection with their decision to seek ne
gotiated limitations on defensive as 
well as offensive strategic forces and 
their eventual adherence to the ABM 
Treaty. 10 The evidence for such a 
change in attitude remains, however, 
highly questionable. It seems more 
likely that the Soviet decision to ac
cept severe limits on BMD reflected 
both the technological deficiencies of 
the Soviet program at this time (to
gether with the development by the 
United States of MIRVed ICBMs), 
and progress on the U.S. side toward 
deployment of a first generation ABM 
system. Although the evidence is 
scant, there are some indications in 
Soviet doctrinal writings of the 1970s 
that BMD continues to play a signifi
cant role in Soviet thinking. Indeed, 
it would seem that developments in 
Soviet strategic doctrine in this period 
support, if anything, an increased re
quirement for BMD or strategic de
fenses generally. 

Modern Soviet military doctrine has 
consistently stressed the importance of 
the initial period of a global nuclear 
war, while acknowledging the possi
bility that such a war might be pro
longed for a considerable period of 
time beyond the first exchanges. How
ever, there have been important shifts 
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in emphasis in Soviet thinking con
cerning the prospects for protracted 
conflict and the priority to be assigned . 
to preparations for it. As first publicly 
enunciated by then-Premier N.S. 
Khrushchev in January 1960, Soviet 
doctrine for nuclear war heavily 
stressed the central role of nuclear 
missile exchanges at the outset of a 
conflict with the West, and served to 
justify both the creation of a separate 
service (the Strategic Rocket Forces) 
for the conduct of missile warfare and 
dramatic cutbacks in Soviet conven
tional forces. As early as 1962-1963, 
however, a marked shift occurred in 
the direction of protracted war as
sumptions. There appears to have 
been renewed debate on this question 
during the 1970s. The evidence sug
gests that additional emphasis has 
since been given to protracted war in 
Soviet thinking, and higher priority to 
the operational requirements from it. 11 

The shift toward protracted war in 
the early 1960s may well have been 
motivated to some degree by the re
sistance of military traditionalists to 
Khrushchev's sharp downgrading of 
the role and resources assigned to the 
Soviet ground forces, and by Khru
shchev's weakened political position 
following the Cuban missile crisis in 
October 1962. However, other factors 
may have been at work as well. It is 
striking that the period 1962-1963 also 
witnessed a marked change in Soviet 
assessments of the prospects for suc
cessful surprise missile attack-and in 
stated Soviet requirements for anti
missile defenses, as well as evaluations 
of the potential effectiveness of such 
defenses. If or to the extent that either 
side is incapable of delivering a crip
pling initial nuclear strike, a protracted 
war is more likely and strategic de
fenses are more necessary. Strategic 
defenses are particularly important for 
protection of the political and military 
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leadership essential co the prosecution 
of a protracted war. Bue they are also 
important for protection of the support 
structure and mobilization base of the 
conventional air, naval, and ground 
forces necessary co conduce offensive 
operations and achieve ultimate vic
tory. The Soviet emphasis on com
bined-arms operations under condi
tions of protracted general war 
logically entails an emphasis on stra
tegic defense. 

Soviet military writings of the 1970s 
and early 1980s suggest an effort to 
reinforce and make operational the 
cum to protracted war assumptions in 
the 1960s. Ac the same time, impor
tant new elements make their appear
ance in Soviet chinking on chis sub
ject. 

The Soviet commitment to fulfilling 
the requirements of protracted global 
conflict was authoritatively reaffirmed 
in 1979 by Marshal N.V. Ogarkov, 
then Chief of the General Scaff: 

It is considered chat with the con
temporary means of destruction, 
world nuclear war will be com
paratively shore. However, con
sidering the enormous potential 
military and economic resources 
of the coalitions of belligerent 
states, it cannot be excluded that 
it may also be prolonged. Soviet 
military strategy proceeds from 
the view that should the Soviet 
Union be thrust into a nuclear 
war, then the Soviet people and 
their Armed Forces need co be 
prepared for the most severe and 
protracted trial. ... [Victory in 
such a war requires] timely and 
comprehensive preparations of 
the country and the armed 
forces. 12 

Ogarkov's statement emphasizes 
the broad continuity in Soviet policy 
in this area; yet there are nuanced dif
ferences with important operational 
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implications. His reference co the eco
nomic resources of the combatant 
states suggests a belief chat modern · 
economies could continue to function 
and produce military equipment under 
conditions of nuclear war. This belief 
appears co represent a significant 
change from the prevalent Soviet view 
in the 1960s that a new world war 
would have co be fought with the 
forces and equipment on hand at the 
outset. Such optimism seems co reflect 
an increased Soviet interest in protec
tion of the population and critical eco
nomic assets through civil defense 
measures. 13 But it also suggests an in
creased requirement for active stra
tegic defenses. Ogarkov's use of the 
phrase "comprehensive preparations" 
could also be taken as pointing in chis 
direction. 

A recent book by current Deputy 
Chief of the General Scaff Colonel 
General M.A. Gareyev represents the 
clearest challenge co the older Soviet 
view. Gareyev is critical of the heavily 
nuclear emphasis associated with the 
Sokolovskiy volume and the early lit
erature on the revolution in military 
affairs, and returns, in important re
spects, co more traditional Soviet mil
itary chinking. This is, in part, a re
flection of the increased willingness of 
Soviet strategists during the 1970s co 
contemplate the possibility of a pro
longed conventional phase in a general 
war, or indeed a general war chat 
would not escalate co nuclear use (ow
ing co the deterrent effect of the grow
ing Soviet strategic and cheater nuclear 
arsenal). In pare, Gareyev's book is a 
reflection of a greater Soviet emphasis 
on the role of strategic deployment, 
strategic maneuver, and strategic re
serve forces in protracted general war. 

Gareyev reaffirms in strong terms 
the need "co be prepared for a pro
tracted, stubborn and fierce armed 
struggle," and hence the continuing 
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validity of the classic military principle 
of "economy of forces." This implies 
the need fo; strong reserve forces and 
their effective deployment and ma
neuver in the course of protracted con
flict. Somewhat later Gareyev says ex
plicitly that "forms of strategic action 
such as strategic offense and defense" 
have not lost their importance , "al
though one must naturally take into 
account the new methods of their 
preparation and execution. " 14 

In view of the widespread assump
tion that Soviet interest in strategic 
defense declined with the signing of 
the ABM Treaty in 1972, it is worth
while emphasizing the evidence for 
continued and even increased Soviet 
commitment to nationwide civil and 
air defense in the 1970s. There are 
also occasional indications in the doc
trinal literature of this period that the 
Soviet Air Defense Forces (Voiska 
PVO) recognized a continuing military 
requirement for comprehensive anti
missile defense. Indeed, there are 
very probably important clues to So
viet BMD doctrine and plans to be 
derived from a close analysis of Soviet 
air defense doctrinal writings of the 
last 10 to 15 years. 

Within several months of the sign
ing of the initial SALT agreements, 
the Soviet civil defense program was 
apparently elevated to a status fully 
coequal with that of the individual 
military services. In 1973, a thorough 
review was undertaken of Soviet ef
forts in this area and a series of sweep
ing measures implemented to restruc
ture and improve them. This review 
seems to have responded in part to the 
new doctrinal requirement to provide 
for continued wartime production of 
military materiel. 

Regarding air defense, Soviet 
spokesmen in the 1970s have typically 
stressed the strategic importance of 
the mission of the national air defense 
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forces and suggested that this impor
tance is growing. A number of spokes
men, particularly but not only from · 
the PYO itself, have indicated that the 
PVO's mission is not limited to air de
fense narrowly understood . According 
to General V. G. Kulikov, then Chief 
of the General Staff, the PVO "must 
ensure the protection of the country 
and armed forces from air and nuclear 
missile attack, inflict maximum de
struction on the air opponent, and pre
vent his strikes on the most important 
objectives, force groupings and naval 
forces ." Other high-ranking officers 
variously stated that the PVO must 
maintain the "inviolability" of Soviet 
borders "from even one missile or 
plane" or be "capable of destroying 
any modern means or forces of the air 
opponent." The most explicit state
ments along these lines appear in a 
collection published in 1976 under the 
signature of Marshal of Aviation G. V. 
Zimin, Chief of the Military Com
mand Academy of the National Air 
Defense. According to Zimin, "the 
enormous destructive power of nuclear 
warheads raises the necessity of de
stroying all targets without exception, 
which accomplished a breakthrough 
into the interior of the country from 
air or space." Because "the activity of 
the opponent in contemporary war will 
be carried out in the form of a unified 
air-space operation with the use of 
aviation, ballistic missiles, and space 
equipment," it is necessary to utilize 
"the coordinated activity by anti-air
craft, anti-missile and anti-space de
fense. " 15 Particularly noteworthy is the 
reference to the coordination of air de
fense, BMD, and ASAT activities, 
which represents the full spectrum of 
the responsibilities historically as
signed to the PVO. The seriousness 
of the Soviet commitment to such co
ordination was dramatically illustrated 
by the comprehensive exercise of So-
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viet strategic offensive and defensive 
forces carried out in June 1982. 16 

The early history of Soviet air and 
ballistic missile defense remains im
perfectly understood and controversial 
in some crucial respects. 17 Construc
tion of an ABM system for the Moscow 
area began in 1962. This system, sub
sequently known as the ABM-lb or 
Galosh, involved the very long-range 
exoatmospheric Galosh interceptor 
missile, large phased array radars for 
target acquisition (the HEN HOUSE 
radars on the periphery of the Soviet 
Union) and battle management (the 
DOG HOUSE and CAT HOUSE ra
dars in the Moscow area), and smaller 
radars (the TRY ADD) for missile 
tracking and guidance. By the late 
1960s, 64 Galosh missiles were de
ployed at four complexes around Mos
cow. 

At the same time, the Soviets were 
developing systems based on air de
fense technologies that appeared
and which the Soviets claimed-to 
have ABM capabilities. The so-called 
Leningrad system, based on the Grif
fon high-altitude interceptor missile 
(evidently a forerunner or variant of 
the SA-5), was under construction by 
1960, though work ceased and the sys
tem was dismantled by the mid-1960s. 
The Tallinn system, based on the SA
S missile, soon made its initial appear
ance in the same area (astride the pri
mary attack route for bombers and 
missiles originating from the United 
States), and was subsequently de
ployed throughout the Soviet Union. 

A major debate occurred toward the 
end of the 1960s concerning the ca
pabilities of these Soviet systems and 
their intended missions, and disagree
ment about them persists within the 
intelligence community. A good, if not 
conclusive, case can be made that the 
Leningrad and Tallinn systems were 
designed from the beginning as dual-
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capable systems for air and antiballistic 
defense, whatever the deficiencies in 
their actual capabilities against the 
rapidly developing U.S. offensive stra
tegic threat throughout the 1960s. It 
has been argued that the Soviets have 
consistently employed two distinct ap
proaches to ballistic missile defense, 
reflected in the differences between 
the original Moscow and Leningrad 
systems and their successors-the 
first, a dedicated BMD system geared 
co exoatmospheric interception at very 
long ranges, and the second, an up
graded air defense system designed 
against the full range of threats in the 
high-altitude endoatmospheric re
gime. 

Perhaps the strongest argument on 
behalf of an ABM capability for the 
SA-5 system is the fact that the Soviets 
not only retained but expanded this 
system throughout the 1970s, long 
after cancellation of the only U.S. air
breathing weapons program (the B-70) 
that posed a high-altitude threat. That 
the Soviets may have wanted a resid
ual deterrent capability against recon
naissance aircraft as well as bombers 
in high-altitude flight profiles is un
derstandable, but it fails to explain 
why the number of SA-5 launchers 
doubled during the period 1971-1981. 
In addition, it has been reported that 
over a period of some 18 months in 
1973-1974, the Soviets conducted 
some 60 tests of the SA-5 radar in an 
ABM mode (that is, against ballistic 
targets). Recently, in his second report 
to Congress on Soviet arms control vio
lations, President Reagan formally 
stated a U.S. government finding that 
the Soviets have probably continued 
to test SAM components concurrently 
with ABM systems, also in violation of 
the ABM Treaty prohibition on testing 
nonstrategic systems in an ABM 
mode. 

By the early 1970s, the Soviets had 
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begun development of a somewhat 
different kind of BMD system. Sub
sequently known as the ABM-X-3, 
this system incorporated a new high
performance endoatmospheric missile 
and a transportable phased array radar 
(the FLAT TWIN) apparently de
signed to be rapidly deployable 
(months rather than years). It has been 
widely held that FLAT TWIN vio
lates the ABM Treaty prohibition 
against development of ABM systems 
that are not fixed types, and more gen
erally, that it is suggestive of a Soviet 
intent to lay the groundwork for even
tual deployment of a nationwide BMD 
capability. Also of critical importance 
in this connection is the construction 
by the Soviets of a large phased array 
radar at Krasnoyarsk in southern Si
beria that appears identical to the Pe
chora-class early warning radars con
structed during the 1970s on the 
periphery of the Soviet Union. The 
Krasnoyarsk radar has been formally 
determined to be a clear violation of 
the ABM Treaty prohibition against 
deployment of early warning radars 
other than on the national periphery 
and oriented outward. Soviet willing
ness to violate the treaty openly in this 
area would appear to suggest that the 
Krasnoyarsk radar may be intended to 
fulfill ABM battle management func
tions in addition to early warning, and 
hence may be a critical long lead-time 
item in the creation of the elements 
of a comprehensive defense of Soviet 
national territory. 19 

The ABM system currently de
ployed around Moscow has been 
undergoing a major upgrade since 
1980. 20 When completed, the new sys
tem will be a two-layer defense con
sisting of a modified Galosh missile for 
long-range interception and a shorter
range, high-acceleration interceptor 
designed to operate within the atmo
sphere. The full 100 missiles permit-
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ted under the ABM Treaty are ex
pected to be deployed in silo 
launchers, which may be reloadable. 
A new phased array radar for battle 
management is being constructed at 
Pushkino; this will presumably sup
plement rather than replace the exist
ing DOG HOUSE and CAT HOUSE 
radars. 

Several aspects of the Moscow sys
tem are worth stressing. First, the 
range of the Galosh missile and the 
capabilities of its radars from the be
ginning have given the system the po
tential to defend an area much larger 
than the city of Moscow-indeed, at 
the outer margins , much of the Euro
pean USSR. The mission of the sys
tem has been officially assessed as de
fense of the Soviet civil and military 
command authorities in the Moscow 
area rather than defense of the city of 

. Moscow as such. Second, the combi
nation of hardening and reloadability 
of missile silos suggests that the So
viets intend the system to function in 
an enduring mode under conditions of 
protracted conflict. While the large 
phased array radars supporting the sys
tem are clearly very vulnerable to nu
clear effects, it must be assumed that 
the Soviets have some confidence in 
their ability to ensure the survival or 
reconstitution of relevant radar capa
bilities. It seems likely that Soviet op
erational doctrine for the Moscow sys
tem calls for the retention of some 
interceptor missiles to deal with fol
low-on strikes and the employment of 
selective and preferential defense tac
tics. The large number of hardened 
relocation sites the Soviets have evi
dently prepared throughout this area, 
and other passive measures for protec
tion of leadership cadres, could sub
stantially enhance the effectiveness of 
the Moscow system in performing the 
mission indicated. 

The ABM~X-3 system, utilizing the 
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FLAT TWIN tracking radar and 
PAWN SHOP missile gu-idance radar 
as well as a high-acceleration intercep
tor, appears to have been designed for 
rapid deployment to provide area de
fense for critical portions of the USSR. 
Because it would not be truly mobile 
and would utilize above-ground 
launchers , the system appears to have 
been conceived as providing effective 
defense only against an initial strike. 
In view of the limitations of the FLAT 
TWIN in acquiring targets with low
radar cross sections and in tracking 
many targets simultaneously, the sys
tem seems designed to operate with 
handoff data from the Pechora-class ra
dars now under construction as well as 
the older early warning and baccle 
management radars and possibly the 
Pushkino radar. However, the extent 
to which the system might be able to 
operate autonomously is , and is likely 
to remain, uncertain. 21 

The Soviets currently have some 
10,000 surface-to-air missile launchers 
for strategic defense at over 1,200 
sites; in addition, they possess more 
than 4,000 launch vehicles for tactical 
SAMs. 22 Progress in the relevant tech
nologies is inexorably narrowing the 
gap between SAM and BMD systems, 
and current generation SAM systems 
can be expected to be much more ca
pable at least against certain types of 
ballistic missiles than their predeces
sors. 

There is every indication chat the 
Soviets plan to retain large numbers of 
SA-Ss in their inventory, and to up
grade the system's general capabilities 
in the high-altitude regime. The other 
principal modern strategic SAM sys
tem is the SA-10, which is now begin
ning to be deployed. The SA-10 is an 
all-altitude SAM system that appears 
to be designed primarily against the 
low-altitude, air-breaching threat. 
Coupled with an anticipated Soviet 
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A WACs system and a new generation 
of air superiority fighters with look
down, shoot-down capabilities, the 
SA-10, for the first time, should pro
vide the Soviets with an effective ca
pability against penetrating bombers 
and cruise missiles. At the same time, 
it appears that the SA-10 may have the 
potential to intercept some types of 
strategic ballistic missiles. 

Of equal if not greater interest in 
this connection is the mobile SA-12. 
This system, which has reportedly 
been tested against SS-4 medium
range ballistic missiles, has apparently 
been designed as a dual-capable SAM 
and antitactical ballistic missile 
(ATBM) system for cheater mis
sions. 23 As such, it possesses some in
herent capability against strategic bal
listic missiles-particularly submarine
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), 
the reentry vehicles (RVs) of which 
generally have larger radar cross sec
tions and slower reentry speeds than 
intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs). 24 

Analyses of the effectiveness of all 
these SAM systems against ballistic 
missiles depend decisively on assump
tions concerning their ability to accept 
handoff data from larger battle man
agement or target acquisition radars. If 
properly supported by such radars, it 
would appear that both the SA-10 and 
the SA-12 could add significant point
target coverage to a widespread ABM 
deployment. 25 Even in the absence of 
such a deployment, there is reason to 
suppose that they could act as a valu
able adjunct co the existing Moscow 
system, utilizing data from the Push
kino radar as well as DOG HOUSE, 
CAT HOUSE, and some or all of the 
peripheral phased array acquisition ra
dars. The mobility of these systems 
would give them at least some capa
bility to act as an enduring terminal 
defense capability in protracted war. 

THE WASHINGTON Q UARTERLY• FALL 1986 



SPECIAL EDITION -- 13 JANUARY 1987 

In addition to the conventional 
BMD and air defense systems just dis
cussed, the Soviets are engaged in in
tensive research and development of a 
variety of exotic technologies with ap
plications for strategic defense . The 
cumulative evidence provided by the 
prominent place of strategic defense 
in Soviet military doctrine, the history 
of Soviet strategic defense programs, 
and current investment in weapons 
procurement and R&D in this area 
strongly suggest that strategic defense 
against ballistic missiles is and will re
main a fundamental requirement of 
Soviet military strategy. There are, of 
course, many questions relating to the 
Soviets' understanding of the effec
tiveness of their current BMD capa
bilities, their operational doctrine for 
BMD, the extent of Soviet conceal
ment and deception relative to BMD 
and strategic defense generally, Soviet 
arms control strategy relative to BMD, 
and the like, which are difficult or im
possible to answer given the current 
state of our knowledge. Nevertheless , 
prudence would seem to require chat 
Soviet activities in this area be taken 
with the utmost seriousness, and that 
special efforts be made to understand, 
if only in a speculative fashion , the 
capability afforded the Soviets now 
and in the near term by existing and 
prospective strategic defenses. 

There is strong circumstantial evi
dence that the ABM Treaty of 1972, 
far from dampening Soviet interest in 
BMD, has been seen by the Soviets 
as an opportunity to reach parity with 
the United Scates in conventional 
BMD and achieve technological sur
prise through research and develop
ment of exotic BMD. It has also pro
vided a cover for the gradual 
upgrading of the BMD capabilities of 
existing defensive systems, particu
larly strategic SAM systems but also 
relevant radar, communications, and 
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data processing capabilities. Whatever 
their actual intentions , the Soviets ap
pear to have positioned themselves to 
"break out" (or "creep out") of the 
ABM Treaty regime should the appro
priate circumstances materialize. 
Whether these circumstances would 
be determined more by Soviet prog
ress in BMO technology or by the ac
tivities of the United States and other 
international considerations is not easy 
to say. 

The possibility should be consid
ered chat the Soviets have developed 
two basic options for long-range plan
ning regarding BMD: no arms control 
and overt territorial defense of the 
Moscow region, and covert territorial 
defense with dual-capable SAMs. The 
Soviets may well have felt that the 
advantages foregone by banning ded
icated BMO for nationwide defense 
were more than made up by the con
straints placed on U.S. BMD activities 
across the board. Clearly, the U.S. 
Strategic Defense Initiative has radi
cally altered Soviet calculations re
garding the likely constraining effect 
of arms control on U.S. actions in the 
long run. In the short term, however, 
the Soviets may still feel it is to their 
advantage to minimize their own dem
onstrated interest in strategic defense 
and maintain the ABM Treaty con
straints on the United Scates. At the 
same time, for a number of reasons 
(notably, the continuing inability of 
the United States or the West gener
ally to respond effectively to Soviet 
arms control violations or near-viola
tions) , the Soviets are likelv co exer
cise greater latitude in purs~ing their 
own BMO efforts whether or not these 
raise treaty-related issues. 

This suggests that in the near term 
the Soviets are likely to engage in 
creepout rather than breakout from 
the ABM Treaty, and are likely to con
eentrate their efforts on upgrading the 
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Moscow system and their strategic 
SAMs rather than preparing for de
ployment of the ABM-X-3 system. 
Such a strategy might also call for rapid 
development of a ground-based laser 
weapon with capabilities against bal
listic missiles as well as penetrating 
bombers and cruise missiles. 

That chis is the most likely direction 
of Soviet strategy would seem co be 
reinforced by recent trends in Soviet 
doctrine relative co nuclear war. As 
discussed earlier, increasing emphasis 
has been given by the Soviets through
out the lace 1970s and early 1980s co 
the requirements of protracted nuclear 
war. Soviet spokesmen have stressed 
the need co maintain powerful and se
cure strategic reserve forces and co en
gage in strategic maneuver with these 
and ocher forces. These requirements 
would seem co place a premium on 
concealment (strategic-operational as 
well as tactical), dispersal, mobility, 
and flexibility of operations-qualities 
associated more readily with strategic 
SAM systems than with dedicated 
BMD (particularly, as noted earlier, 
the ABM-X-3 system, which does not 
seem designed for endurance in con
ditions of protracted war). 

There is a long tradition of discount
ing the effectiveness of Soviet efforts 
in the BMD area. Historically, the So
viets have had severe difficulties in 
overcoming some of the key technical 
obstacles co effective BMD-nocably, 
in developing a high-acceleration in
terceptor missile, in phased array radar 
technology, and in computing capacity 
for battle management. However, it is 
also clear chat the Soviets have made 
considerable progress in these areas. 
Ac lease as important, though, is an 
understanding of the strategic and op
erational context in which Soviet 
BMD can be expected co function, 
and chis element of the analysis is reg
ularly slighted. 
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Mose fundamental is the question of 
the nature of the basic attack chat So
viet strategic defenses are likely co 
have co sustain. There is a vase differ
ence between a coordinated and mas
sive U.S. nuclear strike and a de
graded, ragged attack chat followed 
absorption of a Soviet strike. As dis
cussed earlier, the Soviets have never 
been certain of their ability co execute 
a preemptive nuclear strike chat would 
effectively cripple U.S. offensive stra
tegic forces. They are almost certainly 
not convinced of their ability co inflict 
an essentially preclusive blow against 
the U.S. ICBM force, not co speak of 
the problems they would face in at
tacking U.S. ballistic missile firing 
submarines (SSBNs) and strategic 
bomber forces . However, they may be 
confident enough of their ability to de
liver a serious preemptive blow against 
U.S. ballistic missiles co model the 
fundamental structure and doctrine of 
Soviet strategic defense on this as
sumption. In other words, the criteria 
of effectiveness used by the Soviets in 
evaluating their own BMD may differ 
radically from the criteria usually em
ployed by Western analysts, who tend 
co assess the performance of Soviet 
systems against an undegraded attack 
maximized for penetration and/or de
struction of Soviet defenses. 

When coupled with a damage-lim
iting Soviet first strike against U.S. 
strategic forces and C3

, then, Soviet 
strategic defenses look much more for
midable than when confronting an un
degraded U.S. ICBM strike. ICBMs, 
both because of their trajectory char
acteristics and because of the simul
taneity of attack that they afford, pose 
by far the greatest problem for BMD. 
In addition, of course, ICBMs pose a 
direct threat to BMD and its support
ing infrastructure, particularly because 
of their ability co execute highly pre
cise sequenced attacks. If the U.S. 
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ICBM force is seriously degraded, it 
can be safely assumed that most if not 
all sequenced ICBM attacks could no 
longer be carried out, that saturation 
attacks against highest-priority hard 
targets could decline radically in effec
tiveness, and that synergistic effects 
from the thorough destruction of cer
tain kinds of target sets (particularly 
C3

) would be largely lost. Failure to 
suppress effectively Soviet defenses in 
an initial strike, it may be added, 
could afford the Soviets important lev
erage in a protracted war, dispropor
tionately reducing the effectiveness of 
follow-on strikes by withheld U.S. 
forces and complicating U.S. retarget
ing and refire efforts. Yet for the 
United States to place a high priority 
on assured suppression of Soviet de
fenses could create exorbitant require
ments for prompt ballistic missile war
heads. 

It is also essential to bear in mind 
the possibility that Soviet operational 
and tactical concepts for BMD may 
differ markedly from those assumed 
by Western analysts. The Soviets are 
likely to have fewer inhibitions than 
U.S. military planners, for example, 
about detonating nuclear warheads 
over their own territory. Thus, defi
ciencies of current Soviet BMD sys
tems in reaction time and accuracy 
may not seem as disabling to Soviet 
planners as might otherwise be sup
posed. For that matter, one cannot en
tirely dismiss the possibility that the 
Soviets, under some circumstances, 
might use their own ICBMs for BMD 
missions. 26 

What are the implications of all this 
for U.S. strategy? It is, to begin with, 
doubtful under any circumstances that 
a severely degraded U.S. ICBM strike 
could support the objectives of current 
U.S. nuclear strategy-in particular, 
that it could meaningfully threaten the 
essential instruments of Soviet politi-
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cal and military control. This becomes 
more than doubtful when account is 
taken of the current Moscow ABM 
system. With its new endoatmospheric 
layer, the Moscow system will have 
the capacity to discriminate between 
RVs and decoys-penaids entering the 
atmosphere, and its hardened, reload
able launchers will provide intercep
tors in significant numbers and a ca
pability to deal with sequenced 
attacks. Even assuming that the sys
tem is technically limited in its ability 
to engage current generation ICBM 
RVs, the numbers of attackers will be 
relatively smaU, and preferential de
fense tactics could greatly increase the 
chances of- protecting specifically 
chosen targets. In view of the limita
tions in our (current or prospective) 
knowledge of the target base and So
viet plans for mobility and dispersal of 
key cadres, the chances of inflicting 
disabling damage on Soviet political 
and military leadership elements in 
the Moscow region under these con
ditions seem distinctly poor. 

Beyond the area covered by the 
footprint of the Moscow system, a de
graded ICBM attack would be less 
than devastating even without espe
cially effective defenses. Assuming 
that a substantial percentage of the re
maining ICBMs would be targeted 
against Soviet ICBM silos and other 
hardened targets in relatively remote 
areas, collateral damage to the Soviet 
economy and population would prob
ably be limited in any event. If the 
Soviets were then able to pose even a 
modest BMD threat, payoffs might be 
substantial. Even a system marginally 
effective against ICBMs, such as the 
SA-10 or SA-12, could maximize its 
effectiveness if faced with a very rag
ged attack in a narrow and predictable 
flight corridor and if mission require
ments could be satisfied by degrada
tion in the accuracy of the attacking 
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RV rather than its complete destruc
tion. 

The capability of Soviet strategic 
defenses against U.S. SLBMs must be 
considered a vital issue in Soviet eyes, 
given the essential invulnerability of 
(at sea) SSBNs to a damage-limiting 
Soviet preemptive strike. It seems 
possible, if not likely, that to the ex
tent that Soviet strategic SAMs have a 
BMD mission, they are optimized to 
deal with the SLBM threat. As Soviet 
strategic SAMs become increasingly 
mobile, they will become increasingly 
capable of endurance in a protracted 
nuclear conflict and of dealing with 
attacks by U.S. SLBMs in strategic 
reserve. It seems likely that the Sovi
ets count heavily on the ability of 
these SAMs to afford substantial pro
tection, particularly of economic tar
gets, from SLBM (as well as bomber 
and cruise missile) attack, and may 
consider this protection-in conjunc
tion with civil defense and other emer
gency preparations-sufficient to pro
vide a realistic possibility of continued 
wartime military production and en
sure the viability of the Soviet econ
omy in the postattack environment. 
Even a modest degradation of U.S. 
SLBM attacks by Soviet defenses, 
however, would impose added bur
dens on U.S. strategic forces, and 
could disproportionately reduce the 
confidence of U.S. planners in the 
ability of a U.S. retaliatory sirike to 
inflict disabling or systemic damage on 
the Soviet economic and war-support
ing infrastructure. In 1984, one U.S. 
official estimated, in the course of a 
discussion of the SA-12 and Soviet 
strategic defenses generally, that the 
Soviets would within four years "stand 
a good chance" of intercepting on the 
order of 17 percent of U.S. strategic 
missiles. He added: "When you ap
proach the 20 percent line, this causes 
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grave uncertainty of penetration and 
will force alteration of the single in
tegrated operational plan. " 27 

The foregoing analysis is meant to 
apply to U.S. and Soviet strategic 
forces as they are constituted at the 
present time. Obviously, the antici
pated modernization of the U.S. stra
tegic triad should significantly improve 
the U.S. position. In particular, the 
advent of a counterforce-capable 
SLBM with improved range and pay
load (the D-S) and of two new ad
vanced strategic bombers incorporat
ing low observable technologies 
should greatly improve the ability of 
the United States to pose an enduring 
offensive threat to the Soviet home
land and to the highest value Soviet 
targets in a protracted war. 

As regards the U.S. ICBM force, 
the projected acquisition of two new 
ICBMs over the next decade will also 
alter the current picture, though per
haps less drastically. A deployment of 
SO MXs in current Minuteman silos 
and an additional SO in a more surviv
able basing mode would cause signif
icant problems for Soviet defensive 
planners. The possible employment of 
a substantial number of MXs in a 
strike geared to suppression of Soviet 
defenses (particularly in the Moscow 
region) and to prompt high-value lead
ership and C3 targets would severely 
stress the Moscow ABM system and 
could eliminate those components 
( the battle management radars) that 
could be vital for the enduring effec
tiveness of Soviet BMD assets 
throughout Soviet territory; it would 
also have a chance of seriously dis
rupting Soviet command and control 
of a protracted nuclear conflict. Fur
ther, the possibility of retention of as 
many as SO survrvably-based MX, or 
several hundred new small Midget
man ICBMs, in a reserve role would 
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pose a qualitatively new enduring 
threat to hardened or high-value assets 
throughout the Soviet Union. 

Whatever other advantages may be 
offered by the mobile, single warhead 
ICBM currently under development, 
it would have significant liabilities in 
comparison with MX in terms of its 
reciprocal relationship to Soviet stra
tegic defenses. Even though Midget
man is expected to use the same war
head that has been developed for MX, 
its operational characteristics are such 
that it would lack certain of the MX's 
unique advantages. Ac least as cur
rently conceived, Midgecman would 
be too small to permit inclusion of sig
nificant quantities of penaids (decoys 
or chaff) in its reentry vehicle. Its one 
warhead creates a heavy premium on 
the targeting of undefended targets; 
differently stated, the existence of 
even marginally effective Soviet de
fenses could exact a high price in 
terms of U.S. attack planning by forc
ing the commitment of more than one 
missile to ensure the destruction of a 
single high-value objective. For this 
reason, however, Soviet defenses will 
tend to exercise a deterring effect. 
Ocher things being equal , it is less 
likely that Midgetman will be targeted 
against targets in heavily def ended 
areas such as Moscow (unless in tan
dem with other attacking missiles) 
than against lower value, less de
fended targets elsewhere in the Soviet 
Union. 

Of course, much would depend on 
the exact mix of ICBM forces even
tually available to the United Scates as 
well as the extent of their survivabil
ity. An eventual deployment of 100 
MXs, of which 50 were survivably 
based, would considerably alleviate 
the liabilities chat might be associated 
with a survivable ICBM force consist
ing only of Midgecman. Ac the same 
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time, the Soviets cannot be expected 
to stand still while the United States 
debates its strategic future. There is 
every reason to believe that the Sovi
ets will continue and indeed accelerate 
current efforts to enhance the Soviet 
strategic defense posture. Whether 
the deployment of a new generation 
of U.S. offensive systems posing a 
qualitatively new threat to Soviet mil
itary and societal values will provide 
the impetus for a fundamental re
thinking of the strategic role of Soviet 
BMD is difficult to say, though it is 
certainly possible. What does seem 
certain is that the future of U.S. stra
tegic forces can no longer be sensibly 
debated without reference to the So
viets' ability-and commitment-to 
prevent those forces from executing 
their mission. 
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U.S. ASAT: Whither Now? 
William H. Langenberg 

DURING THE PAST year, an in
creasingly rancorous debate has devel
oped regarding the U.S. antisatellite 
weapon (ASAT). These arguments 
have focused on whether testing of the 
U. S. ASAT is desirable, or whether an 
immediate halt to such tests would be 
more beneficial. Much of the recent 
debate over ASAT testing, unfortu
nately, has created more heat than 
light. Only by becoming fully in
formed on the ramifications of the is
sue can one evaluate it on a more in
tellectual and rational plane. The 
primary purpose of this article is to 
provide essential facts about the U.S. 
ASAT and its Soviet counterpart, to 
describe testing done by both coun
tries to date, and to present major ar
guments pro and con as to whether 
continued U.S. ASAT testing is nec
essary or desirable. The article follows 
with an objective analysis of these ar
guments and concludes with a rec
ommendation as to how the United 
States should proceed. 

The U.S. ASAT 

The U.S. ASAT is a direct ascent 
weapon that is relatively compact and 
capable of being air launched. It con
sists of a two-stage rocket, on the nose 
of which is mounted an infrared min-

William H. Langen berg is a retired Rear Ad
miral of the U.S. Naval Reserve . He has pre
viously published articles on national security 
issues in Naval War College Review, U.S. Na
val Institute Proceedings, Military Review, Sltip
mate, and Defense Science. 
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iature homing vehicle (MHV). The 
first-stage rocket is a standard short
range attack missile (SRAM), while 
the second stage is the Altair Ill. The 
entire ASAT assembly is about 17 feet 
long, 18 inches in diameter and weighs 
2700 pounds. It is launched from a 
specially equipped U.S. Air Force 
F-15 fighter aircraft. 

The crucial component of the U.S. 
ASA T is the miniature homing vehicle 
(MHV). Cylindrical in shape, it mea
sures only 12 inches in diameter by 13 
inches in length. Jammed inside this 
compact, state-of-the-art device are an 
infrared sensor that tracks the target 
satellite, eight infrared telescopes that 
pick up and focus the infrared radia
tion from the target to the sensor, a 
laser gyroscope, a computer, and a set 
of 56 steering rockets around the pe
riphery that guide the MHV on a col
lision course with the target. For sta
bility the cylinder rotates around its 
axis of symmetry. The gyroscope de
termines which rockets are to be fired 
to adjust the MHV's trajectory.1 

In operation, the target satellite is 
tracked by ground-based radar, and an 
F-15 carrying the ASAT assembly is 
launched on an interception path. The 
F-15 fires the ASAT when it reaches 
an altitude of 5-10 miles, and the two
stage rocket then boosts the MHV out 
of the atmosphere and into space. 
Here the nose cone separates from the 
assembly, exposing the MHV 
mounted in a frame which spins the 
system to 20 revolutions per minute 
before release. This rotation both sea-
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OFFICIAL TEXT 
US ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY. WASHINGTON. DC 20451 OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS (202) 647-8714 

United States and Soviet Union NST Proposals -- Round VII 

UNITED STATES 

50% reduction to equal levels in strategic 
offensive arms, carried out in a phased 
manner and completed by the end of 1991. 

This agreement not contingent upon 
resolution of other issues outside 
START negotiations, as was agreed 
to by General Secretary Gorbachev at 
Geneva Summit. 

1600 ceiling on Ica,'Js, SLBMs and heavy bombers. 

6000 ceiling to include ICil-1 and SIJ3M warheads, 
long-range AICMs, and with each heavy banber 
carrying gravity bombs and SRJ\Ms counting as 
one warhead. 

Sublimits of 4800 ballistic missile warheads, 
3300 ICBM warheads, and 1650 warheads on permitted 
ICif.15 except those silo-based light and medium 
ICBMs with six or fewer warheads. 

There must be substantial reductions' in heavy 
ICil-1s. Heavy IClf.15 ~uld be included in 
1650 sublimit. 

SOVIET UNION 

50% reduction of strategic 
offensive arms by 1991 and 
total elimination of remaining 
strategic offensive arms by the 
end of 1996. 

Agreement on 50% reductions by 
1991 contingent upon resolution of 
Defense and Space issues, corrrnencement 
of negotiations on a CIB and US 
acceptance in principle to 
elimination of all strategic 
offensive arms by 1996 . 

1600 ceiling on ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy 
bombers. 

6000 ceiling to include ICBM and SLBM war
heads, long-range AICMs, and with each 
heavy bomber carrying gravity bombs and 
SRJ\Ms counting as one warhead. 

Withdrew proposals for sublimits of 
80-85% of warheads on ballistic 
missiles and 60% on warheads on any 
one leg of the Triad. 

overall cuts ~uld include significant 
reductions in IClf.15. 



' s:rART (cont'd) 

'11lr~weight 

~ileICINs 

Heavy Bcmbers/ 
Boot>er Weapons 

Verification 

INF 
LRINF Warhead 
ceiling 

50% reduction fran current Soviet level 
to be axJified by direct or indirect 
limits. 

Banned 

-2-

Each heavy booiber counts as one SNDV. Each heavy 
banber carrying gravity banbs and SRAMs would 
count as one warhead in 6000 limit. F.ach MCM 
carried on a heavy boot>er would count as one 
warhead in the 6000 ceiling. 

Include an exchange of carprehensive and 
accurate data both before and after the 
reductions take place, on-site observation of 
elimination of weapons, and effective nonitor
ing of remaining inventories and associated 
facilities, including on-site inspection. 

UNITFD STATES 

Phased reductions to a global 
ceiling of 100 LRINF warheads for each 
side by the end of 1991. U.S. LRINF 
warheads permitted in U.S. territory 
(including Alaska) and Soviet LRINF 
warheads permitted in Soviet Asia. 
Zero for each side in Europe by the 
end of 1991. 

Agreement on INF not oontingent upon 
resolution of other issues outside 
INF negotiations, as was agreed to 
by General Secretary Gorbachev at 
Geneva Sumnit. 

Soviets claim approximately 50% reduction 
would result fran the Soviet 50% reduction 
prO(X)sal. 

Permitted 

F.ach heavy bcmber counts as one SNDV. 
F.ach heavy bcmber carrying gravity 
banbs and SRAMs would count as one warhead 
in 6000 limit. F.ach MCM carried on a 
heavy bcmber would count as one warhead in 
the 6000 ceiling. 

The sides shall agree on reliable methods 
and means of comprehensive verification 
involving national technical means, as 
well as a comprehensive and accurate ex
change of data on arms, both prior to 
reductions and thereafter, and effective 
monitoring (including on-site inspection) 
of the remaining nuclear missile systems, 
aircraft and relevant facilities. 

SOVIET UNION 

Zero for each side in Europe within 5 
years. Reduction within unspecified 
timeframe to 100 in Soviet Asia beyond 
striking distance of U.S. and 100 
in U.S. beyond striking distance of USSR 
territory (i.e. no deployments in 
Alaska). 

Agreement on INF contingent upon 
resolution of Defense and Space issues 
and coomencement of negotiations on a 
cm. 



SRINF Missiles 

Verification 

ELEMENl'S 

STRATEx;IC 
DEFENSES 

Global constraints limiting U.S. and Soviet 
SRINF within range band of SS-23 to 
Scaleboard to the current Soviet level. 
Ban on SRINF missiles between range band 
of Scaleboard and Pershing II. Negotia
tions on reductions of SRINF to begin with
in 6 nnnths after initial INF agreement is 
reached. 

Include an exchange of data both before 
and after the reductions take place, on-site 
observation of the elimination of the 
weapons, and an effective nonitoring arrange
ment for facilities and sites following 
elimination of the weapons. Should 
negotiate verification details now. 

UNITID STATES 

Mutual comnitment through 1996 not to 
withdraw from Am1 Treaty for the purpose 
of developing, testing or deploying 
advanced strategic defenses and to strictly 
observe all its provisions while contin
uing research, developnent and testing, 
which are permitted by the~ Treaty. 

Above ccmnitment conditioned upon 
50% reductions of strategic offensive 
arms by the end of 1991 and the 
total elimination of all remaining 
offensive ballistic missiles by the 
end of 1996. 

Acknowledgment that either side shall be 
free to deploy advanced strategic 
defenses after 1996 if it so chooses, 
unless the parties agreed otherwise. 

'ltie right to withdrawal for reasons 
of supreme national interests or material 
breach which would not be forfeited by 
the above ccmnitment. 

Above elements to be incorporated in a 
new treaty. Alternatively, the U.S. 
proposal in President's July letter 
to General Secretary Gorbachev remains on 
table. 

-3-
U.S. and Soviet missiles in Europe with 
ranges less than 1000 km frozen at 
existing levels, leaving U.S. at zero, 
Soviets with substantial mmt>er. No 
constraints on SRINF in NiIA. 
Negotiations on SRINF reductions in 
principle to follow inme<liately after 
initial INF agreement, but no 
schedule for negotiations provided. 

Agreement in principle to many 
aspects of U.S. proposal, but 
have since declined to confirm 
their acceptance of on-site 
observation of elimination of 
weaJX>ns. Want to defer negotiating 
details. 

9:NIET UNION 

Mutual cornnitment for 10 years not to 
withdraw from A™ Treaty for any reason 
while strictly observing all its provi
sions; and, agreement on an additional 
ban on testing in space of all space 
elements of an anti-missile defense, 
with the exception of research and 
testing conducted in laboratories. 

After 1996, the sides would begin 
special talks to reach a mutually 
acceptable decision on hCM to 
proceed further. 

Agreement in Defense and Space 
contingent upon resolution of START 
and INF issues and conmencement of 
negotiations on a CTB. 
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Mr. President: 

Two years ago, when I first addressed the Conference on Disarmament, 
Donald Lowitz sat by my side here; he was serving as your President 
that month. Since then, you have had the good fortune to know Don as 
I've known him for my adult life: a warm and wonderful person, who 
served his country whenever called upon -- and who believed in this 
Conference and its goals, and who believed in all of you. You saw 
this side of Don. I had seen him as a marvelous husband to Shana -
herself such a perfect embodiment of what's fresh and caring about 
America -- as a fabulous father to Amy, Teddy, Josh and a loving 
grandfather to David. How they will all miss him. How we will all miss 
him. 

I understand that you have already heard President Reagan's 
tribute to Don. Let us, as the President said, pursue the goals Don 
pursued and, by so doing, give living monument to his work here. I 
would like now to convey to you the President's greetings at the 
opening of this session. 

As the Conference on Disarmament resumes its work in 1987, I 
would like to extend my wishes for a productive session. 
Although the opeAing of the conference has been darkened by the 
sad and untimely loss of our Ambassador Donald Lowitz, I ~m 
certain we can join together in making progress in this forum 
as a fitting testimonial to his memory. 

Your work constitutes an important and integral part of efforts 
undertaken by the international community to make our world a 
more peaceful place. The issues with which you deal are 
complementary to those being addressed bilaterally between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The promise of Reykjavik, 
which has given us the vision of a world with significantly 
reduced levels of nuclear weapons, has become an indicator of 
what is possible. It inevitably draws attention to the issues 
on your agenda and should encourage you in your efforts to 
increase international stability and cooperation. 

One of the most important tasks facing you is the working- out of 
a comprehensive, effectively verifiable ban on chemical weapons. 
This task is made even more difficult by the fact that capabilities 
for chemical warfare are increasing and that, contrary to 
international agreement, chemical weapons are being used in 
various parts of the world. You have a heavy responsibility. 
For as you consider the provisions of a convention, you must 
make sure that a global ban will, in fact, eliminate the capability 
for chemical weapons to be used against future generations. An 
effective convention will require an unprecedented degree of 
openness on the part of all states. 

I reaffirm the commitment made by the United States in 1984 
when we tabled our draft convention banning chemical weapons 
worldwide. The United States delegation will make every effort 
to work for the total elimination of these terrible weapons and 
for the verification provisions necessary to ensure that they 
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never again enter the arsenal of the world's armies. 

Your efforts in this and in other fields are to be commended. 
we are committed to working with you in the herculean task of 
bringing stability to a still insecure world and in achieving 
responsible solutions to the problem of reducing the world's 
arms. 

Mr. President, in the two years since I last spoke to this forum, 
the world has witnessed some dramatic developments in arms control. 
I would single out especially the remarkable meeting between President 
Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev in Re·ykj av ik n:ist October. 
From the United States perspective, Reykjavik marked an historic 
turning-point in our arms control dialogue with the Soviet Union. 
Why? Because for the first time, we . engaged the Soviet Union in 
serious negotiations -- not just public initiatives, but serious, 
hands-on negotiations -- on the subject of deep reductions in offensive 
nuclear arms. 

This is a goal that President Reagan has been striving for since 
he first proposed the "zero-zero" option for intermediate-range 
nuclear forces (INF) and deep strategic arms reductions (START) in 
1981 and 1982. At that time, you may remember, there were many people 
in our own country and elsewhere who argued that such ambitious arms 
reduction proposals had no real place in the arms control dialogue . 
Many claimed that these deep-cuts proposals were too far-reaching and 
could never be the basis for productive negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. And when the Soviet Union walked out of the arms talks at 
the end of 1983 -- totally unjustifiably, I might add -- many of 
these same critics reiterated their arguments, believing that events 
had vindicated their views. 

But President Reagan persisted. And his persistence has paid 
off in a real shift in the arms control agenda. Now at last the two 
sides are talking in nuclear arms control about agreements that if 
signed -- and if complied with fully -- would effect real and deep 
reductions in offensive nuclear arsenals, particularly in the most 
destabilizing systems. No more are we looking at arrangement~ like 
the SALT accords of the 1970s, which permitted vast growth in the 
arsenals of both sides -- a fourfold increase in the number of Soviet 
strategic nuclear weapons -- in strategic ballistic missile warheads 
and bomber weapons -- since SALT I was signed in 1972. Thanks to 
President Reagan's persistence, the agenda in nuclear arms control 
is now, irreversibly, deep offensive weapons cuts. 

There is another development to which I would call your attention 
-- a development that has occurred outside the field of arms control 
proper but which, if it were to come to pass, could have potentially 
broad ramifications for arms control and even for the deliberations 
of this forum. That is the increasing discussion of "openness," of 
Glasnost, in the Soviet Union. Indeed, First Deputy Foreign Minister 
Vorontsov addressed it here . two days ago. It is not clear yet where 
this focus on openness might lead. It is not clear yet what Glasnost 
is to mean, or if openness in the Soviet context will be genuine 



-3-

openness by the standards of truly open societies. Experience warns 
us to temper hope with skepticism. 

But we can speak conditionally. We can express hope. We can 
say that if this Glasnost, this development, were ever to come to 
real fruition, we could very well find ourselves standing on the 
threshold of a new era for the cause of arms control and disarmament. 

For openness and arm control go together, on two levels. First 
there is a clear connection between openness and international trust, 
between peace and the open society. Andrei Sakharov, that great 
world hero and a Soviet hero, has spoken of "the indissoluble bond 
between international security and trust on- ·the one frand, and respect 
for human rights and an open society on the other." Societies that 
respect the rights of their citizens, that respect freedom of speech, 
freedom of religion, freedom of the press, freedom to travel and to 
emigrate, freedom of assembly. -- that defend the rights of individuals 
to criticize their leaders and to vote them in and out of office -
such societies also keep their international treaty commitments. 
Such societies can be expected to behave in a fashion that promotes 
world peace. Such societies do not crave new territory. Such 
societies do not menace their neighbors. Conversely, as President 
Reagan said not long ago, "A government that breaks faith with its 
own people cannot be trusted to keep faith with foreign powers." 

Second, there is a direct, practical link between openness and 
progress in arms control. That link lies in the problem of verification. 
Verification has always defined the outer frontier of what we can 
achieve in arms control. We can control effectively only what we can 
effectively verify. But verification is often directly limited in 
turn by the degree of openness permitted by the states that subscribe 
to an arms control agreement. 

In open societies like the United States, relevant information 
on defense programs is readily available. That is why, when dealing 
with open, democratic societies, one would not have to rely exclusively 
on so-called "national technical means" of verification or elaborate 
verification mechanisms to verify arms agreements. I have often said 
that the Soviet Union could tell if we ever were engaged in viDlating 
arms agreements simply by subscribing to half a dozen publications -
The New York Times, The Washington Post, Aviation Week, and a handful 
of others. 

That is one reason why the United States has called for greater 
openness in all nations. Since 1982, the United States has consistently 
pressed for resolutions on disarmament and openness in the United 
Nations General Assembly. In 1982, our resolution on disarmament and 
openness was adopted by the General Assembly. It explicitly stated 
the connection between advancing disarmament and openness and free 
discussion and free dissemination of information in all nations. It 
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encouraged all nations to advance the cause of openness as a way of 
advancing the cause of disarmament and arms control. 

And that is my message to you today: the path to more ambitious 
arms control, in all areas, lies through the gate of greater openness. 
To quote Dr. Sakharov, the issue here "is not simply a moral one, but 
also a paramount, practical ingredient of international trust and 
security." 

The world is still very far from achieving this kind of openness, 
which is one reason why arms control remains a very difficult, very 
painstaking business. Take an issue as rudimentary as published 
figures on defense spending. In 1985, according to, our best estimates, 
the United States and the Soviet Union each devoted the equivalent of 
approximately $250 billion to defenses. Figures on United States 
defense spending are of cour~e widely available in open sources. 
They are broken down by category. They are extensively discussed 
and scrutinized in the United States congress and elsewhere. Figures 
for Soviet defense spending, on the other hand, ~ust be derived from 
careful analysis. - Why? Because published Soviet figures bear no 
relation to the reality of the Soviet defense effort. 

In 1985, the Soviet Union claims to have spent 20.3 billi9n 
rubles on defense. Assuming the official exchange rate of approximately 
$1.50 per ruble, that comes to about 35 billion dollars. Now, that 
is a ridiculously small sum for the declared defense budget of a 
state regarded as a military superpower. It bears no relation to the 
$250 billion figure I mentioned a moment ago, which suggests what it 
would cost the United States to mount an effort equivalent to the 
present Soviet defense effort. There is no way in the world that the 
Soviet Union could be mounting its current defense effort on its 
declared budget of 20.3 billion rubles. It is spending many times that. 

Or again, take the public statements of the two sides on the 
issue of strategic defenses. The United States Strategic Defense 
Initiative is an openly declared program. Its budget is published 
and voted on by the United States Congress. Its activities are 
reported to the Congress, where it is widely discussed and debated. 
The President of the United States often discusses this program in 
his speeches. 

Yet to this day, even as we negotiate on defense and space issues 
with the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union continues to deny that it has 
the equivalent of an SDI program. We know this denial to be false. 
We know that it began investigating several advanced strategic defense 
technologies before ~e did. We know it is extensively engaged in 
exploration and development of these technologies. We know, for 
example, that the Soviet Union has an extensive laser research program 
involving about 10,000 scientists and expenditure of resources worth 
approximately one billion dollars a year. And it is researching a 
host of other technologies as well. 

Can it surprise anyone that our progress in arms control is 
often slow and halting when there is a lack of openness and honesty 
between governments about even such elementary facts as this? 
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There is, in short, almost no area of arms control in which 
greater openness would not open the way to greater progress. In some 
of these areas, lack of openness is among the most crucial barriers 
to meaningful agreement. Thus, unless the Soviet Union moves to the 
openness it now talks about, accomplishments are limited, if not 
thwarted altogether. That movement is necessary for progress on an 
issue before this Conference now. 

Of the tasks before you, my government considers the negotiations 
on achieving a comprehensive and effectively verifiable global ban on 
chemical weapons to have the highest priority. International 
negotiators have been striving to remove th.e chemical weapons threat 
since the late nineteenth century. Here it is 1987. Nearly a century 
has passed since the Hague Conference prohibited use of chemical 
projectiles in 1899. Yet the problem of chemical weapons remains. 
Indeed, as the world edges tqward thB twenty-first century, the 
chemical weapons danger continues to grow. Shockingly, we have 
witnessed use of chemical weapons by some nations in this decade 
and even during the past year. 

It is high time that chemical weapons use. be rendered a thing of 
the past. It is hig~ time that these barbaric weapons were banished 
from the face of the earth. But it is obvious that if these weapons 
are to be banned, a thorough and effective mechanism of verification 
is necessary. My country will not accept, and no free nation should 
accept, a ban without sound machinery of verification. 

A chemical weapons ban without confidence of compliance will be 
no more effective than the Hague Conference's 1899 prohibition on use 
of artillery containing poison gas, which did nothing to prevent 
extensive use of chemical weapons in the First World War. It will be 
no better than so many of the misguided disarmament measures of the 
1920s and 1930s, which in Walter Lippman's famous formulation, were 
"tragically successful in disarming the nations that believed in 
disarmament" while permitting aggressor nations to maintain and expand 
their arsenals. Until an effectively verifiable chemical weapons ban 
is in place, the American people will insist, rightly, that the United 
States maintain adequate chemical forces to deter use of these heinous 
weapons by an aggressor. 

While the establishment of procedures for the effective verification 
of arms control agreements is often extremely demanding both 
technologically and politically, in the case of chemical weapons, the 
challenges are especially great. 

The toxic chemicals which are or could be used as agents of 
warfare are in general not very different from a variety of substances 
having legitimate civilian use. Similarly, the chemical process 
equipment used in their production can be found in the legitimate 
manufacture of pesticides or corrosives. Chemical agents can be 
stored in bulk, ·facilitating transportation as well as concealment. 
Chemical munitions have no particular characteristics which distinguish 
them from other types of munitions. They too are small and easily 
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transported and concealed. 

Thus, as I mentioned before, the issue of openness goes to the 
heart of achieving a chemical weapons ban. Article III of the rolling 
text of the draft convention on chemical weapons (CD/734) requires 
each state party to declare whether it possesses chemical weapons. 
And yet today the United States is the only country in this room, or 
in the world, that publicly admits to having chemical weapons and has 
made public its stockpile locations. That, to me, is astonishing 
especially when so many countries are pressing the urgency of a 
chemical weapons ban. Some are even criticizing the United States 
for developing chemical weapons. 

The production of chemical weapons is not illegal. The use of ' 
chemical weapons is illegal. Since it signed the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 
the United Stateshas never used chemical weapons; others have-
others, who don't even publiely admit to possessing chemical weapons; 
others, with representatives in this very room. The world expects 
better than this. 

The United States openly declares its possession and development 
of chemical weapons. - The Soviet Union, along with other nations, 
does not. The world expects better than this. 

The United States has presented publicly an extraordinary amount 
of information concerning its binary weapons program. The details 
are known to everyone. The Soviet Union has told us nothing about 
its chemical weapons program. The world expects better than this. 

The United States invited all members of this 
Utah, to examine procedures for the destruction of 
The Soviet Union has yet to accept the invitation. 
better than this. 

body to Tooele, 
chemical weapons. 
The world expects 

The United States will devote some $500 million under the fiscal 
1987 defense budget to the elimination of its current chemical 
munitions stocks. The Soviet Union, apparently, has no similar 
chemical weapons elimination or demilitarization program. The world 
expects better than this. 

The United States has maintained a unilateral moratorium on the 
development of chemical weapons for seventeen years. The Soviet 
Union has never ceased producing chemical weapons and continues today 
to expand its facilities and capabilities. The world expects better 
than this. 

It is because of this state of affairs, because of this glaring 
lack of openness in the realm of chemical weapons, that we are more 
than ever convinced that confidence in compliance is essential to any 
chemical weapons ban. We are convinced that nothing less than an 
inspection regime insitutionalizing the right of short notice access 
upon demand to any location or facility suspected of producing or 
storing chemical weapons w{ll effectively deter non-compliance-- the 
challenge-inspection provisions of Article X of the United States 
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But every article of the convention must be designed to contribute 
to this overall objective of confidence in compliance. And to be 
effective, each provision must be clearly and unambiguously defined, 
written, and understood. It will do little good to have broad 
agreement on the basic provisions if inspection procedures are 
inadequate or imprecise. 

At present, it is a point of consensus among all our governments 
that each State Party will provide international access to its 
destruction sites, to its production facilities to be eliminated, and 
to its facilities for producing permitted chemicals. But working out 
precise procedures for all thes~ tasks was only just ~egun by Ambassador 
Lowitz and his delegation. And the vital question of how to ensure 
confidence in compliance with regard to undeclared sites still remains 
at issue. 

But, again and again, wherever we turn in this negotiation it is 
precisely the absence of openness, the absence of Glasnost, that is 
standing in the way of further progress. In the _draft convention, I 
count no less than thirteen different types of declarations that each 
state party will be expected to make about its stockpiles and their 
destruction, about its chemical weapons production facilities and 
their elimination, and about its chemical industry. 

Article IV is a key element in this series of declarations 
calling for the declaration of all stockpiles. Everyone agrees that 
each state party should declare the amount and composition of its 
stockpile. Everyone agrees with the basic objective that the complete 
stockpile should be destroyed. And yet the Soviet Union continues to 
reject two particular "openness" provisions which are necessary if we 
are to have confidence that this objective is fulfilled. One is the 
early and complete declaration of the stockpile locations and on-site 
verification to ensure that the declaration reflects reality. The 
second is on-site monitoring of the stocks until destruction to ensure 
that some weapons are not clandestinely diverted to undeclared sites 
before destruction. And it is obvious that we face the serious risk 
that a state will not declare all its stockpiie locations or the 
entire amount of its stockpile . 

The consequences of lack of openness in this realm are unfortunate, 
and are not lost on world public opinion. I think the 1983 yearbook 
of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute identified 
the problem -- and the solution -- as well as anyone: 

Faced with a high degree of uncertainty about Soviet CW 
intentions, Western defense authorities have no prudent option 
but to assume that they pose a threat. If it decided to do so, 
the Soviet government could probably find a way for reducing the 
ambiguities attaching to its CW stance in Western (and non-aligned 
country) eyes without at the same time jeopardizing Soviet 
security to· the point of net detriment. Yet even though the 
need for such mistrust-reducing measures is so evidently growing, 
it seems that Moscow h~s not chosen to act in such a manner, a 
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failure which is becoming more and more conspicuous and 
damaging. 

Clearly, there is a gap between the way certain states conduct 
business today and the way they promise they will behave under a 
convention banning chemical weapons. And it is simply not possible, 
Mr. President, for a nation to yield national control over its own 
defense to an international agreement -- as we will be asked to do 
when we have a convention ready for signature -- on the basis of a 
mere promise of a new and better pattern of behavior by other states. 

The Soviet Union says it is interested" in real openness. But 
will its deeds in this forum match its words? We hope so. We hope 
to see signs of real Glasnost, here in this forum, in the coming 
weeks and months. 

I believe that a turn to real Glasnost could transform our 
discussion and sweep away a host of difficulties. I believe it could 
remove the barriers that some have attempted to erect to the inspection 
procedures absolutely essential to make a chemical weapons ban worth 
the paper it is printed on. Genuine openness, real Glasnost, were it 
to emerge in the Sovi-et Union and in the Soviet Union's dealings with 
the rest of the world -- nothing could be more welcome to Americans. 
Nothing would do more to make possible progess in the relationship 
between our two governments. Nothing would so improve the prospects, 
not only for real advances in arms control, but for the entire cause 
of world peace. Nothing would be a better tribute to your dedicated 
and important work. Nothing would be a better monument to Donald 
Lowitz's work and life. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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trol and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), 
before the Woodrow Wilson School of 
Public and International Affairs at 
Princeton University, .Princeton, New 
Jersey, November 13, 1986. 

Since the Reykjavik meeting between 
President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev, a lot of people have begun to 
take a fresh and serious look at an old 
question: would we be better off in a 
world without nuclear weapons? Over 
the past few weeks there have been 
numerous articles on the subject in such 
publications as Time, Newsweek, and the 
New-York Times. I detect something of a 
sea change out there. Commentators 
who usually devote their column inches 
to telling us how desperately we need a 
new arms control agreement have 
suddenly taken to telling us how 
desperately we need nuclear weapons. 
Since Reykjavik, everybody seems to be 
learning to love nuclear deterrence. 

What about this question? Is it really 
possible to eliminate nuclear weapons 
entirely, and would we be better off in a 
world without them? These are serious 
issues for arms control. They are serious 
issues for our national security. The 
elimination of nuclear weapons has been, 
at least, a distant goal of our arms con
trol and disarmament policy since the 
beginning of the nuclear era. But I think 
we have always understood that it was 
not a simple or immediate goal. 

Kenneth L. Adelman 

A World Without 
Nuclear Weapons 

United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 
Washington, D.C. 

Problems of Eliminating 
Nuclear Weapons 

Today, I think it would be useful to 
remind ourselves of some of the prob
lems it would entail. So let's imagine, for 
a moment, a world in which nuclear 
weapons were about to be completely 
eliminated. What kind of world would 
this be? What kinds of problems would 
we face? 

Soviet Superiority in Conventional 
Arms. The first problem we would face 
is Soviet superiority in conventional 
arms. In Europe right now there is a 
serious imbalance in conventional forces 
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. 

"The most basic reason that 
eliminating nuclear weapons 
will not solve our problem is 
that nuclear weapons are not 
the cause of our problem. 
They are merely the 
symptom." 

At present, the Warsaw Pact has a for
midable margin of superiority-almost 
twice as many divisions, nearly two-and
a-half times as many tanks, and nearly 
five times the number of artillery pieces 
in place in Europe. On the purely con
ventional plane, NATO forces are out
numbered and outgunned. Reinforce
ments can obviously be brought from the 

United States, but that is a complicated 
task, and even then the Warsaw Pact 
enjoys a considerable edge. That is why 
deterrence in Europe continues to 
depend on nuclear weapons and cannot 
be anchored on conventional forces 
alone. 

This is nothing new. Ever since 
1945, when the United States rapidly 
demobilized its armed forces, we have 
depended, and Western Europe has 
depended, on U.S. nuclear weapons to 
deter Soviet aggression. Time and again 
over the years we have reaffirmed the 
need to strengthen conventional forces. 
And we have made some progress, insuf
ficient progress but some nonetheless. 
But the imbalance remains. 

Under these circumstances, to 
eliminate the nuclear threat would be to 
weaken our deterrence of Soviet aggres
sion. The first task we would face were 
we to proceed in a steady way to 
eliminate nuclear weapons, therefore, 
would be to right the balance in conven
tional arms. This may be difficult, for 
despite the greater wealth of the West, 
we are still free peoples. And free 
peoples do not easily choose to commit 
large increases in current defense spend
ing, even if only to match expenditures 
by totalitarian states. 

Verification. The second problem 
we would face is that of verifying a total 
ban on nuclear weapons. The verification 
problems posed by such an agreement 
would be truly monumental. For the past 
15 years in arms control, we have relied 



on national technical means to verify 
compliance. We have been dealing with 
many provisions-for example, gross 
totals of fixed missile silos-that are 
comparatively easy to verify. These 
methods of verification have serious 
limitations. As we look a short distance 
down the arms control trail, we can see 
new verification problems emerging. 
Mobile missiles already pose a problem 
for verification. Warhead limits pose a 
problem for verification. As the tech
nological trend moves in the direction of 
smaller and more mobile systems, these 
verification problems will only increase. 

But these hurdles-by no means 
insignificant ones-pale in comparison 
with the huge difficulty of ensuring 
against clandestine production of nuclear 
weapons themselves. The verification 
problems posed by this idea take us back 
to the kinds of issues we first con
fronted 40 years ago, when the United 
States proposed the Baruch Plan to the 
United Nations. The Baruch Plan was 
our first nuclear arms control initiative, 
a comprehensive proposal to eliminate 
nuclear weapons and place all atomic 
energy activities under control of an 
international authority. 

Had it been acce;::;ed by the Soviet 
Union in 1946, the Baruch Plan would 
have been a major undertaking even 
·_-hen. But at that time, circumstances 
were so much simpler. In 1946, when we 
proposed the Baruch Plan to the United 
Nations, we had a monopoly on atomic 
weapons. 

Elimination of nuclear weapons 
would require the most extensive and 
intrusive system of onsite inspections 
anyone could imagine. It is hard to think 
of a major military or even industrial 
installation that could be legally 
exempted from inspection on demand. 
That would mean, in turn, unprece
dented openness to foreign intrusion on 
the part of all nations. Thus far the 
Soviet Union has raised objections to 
even the most limited inspection 
an-angements. 

The Soviets have always resisted 
inspection in practice. As Khrushchev 
said to Arthur Robens, a :British official, 
in 1956: "Why should I let you into my 
bacl< garden SQ that you can peep 
through my kitchen window?" We still 
do not have government-to-government 
inspection of Soviet territory. We are a 
vast distance away from the kind of 
inspection we would need for such a 
comprehensive agreement. One need 
only think of the fate of Major 
Nicholson-who was shot to dea,th in 
1985 by Soviet soldiers while carrying 
out his inspection duties in East 
Germany as permitted under interna-
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tional agreement-to see tbe kinds of 
barriers we are up against. We continue 
to hope that the Soviet Unign will come 
to accept more effective verification 
measures. In the meantime, without a 
comprehensive and thoroughly intrusive 
inspection system, a treaty eliminating 
nuclear weapons would simply be 
impractical. 

Third Countries and Nuclear 
Weapons. The third problem we must 
address is the issue of third countries. 
Needless to say, nuclear technology is 
far more widely disseminated today than 
it was in 1946. We already have a Non
Proliferation Treaty, of course. And we 
have been very successful at curbing the 
spread of nuclear weapons. But in a 
nuclea:r.weapons-free world, the incen
tive to cheat might well increase, since a 
single madman, a single terrorist leader 
armed with atomic weapons, could wield, 
if only for a while, disproportionate 
power. 

Fundamental Problems. But behind 
all these problems I have mentioned are 
two very fundamental ones. The first is 
that we can't put the nuclear genie back 
in the bottle. While it may some day be 
possible to return to a non-nuclear 
world, it is utterly impossible to return 
to a prenuclear world. It is utterly 
impossible to return to a world where 
the secrets of nuclear fission and nuclear 
fusion are not yet known. The knowl
edge for creating atomic bombs exists 
and will remain. The knowledge is 
widely disseminated. It cannot be 
unlearned. Nuclear weapons cannot be 
disinvented. Like Adam and Eve, we 
have eaten of the apple, and we can't go 
back to Eden. 

The other fundamental problem is 
the nature of the Soviet Union. The most 
basic reason that eliminating nuclear 
weapons will not solve our problem is 
that nuclear weapons are not the cause 
of our problem. 'l'hey are merely the 
symptom. The cause of tension, the 
cause of fear, and the cause of danger 
are not weapons bu,t aggressive inten
tions and aggressive policies. Nobody in 
the United States loses any sleep over 
the :British nuclear arsenal . The source 
of tension is not the possession of 
nuclear weapons but the presence of 
aggressive intentions. The most basic 
barrier to radical measures of arms con
trol thus far has been the 8'i!CNt,jve and 
aggressive nature of the Soviet Ngime. 
Until that cha:nges, arms eontt<>l is up 
against $0me serious hu.rdlet!. 

Eliminating Ballistic Missiles 

But what about the possiblity-proposed 
by President Reagan at Reykjavik-of 
eliminating ballistic missiles? That is a 
different proposition from eliminating all 
nuclear weapons. Eliminating ballistic 
missiles would be a big job. It is a job we 
would have to go about very carefully, 
with a clear understanding of the com
plexities and problems involved. But a 
world without ballistic missiles would 
offer great advantages over our present 
situation, provided we had some form of 
insurance like the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative (SDI) coming on stream to cope 
with potential cheating. 

Why single out ballistic missiles as a 
problem? 

First, ballistic missiles are weapons 
par excellence of surprise attack and 
nuclear blackmail. They travel to their 
targets very quickly, 25-30 minutes for 
intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBMs), 10-15 minutes for some sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles 
(SLBMs). Once fired, they cannot be 
called back. They cover in minutes the 
distances that bombers cross only in 
hours. They also appear most threaten
ing psychologically and politically. They 
are vulnerable, at least partly so, when 
based on land, and highly accurate in any 
basing mode. In a nutshell, they are the 
weapon system most likely to prompt a 
"use it or lose it" type of response in a 
crisis. 

The Soviets were the first to test 
and deploy intercontinental ballistic 
missiles in 1957, the year in which they 
launched the Sputnik satellite. 
Khrushchev made exaggerated claims 
about the number of missiles that the 
Soviet Union possessed, and many peo
ple in the West became frightened. 
Khrushchev's threats helped to prompt 
an antinuclear movement-the "ban the 
bomb" movement of the late 1950s. 
Since that time, the land-based ballistic 
missile has always been the weapon of 
choice for Soviet nuclear intimidation. 

A world without the threat of ballis
tic missiles would thus be a world in 
which a major instrument of surprise 
nuclear attack and nuclear blackmail had 
been eliminated. 

Second, there is also reason to 
believe that without ballistic missiles, 
nuclear deterrence would be more 
stable. The Soviets have always seen the 
ballistic missile as a preemptive weapon, 
even as we have placed emphasis on 
retaliation. The heart of the present 
Soviet arsenal is a force of 308 SS-18 
missiles with 10-plus warheads each. 



These warheads are powerful and 
accurate. The SS-18 missiles are 
designed as a first-strike weapon. They 
are designed to destroy our land-based 
missiles -in their silos, to destroy a large 
part of our land-based retaliatory force 
before it can get off the ground. 

If both sides' weapons are 
vulnerable, temptation on both sides to 
use them in a crisis increases. So ballistic 
missiles, in addition to being very 
threatening weapons, can be destabiliz
ing. If we move away from these hair
trigger weapons, we may improve 
stability. 

But what about the problems of a 
world without ballistic missiles? There is 
no use pretending that such a world 
would be problem free. What would be 
some of the difficulties we would face in 
moving to a world without ballistic 
missiles? First, nuclear deterrence would 
still operate. But now we would be talk
ing about slower flying, air-breathing 
delivery vehicles. 

Soviet Air Defense Superiority. 
The first problem we would face in this 
world is Soviet air defense superiority. 
The Soviets have invested massively in 
air defenses. The Soviets have more 
than 9,000 surface-to-air missile (SAM) 
launchers, over 4,600 tactical SAM 
launchers, and some 10,000 air defense 
radars. We have nothing comparable to 
this. If deterrence is no longer going to 
rely on ballistic missiles, then we need to 
think seriously about improving our own 
air defenses. We would also have to 
think seriously about improving our abil
ity to penetrate Soviet air defenses. And 
we would probably have to think seri
ously also about strengthening conven
tional forces. 

Verification and Compliance. But 
the truly major problem we would face is 
verification and compliance. It would be 
a formidable problem. In a world without 
ballistic missiles and without strategic 
defense, there would always be a 
tremendous temptation for a potential 
aggressor to produce a clandestine force 
of ballistic missiles. Such a force would 
give its possessor enormous power. The 
danger would be far greater than it was 
in the 1950s. Because ballistic missiles 
have already been built, extremely 
powerful and accurate missiles could be 
fielded much more rapidly than they 
were then. Indeed, rocket technology 
would continue to advance, since space 
programs would continue. 

In addition, clandestine production, 
storage, and deployment of missiles 
would be very hard to detect. Mobile 
missiles are of particular concern in this 
regard. Indeed, we should not forget 

that the Soviets have already deployed a 
mobile ICBM, the SS-25, which was 
itself a violation of the SALT II 
[ strategic arms limitation talks] agree
ment. Research and production have 
always been extremely difficult to verify 
by national technical means. 

In a world without ballistic missiles, 
we would have to worry about not just 
Soviet noncompliance. We would also 
have to worry about third countries. 
These are all very serious problems. 

The Need for Strategic Defenses 

But this is where defenses come in. If we 
were to couple elimination of ballistic 
missiles with deployment of strategic 
defenses against ballistic missiles, we 
would have a critical hedge against 
cheating. We would also create a power
ful disincentive against cheating, since in 
the presence of effective defenses, 
ballistic missiles would tend to lose the 
overwhelming military value they now 
have. If defenses exist to stop ballistic 
missiles, then there would be less 
military reason, in a world where 
ballistic missiles had been eliminated, to 
bring them back. Strategic defenses 
would thus be an insurance policy for 
arms control. 

I am not saying that elimination of 
ballistic missiles would be an easy job. 
But defenses at least make the idea of a 
world without ballistic missiles seem a 
lot more reasonable than it might have 
seemed in the past. 

That is what President Reagan pro
posed to General Secretary Gorbachev in 
Reykjavik-a plan for elimination of 
ballistic missiles coupled with deploy
ment of strategic defenses. It is, in my 
view, a powerful and creative vision. It 
is a vision of a world in which the most 
menacing weapons, ballistic missiles, had 
been eliminated by arms control and 
simultaneously rendered obsolete by 
defenses. It is a vision in which paper 
agreements are backed up by strong 
physical guarantees. That's partly . 
what's been missing in arms control in 
the past, a clear insurance policy against 
noncompliance. 

President Reagan's offer suggests 
how strategic defense can assist and 
strengthen arms control. In fact, 
strategic defense technologies represent 
possibly the most promising develop
ment for arms control and national 
security since space launches made 
possible the reconaissance sate.lli.te. The 
Strategic Defense Initiative could prove 
an even more radical advance than ·the 
emergence of "national technic~.l 
means" of verification. 

The President proposed the idea to 
show the Soviets how defenses and arms 
control can work together. The Presi
dent proposed the idea to show how 
defenses can make arms control possible 
on a scale, I think, few people dreamed 
of in the recent past. Finally, the Presi
dent proposed the idea to allay Soviet 
fears that we are seeking a first-strike 
capability through SDI. We are not, and 
by now the Soviets should realize this. If 
ballistic missiles are phased out, a first 
strike will become impossible. There will 
be no swift sword-only a defensive 
shield. 

For me, the real significance of all 
this is the way in which the idea of 
defenses is allowing us to think in a new 
way about the problems of arms control 
and national security generally. And I 
would call upon everyone in this room to 
stop and give a moment's thought to 
what important possibilities lie before 
us. For I believe Reykjavik was an 
important moment, and I believe we are 
at a critical crossroads. We are at a 
critical crossroads, and we are being 
asked to choose between two paths. 

Fourteen years ago, when we signed 
the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) 
Treaty, we deliberately chose as a nation 
the path of nuclear vulnerability. We 
chose the path of vulnerability because 
we believed that it would be a path to 
a safer world. We chose the path of 
vulnerability because we believed that it 
would be a way to real arms control. We 
chose the path of vulnerability because 
we believed it would be a road to 
genuine reductions in nuclear arms. 

The 1972 ABM Treaty committed us 
to keep our society vulnerable to nuclear 
attack. But the preamble of the treaty 
also affirmed the "premise" that "the 
limitation of antiballistic missile 
systems" would "contribute to the crea
tion of more favorable conditions for 
further negotiations on limiting strategic 
arms." The preamble of the treaty 
spelled out the explicit connection 
between our agreement to remain 
vulnerable and our intention to get 
reductions in nuclear arms. The pream· 
ble of the treaty stated the expectation 
that both nations would "take effective 
measures toward reductions in strategic 
arms" at "the earliest possible date." 
The chief American negotiator, my 
predecessor at ACDA, Gerard Smith, 
made a unilateral American statement 
on May 9, 1972, that: 

. .. if an agreement providing for more 
complete strategic offensive arms limitations 
were not achieved within five years, U.S. 
supreme interests could be jeopardized. 
Should that occw-, it would constitute a basis 
for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. 

3 



Well, 5 years came and went, and 
there was no move on the Soviet side 
toward reductions. Five years after 1972 
was 1977. And in 1977 President Carter 
sent Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to 
Moscow with a proposal for deep reduc
tions in nuclear arms. The Soviets 
turned President Carter down flat. Two 
years later, we signed SALT II, a treaty 
which permitted vast increases in 
strategic offensive arms. Since 1972, the 
number of nuclear weapons in the Soviet 
arsenal has quadrupled, and the Soviets 
have accumulated weapons designed to 
be used preemptively-those SS-18 
missiles, which are weapons designed to 
deprive us of the retaliatory capacity 
that our vulnerability was supposed to 
guarantee. Our own arsenal has grown, 
too, though more slowly. 

In short, the path of vulnerability 
has proved to be a blind alley. We sought 
reductions in offensive weapons and con
sented to vulnerability. All we got in 
return was vastly increased offensive 
weapons and increased vulnerability. It 
is time that we turn to the path of 
defenses. What can strategic defenses 
offer to national security and to arms 
control? 

Strategic defenses, once deployed by 
both sides, can make three contributions 
to mutual security. 

First, they can enhance stability by 
complicating any surprise attack and 
thus making a preemptive attack 
extremely difficult to plan with 
confidence. 

Second, they can counteract nuclear 
blackmail by blunting the missile threat. 

Third, by making ballistic missiles 
less effective , defenses can make them 
less of a factor in the military balance 
and in world politics generally. They can 
make ballistic missiles less valuable and 
thus create incentives for reducing them. 
In fact, it was SDI that brought the 
Soviets back to the bargaining table in 
Geneva after their 1983 walkout from 
the arms talks. 

In short, defensive research is point
ing the way toward a world in which 
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ballistic missiles play less of a 
role, in which fast, first-strike systems 
will become less effective, and in which 
slower, second-strike systems come to 
dominate the military equation. It is 
pointing away from the current hair
trigger balance based on the primacy of 
ballistic missiles. These are precisely the 
goals we have sought to achieve over the 
years with arms control. Defenses can 
achieve many of the goals of arms con
trol and can also be combined with arms 
control. 

Soviet Intentions and 
U.S. National Security 

The basic question is this: what do the 
Soviets want? Do they want safety for 
themselves? Will that be enough for 
them? For if that is the case, then they 
should be willing to move with us toward 
a world in which ballstic missiles are 
built down and defenses are built up. 
They should be willing to move with us 
toward a world in which offensive arms 
reductions are combined with defenses 
to reduce the total ballistic missile threat 
to each side. 

Or do they, rather, wish to threaten 
others? If that is the case-if they need 
to threaten others in order to feel secure 
in themselves-then prospects for genu
inely improving stability for both sides 
with negotiated agreements are very 
dim. 

But I am hopeful. I believe our arms 
control policy and our national security 
ought to have a single goal. That goal is 
almost too obvious to state: it is to de
fend ourselves, to decrease the dangers 
that we face by whatever means are at 
our disposal. I believe we ought to be 
willing to move toward that goal by 
whatever path presents itself-whether 
by technology or by negotiated 
agreements or, hopefully, by some 
mutually reinforcing mixture of the two. 
I believe it is time to reject the idea that 
technology always has to work against 
us and can never be made to work for 
us. I believe it is time to reject the idea 
that the way to a safer world is by 

restraining American technology while 
letting Soviet weapons multiply and 
become more lethal. 

I believe we are in a better position 
today than we have been in years to 
achieve real, stablizing arms control 
agreements. I believe the Soviets ought 
to have every incentive to join us, and I 
hope that they will. But I also believe we 
are in a better position today than ever 
before to guarantee our future by our 
own ingenuity, whether they do or not. 

In short, I believe the day has 
arrived once again when it is not the 
totalitarian dictatorships of the world 
but rather the free societies, with their 
creativity and energy and ingenuity, that 
are calling the tune and setting the pace 
and pointing the way to the future. At 
the end of the Revolutionary War in 
1782, a citizen of Philadelphia remarked 
to Dr. Benjamin Rush, "It looks as if the 
battle for independence is finally over." 
Rush replied, "Sir, you are mistaken. 
The Revolutionary War may be over, but 
the battle of independence has just 
begun." 

We have preserved freedom, and we 
have preserved peace for 40 years. But 
in a real sense the battle for peace and 
for freedom is just beginning. But I am 
confident, in this nation's courage, its 
technological ingenuity, its dedication, 
and its good sense. "No problem of 
human dignity is beyond human beings," 
President Kennedy once said. "Man's 
reason and spirit have often solved the 
seemingly unsolvable-and we believe 
they can do it again." I believe that we 
can do it. I believe that with all the tools 
at our disposal-by deterrence, \by 
defense, and by negotiation-we can 
build a more permanent and a more 
stable peace. That is why I believe that 
our children and our children's children 
will enjoy the same safety and prosperity 
that we enjoy and breathe the same air 
of liberty that we breathe in democratic 
countries that are secure and strong and 
free. ■ 
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In the course of these crowded two days, we also spanned 
the other crucial issues in the u.s.-soviet relationship. 
For our part, we stressed the critical importance of human 
rights, making clear that real improvement in relations be
tween our two governments must be accompanied by improvements 
in this area, making clear our conviction of the irreducible 
link between peace and freedom. We had vigorous discussions 
of regional issues, including Afghanistan, Central America, 
Angola, Cambodia. We laid down important markers concerning 
Soviet behavior. We spoke of bilateral exchanges between 
our two peoples, and the two sides agreed on a work plan to 
accelerate negotiatons on bilateral exchanges relating to 
consulates, space cooperation, and nuclear safety. 

But the real importance of Reykjavik is that for the 
first time in history, we were able to get the Soviet Union 
to engage with us in serious negotiations not just on regulating 
the growth of offensive nucl~ar arsenals but on genuinely reducing 
these arsenals. · · 

At what I believe history will see as the climax of the 
Reykj.avi.k meeting ,-- President Reagan put before General Secretary 
Gorbachev an offer of historic dimensions--an offer for an 
agreement to eliminate entirely offensive ballistic missiles 
from the face of the earth within a perioa of ten years. It 
was an offer expressly designed to meet the objections and 
concerns raised by the Soviet Union concerning defensive 
systems. It was an offer designed to demonstrate once and 

_for all that defensive systems can be a sure and secure path 
; from mutual threats to true, reciprocal security. It was an 
offer designed to take both sides toward a vastly safer 
world. 

Under this offer, both sides would begin over a five-year 
period a reduction of all strategic nuclear arms--bombers, 
air-launched cruise missiles, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and the 
weapons they carry. These weapons would be reduced 50 percent 
in this five-year period. During the next five years, we 

4 would continue to eliminate all remaining offensive ballistic 
missiles of whatever range. In the meantime, we would continue 
with the research, testing, and developmE;,nt of a.dvanced 
strategic defenses, consistent with the ABM treaty. At the 
end of this ten-year period, both sides would be free to 
deploy strategic defenses. 

With this offer, we had on the table for the first time 
in human memory a genuine, serious, and fully practicable 
proposal for the total eli~ination of a whole class of nuclear 
weapons, indeed, the most powerful and dangerous weapons 
ever devised. What made it practicable was the prospect of 
deploying advanced strategic defenses at the end of the 
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REYKJAVIK, Iceland, Oct. 9-A 
year after President Reagan an
nounced his initiative to end Soviet 
involvement in five regional con
flicts, little progress has been made 
in resolving any of these East-West 
flashpoints, according to adminis
tration officials and area experts. 

Both Reagan and Soviet leader 
Mikhail Gorbachev have said they 
expect to discuss particularly the 
war in Afghanistan during their 
meeting here. Moscow announced 
yesterday the withdrawal of six reg
iments from that war-torn country 
starting Oct. 15. Western analysts 
in Moscow estimated that 6,000 to 
8,000 men would be involved in the 
pullout. 

Today a Soviet spokesman here, 
Nikolai Shishlin, said that if Reagan 
raises the Afghan issue Gorbachev 
is prepared to criticize U.S. involve
ment in Central American conflicts. 
Referring to U.S. "behavior in Cen• 
tral America and the Middle East," 
he said, "Gorbachev has a lot to say 
on that issue." 

Evgeniy Primakov, a Gorbachev 
foreign policy adviser, also said 
here today, however, that "we are 
against those who want to replace 
discussion of the main issue of dis
armament with one on [regional) 
conflicts." 

In his United Nations speech a 
year ago, Reagan cited Afghanistan 
as the only war where negotiations 
of any kind are under way to reduce 

SUMMIT ... 

the Soviet presence. 
In the other four conflicts

Angola, Nicaragua, Cambodia and 
Ethiopia-civil wars continue un
abated or are getting worse, nota• 
bly in Nicaragua and Angola. There 
is no sign that either the Soviet• 
backed governments or U.S.-sup
ported guerrillas are even close to 
starting talks. 

"There has been no real [Soviet) 
response to the proposal the pres
ident put forth at the United Na
tions," a senior administration of
ficial said in Washington this week. 

"There is no evidence the Soviets 
are pressing their allies to stimulate 
local dialogues with the opposition." 
he added. 

In his U.N. speech, Reagan called 
for the opening of negotiations in 
the five conflicts to achieve the 
withdrawal of foreign troops and 
national reconciliation. He -also said 
that the United States and the So
viet Union should guarantee any 
agreements. 

At that time, Reagan warned that 
without a settlement of the regional 
wars, a more stable superpower 
relationship was unlikely. Since 
then, however, the two sides have 
pursued negotiations on a broad 
range of other issues without any 
perceptible progress toward set
tling the regional conflicts. 

Administration officials say that 
despite the lack of any direct Soviet 
response to Reagan's proposal, 
Gorbachev has repeatedly signaled 
a strong interest in settling the AI
izhanistan war. 

redeploy their missiles much more 
from Pg. 7 quicklythanNATO-theallianceis 
----~--., , . still deploying GLCMs 7½ years 

cuts, such as SO percent. We _re will- after its initial decision - U.S. nego
ing to discuss anything at th!S porn~. tiators are seeking an agreement of 
in terms of an mtenm agreement, indefinite duration. 
jte sai_d. . . Perhaps the most ticklish issue of 

. • L1m1ts on shorter-range. mis- all, however, is verification. The 
,s1les, such as SS-~ls, ·225 and :23s, United States wants "on-site" in-

"What the Soviets can do is cut spcctions to verify that Soviet mis
back on SS-20s • • • and simply depl~. siles have indeed been destroyed -
more of the short-range systems, and that new ones are not being man
Mr. Holmes said, addmg t_hat that ufactured surreptitiously. 
knov.:ledge may_ be a pnncipal rea- "This is sort of your final barrier. 
son why the Soviets entered the talks It's a big one," said James p Rubin, 
at ~II. an analyst at the Arms Control Asso-
. My sources tell me we [U.S. nego- ciation. "I suspect the verification 

t1at~;sl have already given up on issue is one that will be used by those 
this; he said. who don't want an agreement." 

"It's a subject that has to be ad- Said Mr. Holmes: "An agreement 
dress~.:· the admin_istration official is only as good as your ability to ver
sa1d. Right now, 1t s a back-burner ify that both parties are complying 
issue." with it. Otherwise. all it is is a sym-

• Knowing that the Soviets could bolic gesture." 
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t'or two years, U.S. and Sovt~t talks" in Geneva between Pakistan 
reg10nal spec1ahsts have held pen- and the Kabul government. Pakis
o<l1c meetings to _exchange views on tan, to avoid extending diplomatic 
the vanous conflicts where the two recognition to the Soviet-imposed • 
superpowers, are involved. Kabul government, has refused to 

Last year s meetings_ wer~ de- hold face-to-face talks, requiring 
~cr~bed by one U.S. off1c1al as ste~- U.N. Undersecretary General , 
Jle. But, _he said, those held th1s Diego Cordovez to shuttle back an~ 
past year m preparatw~ for a Re_a· forth between the delegations. ' 
gan-Gorbachev summit in the {!rut- Secretary of State George P. 
ed S!ates wer~ m~re professional Shultz said tit a White House press 
and nonpolemical. They also re- conference Tuesday that he 
veale? that the differences bet~Ct:n thought there was "the possibility of 
Washingt?,n and Moscow were still some movement" on Afghanistan. 
profound, h~ added. But the prevailing view within 
. The only issue w"here U.S. offi- the administration is that Gorba

cials ,?ave found some c~nver- chev is basically maneuvering to 
gene~ of obiectives has been in the find a way to consolidate the power 
Persian Gulf, where both sides want of the Kabul government and that 
to see the balance of power pre- his notion of "national reconcilia
served between Iran a~d Iraq, who tion" still does not include bringing 
h~ve b~en at "".a: for s~ years. But the U.S.-backed guerrilla forces 
discussion of iomt ~ct1on has . not known as fflujaheddin, into a coali: 
gone beyond supporting resolutions t' t 
. h U N 5 . C ii h" h 10n governmen . .. . .. in t e . . ecunty ounc w 1c Th' k ti • alio t Soviet bl-
urge the two sides to open negoti- . IS s ep CJSm . ~ 
ations to end the war, according to tentions was refl~cted ~ comments 
this U.S. official. made yesterday m f eking by ~ 

If the Iran-Iraq war finds its way fense Secretary Caspar W._ Wem• 
onto the agenda here Reagan will berger, who labeled the SoV1et ges
press Gorbachev to d~ more to enq ture of with~rawi~g six ~egimen~ 
the flow of Soviet arms to Iran from from Afghanistan a ruse and sa.:d 
its East European allies, the senior Moscow was actually . sending m 
administration official said. more new troops than 1t was p~n-

He said there had been "a signif~ ning to pull "out. The resul~, ~e s.ud, 
icant increase" in arms shipments to would be a net combat gain, 
Tehran from Moscow's allies, which Washington Post MoscDIII · 
are now providing a U.S.-estinf!ted corres/><Jn(Jent Gary Lee contribt,b,d 
~O to 15 percent of Iran'' weapons to this report. , 
imports. · 
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Chile Offers to Meet 
Opposition Leaders 

SANTIAGO, Chile-Presi-
dent Augusto Pinochet's mili
tary government announced 
yesterday it will meet with op
position leaders for the first 
time since 1983 to discuss the 
legalization of Chile's political 
parties. 

Opposition leaders seeking a 
return to democracy said the 
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move was merely "cosmetic" 
and that negotiations could only 
take place if the state of siege 
imposed Sept. 7 was lifted and 
freedom of expression restored, 
United Press International re
ported. 

But the opposition figures 
applauded recent statements by 
three members of the four-man 
ruling junta-the Navy, Air 
Force and police chiefs-who 
said they favor wider>rq'nging 
talks with democratic opposition 
parties. 
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At the summit, 
Pershings and 
Asian missiles 

' 

are the targets 
By Warren Strobel 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 

An "agreement to agree" to interim limits on medium
range nuclear arms is the most likely product of this week
end's Iceland summit between President Reagan and Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev, observers from both sides agree. 

While progress toward a treaty has been made in recent 
months, large gap,; remain between the two superpowers' 
negotiating stances, along with U.S. concerns over Soviet 
intentions. 

"I would frankly be surprised if it was anything more than 
a framework agreement," said one administration official. 

Secretary of State George Shultz, while hinting all week at 
the possibility of an interim agreement in Reykjavik, has 
stated that the ultimate U.S. goal remains the "zero" option 
- elimination of all medium-range missiles. 

In the face of serious disagreements on other arms issues 
- such as Mr. Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative program 
- the United States will be pushing the Soviets in Reykjavik 
to cut its medium-range nuclear force in Asia. The Soviets, 
on the other hand, want the United States to dismantle its 
Pershing 11 missiles in West Germany. 

While most Americans are unfamiliar with the esoterica 
of what are formally known as intermediate-range nuclear 
forces [INF], many remember television broadcasts in 1983 
and 1984 of protests against U.S. missile deployments of such 
missiles in Europe. The confrontation came to be known as 
the Euromissile crisis. 

Medium-range missiles are one of three broad types of 
nuclear missiles; the others are tactical, or battlefield, weap
ons and strategic, or long-range, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles [ICBMs]. 

The Soviet Union began deploying its SS-20 medium-range 
missiles in 1977, and has 270 in Europe and 171 in the Soviet 
Far East. With three independently targetable nuclear war-
heads, tlJ.e SS-20 has a range of 3,000 miles. . 

Some 112 older Soviet SS-4s, the SS-20's predecessor, re
main operational. 

In 1983, after the Soviets refused to eliminate ttfe SS-20s, 
NATO deployed U.S. Pershing 11 missiles and ground-

1 

/. The United States has proposed a 
/ global limit for each side of 200 war

heads - 100 for each side in Europe, 
100 for the Soviets in Asia and U.S. 
rights to ·stockpile 100. 

national security adviser Henry Kis
singer. "And the danger in my opin
ion is that the numbers become so 
small that people are going to say 
this is ridiculous ... take it all out." 

The Soviets have agreed to a level 
of 100 warheads in the "European 
Zone" and a small reduction in their 
Asian force. 

While the moves have left open 
the possibility of an agreement, 
some have grave worries. 

"This agreement that they're talk -
ing about, if it comes about, would 
reduce us to 100 warheads, which 
means 25 GLCMs;' said Helmut Son
nenfeldt, a Brookings Institution 
scholar and former aide to 'then-

"It's not really wise to give up all 
our [INF] systems," said Kim R. 
Holmes, a policy analyst with the 
conservative Heritage Foundation. 
"You have a rung missing from the 
ladder of [nuclear] escalation" in the 
face of a Soviet attack. 

Several crucial issues remain for 
U.S. negotiators: 

• Soviet insistence on removal of 
the Pershing Us - installed at great 
political cost - leaving the U.S. with 
onlyGLCMs. 

"It's imoortant because the Soviet 
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ON-GOING SUPERPOtNER ARMS 
CONTROL NEGOilAT~ONS -
Nuclear and Space Arms Talks: 
■ Place: Geneva. -
II Background: First met March 12, 1985. Round S of the tallts began 
Sept. 18 and lasts until Nov. 4. • · · 
Ill Principal U.S. negotiator: Max t<ampelman. . 
The NST talks are divided into negotiation& on lntemlediate-range rn.iciear 
~s ~atlo~ in Europe and Asia; apace defenses; and intercontinemat 
ballistic missiles. The Soviet Union has inslsted that any raduction in 
long-range nuclear weapons must be linked to a ban on President 
Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative missile defense program. 

Conference on Disarmament: 
■ Place: Geneva. -
■ Background: Ftrst met In 1979. Last meeting ended Aug. 29, with 
another scheduled before the end of the year. 
■ PrlnclpaJ U.S. negotiator: Donald Lowitz. · 
Goal of talks Is a complete ban on chemical weapons. 

Conference on Disarmament In Europe: 
■ Place: Stockholm. 
■ Background: First met in 1984. . ;, 
■ Prtncrpal U.S. negotiator: Robert Barry. · . . . ·· 
Negotiations ended Sept. 22, with a new agreement for notification of 
NATO and Warsaw Pact troop exercises, including on-site inspections on 
demand. COE will report to the Conference on Security. and Cooperation 
m Europe on Nov. 4. 

Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction: 
■ Place: Vienna 
■ Background: First met In 1973. Round 40 of the talks began Sept 25 
and lasts until Dec. 4. 
■ Prlnclpal U.S. negotiator: Robert Blackwell. · · .. 
Goal is to cut number of NATO and W81SIM Pact troops stationed in . 
Europe. 

Standing Consultative Commission: 
■ Place: Geneva. 
■ Background: First met In 1973. Latest round began Oct 1. 
■ Principal U.S. negotiator: Gen. Richard Ellis. 
Ongoing discussions of compliance and other issues associated with 
signed arms _control treaties. Soviets requested emergency meeting this 
summer to discuss U.S. announcement it would no longer observe limits of 
unratified SALT II Treaty. 

The Wash1nglon T ,mes 

laun::hed ::ruise missiles [GLCMsJ in Western Europe. 
The move was opposed by leftists in Europe and the Sovi

ets who, after failing to block it, stormed out of the super
power negotiations in Geneva in November 1983. 

There are 108 single-warhead Pershing Ils stationed in 
West Germany, and 40 four-warhead GLCM launchers report
edly have been deployed out of a planned 116. The Pershing 
II has a range of 1,080 miles; the GLCM has a 1500-mile 
range. · 

The two nations began meeting again in March 1985, with 
the Soviets eventually dropping their demand that British 
and French independent nuclear forces be included in any 
agreement. 

SS-20s are fast-flying balhstlc mis
siles:' Mr. Holmes said. "The cruise 
missiles are a slow-flying retaliatory 
force." 

Accord"ing to several sources, the 
Pentagon has argued stringently for 
a mix of the two weapons systems, 
while State Department officials 
have said NATO can do without the 
Pershings. 

"If they did, that was in one of the 
lower-level policy discussions," the 
administration official said. "The ad
ministration policy right now would 
not afford total reduction of the Per
shings." 

• A global agreement that in
cludes the Soviet Asian force. 

The SS-20s are "mobile - bloody 
well mobile," the official said, noting 
that without a global agreement, the 
Soviets could merely move their 
missiles from Asia to Europe in war
time. 

However, the U.S. demand that the 
Soviets cut from 513 warheads in 
Asia to 100 "means we're sitting at 
the table and we're turning to Mr. 
Soviet and saying, 'We want you to 
reduce by 80 percent: " the offic;ial 
said. -. · 

The Soviets reportedly have re
sisted the offer. The official said U.S 
negotiators may consider lesser 
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FORWARD DEFENSE OR MAGINOT LINE? 

The Maritime Strategy and Its Alternatives 

SETH CROPSEY 

In 1977, perhaps the low point for America's military 
after the fall of Vietnam, Admiral Thomas Hayward was 
faced with a dilemma. As Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. 
Pacific Fleet, he had the responsibility for keeping open 
our sea lines of communication in the Pacific and Indian 
Oceans; for protecting the approaches to Japan, Korea, 
and the four other nations in Asia with which we had 
mutual defense agreements; and for preserving our access 
to vital raw materials. He faced a growing Soviet Pacific 
fleet with almost as many ships as the entire U.S. Navy. 
Access to the U.S.-built port facilities at Cam Ranh Bay in 
Vietnam would free the Soviet fleet of its greatest limita
tion, geography, by giving it direct entree to the South 
China Sea. 

Meanwhile, Admiral Hayward 's own fleet was steadily 
shrinking: from 503 ships in 1968 to 216 in 1977. In the 
event of a war with the Soviet Union, U:S. strategy called 
for "swinging" some of our naval assets from the Pacific to 
the Atlantic. 

Given the growing size and capability of the Soviet 
Navy, and the limited forces at his command, Admiral 
Hayward had reason to question whether the United States 
could fulfill its treaty commitments and maintain wartime 
communications with Asia . Given tbrt political climate, he 
had reason to doubt that more capabit,tte's° wo'uld be forth-
coming any time soon. ~ · .. : · -~ 

During these lean years, U.S. military leaders were.often 
tempted to direct their planning toward a future when new 
technologies and generous budgets would restore the 
credibility of America's defenses. But the long run is not 
much use to a theater commander. So Admiral Hayward 
assembled a group of bright young officers and set them 
the task of considering ways to use existing U.S. naval 
forces more effectively. 

Their conclusion: the United States, while a defensive 
power, had to be ready to seize the initiative in the event 
that the Soviet Union started a war. If Soviet leaders saw 
that our Navy would not just wait in the vast reaches of the 
Pacific for attacks on our communications or allies, but 
would directl y threaten Soviet military assets, including 
Pacific ports such as Petropavlovsk, they might well reeval
uate the risks of aggression. 

Lines of communication between the western and east
ern Soviet Union are long and fragile. By crippling Soviet 
Pacific naval power at its vulnerable source, the U.S. Navy 
would be able to resupply its Asian allies and guarantee the 
flow of raw materials without so formidable a threat from 
a powerful Soviet fleet. At the same time, such a "forward" 
strategy would also occupy Soviet forces that might other
wise be redeployed to Europe, and demonstrate resolve to 
our Asian allies and the People's Republic of China. In 
short, 'by deploying forward and striking decisively, the 
United States could magnify the effect of its naval forces, 
whatever their size. 

Admiral Hayward came to Washington as Chief of Na
val Operations in 1978. His ideas on strategy have since 
been expanded, and for good reason. Besides the Black 
and Baltic seas, the Soviet Union has major fleets at its 
eastern and northwestern extremes. Both areas-vastly 
separated from one another, and from the heart of Eu
rope-offer valuable chances to divert Soviet attention 
from their strength at NATO's central front. The forward 
strategy concept applies not only to the Pacific but in
cludes as well the threat to hold at risk the Soviet northern 
fleet in its home ports on the Kola Peninsula in the Barents 
Sea. The sum of these strategic ideas forms the nucleus of 
what the Navy today calls the Global Maritime Elements 

. of U.S. Military Strategy (hereafter, the maritime strategy). 

Geopolitics for an Island 
When Soviet Vice Admiral K. Stalbo recently accused 

the United States of basing its maritime strategy on "the 
reactionary theory of geopolitics," he was, name-calling 
aside, mostly correct. The central tenets of our maritime 
strategy were ordained millions of years ago, when the 
Western Hemisphere split off from Eurasia to form a sepa
rate island. Free passage of the seas has always been, for 
our island nation, a basic requirement of national defense: 
twice, in 1812 and 1917, we went to war to secure it. 

The two world wars of this century impressed upon the 
United States yet another geopolitical fact of life: the 
domination of Europe or Asia's rimland by a hostile power 

SETH CROPSEY is deputy undersecretary of the Navy. 
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poses an unacceptable danger to our own security. Rather 
than wait for that danger to menace our own shores, today 
we defend forward at freedom's outer boundaries, and we 
def end in coalition with other free nations. 

It is curious, when oceans separate the United States 
from most of its allies and forward-deployed forces, that 
the distinction is nevertheless sometimes made between a 
"maritime" and a "coalition" strategy. The North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization is aptly named: it is a maritime coali
tion, just as the Warsaw Pact, named for an inland city, is a 
coalition of land powers. A conflict between these two 
alliances would inevitably be decided on land. Just as inev
itably, if the U.S. and allied navies were defeated, it would 
be decided against us. More than 90 percent of all the 
materiel needed to fight a land war in Europe would have 
to go by sea; a single mechanized division requires more 
than 1,000 tons delivered each day to sustain operations. 
Unless the United States and its allies can secure the seas, 
we cannot survive on land. To secure the seas, we must 
acquire and maintain maritime superiority. 

The requirement of maritime superiority is no innova
tion of the Reagan Administration. It has been a basic 
element of U.S. military strategy since World War II. For 
the first quarter of a century after World War II, though, 
maritime superiority was seldom debated; it was simply 
assumed. At the end of the war, the United States had 
5,718 ships in its fleet, including 98 aircraft carriers, 23 
battleships, 72 cruisers, and over 700 destroyers and de
stroyer escorts. The second and third largest navies in the 
world belonged to our allies, Great Britain and Canada, 
while the Soviet Navy was little more than a coastal de
fense force. With such a preponderance of force, we 
hardly needed a maritime strategy; indeed, strategic think
ing within the Navy tended to atrophy during these years. 

But gradually this naval capital was used up. By 1977, the 
U.S. fleet had declined to around 460 ships; the fleets of 
our Western allies had shrunk drastically as well; and the 
largest navy in the world belonged to the Soviet Union. In 
1962, during the Cuban missile crisis, the United States was 
able to use its maritime superiority to achieve its political 
aims without bloodshed. Just over a decade · .ter, when it 
appeared that the Soviets might intervene directly in the 
1977 Arab-Israeli war, the U.S. Navy found itself "at a 
distinct disadvantage" with respect to a formidable Soviet 
Mediterranean fleet. And in 1981, the Chief of Naval Op
erations publicly acknowledged that the United States had 
lost its margin of maritime superiority over the Soviet 
Union: fulfilling, at least in part, Soviet Admiral of the Fleet 
Sergei Gorshkov's 1968 prediction that "sooner or later, . 
the United States will have to understand it no longer has 
mastery of the seas." 

The metamorphosis of the Soviet Navy into a modem, 
ocean-going fleet stands out even in a time that has wit
nessed dramatic growth in Soviet military might. Today, 
although (due to its carrier fleet) the United States contin
ues to enjoy a narrow margin of superiority in naval ton
nage, the Soviet Navy has almost three times as many ships 
as the U.S. Navy, and maintains both a numerical and 
tonnage lead in several important categories. A significant 
portion of rhe Soviet Navy is likewise relatively new: dur
ing the last decade, the Soviets have introduced into their 

fleet 13 new classes of submarines; the world's largest and 
most powerful battle cruiser (the "Kirov" class); a vertical 
take-off and landing (VTOL) aircraft carrier (the "Kiev" 
class); and a modem strike bomber (the "Backfire"). The 
Soviet's first conventional take-off and landing (CTOL) 
carrier should appear on the seas before the end of this 
decade. This new carrier fleet will further ease the once 
formidable limits imposed by geography on Soviet naval 
power: limits

4

already partly overcome by expanded Soviet 
naval facilities in Vietnam, Syria, Ethiopia, South Yemen, 
Angola, and Cuba. 

By deploying forward and striking 
decisively, the United States could 
magnify the effect of its naval 
forces, whatever their size. 

Confronted with the 1970s shrinkage of our own and 
allied fleets and the growth of Soviet naval power, and 
constrained by the post-Vietnam distaste for defense 
spending, U.S. strategists first tried to assume away the 
problem. Planning scenarios were revised: U.S. forces were 
now, theoretically, to be prepared to fight a one-and-a-half 
theater war rather than a two-and-a-half theater war (as if 
our experience in Korea and Vietnam had not exposed the 
fallacy of the "half war"). Naval forces already inadequate 
to protect the Pacific sea lanes were programmed to 
"swing" to the Atlantic in the event of a general war. ; 

By the end of this past decade, these comfortable 'as
sumptions lay in shambles. The swing strategy had rele
gated the Indian and Pacific Oceans to relative insignifi
cance, or at least had presumed their relative security. But 
the oil crisis, the fall of the Shah, _the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan, and the growing economic significance of 
Asia to the United States-in 1984 our trade with the 
Pacific nations exceeded our trade with Western Europe 
by $26 billion-demonstrated the growing importance of 
this region. Meanwhile, the rapid transfonnation of the 
Soviet Navy called into question our ability to defend these 
interests. And the Soviet naval buildup on the Kola Penin
sula (including approximately two-thirds of the Soviet 
Navy's modem attack submarines and combat ships) en
sured that a reverse swing strategy-from Atlantic to Pa
cific-would be just as unworkable. 

The combination of growing threats and shrinking re
sources did, however, serve to strengthen U.S. defenses in 
one important respect. It resurrected serious debate over 
how (and not just whether) U.S. military power could be 
successfully applied, and thus created a favorable climate 
for strategic reform. 

While the reformers' recommendations varied widely 
and conflicted frequently, they were based on a common 
assumption: the United States and its allies could no longer 
rely on raw preponderance of power to defeat aggression. 
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America fought the War of 1812 to protect freedom of the seas . 

This advantage now belonged to our adversaries. In order 
to preserve deterrence, we had to devise a strategy for 
outmaneuvering and ounhinking opponents we could no 
longer outweigh. Within the Navy-and the naval reform 
movement stands out for originating within a military ser
vice-this imperative led to a two-year strategic review 
culminating, in February 1983, with the first public presen
tation of the maritime strategy. 

Principles of the Maritime Strategy 
The m;,,,itime strategy is based, roughly, on three princi

ples, none of them new to American defense policy and all 
of them of operational and simultaneous application. 

First, it is a strategy for thwarting, and therefore deter
ring, Soviet strategy. We have a reasonably clear notion, 
from Soviet troop configurations, exercises, and doctrine, 
of how the Soviet leaders would like to fight a war in the 
event they decided to start one. They would favor a direct 
blitzkrieg through Central Europe-without distractions 
at sea, on their European flanks, or in other theaters
ending in a quick and decisive victory against NATO's 
massively outnumbered land forces, before NATO's long
run advantage in mobile resources would weigh in the 
balance. The assumption underlying this strategy is, of 
course, that the United States would be left with the alter
native of nuclear war or acquiescence in Soviet domination 
of Europe and would chose acquiescence. 

We have a reasonably clear notion, too, that while the 
Soviet leaders are willing to take risks, they are not willing 
to take great risks. To deter war, we must raise the risk that 
their blitzkrieg scenario will not unfold as planned. The 

. maritime strategy is for this reason a strategy for a global, 
conventional war: a strategy that refuses to hold the Soviet 
homeland, flanks, or interests worldwide harmless, and 
prepares to sustain operations, even in the event of initial 
setbacks on land, without resort to nuclear escalation. 

Second, the maritime strategy is a strategy for a forward, 
coalition defense. Any American military strategy for 
meeting an overseas threat must begin with this funda
mental choice: either def end forward, with other nations, 
where the threat originates; or def end back, perhaps alone, 
where the threat more directly challenges the homeland, 
citizens, or possessions of the United States. In maritime 
strategy, a forward defense is chosen as close as possible to 
the point of origin. We do not wish to wait for attacks on 
Western shipping that could rupture the sea lifelines on 
which the alliance depends for commerce and critical mili
tary reinforcement. A coalition defense translates into ac
tiviry that supports nations, for example Norway, on 
NATO's flanks that are implicitly written off in scenarios 
that call for reserving U.S. naval power behind some pre
established traffic barrier such as the Grcenland-keland
United Kingdom (G.I.U.K.) gap. 

As a matter of overall national strategy, the United States 
has chosen forward coalition defense; the same reasons 
that animate that choice argue for a forward, coalition
based maritime strategy as well. We wish to minimize dam
age to our own assets. Therefore the strategy seeks to 
engage an adversary as far away as possible from our own 
shipping. It also, to borrow a medical metaphor, seeks to 
neutralize the tumor before it can spread; or, more pre
cisely, to catch a Backfire bomber on the ground or in the 
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.air before it releases missiles that can sink several ships. 
Likewise, we wish to bring maritime strength to the direct 
assistance of allies because their strength can then be 
added to our own-and not our adversary's-and because 
the first breach in an alliance is unlikely to be the last. The 
strategy refuses to cede any areas by default. 

Third, the maritime strategy is a strategy for using the 
comparative advantages of the United States. We have long 

_ since, wisely, made the decision not to race the Soviets to 
the top of the· numbers cham. But we must compensate 
for being outnumbered by taking advantage of our panicu
lar strengths. 

The most obvious strength is our technological edge. In 
the maritime realm, our technological advantages include 
sophisticated sonar that can detect Soviet submarines in 
the open ocean; large nuclear carriers that can project 
power far from our shores; new computer-based defense 
systems, such as Aegis, that can identify and destroy hun
dreds of attacking ships, planes, and missiles simulta
neously; a new, highly mobile capability that will allow the 
Marine Corps to launch amphibious high-speed assaults 
from beyond the view of the beach. These capabilities 
make it possible to strike directly at Soviet naval power: 
first by crippling their submarine, surface, and naval air 
forces; and then, if necessary, exploiting Soviet vulnerabili
ties ashore. 

The Maritime Strategy in Operation 
A more passive strategy of waiting behind some geo

graphical point for Soviet attacks on shipping, or withhold
ing naval forces from land attack, dulls the edge we gain 
from these highly capable systems. It also increases the 
likelihood of effective Soviet diplomatic and military pres
sure on countries like Japan, which produce manufactured 
pans critical to any sustained U.S. war effon. 

Indeed, maritime capability should itself be a compara
tive advantage for the United States because of our ad
vanced maritime technology and long, successful maritime 
tradition. Making use of that comp, rative advantage 
means making use of the Navy and Manne Corps' special 
strengths. These forces are highly Aexible and mobile, lo
gistically self-supporting for long periods, and-since they 
operate on international waters and require no potentially 
embarrassing permission to move across host nations' bor
ders-more rapidly employable. In a crisis, · they can en
hance deterrence by moving forward, signaling prepared
ness and resolve; they can also be quickly and easily 
withdrawn. In the event of actual conflict, maritime forces 
can heighten our adversaries' uncertainty about where the 
next strike will come, and force them to diffuse resources 
among many possible points of attack. 

The desire to negate this comparative advantage-prob
ably more, at least for now, than to acquire it for them
selves-explains tl\e Soviet leaders' willingness to allocate 
vast resources to what has heretofore been a secondary 
element of Soviet military power. The Soviets have dedi 
cated their greatest maritime effons to building highly ca
pable submarine and land-based maritime bomber forces. 
They have also concentrated Soviet naval strength in "bas
tions" surrounding the Soviet Union. This pattern of re
source allocation and deployment suggests that the Soviets' 

greatest fear is that, in the event of war, the United States 
and its allies will directly threaten Soviet assets or attack 
Soviet flanks. If the United States were to adopt a maritime 
strategy that relegated the Navy to a largely defensive role 
behind a self-imposed "cordon sanitaire," the Soviet mari
time strategy would already have succeeded. 

"It is hardly possible to imagine./ 
anything worse." 

· Soviet naval analyst 
Valentin Falin on 
the maritime strategy in 
an interview with Izvestia. 

The maritime strategy is not a battle plan. ·wars arc 
fought by theater commanders, who must be able to seize 
opponunities and avoid dangers as they arise, without spe
cific timetables, tactics, or targets preordained somewhere 
inside the Washington Beltway. Nothing is more unpre
dictable than war, especially for a nation whose defense 
policy begins with the premise that somebody else will 
stan the shooting. 

At the same time, commanders cannot intelligently take 
initiative in a strategic vacuum. They must understand 
what they are trying to accomplish, and in roughly what 
order. The maritime strategy offers this guidance by divid
ing operations into three parts: Phase I, "deterrence or 
transition to war"; Phase II, "seizing the initiative"; and 
Phase III, "carrying the fight to the enemy." 

The disjunctive in Phase l's title, "deterrence or transi
tion to war," is quite deliberate. Strategic theoreticians 
have strained to distinguish between a "deterrence" and a 
"war fighting" policy. But deterrence, especially in the time 
of heightened crisis presumed by Phase I, may well depend 
on convincing Soviet leaders who are actively debating the 
immediate use of force that the United States is not just 
prepared, but actually preparing, to counter aggression. 
Soviet military doctrine relies heavily on what Admiral 
Gorshkov has called "the battle for the first salvo"; the 
quick, decisive blow struck before the adversary can fully 
collect his forces or even his thoughts. In Phase I, U.S. 
maritime forces would demonstate that they will {not be 
caught off guard. , 

During Phase I, maritime forces would move forward 
globally. Reserve call-ups would begin. Attack submarines 
and maritime patrol aircraft would deploy forward, driving 
Soviet submarines back into their "bastions" along the 
Soviet coasr-and away from rhe sea lines along which 
American troops and materiel might soon be m~ving. Car
rier battle groups hitheno operating independendy would 
marry up into groups of three or four, moving forward as 
well. Marine amphibious forces would embark; a Marine 
amphibious brigade might also be airlifted to join its 
prepositioned equipment in Norway. 

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 
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Along with the possibility of a forward movement in the 
Pacific, the maritime strategy attaches great imponance to 
the long neglected task of securing NATO's nonhem 
flank. Were the Soviets to seize control of Norway and its 
surrounding seas, their aircraft and submarines would gain 
a position 1,000 miles closer to our sea lanes. From there, 
they could quite possibly cut off communications with 
Denmark and the Low Countries and force their surrender 
as well. 

By preparing to meet an assault on the northern Aank, 
however, we would seek nor only to preclude this strategic 
disaster, bur also to signal our solidarity with NATO ally 
Norway (and implicitly with other exposed allies on 
NATO's Aanks), and to diven Soviet ground and air forces 
mobilizing for battle on the Central Front. Ir should be 
noted that one 17,000-man Marine Amphibious Brigade, 
using the cover provided by bad weather and difficult 
terrain to harass a_n invading force, could potentially tie up 
many rimes that number of Soviet troops . 

Wars are fought by theater 
commanders who must be able to 
seize opportunities and avoid 
dangers as they arise, without 
specific timetables, tactics, or targets 
preordained somewhere inside the 
Washington Beltway. 

The greatest challenge of Phase I, however, is not mili
tary but political. Moving maritime forces forward, calling 
up the reserves, and dispatching Marines would require 
quick decisions from political leaders understandably re
luctant to face accusations of "warmongering." The Soviet 
leaders, whose strategy emphasizes deception and surprise, 
would do everything possible to reinforce these accusa
tions and stall decisive mobilization. 

Bur with the onset of war and Phase JI, the question 
becomes rather how to seize back the initiative that an 
aggressor has already acquired. Our strategy provides for 
maritime forces to move forward on the offensive, de
stroying Soviet naval forces on the open seas, neutralizing 
Soviet clients, if necessary (for example, as 85 percent of 
our fuel and other logistics would have ro come out of the 
Gulf of Mexico and pass through the 60-mile Straits of 
Florida, an actively hostile Cuba could pose a major 
threat), and moving closer to Soviet strongholds. An active 
defense of strategic chokepoints, such as the G.I.U.K. gap, 
would be coupled with an aggressive anti-submarine and 
anti-air forward offensive to keep Soviet naval forces pre
occupied with self-defense, and to clear the way, if appro
priate, for funher forv,ard movements of amphibious 
forces or carrier battle groups. 

Two controversial issues should be clarified here: the 
strategy's disposition toward Soviet ballistic missile subma
rines; and the use, and usefulness, of large aircraft carriers 
in a conflict with the Soviet Union. 

Throwing Away Our Advantage 
Maritime strategy grabbed the headlines in January 

1986, when then-Chief of Naval Operations Admiral 
James D. Watkins stated that it could provide for attacks 
on Soviet ballistic missile submarines. Immediately, the cry 
went up that the United States was upsetting the balance of 
mutual assured destruction by threatening Soviet strategic 
reserve forces. There have been some fears that this could 
escalate a conventional war into a nuclear one. The trouble 
with this argument is that the Soviets have long since indi
cated their inten~ion, in the event of war, to attack U.S. 
ballistic missile submarines as well as forward-deployed 
land-based missile sites and airfields housing nuclear capa
ble aircraft. Their strategy appears aimed not at preserving 
the nuclear "correlation of forces," but rather at altering it. 
Our strategy is aimed at convincing the Soviets tj;iat their 
strategy will not work, thereby reducing their incentive to 
escalate into nuclear war. 

The debate over strategic anti-submarine warfare is rela
tively recent; not so the debate over the future of the 
aircraft,carrier. Since the mid-1920s, their opponents have 
argued that carriers are expensive and vulnerable, and that 
their capabilities can be reproduced more cheaply on land. 
But actual combat experience has always rescued the car
rier from its anticipated demise. In World War II, Korea, 
and Vietnam, carriers proved a highly flexible and effective 
means of projecting power against a distant adversary. 

Today, with the deployment of such superbly capable 
weapon systems as the F-14 fighter, the new F / A-18 strike
fighter, the SSN-688 attack submarines, and the Aegis 
cruiser, carriers are more lethal and less vulnerable than 
ever before. ·on recent exercises in the Norwegian Sea, 
hundreds of "orange" aircraft with capabilities similar to 
the best Soviet forces were unable to achieve a single hit on 
two carrif · battle groups.) Some have argued that too 
many of the carrier's assets are dedicated to self-defense, 
but this demonstrates a confusion of terms. When a carrier 
battle group destroys a Backfire bomber in "self-defense," 
it eliminates a major threat to shipping, airbases, and 
troops fighting on land. Indeed, attracting and destroying 
Soviet naval assets is pan of the carrier's job; in the words 
of Winston Churchill, "warships arc meant to go under 
fire." 

This does not mean, however, that theater commanders 
would blithely send $2 billion carriers steaming into the 
waters surrounding the Kola or Kamchatka peninsulas be
fore Soviet forces defending these bastions had been sub
stantially reduced. Carriers would probably play their most 
vital offensive role in Phase Ill, after this attrition was 
largely complete and we were "carrying the fight to the 
enemy." In this phase, we would press home the initiative: 
completing the destruction of Soviet naval forces; suppon
ing the land and air campaigns with carrier-based aircraft, 
naval anillery, and conventional cruise missiles; sending 
amphibious forces to take or retake territory; and, of 
course, continuing to keep the sea lines of communication 
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German submarine warfare and the sinking of the Lusitania were pr\lllary reasons for American entry into World War I. 

(SLOCs) open. Our aim would be to end the war on favor
able terms. Victory at sea, by guaranteeing continued 
replenishment of U.S. forward-deployed troops and allies, 
would confront Soviet leaders with the prospect of trying 
to match a fully mobilized U.S economy. 

Territory seized on Soviet Ranks would serve as a bar
gaining chip for Soviet withdrawal from allied territory. In 
the not unlikely event of a stalemate on land, maritime 
forces might well prove the necessary "makeweight" for 
achieving a satisfactory negotiating peace. 

Floating Picket Fence 
Tbe principal alternative to the "maritime strategy" is 

what may be called the "Maginot Sealine" strategy, which 
rejects an aggressive forward posture, and instead proposes 
reserving U.S. maritime strength behind more easily de
fended barriers, such as the G.I.U.K. gap. Its proponents 
argue that a more defensive strategy would reduce the cost 
of our maritime forces-most notably by reducing the 
requirement for large aircraft carriers-while still provid
ing the necessary support for U.S. sealift to our forward
deployed troops and allies. 

There are a number of problems with this approach, 
many of them alluded to already. A Maginot Sealine strat
egy that relieved Soviet naval forces of the necessiry to 
defend their bastions would free those forces to attack our 
allies' SLOCs. 

A Maginot Sealine strategy would also throw away 
much of our comparative military advantage. It would 
allow the Soviets to escape from the geographic confines 
of the remote and vulnerable Kola and Kamchatka penin
sulas. It would negate our edge in anti-submarine warfare 
by, in essence, using our shipping to attract Soviet subma-

rines, rather than tracking them down thousands of miles 
from the SLOCs. It would threaten alliance cohesion by 
ceding Norway to the Soviets-for without carrier-based 
air support, a Marine amphibious landing would be too 
hazardous-and probably Japan and Korea as well. And 
ironically, given the claims of its proponents, a Maginot 
Sealine strategy would actually require a large, albeit differ
ent kind of, Navy: more on the order of the Navy we built 
to fight World War II. For if threats to shipping arc not to 
be defeated forward, then the shipping itself must be 
heavily protected by submarines, aircraft, and surface es
corts ... lots and lots of them. This alte,ativc would not 
be cheap. -

A Navy equipped to accomplish only this dcfcnsivr mis
sion would, moreover, be a Navy ill-equipped for interven
tion in the Third World: a less challenging but more likely 
role, as recent events in Libya have shown. To project 
power far from our own shores we need large, self-sustain
ing aircraft carriers and highly capable amphibious forces. 
A Maginot Scalinc strategy, then, would require us either 
to write off some American interests and commitments
in conformity with the criticism that our defenses are over
extended-or to acquire, in effect, two navies, which to
gether would be far larger and more expensive than the 
multitask 600-ship Navy required to implement the mari
time strategy. 

Since navies have existed, the successful ones have all 
been employed aggressively or as we say today, "forward 
deployed." The Athenians raided the ships of Spartan allies 
who lived at the eastern shore of the Aegean; Francis 
Drake implored Queen Elizabeth to allow him to attack 
Phillip's Armada off the Spanish, not the English, coast; 
Nelson roamed the entire span of the North Atlantic to 
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find and destroy the French fleet. There is no point in 
building an instrument of national policy as expensive and 
mobile as a fleet only to use it as a floating picket fence 
several miles off one's coast. 

Its critics have freely dubbed the maritime strategy an 
elaborate rationale for President Reagan's naval buildup. 
But as the brief history at the beginning of this article 
indicated, the strategy's basic framework not only ante
dated the Reagan Administration, but developed (along 
with the Navy's goal of 600 ships, established in 1981) in 
an environment of shrinking resources. Navy planners real
ized that the maritime threat from the Soviet Union could 
only grow. They also realized that the halcyon postwar 
days of a huge Navy are over. In developing an aggressive 
forward strategy, in planning to seize the initiative and 
make every extra capability count, in acquiring a flexible 
and technologically sophisticated fleet, Navy reformers 
sought a way to achieve maximum gains with a minimum 
force. 

The Navy reformers likewise sought to discipline and 
direct Navy procurement decisions. At a time when new 
technologies were dramatically increasing the capability 
and cost of weapons systems, the Navy needed a "so 
what?" standard for choosing among new ideas. "How 
does it fit into our maritime strategy?" became that stan
dard. The heightened emphasis on aircraft strike warfare, 
standoff weapons, and amphibious lift capability in the 
Navy, for example, grew out of the strategy's require
ments. 

Maritime exercises, too, gained new realism and preci
sion from the development of an explicit maritime strat
egy. Today carrier battle groups exercise, as they would 

fight, in groups of two or more. Recent exercises have also 
tested the feasibility of operating carrier battle groups in 
and near the actual areas they would be employed in com
bat. These exercises in tum help refine the Navy's procure
ment priorities; for example, greater emphasis on the low
frequency end of towed array sonar. . 

By highlighting strategic requirements, the maritime 
strategy has also provided an impetus toward greater in
ter-service cooperation. Since 1982, the Navy has signed 
three memoranda of agreement, with the Air Force, 
Coast Guard, and Army respectively, outlining reforms 
to improve the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of 
joint operations. For example, in major joint exercises, 
Air Force AWACS are now used to direct Navy F-14 air
craft-enabling the Navy to extend further its combat 
air patrol. · 

Finally, the maritime strategy has infused the Navy with 
a shar~d sense of purpose, fostering cohesion among the 
_sometimes squabbling air, submarine, and surface Navy 
"unions." Today every officer and indeed every sailor can 
understand how naval forces will be used and to what 
purpose. So can Congress, which is a much better explana
tion for the Navy's success in gaining legislative support for 
its program than its much vaunted lobbying power. 

And so can the leadership of the Soviet Union. In Janu
ary 1986, Izvestia published an interview with Soviet naval 
analyst Valentin Falin. His subject was the maritime strat
egy. His conclusion: "It is hardly possible to imagine any
thing worse." Immediately, proudly, this quote was tacked 
up on Navy bulletin boards around the globe. The mari
time strategy had grabbed the attention of our formidable 
adversary. It was intended to. S 
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Donaldson says the White House choreographs the news 

Speakes speaks out 
. Presidential press spokesman says president/al news conferences · 

have outlived their usefulness; says most 'front-line' reporters don't attend 

By Jamea E. Roper 

White House press spokesman 
Larry Speakes says the presidential 
news conference has outlived its use
fulness. 

"The televised news conference 
simply does not satisfy the president, 
the press or the public," Speakes 
says. "It has outgrown itself." 

The declaration came during a 
panel discussion at the Times Mir
ror's Washington Forum, which 
examined news coverage from the 
nation's capital. 

In complaining about the presiden
tial news conferences as now con
ducted, Speakes said: "Except for 
the front-row reporters from the net
works, most of the reporters there are 
not the front-line reporters. They are 
back at their offices watching on tv. 

"We have searched for the best 
way for an exchange between the 
president and the press. We've tried 
one-on-one interviews, six-on-one 
interviews, even off-the-record cock
tail sessions late in the afternoon." 

Another panelist, ABC White 
House correspondent Sam Donald
son, argued back: "I think they've 
tried to find the safest way to package 
the president. The televised, half
hour news conference is about the 
only time the public gets to see 
Ronald Reagan use bis mind. If you 
take that away, all you'll see of 
Ronald Reagan or bis successor will 
be readina a speech. . 

"He reads a speech - he was 
trained for 4S years - like a gangbus
ter, but that's not what we're looluna 
for." 

Others on the panel were Jody 
Powell, press secretary to President 
Jimmy Carter; Theodore C. Soren-

son, special counsel to President John 
F. Kennedy; Jack Nelson, Washina
ton bureau chief for the Los Angel,i 
Times; and Tom Defrank, White 
House correspondent for Newsweek. 
magazine. 

The discussion developed a theme 
that the White House under Carter 
and Reagan tried to manaae the flow 
of news to benefit the president. This 
tactic was blamed for much of the 
· conflict between the press and the· 
White House public information staff'. 

Donaldson thought the real reason 
the White House staff keeps the presi
dent from the press is that he "would 
help destroy the line of the day. 

"They decide every l'nomina what 
story they want, particularly on tv, 
from the White House; then they 
admit us to this meetina and not to 
that meetina, to this ceremony but not 
that ceremony." 

By the end of the day, Donaldson 
said, reporters have information 
about the story the White House 
wants covered on the evenin1 tv 
news, but don't have information 
about a story the network n~ws direc
tors might prefer. 

. Neither Speakes nor Powell chai
lenged this analysis. 

Powell said presidents have an 
impulsive way of answerina questions 
so unless the press is kept away from 
the president "he is 1oin1 to answer 
the question, and it does muck up 
what you are tryin1 to act across that 
day. 

"Almost every politician and press 
secretary learns that unless you plan 
carefully, unless you carefully control 
the 0ow of infonnation, you end up 
1ettin1 your brains beat out," Powell 
continued. "The way journalism 
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U.S. Radar Planes May Patr~l 
Afghan Border, Says Weinberger 
Aircraft Would Fill In Until Pakistan Is Provided Similar System 

By Molly Moore 
W,1shinMI@ Post Sr.if( Wrih•r 

lSLAMABAD, Pakistan, Qct. 
16-Defense Secretary Caspar W. 
Weinberger said today that the 
United States may send radar-bear
ing planes on short-term surveil
lance patrols of the troubled Pak
istan-Afghanistan border until Pak
btan can obtain its own air warning 
system. 

Weinberger, after two days of 
meetings, said the discussion in
cluded "a number of possibilities" 
for helping Pakist~n in its border 
defense and "has not ruled out anv-

thing," including air patrols with 
U.S. crews. 

U.S. officials here said such pa
trols, if initiated, would be used only 
on an interim basis until the Pakis
tani government can obtain its own 
permanent air surveillance system. 
The Air Force's Airborne Warning 
and Control System (A WACS) pro
vides long-distlmce surveillance, so 
that the planes would not need to be 
close to the border zone. 

Although the two nations have 
not yet agreed on what type of ad
vanced air warning syster(I the 
United States will provide, Wein
berger said it should "l,!et this ca• 
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'87 SPENDING BILL 
PASSES INITIAL TEST 

move to delete the money for Ute air
craft. Mr. D'Amato, in a display of his 
intent to keep talking, said he was even 
prepared to miss the opening game of 
Ute World series between the New 
York Mets and the Boston Red Sox Sal-

IN VOTE IN SENATE f:~~~1:~~r~ ::iv;~~~:ic:~~sg~~ 

By JONATHAN FUE' tlRINGER . Other Congressional Action 
Speclllt to 'llte New Yort. Time• The comprehensive appropriation 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 16 - The Sen- bill ls one of the few major pieces of 
ate today gave initial approval to a $576 legislation standing between Congress 
billion comprehensive appropriation and adjournment. Many lawmakers 
bill for 1987, as Congress pushed to fin• are eager to leave because their re• 
lsh its work for the year. election campaigns have already been 

But the compromise package, ap- dramatically shortened. 
proved by a voice vote, Is still subject As Congress moved to wind up its 
to amendment and the Senate l_mmedl· work for the year, there were these 
ately bogged down In angry disagree• ot)ler developments: 
ment when an amendment was offered qpresidential advisers' resistance to 
to delete a S151 million appropriation a $9 billion toxic cleanup program soft· 
for the T-46A jet trainer, which is built ened. (Page A24.) 
on Long Island by the Fairchild Repub- The Senate approved and sent to the 
lie Company. President a clean water bill, which 

The two Senators from New York. strengthens protections and authorizes 
Alfonse M. D' Amato, a Republican, and 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, a Democrat, 4 served notice thev would filibuster the BILL · • • Pg • 

pability in the hands of Pakistan as 
quickly as possible." 

In a separate news conference, 
Pakistani Prime Minister Mo
h001med Khan Juneja said purchase 
of an AWACS, the most sophisticat
ed American system, will be his na
tion's top priority in negotiating a 
proposed si)(·year, $1.8 billion U.S. 
military aid package. He said Sovi
et-backed air attacks and incursions 
in the border area tripled from la:;t 
year to more than 600 incidents in 
the first nine months of 1986. 

Juneja, on another issue, criti
cized the Stinger ground-to-air mis
siles orovided by the United States 

in its first military aid packagl' to 
Pakistan. · 

"We would like to have· better 
missiles- we haven't been able til 
have good results," said Juneja, not
ing that Pakistani troops have been 
unable to down intruding airrrall 
with them. Afghan resistann· forcl',; 
have said, however, that Pakistan 
used Stingers to down two Afghan 
jets early this year but that tilt' 
planes crashed in Afghanistan. 

Weinberger, addressing a pre~s 
conference today, made a gaffe on 
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· Japan lauds Weinberger China visit 
By Edward Neilan 
THE 'WASHINGTON TIMES 

TOKYO-Asian analysts are hail· 
ing U.S. Secretary of Defense Cas
par Weinberger's visit to China last 
week as bolstering Sino-American 
ties at a most opportune moment. 

Several Japanese-language news
papers, after struggling to make 
sense of the Iceland summit 
aftermath, have published editorials 
praising the Weinberger mission for 
improving ties in all areas, not just 
defense. 

The English-language Japan 
Times lauded the decision, formally 
announced at Mr. Weinberger's 
meeting with top Chinese leaders, to 
send a three-ship squadron from the 
Pacific fleet to Qingdao early next 
month. 

"This first visit by U.S. warships 
to a Chinese port since the 1949 com
munist takeover of the mainland, 1s 
indeed very symbolic of the expand· 
ing of overall relations between Pe
king and Washington," an editorial in 

the paper said. 
Japan is very sensitive about its 

own ties with China and Prime Min· 
ister Yasuhiro Nakasone will be vis· 
iting Peking Nov. 8-9 to enhance the 
relationship. 

One Western military analyst 
here said, "It is comforting to the 
Japanese that U.S. warships will now 
be visiting China as well as Japan, 
while Soviet warships are so far not 
welcome in Chinese ports." 

The Japan Times editorial said, 
"even today, nothing would more im· 
pressively demonstrate a close rela
tionship between two nations than 
the exchange of p6rt calls by war
ships flying ensigns, a protocol prac· 
tice which dates back to the days of 
tall ships." 

China is known to disapprove of a 
recent increase in visits by Soviet 
warships to North Korean ports. 
North Korea recently invited China 
to send its warships on a visit , but 
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Cuttin[J, A-Arms: Saler or More Dangerous World? 
By BERNARD E. TRAINOR North Atlantic Treaty Organization, is 

of critical importance in any reduction 
or elimination of nuclear ballistic 

Most <.lisrussions on arms control 
take for grnnkd I.hat a reduction in nu
clear weapons is a desirable goal and weapons. 
that the grearcr the reduction the The nuclear posture of the United 
greater the b<'nefits to mankind. States, both in long-range weapons and 

But some arms experts question the medium-range missiles such as the 
value of any agreement, Pershing 2's in Western Europe, re
sud1 as the United States suits from a decision in the early days 

Military and the soviet Union dis- or NA TO to substitute nuclear weapons 
Analysis cussed at their Iceland for conventional forces in the defense 

meeting, that would of Western Europe. 
dramatically change the The NATO allies felt unwilling or un

levl'I of nuclear weapons. If the elimi- able to deploy_adcquate gro~nd_and air 
n.illon of nuclear weapons is not ac- forces to credibly deter the Soviet bloc. 
companied by a rebalancing or conven- Nuclear wea~ns and the threat (If 
tional forces, they say, the world could their use provided an econonucal altcr
lJ<,come more dangerous, not safer. native to rnorE, costly convenuonal 

Conventional Forces In Europe: 
The NATO-Warsaw Pact Balance 
Figures show 1985-1986 eshmates of forces 1n place in Europe 

NATO Warsaw 
Pact 

Aircraft (includes flghtera, lntercep
tora, end ground attack craft) 

Main battle tank1 

Artillery 

Antltan·k gun• and mlHlie launchers 

Antiaircraft gun, . 

Surfaca-to-aurface mlHila launcher, 

Surface-to-air mlHiies 

3,218 

20,333 

9,414 

2,590 

5,654 

365 

880 

5,736 

52,600 

30,500 

7,902 

4,506 

1,570 

5.808 
These experts point out that however forces. That remains true today, as 

dangerous the current strategy of American nuclear forces account for 
mutual assured destruction appears, It only about one-fifth of the military Dlvl1lonequlvalent1 • 33 781/:i 
has effectively kept the peace. It has budget. . -'----------------_;_~---=-..:. 
also provided a background of stability For the secuntr of the world to be en- Troop• deployed In Europe (excluding 2.088.000 2.685,000 
against which overall American-Soviet. hanced by the el1mmallo~ of st_ra~eg1c _n_ev_e_lJ __________________ _ 
relations have been conductP.d. I balllsttc and cruise missiles Wtthm 10 '. Warsaw Pact divisions normally have lewer people than many 

The numbers of nuclear weapons are
1 
years, as discussed in Iceland, there NATO d1v1s1ons but have more tanks and artillery . thus representing 

not that imponant these experts , should also be some agreement be- s1m1tar combat power 
argue, because numbers do not deter- :tween East and West on their conven- Sourc,, 1nremal,ona//nsr,tutelorSrra1egi;/Jf'u<1"'f /) 0 
mine the probability that such weapons tto,:ial torc~s. Experts say the_ Soviet Lr- ?! 1 ,> 
would be used. lbeir use depends on ei- Union and us Warsaw Pact a_lll~s now (_, , J 

ther a deliberate -decision or a 1echni- have a conventional superiority of The West Europeans have worried 
cal accident. In a world filled with tens forces . Without the threat of nuclear that the United States might be afraid Soviet Union to consider a pre-emptive 
of thousands of nuclear weapons, the retaliation, NA TO would be hard put to to risk Its own destruction by using its attack without fear . of American nu 
quality of technical safeguards Is more stop a Warsaw Pact attack. jstrategic nuclear weapons on their be-.clear retaliation agamst its homeland 
important than the numbers. T lks Co tJ I A half tf war broke out. Tots concern This poss1b1llty could lead the West 

a on oven ona nns prompted Britain and France to create European nations into accommodation 
Threat of De51ablllzatlon Since 1973 representatives of NATO an independent nuclear ability. Uncou- with the Soviet bloc. The United States 

As the nuclear weapons diminish In and the Warsaw Pact have been meet- piing strategic nuclear weapons from could conceivably be invited to remove 
number, however, those remaining be- ing in Vienna in what are called the NATO's defenses could adversely af- its t.-oops from Europe. 
come more precious for each side. Ac- Mutual Balanced Force Reduction I feet its flexible strategy. If NA TO did break up, Britain and 
cording to this argument, the deeper talks, aimed at cutting back the deploy- R If strategic nuclear weapons were Franc<! would probably seek to main
the cuts, the greater the threat of de- mcnt of troops, tanks, artillery and' eliminated without a compensating re- tain their separate nuclear forces, and 
stabilization. Deep cuts may be ~lili-

1
other con~ntio!lal weapons. The talks · duction in the preponderance of Soviet these fo1ces would be more valuable 

cally popular and even psychologtcally 
1
have yet to come up with a fprmulas bloc force,,, .<perts fear that it would than ever to the.ir security. The Soviet 

necessary, but they_ may not be strate-
1 
that would provide adequate security lead lo the end of the NATO allianc~ as Uni~n is unlikt'!ly to disarm while ac

g1cally sound for either side. •for both sides in Europe. . 11 now exists. The presence of tacttcal ceptmg the continued existence of mde-
The same logic applies to the testing In the absence of an agreement bal• and short-range nuclear weapons, in; pendent French and British nuclear 

of nuclear weapons, the experts say. If ancing these opposing forces, NATO cludinl! nuclear anillery1 might not be forces, to say nothing of the nuclear 
underground nuclear tests are stopped, , would need to increase its conventional enough to_deter a Sov1et-1ed mvas1on. missiles of China. 
some proc~ure for testing weapons forces substantially to match the War- lbeorellcally, NATO could enlarge Despite the assumption that the 
may still be desirable to guarantee saw Pact. In effect NATO would face Its conventional forces. But many mili- world would be safer without nuclear 
their effectiveness. A lack of testing the same problem It faced at Its incep- tary and political analysts say the weapons, their removal does not re
could lead both sides to worry about lion, when it chose nuclear weapons allies wo1!1d be no more likely to spend move international antagonisms that 
the reliability of their ar~nals. The re- over large conventional forces. more or mcreas~ their troop strength that threaten peace. Without the re
sulting nervousness, cnuc~ of a_ test Most military experts feel that than they were m the early 1950's. straining influence of the threat of nu
ban argue, could foster new mstabtllty. removing the United States ~uclear A buildup of conventional NA TO clear h9locaus1, implicit in nuclear 

The effect on conventional defenses, umbrella might undermine Western forces_ co~ld also be viewed as a threat weapons, the likelihood of conventional 
parti<'ularly from the viewpoint of the Europe':, security. by th-= Warsaw Pact, prompting thG war might rise dramaticallv. 
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the sensitive subject of reports that 
U.S. Stingers and other weapons 
have been funneled through Pak
istan to the Afghan guerrillas bat- . 
tling Soviet troops. 

Neither the United States nor 
Pakistan has publicly confirmed 
those reports. But Weinberger, 
when asked if the Pakistani govern
ment has delayed delivery of Amer
ican weapons to the rebels, re
sponded, "There isn't the slightest 
suggestion I've had [that! there's 
any holdup in delivery of American 
aid or weapons systems." 

He added, "The Pakistan govern
ment has every reason in the world 
. to want to assist the muiohrddin 

1 
[resistance fighters! as much as 
possible." 

At that statement, Weinberger's 
public affairs assistant, Robert 
Sims, jumped from his chair and 
slipped the defense secretary a 
note. At the end of the press con• 
ference, after consulting with Sims, 
Weinberger said he had intended to 
respond that there was no holdup of 
U.S. aip "in helping with the refu
gee problem" or in delivery of U.S. 
aid to th<' Pakistani military, riot the 
guerrillas. 

Sims later said Weinberger mis
understood the question. 

Weinberger denied 1'4!!ports that 
t hf' llnit~rl States has supplied 
Stinger missiles to the Afghan rcb-

els through Pakistan. He also dis
puted Junejo's charge that the 
Stinger has been ineffective. 
"There were a few problems with 
the Stinger due to lack of sufficient 
training at the beginning. We be
lieve .it is now working very well," 
the defense secretary said. 

But Junejo said the training of 
Pakistani troops still is inadequate 
and noted, "even after firing, we 
couldn't get them [the intruding air
crnftl down." 

The Stingers, along with a fleet 
of Fl6 fighters and other U.S. 
weapons systems, have been used 
by Pakistan in an effort to prevent 
intrusions by Afghan forces fighting 
the rebels in the borde r area . 

Pakistan officials said that without 
an early warning system, those 
weapons are frequently ineffective 
against incoming aircraft, which have 
bombed and strafed Afghan refugee 
camps near the border. They said 
the rugged mountain terrain along 
with border renders traditional radar 
devices almost useloss. 

Weinberger said an advanced air 
warning system is "vitally needed" by 
Pakistan but that the two nations had 
not decided which one. Pakistani of
ficials have said the A WACS is its 
first choice but that they may be 
forced to settle for a smaller, less 
costly system. U.S. officials have 
said they are not prepared to sell 
Pakistan the most advanced version . 
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Following is an address by Kenneth L. 
Adelman, Director of the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, before the 
Conference on Disarmament (CD), Geneva, 
Switzerland, February 5, 1987. 

Two years ago, when I fir st addressed 
the Conference on Disarmament, Donald 
Lowitz [U.S. Representative to the CD] 
sat by my side here; he was serving as 
your president that month . Since then, 
you have had the good fortune to know 
Don as I've known him for my adult life: 
a warm and wonderful person, who 
served his country whenever called 
upon-and who believed in this con
ference and its goals and who believed in 
all of you. You saw thi s side of Don. I 
had seen him as a marvelous husband to 
Shana-herself such a perfect embodi
ment of what's fresh and caring about 
America-as a fabulo us father to Amy, 
Teddy, and Josh and a loving grand
father to David. How they will all miss 
him. How we will all miss him. 

I understand that you have already 
heard President Reagan's tribute to 
Don. Let us, as the President said, pur
sue the goals Don pursued and, by so 
doing, give living monument to his work 
here. I would like now to convey to you 
the President's greetings at the opening 
of this session. 

As the Confere nce on Disarmament 
resumes its work in 1987, I would like to 
extend my wishes for a productive session . 
Although the opening of the conference has 
been shadowed by the sad and untimely loss 
of our Ambassador , Donald Lowitz, I am 

United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 
Washington , D.C. 

certain we can join together in making 
progress in this forum as a fi tting testimonial 
to his memory. 

Your work constitutes an important and 
in tegral part of efforts undertaken by the 
international community to make our world 
more peaceful. The issues with which you deal 
are complementary to those being addressed 
bilaterally between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. The promise of Reykjavik, 
which has given us the vision of a world with 
significantly reduced levels of nuclear 
weapons, has become an indicator of what is 
possible. It inevitably draws attention to the 
issues on your agenda and should encourage 
you in your efforts to increase international 
stabili ty and cooperation. 

One of the most important tasks facing 
you is the working out of a comprehensive, 
effectively verifiable ban on chemical 
weapons. Thi s task is made even more dif
ficult by the fact that capabi li ties for chemical 
warfare are increasing and that, contrary to 
international agreement, chemical weapons 
are being used in various parts of the world . 
You have a heavy responsibility. For as you 
consider the provisions of a treaty, you must 
make sure that a global ban will , in fact, 
eliminate the capabili ty for chemical weapons 
to be used against future generations. An 
effective convention wi ll require an unprece
dented degree of openness on the part of all 
states. 

I reaffirm the commitment made by the 
United States in 1984 when we tabled our 
draft treaty banning chemical weapons 
worldwide. The United States delegation will 
make every effort to work fo r the total 
elimination of these terrible weapons and fo r 
the verification provi sions necessary to 
ensure that they never again enter the 
arsenals of the world 's armies. 

Your efforts in t hi s and in other fi elds are 
to be commended. We are committed to 
working with you in the vital task of bringing 
stabil ity to a still insecure world and in 
achieving responsible solutions to the problem 
of reducing the world's arms. 

Shift in the 
Arms Control Agenda 

In the 2 years since I last spoke to this 
forum, the world has witnessed some 
dramatic developments in arms control. 
I would single out especially the 
remarkable meeting between President 
Reagan and General Secretary Gorba
chev in Reykjavik last October. From the 
U.S . perspective, Reykjavik marked a 
historic turning point in our arms control 
dialogue with the Soviet Union. Why? 
Because for the fir st time, we engaged 
the Soviet Union in serious 
negotiations-not just public init iatives 
but serious, hands-on negotiations-on 
the subject of deep reductions in offen
sive nuclear arms. 

This is a goal that P resident Reagan 
has been striving for since he first pro
posed the "zero-zero" option for 
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) 
and deep strategic arms reductions in 
1981 a nd 1982. At that time, you may 
remember, there were many people in 
our own country and elsewhere who 
argued that such ambit ious arms reduc
tion proposals had no real place in the 
arms control dialogue. Many claimed 
that these deep-cuts propos1Js were too 
far-reaching and could neve_· be the basis 
fo r productive negotiations vith the 



Soviet Union. And when the Soviet 
Union walked out of the arms talks at 
the end of 1983-totally unjustifiably, I 
might add-many of these same critics 
reiterated their arguments, believing 
that events had vindicated their views. 

But President Reagan persisted. 
And his persistence has paid off in a real 
shift in the arms control agenda. Now, 
at last, the two sides are talking in 
nuclear arms control about agreements 
that, if signed-and if complied with 
fully-would effect real and deep reduc
tions in offensive nuclear arsenals, par
ticularly in the most destabilizing 
systems. No more are we looking at 
arrangements like the SALT [strategic 
arms limitation talks] accords of the 
1970s, which permitted vast growth in 
the arsenals of both sides-a fourfold 
increase in the number of Soviet 
strategic nuclear weapons, (i.e . strategic 
ballistic missile warheads and bomber 
weapons)- since SALT I was signed in 
1972. Thanks to President Reagan 's per
sistence, the agenda in nuclear arms con
trol is now, irreversibly, deep offensive 
weapons cuts. 

The Need for Openness 

There is another development to which I 
would call your attention-a develop
ment that has occurred outside the field 
of arms control proper but which, if it 
were to come to pass, could have poten
tially broad ramifications for arms con
trol and even for the deliberations of this 
forum. That is the increasing discussion 
of "openness," of glasnost, in the Soviet 
Union. Indeed, First Deputy Foreign 
Minister Vorontsov addressed it here 2 
days ago. It is not clear yet where this 
focus on openness might lead. It is not 
clear yet what glasnost is to mean or if 
openness in the Soviet context will be 
genuine openness by the standards of 
truly open societies. Experience warns 
us to temper hope with skepticism. 

But we can speak conditionally. We 
can express hope. We can say that if this 
glasnost, this development, were ever to 
come to real fruition, we could very well 
find ourselves standing on the threshold 
of a new era for the cause of arms con
trol and disarmament. For openness and 
arms control go together, on two levels. 

First, there is a clear connection 
between openness and international 
trust, between peace and the open 
society. Andrey Sakharov, that great 
world hero and a Soviet hero, has spoken 
of "the indissoluble bond between inter
national security and trust on the one 
hand and respect for human rights and 
an open society on the other." Societies 
that respect the rights of their citizens, 
that respect freedom of speech, freedom 
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of religion, freedom of the press, 
freedom to travel and to emigrate, 
freedom of assembly-that defend the 
rights of individuals to criticize their 
leaders and to vote them in and out of 
office-such societies also keep their 
international treaty commitments . Such 
societies can be expected to behave in a 
fashion that promotes world peace. Such 
societies do not crave new territory. 
Such societies do not menace their 
neighbors . Conversely, as President 
Reagan said not long ago, " . . . a govern
ment that will break faith with its own 
people cannot be trusted to keep faith 
with foreign powers." 

Second, there is a direct, practical 
link between openness and progress in 
arms control. That link lies in the prob
lem of verification. Verification has 
always defined the outer frontier of 
what we can achieve in arms control. We 
can control effectively only what we can 
effectively verify. But verification is 
often directly limited, in turn , by the 
degree of openness permitted by the 
states that subscribe to an arms control 
agreement. 

In open societies like the United 
States, relevant information on defense 
programs is readily available. That is 
why, when dealing with open, 
democratic societies, one would not have 
to rely exclusively on so-called national 
technical means of verification or 
elaborate verification mechanisms to 
verify arms agreements. I have often 
said that the Soviet Union could tell if 
we ever were engaged in violating arms 
agreements simply by subscribing to 
half-a-dozen publications-the New York 
Times, the Washington Post, Aviation 
Week, and a handful of others. 

That is one reason why the United 
States has called for greater openness in 
all nations. Since 1982, the United 
States has consistently pressed for 
resolutions on disarmament and open
ness in the UN General Assembly. In 
1982, our resolution on disarmament and 
openness was adopted by the General 
Assembly. It explicitly stated the con
nection between advancing disarmament 
on the one hand, and openness, free 
discussion, and free dissemination of 
information in all nations, on the other. 
It encouraged all nations to advance the 
cause of openness as a way of advancing 
the cause of disarmament and arms 
control. 

And that is my message to you to
day: the path to more ambitious arms 
control, in all areas, lies through the 
gate of greater openness. To quote Dr. 
Sakharov, the issue here "is not simply a 
moral one, but also a paramount, prac
tical ingredient of international trust and 
security. " 

The world is sti ll very far from 
achieving this kind of openness, which is 
one reason why arms control remains a 
very difficult, very painstaking business. 
Take an issue as rudimentary as pub
lished figures on defense spending. In 
1985, according to our best estimates, 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
each devoted the equivalent of approx
imately $250 billion to defenses. F igures 
on U.S . defense spending are, of course , 
widely available in open sources. They 
are broken down by category. They are 
extensively discussed and scrutinized in 
the U.S. Congress and elsewhere. 
Figures for Soviet defense spending, on 
the other hand, must be derived from 
careful analysis. Why? Because pub
lished Soviet figures bear no relation to 
the reality of the Soviet defense effort. 

The Soviet Union claims to have 
spent 20.3 billion rubles on defense in 
1985. Assuming the official exchange 
rate of approximately $1.50 per ruble, 
that comes to about $35 billion . Now, 
that is a ridiculously small sum for the 
declared defense budget of a state 
regarded as a military superpower. It 
bears no relation to the $250-billion 
figure I mentioned a moment ago, which 
suggests what it would cost the United 
States to mount an effort equivalent to 
the present Soviet defense effort. There 
is no way in the world that the Soviet 
Union could be mounting its current 
defense effort on its declared budget of 
20.3 billion rubles. It is spending many 
times that. 

Or again, take the public statements 
of the two sides on the issue of strategic 
defenses. The U.S. Strategic Defense 
Initiative (SDI) is an openly declared 
program. Its budget is published and 
voted on by the U.S. Congress. Its 
activities are reported to the Congress, 
where it is widely discussed and debated. 
The President of the United States often 
discusses this program in his speeches. 

Yet to this day, even as we negotiate 
on defense and space issues with the 
Soviet Union, the Soviet Union con
tinues to deny that it has the equivalent 
of an SDI program. We know this denial 
to be false. We know that it began 
investigating several advanced strategic 
defense technologies before we did . We 
know it is extensively engaged in 
exploration and development of these 
technologies. We know, for example, 
that the Soviet Union has an extensive 
laser research program involving about 
10,000 scientists and expenditure of 
resources worth approximately $1 billion 
a year. And it is researching a host of 
other technologies as well. 



Can it surprise anyone that our prog
ress in arms control is often slow and 
halting when there is a lack of openness 
and honesty between governments about 
even such elementary facts as this? 

Comprehensive Ban 
on Chemical Weapons 

There is, in short, almost no area of 
arms control in which greater openness 
would not open the way to greater prog
ress. In some of these areas, lack of 
openness is among the most crucial bar
riers to meaningful agreement. Thus, 
unless the Soviet Union moves to the 
openness it now talks about, accomplish
ments are limited, if not thwarted 
altogether. That movement is necessary 
for progress on an issue before this con
ference now. 

Of the tasks before you, my govern
ment considers the negotiations on 
achieving a comprehensive and effec
tively verifiable global ban on chemical 
weapons to have the highest priority. 
International negotiators have been 
striving to remove the chemical weapons 
threat since the late 19th century. Here 
it is 1987. Nearly a century has passed 
since the Hague conference prohibited 
use of chemical projectiles in 1899. Yet 
the problem of chemical weapons 
remains. Indeed, as the world edge 
toward the 21st century, the chemical 
weapons danger continues to grow. 
Shockingly, we have witnessed use of 
chemical weapons by some nations in 
this decade and even during the pa t 
year. 

It is high time that chemical 
weapons use be rendered a thing of the 
past. It is high time that these barbaric 
weapons were banished from the face of 
the earth. But it is obvious that if these 
weapons are to be banned, a thorough 
and effective mechanism of verification 
is necessary. My country will not accept, 
and no free nation should accept, a ban 
without sound machinery of verification. 

A chemical weapons ban without 
confidence of compliance will be no more 
effective than the Hague conference's 
1899 prohibition on use of artillery con
taining poison gas, which did nothing to 
prevent extensive use of chemical 
weapons in the First World War. It will 
be no better than so many of the 
misguided disarmament measure of the 
1920s and 1930s, which, in Walter 
Lippman's famous formulation , were 
"tragically successful in disarming the 
nations that believed in disarmarnen · 
while permitting aggressor nation o 
maintain and expand their ar enaJ . 
Until an effectively verifiable chemical 
weapons ban is in place, the Ame ·can 
people will insist, rightly, that the 

United States maintain adequate 
chemical forces to deter use of these 
heinous weapons by an aggressor . 

While the establishment of pro
cedures for the effective verification of 
arms control agreements is often 
extremely demanding, both techno
logically and politically, in the case of 
chemical weapons the challenges are 
especially great. 

The toxic chemicals which are or 
could be used as agents of warfare are, 
in general, not very different from a 
variety of substances having legitimate 
civilian use. Similarly, the chemical proc
ess equipment used in their production 
can be found in the legitimate manufac
ture of pesticides or corrosives. Chemical 
agents can be stored in bulk, facilitating 
transportation as well as concealment. 
Chemical munitions have no particular 
characteristics which distinguish them 
from other types of munitions. They, 
too, are small and easily transported and 
concealed. 

Thus, as I mentioned before, the 
issue of openne s goes to the heart of 
achieving a chemical weapons ban. Arti
cle III of the rolling text of the draft 
convention on chemical weapons 
requires each state party to declare 
whether it possesses chemical weapons. 
And yet, today, the United States is the 
only country in this room, or in the 
world, that publicly admits to having 
chemical weapons and has made public 
its stockpile locations. That, to me, is 
astonishing-especially when so many 
countries are pressing the urgency of a 
chemical weapons ban. Some are even 
criticizing the United States for develop
ing chemical weapons. 

The production of chemical weapons 
is not illegal. The use of chemical 
weapons is illegal. Since it signed the 
1925 Geneva protocol, the United States 
has never used chemical weapons; others 
have-others who don't even publicly 
admit to possessing chemical weapons; 
others with representatives in this very 
room. The world expects better than 
this. 

The United States openly declares 
its possession and development of 
chemical weapons. The Soviet Union, 
along with other nations, does not. The 
world expects better than this. 

The United States has presented 
publicly an extraordinary amount of 
information concerning its binary 
weapons program. The details are known 
to everyone. The Soviet Union has told 
us nothing about its chemical weapons 
program. The world expects better than 
this. 

The United States invited all 
members of this body to Tooele, Utah, to 
examine procedures for the destruction 
of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union 
has yet to accept the invitation. The 
world expects better than this. 

The United States will devote some 
$500 million under the fiscal year 1987 
defense budget to the elimination of its 
current chemical munitions stocks. The 
Soviet Union, apparently, has no similar 
chemical weapons elimination or 
demilitarization program. The world 
expects better than this. 

The United States maintained a 
unilateral moratorium on the develop
ment of chemical weapons for 17 years. 
The Soviet Union has never ceased pro
ducing chemical weapons and continues 
today to expand its facilities and 
capabilities. The world expects better 
than this. 

Compliance Concerns 

It is because of this state of affairs, 
because of this glaring lack of openness 
in the realm of chemical weapons, that 
we are more than ever convinced that 
confidence in compliance is essential to 
any chemical weapons ban. We are con
vinced that nothing less than an inspec
tion regime institutionalizing the right of 
short-notice access, upon demand, to any 
location or facility uspected of produc
ing or storing chemical weapons will 
effectively deter noncompliance-the 
challenge-inspection provisions of article 
X of the U.S. draft conventions. 

But every article of the convention 
must be designed to contribute to this 
overall objective of confidence in com
pliance. And to be effective, each provi
sion must be clearly and unambiguously 
defined, written, and understood. It will 
do little good to have broad agreement 
on the basic prO\isions if inspection pro
cedures are inadequate or imprecise. 

At present, it is a point of consensus 
among all our governments that each 
state party \\ill provide international 
access to its destruction sites, to its pro
duction facilities to be eliminated, and to 
its facili ties for producing permitted 
chemicals. But working out precise pro
cedures for all these tasks was only just 
begun by Ambassador Lowitz and his 
delegation. And the vital question of how 
to ensure confidence in compliance with 
regard to undeclared sites still remains 
at i sue. 

But . again and again, wherever we 
turn in this negotiation, it is precisely 
the ab ence of openness, the absence of 
glasn-0 . that is standing in the way of 
further progress. In the draft conven
tion, I count no less than 13 different 

3 



types of declarations that each state 
party will be expected to make about its 
stockpiles and their destruction, about 
its chemical weapons production 
facilities and their elimination, and about 
its chemical industry. 

Article IV is a key element in this 
series of declarations-calling for the 
declaration of all stockpiles. Everyone 
agrees that each state party should 
declare the amount and composition of 
its stockpile. Everyone agrees with the 
basic objective that the complete 
stockpile should be destroyed. And yet, 
the Soviet Union continues to reject two 
particular "openness" provisions which 
are necessary if we are to have con
fidence that this objective is fulfill ed. 
One is the early and complete declara
tion of the stockpile locations and onsite 
verification to ensure that the declara
tion reflects reality. The second i onsite 
monitoring of the stocks until destruc
tion to ensure that some weapons are 
not clandestinely diverted to undeclared 
sites before destruction. And it is 
obvious that we face the serious ri k ha 
a state will not declare all its stockpile 
locations or the entire amount of i _ 
stockpil e. 

The consequences of lack of open
ness in this realm are unfortunate and 
are not lost on world public opinion. I 
think the 1983 yearbook of the 
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Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute identified the problem-and the 
solution-as well as anyone. 

Faced with a high degree of uncertainty 
about Soviet CW intentions, Western defence 
authori ties have no prudent option but to 
assume that they present a threat. If it 
decided to do so, the Soviet government could 
probably find a way for reducing the ambi
guities attaching to its CW stance in Western 
(and non-aligned country) eyes without at the 
same ti me jeopardizing Soviet security to the 
point of net detriment. Yet even though the 
need for such mistrust-reducing measures is 
so evidently growing, it seems that Moscow 
ha not chosen to act in such a manner, a 
fa ilure which is becoming more and more con
spicuous and damaging. 

Clearly, there is a gap between the 
way certain states conduct business 
today and the way they promise they 
will behave under a convention banning 
chemical weapons. And it is simply not 
possible for a nation to yield national 
control over its own defense to an inter
national agreement-as we will be asked 
to do when we have a convention ready 
fo r signature-on the basis of a mere 
promise of a new and better pattern of 
behavior by other states. 

The Soviet Union says it is 
interested in real openness. But will its 
deeds in this fo rum match its words? We 

hope so. We hope to see signs of real 
glasnost, here in this forum , in the 
coming weeks and months. 

I believe that a turn to real glasnost 
could transform our discussion and 
sweep away a host of difficulties. I 
believe it could remove the barriers that 
some have attempted to erect to the 
inspection procedures absolutely essen
tial to make a chemical weapons ban 
worth the paper it is printed on. Genuine 
openness, real glasnost, were it to 
emerge in the Soviet Union and in the 
Soviet Union's dealings with the rest of 
the world-nothing could be more 
welcome to Americans. Nothing would 
do more to make possible progress in the 
relationship between our two govern
ments. Nothing would so improve the 
prospects not only for real advances in 
arms control but for the entire cause of 
world peace. Nothing would be a better 
tribute to your dedicated and important 
work. Nothing would be a better monu
ment to Donald Lowitz's work and 
life. ■ 

Published by the United States Department 
of State• Bureau of Public Affairs 
Office of Public Communication . Editorial 
Division • Washington, D.C .. March 1987 
Editor: Cynthia Saboe • This material is in 
the public domain and may be reproduced 
without permission; citation of this source is 
appreciated. 

BULK RATE 
POSTAGE & FEES PAID 
U.S. Department of State 

Permit No. G-130 



Current 
Policy 
No. 975 

Following is an address by Ambassador 
Edward L. Rowny, Special Adviser to 
the President and the Secretary of State 
on Arms Control Matters, before the UN 
Department for Disarmament Affairs 
Meeting of Experts on "After Reykjavik: 
Planning for the Nineties," Dagomys, 
U.S.S.R., June 9, 1987. 

I am delighted to have this opportunity 
to visit the Soviet Union and to partic
ipate in this UN meeting of disarmament 
experts. I hope that this conference will 
contribute to better international 
understanding that will lead to a lessen
ing of tension and will encourage good 
arms reduction agreements. 

Under President Reagan's leader
ship, the United States has launched a 
number of far-reaching arms control 
initiatives. These include proposals for 
unprecedented, deep reductions in 
strategic offensive nuclear arms and 
intermediate-range nuclear forces, as 
well as a complete ban on chemical 
weapons. I will provide details of these 
initiatives in the course of my remarks . 

First, though, I think it important to 
make clear that the United States does 
not regard arms control as an end in 
itself. Arms control should be viewed as 
a means that nations can use to enhance 
their security interests and to support 
their national interests. Indeed, to be 
truly effective and enduring, arms con
trol agreements must be accompanied by 
respect for and compliance with all the 
principles and provisions of the UN 
Charter. 

Edward L. Rowny 

Principles and Initiatives 
in U.S.~onZ3 Policy 
United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 
Washington, D.C. 

President Reagan's Broad Agenda 
for U.S.-Soviet Relations 

As true peace is not the mere absence of 
war, President Reagan has observed, so, 
too, it is not founded merely on the 
absence or limitation of weapons. Arms 
control, for example, is but one of the 
four "pillars" on which the United 
States is seeking to build better relations 
with the Soviet Union. The other three 
fundamental objectives are: 

• Resolving regional conflicts; 
• Progress on bilateral issues such 

as "people-to-people" exchanges; and 
• Advancing human rights. 

The Soviet Union's involvement in 
regional conflicts is a critical indicator as 
to whether its global aims are conducive 
to international peace. In Angola and 
Nicaragua, the Soviets, through their 
Cuban proxies, are pouring heavy 
amounts of military assistance into 
efforts by the communist regimes to 
crush popular resistance and consolidate 
their power. In Cambodia, the Soviet 
Union likewise is heavily subsidizing 
Vietnam's military occupation. But the 
most disturbing example is Afghanistan, 
where the Soviet Army itself is waging a 
furious war against civilians and armed 
freedom fighters. Soviet involvement in 
these regional conflicts has a profoundly 
chilling effect on U.S. attitudes toward 
Soviet pronouncements of peaceful 
intentions. 

The status of human rights and fun
damental freedoms in the U.S.S.R. has a 
profound effect on East-West relations. 
Soviet abuse of fundamental rights is a 

deep source of mistrust and suspicion. 
Accordingly, we are watching with great 
interest the recently begun phenomenon 
of glasnost, or openness. Following the 
recent release of some political prisoners 
and the relaxation of some censorship of 
cultural expression, we can only hope 
that a much greater easing of repression 
will take place. In our judgment, though, 
this will require much more than cos
metic changes. Deeds rather than just 
words are needed. And unless change is 
pursued in a deep and consistent way, 
those who consider the new glasnost as 
primarily a public relations campaign 
will have the weight of evidence with 
them. 

If truly profound reforms and open
ings in the Soviet system were to come 
about, I can attest that our confidence in 
Soviet compliance with arms control 
agreements would become greater. The 
Soviets can verify U.S. compliance with 
agreements very simply because of the 
openness of our government, our 
economy, and virtually every other ele
ment of our society. The Soviet system 
offers no such inherent means for us to 
verify compliance or detect strategic 
deception. Therefore, we call for the 
U.S .S.R. to apply real glasnost to its 
military policies and budgets. Let the 
people of the Soviet Union and the world 
know as much about Soviet military 
affairs as they know about U.S. military 
matters. 



Basic Principles of 
U.S . Arms Control Policy 

U.S. arms control objectives are inte
grated with our defense and foreign 
policies, to enhance deterrence and 
stability; to reduce the risk of all war, 
especially nuclear war; and to support 
the security of our allies. Since the 
beginning of his Administration, Presi
dent Reagan has followed these fun
damental principles. 

• We seek only those agreements 
which contribute to our security and 
international security. 

• We seek agreements which reduce 
forces, not simply limit them. 

• To this end, we seek agreements 
on broad, deep, and equitable reductions 
in offensive arms. 

• Within the category of offensive 
nuclear arms, we give priority to reduc
ing the most destabilizing weapons; that 
is, fast-flying, nonrecallable ballistic 
missiles. 

• We also seek equitable arms con
trol agreements in the areas of nuclear 
testing, chemical weapons, and conven
tional forces. 

• We insist on agreements that can 
be effectively verified. Arms control 
agreements without effective verifica
tion provisions are worse than no 
agreements at all. 

These principles form the basis for 
our efforts to bring renewed integrity to 
arms control. A number of past agree
ments, it must be recognized, were 
flawed in concept. These and other 
agreements have suffered from Soviet 
violations. 

Problems With Past Agreements 

Typical of the defects of past 
agreements was the SALT II [strategic 
arms limitation talks] Treaty of 1979. 
Rather than force real reductions, SALT 
II, in fact, sanctioned considerable 
increases in the number of nuclear 
weapons deployed on ballistic missiles 
and bombers. The most basic flaw of the 
SALT approach was that it focused on 
limits on "launchers" and placed only 
indirect and inadequate limits on ballistic 
missile warheads and throw-weight-the 
real measures of ballistic missile capabil
ity. Thus, the SALT II accord did 
nothing to reduce, and little even to 
limit, the nuclear threat. If ratified, it 
would have undermined the stability of 
the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship. 

Imperfect as many earlier arms con
trol agreements were, their faults were 
compounded by the Soviets' failure to 
abide by key provisions. In violation of 
SALT II, the Soviet Union encrypted 
telemetry associated with ballistic 
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missile testing in a manner which 
impeded verification. They deployed a 
prohibited second new type of ICBM 
[intercontinental ballistic missile], the 
SS-25, and exceeded the numerical limit 
on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. 

The Soviets also violated the 1972 
SALT I Interim Agreement's prohibition 
on the use of former intercontinental 
ballistic missile facilities. Specifically, 
the Soviet Union used former SS-7 
ICBM facilities to support deployment of 
the SS-25 mobile ICBM. 

Moreover, the Soviets are violating 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty 
with their facility at Krasnoyarsk. This 
large, phased-array radar violates the 
ABM Treaty because in its associated 
siting, orientation, and capability, it is 
prohibited by the treaty. 

Because of our concerns about both 
the poor Soviet compliance record and 
flaws in past agreements, the United 
States, since May 1986, has based deci
sions regarding its strategic force struc
ture on the nature and magnitude of the 
threat posed by Soviet strategic forces. 
President Reagan has also determined 
that the United States will not deploy 
more strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
or more strategic ballistic missile 
warheads than the Soviet Union. Thus, 
while ensuring an adequate strategic 
deterrent, the United States continues 
to exercise the utmost restraint. 

U.S. Arms Control Initiatives 

Let me turn now to the current status of 
negotiations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union on arms control. 
The United States has put forward far
reaching proposals that could substan
tially mitigate the threats now posed by 
strategic offensive nuclear arms, inter
mediate-range nuclear forces (INF), and 
chemical weapons. 

We now are working to conclude an 
agreement for deep reductions in 
intermediate-range nuclear forces. On 
April 23, negotiators resumed work in 
Geneva that could, if the Soviets are 
serious, result in a verifiable treaty on 
INF. We have indicated we would sign a 
treaty, as an interim step, which 
embodies the Reykjavik formula of 
reducing U.S. and Soviet longer range 
INF (LRINF) missile warheads to a 
global limit of 100 warheads, with none 
in Europe. Those remaining would be 
deployed in the United States and Soviet 
Asia. 

Our ultimate goal, however, remains 
the complete elimination of all LRINF 
missile systems on a global basis. Since 
weapons of this type are easily moved, 
their complete elimination would reduce 

the threat to our allies and aid in achiev
ing effective verification. 

We welcome the oportunity to dis
cuss the total elimination of U.S. and 
Soviet shorter range INF (SRINF) sys
tems, as suggested by General Secretary 
Gorbachev in Moscow. We hope the 
Soviet delegation will table a proposal 
for discussion soon. As with LRINF, the 
U.S. principles for dealing with SRINF 
are globality and equality. These prin
ciples are essential elements of our 
policy, and the United States will not 
deviate from them. 

While we welcome any stabilizing 
reductions of intermediate-range 
missiles that enhance security, it is 
necessary that we make progress in 
other areas as well , including strategic 
nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, and 
conventional forces. In 1985, at the 
Geneva summit, General Secretary Gor
bachev agreed to accelerate progress in 
areas of common ground, including 50% 
reductions of strategic offensive nuclear 
weapons. Further progress toward this 
goal was made last October at 
Reykjavik. 

In April in Prague, General 
Secretary Gorbachev said the reduction 
of strategic arms was of paramount 
importance and called it "the root prob
lem" of arms control. Yet when he met a 
few days later with Secretary Shultz, he 
refused to drop his insistence that any 
reduction in offensive arms be linked to 
restrictions on testing and development 
of strategic defenses. These constraints 
are not acceptable because they would 
cripple the U.S. Strategic Defense Initia
tive (SDI), our hope for a more stable 
deterrent based increasingly on defen
sive systems. One point I would like to 
make especially emphatic and clear to 
this audience of international experts is 
that the defensive systems President 
Reagan envisions through SDI threaten 
no one. 

We challenge the Soviet leaders, 
therefore, to get at the "root prob-
lem" -the high levels of devastating 
weapons targeted against one another. 
For our part, the U.S. delegation in 
Geneva on May 8 tabled a draft START 
[strategic arms reduction talks] treaty to 
cut strategic systems by 50%, according 
to the Reykjavik formula. This draft 
treaty, in addition to the overall reduc
tions, provides for specific restrictions 
on the most destabilizing and dangerous 
nuclear systems. Moreover, our draft 
treaty responds to Soviet concerns over 
the speed of reductions by extending the 
period for those reductions from 5 to 7 
years. Agreement on START is possible, 
even as soon as this year, if the Soviets 
are ready to move forward. 



Besides action concerning INF 
systems and the "root problem" of 
strategic offensive nuclear weapons, 
positive movement also is needed toward 
redressing the conventional force 
imbalance and putting into effect a 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons. At 
the Conference on Disarmament in 
Geneva in April 1984, the United States 
tabled a comprehensive treaty banning 
development, production, use, transfer, 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons. 
This ban would be verified by various 
means, including prompt, mandatory, 
onsite challenge inspection. At the 
November 1985 Geneva summit, Presi
dent Reagan and General Secretary Gor
bachev agreed to intensify bilateral 
discussions on all aspects of such a 
chemical weapons ban. Five rounds of 
bilateral talks on this subject have been 
held since then, with a sixth scheduled to 
begin this summer. 

Regarding conventional forces, too, 
the United States and our allies are con
tinuing to press for stabilizing arms 
control. In the talks on mutual and 

balanced force reductions, the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization has sought 
assiduously to meet Soviet concerns, 
while the Soviets have not yet responded 
constructively to Western initiatives. 
The 23 member states of NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact are currently engaged in 
discussions to establish a new forum for 
addressing conventional force stability in 
Europe. 

One encouraging development in the 
field of confidence building was the 
recent U.S.-Soviet agreement on a draft 
joint text to establish Nuclear Risk 
Reduction Centers in our respective 
capitals. This agreement, which is a 
direct result of a U.S. initiative, is a 
practical measure that will strengthen 
international security by reducing the 
risk of conflict between the United 
States and the Soviet Union that might 
result from accident, misinterpretation, 
or miscalculation. Yet another positive 
development was the adoption by the 
Stockholm Conference on Disarmament 
in Europe, in September 1986, of a set 
of confidence-building measures, based 
largely on NATO proposals, designed to 

increase openness and predictability of 
military activities in Europe. 

Much more action needs to be taken 
concerning conventional forces. As we 
move to reduce nuclear weapons, we do 
not want to make the world "safe" for 
aggression or intimidation based on 
Soviet superiority in conventional forces. 

If stability and peace truly are to be 
advanced, progress must be made on all 
four "pillars" of U.S.-Soviet relations. In 
the area of arms control, Soviet forth
comingness is necessary in every major 
category. Only when the Soviet Union 
begins to work in earnest on the broad 
agenda of international peace can it be 
said that it is taking the necessary steps 
toward creating a safer world. ■ 

Published by the United States Department 
of State • Bureau of Public Affairs 
Office of Public Communication • Editorial 
Division• Washington, D.C .• June 1987 
Editor: Cynthia Saboe • This material is in 
the public domain and may be reproduced 
without permission; citation of this source is 
appreciated. 

3 



Bureau of Public Affairs 
United States Department of State 
Washington , D.C. 20520 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE $300 

If address is incorrect 
please indicate change . 
Do not cover or destroy ► 
this address label. Mail 
change of address to 
PA/OAP , Rm 5815A . 

MAX GREEN 352 
SPECIAL ASSISTA TT PRESIDENT 
OFC OF PUBL C lIAtSDN 
RM lq6, OLD EXf CFC Bl .G 
WASHINGTCI DC 20500 

BULK RATE 
POSTAGE & FEES PAID 
U.S. Department of State 

Permit No. G- 130 



SUPPLEMENTAL: THURSDAY, 16 APRIL 1987 
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AWORLD 
WITHOUT NUCLEAR 

WEAPONS? 
t is likely the question wu fint uked as soon as it could be 
- that the hope of abolition followed shortly after the 
tuk of creation. J. Robert Oppenheimer, transfixed in the 
glare of the fim atomic explosion in the New Mexico 
desert, recalled a vcnc of the Bhaghavad Gita: .. Now I am 

become death, the dcsuaycr of worlds." It is a« a role to 

which DWI wowd grow accuaomcd. 
If cum:nt signs and porrena arc fulfilled, and America.a 

and So.ict negoriaton in GcnCYt CTCnrually agree on • 
formula to remoft the iawmcdiarc-range Pershing 2 and 

cruise missiles, along with their Soviet COWltcrpara. the 5.>20's; from 
European soil - the so-csllcd aro oprioa - Ronald Reagan will have 
made good on his vow to hold out for an agreement that would actually 

reduce the number of auclar wapom. 
Since the American armies were dcmobilizd after World Wu II. 

nuclear weapons have se"cd u a relatively inexpensive means of fill
ing the pp between the fon:a of the North Atlantic Treaty Orpniza• 
tioa and the nst armies of the Wusaw Pact. From the earliest "b&a
thc-bomb" movements. through the halcyon daya of arms control dur
ing the 1970's. to Mr. Reagan's Yisioa of a nuclear-free world sheltered 
beneath a lcakproof .. space shidd," the nuclear guarantee - under 
which the United States wowd respond to a So.icr invuioa of Westem 
Europe by launching ia missiles - hu remained the crucial link be· 
tween America and its allies. 

The 1979 decision to install the American missiles in Europe reaf
firmed that link.. When Mr. Reagan unveiled his .. zcn, option" pro
posal to remove them. in 1981, it wu widely derided u a charade offer
ing no serious chance of an urm-coauol agreement. In Much 1983, 
partly in response to musivc dcmoasrntioas protesting the installation 
of those YCry missiles, this least-dovish of Presidents declared his inten
tion to malcc nuclear weapons .. impocent and obsolete," and put for• 
ward an ambitious new research program to achieve ic his Scntcgic 
Defense Initiative, commonly known u Star Wan. Previous auc:lcar 

abolitionists had looked to international law or brotherly love to re
duce the world supply of nuclear weapons - of which the Amerians 
and Russians together possess about 50,000. Mr. Reagan proposed a 

more typically American object offairh: high technology. 
That Mr. Reagan's defense program has irrevocably transformed the 

arms-control game was dramatically demonstrated at Reykjavik, Ice
land, last October, when the President and Mikhail Gorbachev dis
cusacd a comprehensive agreement that would sharply cur the number 
of offensive strategic: missiles in exchange for limits on research on Mr. 
Reagan's .. space shield." To the subsequent chagrin of America's Euro
pean allia, who fear the weakening of the American nuclear guarantee, 
the two leaden agn::cd in principle to eliminate all ballistic missiles, and 
tten speculated about abolishing nuclear weapons altogether. 

The Reykjavik meeting collapsed when Mr. Reagan refused to coun
tenance limits on S.D.I. research. Yer only his enrhusium for defense 
had made such a revolutionary agreement conceivable in the first 
place. Even if a future summit meeting between Mr. Reagan and Mr. 
Gorbachev produces an accord to remove the missiles from Europe. 
however, six long years will have passed without any significant arms
control agreement - while previ
ous accords (most notably the 1972 
ABM neary banning the deploy
ment of anriballistic missiles) have 
been placed in jeopardy. 

In the pages that follow, The 
New York Times Magazine presents 
six short essays offering a broad spec
awn of opinion on a central, and 
rapidly evolving. qucsrion of the nu
clear age. -MARKO. DANNER. 

Mtri D. D-il • _,. .JT• 
T-, M"l"f!i-. 

Six experts offer 
dtff erent answers u 
a question ll?at 
is beingraisd with 
new urgency. 
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS ... CONTINUED 

The Danger of 
Disarming 

By Zbigniew Brzezinski 

he very concept _gt "A World 
Without Nuclear Weapons" is an illusion. Assume for a moment that 
all nuclear weapons have been destroyed. Unless the means for build
ing them aij also destrgyid. or pla.cl'!d under some airtight supervi
sion, a number of nations would still be able to produce them quickly. 
In the event of a war that threatens its survival. would any state able 
to make nuclear weapons abstain from quickly producing them? 

The knowledge of how to produce nuclear weapons cannot be 
erased. Human consciousness cannot be manipulated like a tape re
corder. A world in which nations destroyed their nuclear weapons but 
knew how to produce them would not be a more secure world., More
over, so: states or even terrorist organizations might choose to 
cheat. Gi n the cloled nacum ot die $0VJe1 sy$tei'tr,' its record of du
plicity and deception, and its enormous geographical expanse, the risk 
that the Kremlin might surreptitiously store some nuclear weapons 
and their delivery systems cannot be disregarded. 

To imagine a world free of nuclear weapons is to imagine a world in 
which nations truly cooperate in enforcing inviolable restraints on 
their own knowledge, permit controls over all their scientific facilities 
and accept verification inspections in all parts of their territory, in• 
eluding their military bases and industrial plants. Anyone is free to 
dream about such a world, but it may not be wise policy to encourage 
the public to think it will soon come about. 

A world free of nuclear weapons mi t also become gerously 
safe for convention ar. ever m · ory have two dominant powers 
competed so bttensely - during -40 years so fraught with provocations 
and indirect conflicts - and yet avoided open warfare. WJUIQut nuclear 
weapons, it is likely that durin the Serr de in 1948. or during the 
Berlin eris ear y 1960's, or during the Ko~ War, or during the 
spread of Communism to Cuba, some incident would have sparked a 
major Ame, ,Gm-Soviet collisiOlc ~imoa penplLdied in World 
Waa:.JJ. Making the world safe for the resumption of conventional war
fare could hardly be considered a major advance for humanity. 

And for a world free of nuclear weapons to be safe, not only would 
the American-soviet rivalry have to disappear; all other conflicts in• 
volving the United States and the Soviet Union would need to be peace
fully resolved. It is sheer escapism to believe the world will soon 
plunge into·such unprecedented bliss. 

For years, the R~ns have espoused the 
abolition of all nuclear weapons. Why? It is not 
cold-war-monl(ering to suggest that, in preaching 

- --- -

aoout a wor1g tree of nuclear weapons, Moscow 
aims to encourage the progressive disarmament 
of the West whde 1t remains free to pursue its own 
buildup. Although SoYiet public; gpinion has no im
pact on the Kremlin's stra~gic decisions, public 
opinion does determine American strategic abil
ities - and hence the stat!ility and effectiveness 
of .delmence. 

The competitive sloganeering about nonnu
clear utopias that escalated so mindlessly after 
Reykjavik is likely to divert Western publics 
from seeking genuine strategic security. That se
curity can be strengthened by gradual and pro
gressive mutual accommodation in arms-control 
negotiations, and also by unilateral actions. Step
by-step reductions, carefully calibrated Y).re?iuce 
the threac gf a tiRt strlke, should be our principal 
negoriacina Qbjective. This means seeking not 
only reductions in overall numbers of weapons 
but also sublifnits on such missiles as the Rus
sians' highly accurate SS-18, w~ can be em
ployed in a pre-emptive attack. We should also 
seek to block the introduction of evenmore ad
vanced and threatening strategic weapons, and to 
develop on-site verification procedures for all 
limitations and reductions. The more progr!llS3 is 
made in strategic-arms reductions, the more im
portant intrusive verification becomes. 

But strategic security need not come only from 
arms controL We can also adopt, unilateraUy, a 
deployment strategy that is relevant to theJ liliely 
political and technological conditions of the 11ext 
decade and the century beyond. Give,D. we in
creased sophistication of nuclear:, wel!pons 

. (particularly the enhanced accuracy that ~Uows 
for precise strikes designed to disarm the offier side), deploying some 
components of strategic_gefeose, ooth on land and io space;::becomes 
imperative. "Oeployin.,1 limited strategic deie~es. while settifig careful 
limits on the numben of Ameriean fil31:-strike offensive weapons such as 
the MX and-lM.D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missile, would help sta
bilize the nuclear relatjnnsbip by rectucina the Soviet threat to the United 
States without enhancing the potential American threat to the Soviet 
lJruon. A limited strategic defegse. desipted to protect only American 
milftary command and control facilities and land-based missiles, 
bomber fletds and strategJC submarine bases. would cost less than Soviet 
efforts to incfeiisetheir own first-strike potential in response. Much as 
the Russians may protest initially, economic ind strategic considera
tions are likely to drive them to adopt a similar posture. 

President Reagan has rendered the country, and future generations, 
an important service by opening up a public discussion of strategic de
fense. He should proceed to take the initial steps to integrate the lim• 
ited strate2ic defenses now available into our overall strategic pos
ture. An early decision to deploy these defenses would not on1y·en
hance our strategic security (without increasing our threat to the 
Soviet Union), but would exert greater pressure on the Russians to 
consider meaningful arms-control arrangements. In a world with nu
clear weapons, mutual strategic security is much to be preferred to 
escapist pipe dreams and deceptive slogans. 

Zbigniew Brzezinski was Assistant to the President for National Se
curity Affairs from 1977 to 1981. His most recent book is "Game Plan: 
How to Conduct the U.S.-Soviet Contest." 
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ARMS CONTROL ... CONTINUED 

materials, propulsion, radar sensi~g. 
and submarine detection. Neverthe
less, their nature and the rate at which 
these technologies ad\'ance will afford 
a wide, and perhaps surprising, range 
of offense-defense mixes. By the same 
token. · some of these technologies 
ha\'e already matured. but ha\'e been 
waiting in institutional backwaters to 
be disco,·ered. Cruise missiles are per
haps the classic example. The tech
nology in\'ol\'ed in these had been 
around more than 20 years before they 
were disco,·ered by the right parts of 
the bureaucracy. 

A relati\'ely quiet aspect of these 
de\'elopments is high technolo~· in 
outer space. both for military and non
military purposes. Satellites ha\'e be
come an integral part of our terrestrial 
milita~· operations. An attack on cer
tain classes of our satellites could 
make us rnlnerable to a first strike. 
l\loreo\'er, our economic well-being 
has become increasingly tied to satel
lites. Howe,·er, in most cases. we ha\'e 
so far failed to take steps to protect 
these assets. This will ha\'e to be ad
dressed in any future offense-defense 
mix because both offense and defense 
rely on space-based assets. This could 
be done by hardening the satellites, 
by gi\'ing them the abiliry to ende 
attackers, or by stationin!?; redundant 
ones in space. Alternati,·ely, we could 
plan on quickly replacing our lost sat
ellites or count on deterring attacks on 
our satellites with antisatellites of our 
own. Satellites might also be protected 
in part through arms control agree
ments. When all is said and done, no 
space asset can currently be protected 
from all possible threats. Howe\'er, it 
is possible to defend space assets from 
enough difficult threats that it greatly 
complicates an attacker's plans. The 
So\'iets ha\'e maintained for many 
years \'arious operational capabilities 

1 for attacking U.S. satellites. These m
\ elude an operational co-orbital inter

')ceptor, nuclear-armed Galosh antibal
listic missiles designed co detonate in 
space, experimental ground-based las
ers,, and electronic countermeasures. 
The de,·elopment of means to ensure 
adequate satellite sur.·i\'ability i!Y ... a 
prime example of strate~· dri,·ing 
technology in the Strategic Defense 
Initiative. 

Another technological change now 
taking place is in the field of con\'en
tional weapons impro\'ement. Better 
target acquisition, smart bombs, pre
c1s1on terrain-guided mun1t10ns, 
shaped charges, self-forging projec
tiles, fuel-air explosi\'es, stealth, and 
the like will impro\'e the effecti\'eness 
of current conventional forces. Im
provement in tactical weapons will 
bring about changes in the offense
defense mix which are as yet highly 
unpredictable. The new SDI technol
ogies related to space-based defense. 
supplementing other technologies 
which apply to the sensible atmo
sphere (for purposes here defined as 
under 300.000 feet). can contribute co 
the de\'elopment of tactical missile de
fense in Europe and :\sia. !'\.-\ TO. for 
example. has no acti\'e defense against 
tactical ballistic missiles. and ~ATO 
nuclear and air defense forces are cur
rently \'Ulnerable to a SO\·iet tactical 
ballistic missile attack. I emphasize 
the word acti,·e because many in 
1'ATO would argue that the harden
ing program 1'ATO undertook in the 
late 197Os affords at least some de
fense. Howe\"er, this will ha\'e to be 
imprO\·ed. As the So\'iets deploy a new 
generation of shorter-range missiles. 
their ability to deli\"er com·entional 
munitions deeper into Western Eu
rope will be enhanced. The So,·iets 
are now replacing Frog and Scud mis
siles with SS-21s and SS-23s and up-

CONTINUED NEXT ,PAGE 
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ARMS CONTROL ... CONTINUED 

grading the Scaleboaq:j .. -\n upgraded 
Patriot missile system would not pro
\'ide the la\'ered anticaccical ballistic 
missile capa.bility necessary co defend 
against these. 

The ad\·ent of these new technolo
gies further promises chat some stra
tegic missions currently assigned co 
nuclear forces could be turned o\·er to 
non-nuclear weapons. One school of 
thought holds th:.1t non-nucle:.1r we:.1p
ons may be less esc:.11:.!cory than nuclear 
we:.1pons because they cause less large
sc:.1le collateral d:.1mage. For example. 
a precision-guided com·entional 
shaped-chJrge explosi\·e or hypeffel
ocity projectile mJy "bust" a missile 
silo just as well or better thJn a nuclear 
one, but with less col!Jteral d:1m:.1ge. 
This remains. howe\·er, the subject of 
some contro\·ersy. Com·ersely. some 
strategic assets are already being as
signed com·encional-theacer missions. 
B-52s ha\·e conducted operations co 
supporr con\'entional forces for many 
years. Two squadrons of B-52Gs are 
equipped wich Harpoon antiship mis
siles for maritime support operations. 
Submarines are being equipped with 
com·entionally-armed cruise missiles . 

. As we mo\'e from "smart" co "bril
liant" munitions, the potential co at
tack strategic targets with con\'en
cional weapons will increase. This in 
itself should help dri\'e nuclear in\'en
cories down. Thus, offensi\'e forces 
may. in the future, include non-nu
clear scracegic weapons. This becomes 
e\·en more complex because the same 
technology which applies to non-nu
clear strategic offensi\'e weapons can 
be applied co defense suppression. 

Defense suppression is an area 
where conventional non-SDI-related 
high technology has much to offer. 
However, it is also the area that is 
dri\·ing the development of non-nu
clear offensi\'e strategic weapons. The 
same high technology can contribute 

co -tither offense or defense suppres
sion. hue noc SOI. Indeed, ic is pos
sible co have con\'entional weapons 
which approximate "zero CEP" (cir
cular error probable) and thus become 
counterforce-capable. As such, they 
could perform missions that were once 
only in the realm of nuclear weapons. 
This may well have been why Gor
bache\· expressed such anxie~· in his 
January 15, 1986, statement about the 
de\'elopment of conventional weapons 
of mass destruction. Lee me reiterate 
that chis includes smart bombs. cruise 
missiles. stealth, precision-guided mu
nitions (PG\ls), and the like. Quite 
different technology is inrnh·ed in de
fense against a ballistic missile attack. 
Indeed. SOI has been deliberately 
structured so chat it will examine tech
nologies with no offensi\'e potential 
and no capabili~· against the territory 
of another country. ~lany of these. 
like charged particle beams and lasers 
of selected frequencies, cannot effec
ti\'ely penetrate the atmosphere and 
therefore are incapable of being used 
to strike targets on or near the earth· s 
surface. Other technologies. while ca
pable of modification for capabili~
against ground targets, would ha\·e a 
limited potential at best. Therefore. if 
they were deployed in a space-based 
defense. these technologies could nor 
pose a militarily significant threat co 
any ground, sea, or air targets. This, 
by the way, stands in distinction to the 
Soviet AB!\I and air defense system. 
which appears aimed solely at defend
ing against a ragged second strike. 

One definition of defense suppres
sion is any means by which offensi\'e 
forces can overcome defenses. This 
mav include saturation, stealth, elec
tro~ic or infrared (IR) countermea
sures against defense sensors, and hy
pervelociry; Offensive weapons 
integrating these means can be used 
in a precursor attack to destroy de-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 
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ARMS CONTROL ... CONTINUED 

fenses (sometimes also referred ro as 
the first phase of defense suppres
sion), enabling follow-on attacks by 
less sophisticated offensi,·e weapon~·
Some studies suggest chat hypen-el
ocicy is the most efficient and cosc
eff ecti,·e of the means outlined abo\'e 
and also. technologically, the most dif
ficult against which to de\'elop effec
ci,·e countermeasures. 

In any e,·enc. defense suppression 
becomes of central importance in the 
offense-defense relationship because 
its effecti\'eness figures in a protracted 
conflict. Defenses, as mentioned 
abo,·e, can be o,·ercome by saturation. 
stealth, electronics. and IR, or by ex
tremely high speed. These means in
\'Oh'e different high technologies than 
chose being researched under SDI; 
they are all known co be feasible and 
all operate under 300,000 feet. \\"e 
draw the line at 300.000 feet because 
anything abo\'e this would be a space 
asset. In a world of both offenses and 
defenses. suppression of defenses be
low 300.000 feet would be necessar~. 
co assure the success of a retaliato~· 
strike and. most particularly, follow
on attacks. Ominously. these are mea
sures to which the So\'iets ha,·e not 
de\'oted much attention. Indeed, 
there are those who argue chat So\'iet 
antiballistic missile and air defenses 
seem to be aimed solely at defending 
against a LS. retaliatory force se
,·erely degraded by a So\'iet first 
strike. Therefore, l 1• S. success in 
waging a prolonged campaign would 
depend hea\'ily on defense suppres
sion. Although some of these technol
ogies ha\'e been on the shelf for quite 
a while, we are only just now begin
ning to look coherently at their overall 
role in defense suppression. 

If research pro\'es strategic defenses 
co be feasible, there will still be a need 
to manage jointly. through negotia
tions with the So\'iets. the tr.rnsition 

from the current offensive strategy co 
one based on a more balanced offense
defense mix. If agreements lead to the 
drastic reduction of offensi\'e nuclear 
weapons, greater demand will he put 
on the need to negotiate com·e:ntional 
arms control agreements, lest the 
world be made "safe for con\'entional 
warfare." One might term these non
nuclear, nonproliferation agreements. 
Without such agreements, this might 
be a world where the So\'iets ha,·e the 
edge. At the same time, agreements 
in conventional forces will become 
more complex. In this connection, the 
lack of success in the talks on ~lutual 
Balanced Force Reductions of com·en
tional weapons, after more than a de
cade of negotiations, does little to in
spire confidence that the arms control 
process can pro\'ide the solution to this 
problem .. But beyond this, the tech
nological reYolution in com·entional 
arms will also require arms control ne
gotiations CO\'ering strategic non-nu
clear offensive forces and defense 
suppression forces. Otherwise. we will 
ha,·e done nothing to pre\'ent what 
some analysts term a "strategic free 
market," at least for offenses and de
fenses under 300,000 feet. 

Further, should we reach agree
ments that do profoundly reduce of
fensi\'e nuclear arsenals, this must be 
done in its interrelationship with con
\'entional forces. For example. should 
we reach a point where the fi,·e nu
clear powers each ha,·e arsenals of only 
se\'eral hundred nuclear weapons. 
these weapons inherently become a 
secure reserYe force for Yitai councer
Yalue targets. This is because they 
would once again become the only 
weapons which could credibly 
threaten whole societies. The smaller 
the arsenal becomes, the more secure 
it becomes because it is easier to de
fend and easier to conceal. Some an
alyses speculate that non-nuclear stra-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 
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cegic weapons could then become the 
strategic counterforce capability. In
deed, if nuclear weapons deter only 
the use of other nuclear weapons, 
then, according to this argument. one 
onl\' needs a force of a rel:1tivel\' mod
est ·size to threaten the descruc.cion of 
an entire society. An implication of 
this argument is that simply making 
drastic reductions in nuclear arse
nals-indeed. even doing away with 
them completdy-will not lessen the 
prospect of a conventional counter
force arms race. Technology will sim
ply move in other directions. A per
suash·e counterargument, however, is 
tha t smart weapons will. in fact , deter 
other smart weapons, and that brilliant 
weapons will deter ocher brilliant 
weapons at all seeps of the caccical
scracegic continuum. 

Yet another dimension co offense
defense weapons mixes relates in part 
to how we choose offensive weapons 
and in pare to SDI. In choosing offen
si\'e weapons, we should not focus on 
the marginal contribution of a weapon 
to offensive capabilities. Rather, we 
must think in terms of contributions 
to overall stability. A mix of strategic 
and tactical nuclear and non-nuclear 
weapons is optimal only if it optimizes 
stability. Therefore, the issue that . 
must be addressed in any weapons 
choice is its marginal contribution to 
stabiliry. The other part of the ques
tion of offense-defense mixes has to 
do with managing the transition. The 
goal of managing the transition does 
not imply that the current situation is 
acceptably stable. The reasons for 
which confidence in retaliation based 
on offensive nuclear forces began to 
break down in the United States have 
been explored in greater detail else
where. Suffice it to say that, in terms 
of managing any transition , there are 
good reasons why we should believe 
that ballistic missile defenses can im-

pr.9,·e stability. Among these is that if 
highly effective defenses prove to be 
feasible, they will help put a check on 
counterforce arms races (i .e. , promote 
arms control stability). However, this 
will be a complex task. Along with 
whatever defensive changes the new 
technology may bring about, there will 
be a transition in the strategy of de
fending Europe and Asia quite aside 
from any transition with the Soviets 
which might be brought about through 
SDI. 

How and how quickly we are able 
to solve the problems inherent in the 
defense of both countervalue and 
counterforce targets will continue to 
affect the mix of technologies used. 
The ability to thwart precursor attacks 
against space-based defenses is part of 

· the technological problem. The rela
tion of countervalue targets to the de
fense . of counterforce targets is an
other. For the strategic defense of a 
city to fail, the attacker needs to get 
only one warhead through. This 
means that for each unit of defense , 
the attacker needs to match it with 
only one unit of offense until the 1: 1 
ratio is exceeded by one. If, however, 
the target is hidden or mobile , and the 
defense is preferential in nature. it 
would take a much more expensive 
barrage attack requiring many weap
ons to assure that a single target is 
destroyed. Hypothetically, such a bar
rage could be mounted with strategic 
nuclear weapons, strategic non-nu
clear weapons, or a combination of 
both. The point to be made here is 
that if a defense is able to stop missiles 
early in their flight, it by definition will 
be affording protection to both coun
tervalue and counterforce targets. 
Moreover, the better defenses become 
in defending a mix of countervalue 
and counterforce targets, the more un
certainty is created in the minds of 
attack planners. Indeed, a strong ar-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 
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ARMS CONTROL ... CONTINUED 

gument can be made that uncertain~· 
in the minds of attack planners is itself 
a significant component of deterrence. 
Unfortunately, possession of defenses 
by the attacker introduces uncertain~· 
about the effectiYeness of a retaliatory 
strike as well. The extent co which 
uncertain~· that fayors a second-strike 
force can be maintained with a small 
offensive retaliatory force (a minimum 
deterrent) coupled with defenses is 
also an interesting question in itself. 

f\loreO\·er, the costs of destroying 
undefended targets also have near
term implications for our force mod
ernization. As an illustrati\'e example, 
the key elements of the Scowcroft 
Commission's blueprint for ballistic 
missile modernization called for the 
de\"elopment of I 00 f\1X Peacekeeper 
missiles coupled with the develop
ment of a new missile-the small 
lCB\I. This particular combination 
was designed co maintain a near-term 
capability co deter a first strike while 
creating a strong incenti\"e for the So
,·iets to negotiate reductions in hea,~· 
ICB\ls. where they ha\"e a decided 
ad,·antage. As suggested abo\"e, there 
are economic considerations im·oh·ed 
in this. By placing multiple reentry 
,·ehicles on a single missile. one can 
achie,·e the same milita~· capabili~· 
with a greatly reduced number of mis
siles. assuming they are capable of sur
\'i,·ing a counterforce attack against 
them. As long as the small JCB~I re
mains mobile, it becomes an ex
tremely costly target co attack. This is 
because the onh· wa,· to destro,· a sin
gle missile who~e exact location is un
known is to saturate the deployment 
area with attacking reent~· \'ehicles. 
For a fixed deployment area, the num
ber of reentry vehicles needed to ac
complish this mission is a constant, 
regardless of the number of small 
lCB\ls. Thus. a mobile "srlall Small 
lCB\I'" force, or a small mobile nu-

.. 

clear force of any ~·pe, has much lev
erage in terms of cost-effectiYeness. 
Yet, much of this leverage comes from 
mobility (or anything which makes the 
retaliaco~- force costly to overcome). 
The technological question, though, is 
whether sufficient missile mobili~· can 
be maintained with a small JCB\1 that 
has more than one warhead. Beyond 
this , a mixture of limited defenses and 
mobile retaliato~· forces further com
plicates an attacker's plans. This is be
cause such a mix continues to hold an 
opponent's high-\'alue targets at risk 
while it makes counterforce attacks 
extremely expensive . Some argue that 
such an offense-defense force mix is 
the most stable way to maintain de
terrence through the transition to com
pletely effective defenses. 

\\'hat are the implications of all 
these technological changes on arms 
control? The problem of reducing stra
tegic nuclear offensive forces, al
though until now largely unsol\'ed, is 
relatively manageable. Indeed, agree
ments reducing strategic nuclear 
forces can be reached if only the nec
essa~· political will is manifested. Ef
fecti,·e strategic defenses in them
sel\'es should also pro,·ide a strong 
incenti\'e to reduce ballistic missiles. 
While the protection of our space as
sets might be assisted by arms control. 
agreements may ne,·er be able co guar
antee fully their protection. This field 
of arms control needs to be de\'eloped. 
The transition from an offensh·e nu
clear to a strategic defensive em·iron
ment is currently being formulated. 
Finally, the nature of the arms control 
problem of jointly managing and con
trolling newly emerging. non-SDI 
high-technology conventional forces 
will be ,·e~· complex and difficult. 
Thinking on how to deal with this 
problem has yet to begin. 

All of this will occur against the 
backdrop of a need to maintain effec-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE 
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Economist 
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Of surveillance and espionage 
Two new books approach from opposite 
angles the question of how the modern 
world's two greatest powers find out 
about the intentions of rivals. Mr Jeffrey 
Richelson's American Espionage and the 
SoTiet Target ( William Morrow, SJ8. 9S) 
explains how the Americans, more or 
less openly, carry out surveillance on 
Russia; Mr Nigel West's Molehunt ( Wei• 
denfeld d Nicolson, £10. 95) looks into 
how the Russians try secretly to pene• 
trate the British espionage service. 

Mr Richelson. a professor of govern• 
ment at the American University in 
Washington, DC, should not have let a 
first-year student get away with the 
howler that there were "Soviet leaders 
for hundreds of years before" 1945. Nor 
does an author in this field command full 
confidence when he makes it clear that 
he does not understand how radar 
works. Over a quaner of his book is 
taken up by scholarly apparatus, but he 
does not establish himself as a true 
scholar. He relies largely on secondary 

sources; and even among these, does not 
discriminate properly (rating, for in• 
stance, the unreliable James Bamford or 
Antony Cave Brown on a level with the 
more authoritative Ronald Lewin or Da• 
vid Eisenhower). 

Mr West covers ground more familiar 
to a British readership: the still current 
controversy about the senior mole in MU. 
On past form, there might seem to be 
little to look forward to from this prolific 
author, whose previous books abound in 
error as well as sensation; this time he 
has defied form, and produced a book at 
once readable and (and so far as any• 
body outside secret circles can tell) rea• 
sonably accurate. He pins firmly on the 
late Graham Mitchell, the late Sir Roger 
Hollis's deputy, the tag of Russian mole 
in the security service. His tone is ur• 
bane, reasonable, convincing-and he 
scoops Mr Peter Wright. Anybody who 
has read "Molehunt" will read Mr 
Wright 's book-if it ever appears-with 
profound scepticism: 

ARMS CONTROL ... CONTINUED 

"Nigel West" is the pseudonym of Mr 
Rupen Allason, now Conservative can• 
didate for Torbay-a safe seat, if any 
seat can be considered safe in current 
British politics. To vote for him would be 
to vote for reducing the flow of books 
about the intelligence world; which, if 
Mr Allason can keep up the standards of 
this one, would be a pity. 

ti,·e \'erification. As technology be
comes more complex, blurring militar
ily significant distinctions between 
tactical and strategic, com·entional and 
nuclear, effecti\'e verification will be
come more difficult to achieve. How
ever. once again. technology may 
pro,·e helpful. Great strides continue 
daily in such critical technology areas 
for arms control verification as com
puters. optics and electro-optics, radar 
and signal processing, acoustics, and 
the like. Although it has its pros and 
cons. perhaps the greatest verification 
measure of all. however. would be for 
the Soviets to follow our lead in areas 
such as on-site inspection. Histori
cally. however. the SO\·iets have re
sisted such notions. 

•n the hnal analysis, does monn~ 
btyond our current offense-reliant re
gime really taunt Nemesis? It does 
only if we believe offense-reliant arms 
control can indefinitely continue to 
provide us the security we seek. The 
events that have unfolded since 1972 
undermine our confidence in this. 
However, this by no means signals an 
end to arms control or arms control 
agreements. On the contrary, as tech
nology is now allowed naturally to 
evolve, it will demand the efficient 
allocation of offense-defense re
sources. This in itself should be an 
incenti\'e for the So,·iets to institution
alize a dialogue with us. 

8 
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WASHINGTON POST 

Charles Krauthammer 

Another 
Name for 
Nuclear 
Freeze 

A man is accused of taking a kettle 
and returning it damaged. His defense: 
first of all, I never took it. Second. it 
was broke when I took it. And third, it 
was fine when I returned it. 

Lawyers call that "arguing in the 
alternative." Listen to the arguments 
being made for the latest idea-in
vogue, the comprehensive nuclear 
test ban, now stampeding through 
Congress. 

The 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty 
stopped nuclear tests in the atmos
phere. That was a good idea because 
it keeps strontium 90 out of our milk. 
Last month the House of Representa
tives passed a one-year ban (matching 
a Soviet moratorium) on U.S. under
ground tests. The idea? No one claims 
that current underground tests pol
lute. Banning them must have anoth
er reason: to prevent the develop
ment of new nuclear weapons. In 
essence, a test ban is a nuclear freeze 
by another name. 
f What's wrong with that? What's 
wrong is that not all new weapons are 

[
bad. Some are needed to stabilize de
terrence. When you freeze nuclear 

) 

systems, you halt only half of the arms 
race. Improvements continue on (non
verifia ble ) nonnuclear defensive 
systems. Ban nuclear tests and the 
other side can proceed to, say, harden 
targets and improve its ability to shoot 
down bombers and hunt down subs. 

5 SEPTEMBER 1986 

Since you cannot improve your offen
sive weapons ("modernize," in the jar
gon) to make sure that they can still get 
through, your deterrent erodes. And 
the melancholy fact is that your safety 
and mine (Gorbachev's too) rests on 
deterrence. 

Consider one example. Deterrence is 
strengthened, and thus the world made 
safer, if nuclear subs can hide in more 
parts of the ocean. But for that to 
happen, submarine missiles must have 
longer range. For that to happen, their 
warheads must be smaller in weight 
and size. For that, you need to test. 
· Now, test-ban proponents know 
how important modernization is for 

i maintaining nuclear stability. So they 
argue-in the alternative-that a nu
clear test ban will not really prevent 
modernization. The MX, cruise mis
sile, Pershing II, neutron bomb, Midg
etman and Trident II systems can all 
proceed, the pro-moratorium Arms 

.... Control Association reassures us. 
Columnist Tom Wicker, ardent for a 

test ban, . is reassuring too. "Strong sci
entific eVJdence exists," he writes, "that 
American supercomputers can simulate 
nuclear tests to a degree that renders 
explosive testing obsolete and unneces
sary." But if nuclear testing is redundant 
and replaceable, then stopping it will 
cure none of the nuclear ills that so 
upset Wicker. 

You can't have it both ways. If a test 
ban prevents modernization. it endan
gers deterrence and thus U.S. security. 
And if a test ban does not prevent 
modernization-if it does not "halt the 
arms race" -then it has no Wint. 

Unless, that is, it is meant not to 
prevent new nuclear weapons, but to 
destroy the effectiveness of existing 
ones. If you can't test a weapon, you 
can't be sure it works, so you won't 
.use it. In 1985 Rep. Pat Schroeder 
introduced a mutual test-ban bill thus: 
?\Iter several years of being in effect, 
{1tl would cause both sides to question 
whether the weapons they still had 
left were working efficiently, and, 
therefore, they would be less and less 
apt to use them." 

L 

Pg.25 

, Now, this is an idea with some 
attraction. A test ban as a back door, 
not to a freeze, but to a kind of 

· functional disarmament. Have your 
weapons and disarm too, because nei
ther side can be sure they will work. 

r Why is this not a good idea? Be
' cause the West is disproportionately 

dependent on nuclear weapons for its 
defense. It might have been a ghastly 
mistake, but it is now a fact : the West 
has chosen for 40 years to rest its 
defense on a nuclear deterrent. It did 
so because nuclear weapons are 
cheaper and thus less of a strain on 

, democratic, consumer societies than 

1 
are standing armies. ("More bang for 
the buck," explained John Foster Dul
les.) Today the American security 
guarantee to Western Europe, where· 
the Soviets have a \a.,t preponder
ance of conventional force , consists 
principally of a threat of American 
nuclear retaliation. 

I In the face of this melancholy fact , 
test-ban advocates argue-in the al
ternative-that nuclear tests are not 
required to ensure the reliabilitv of 
our nuclear stockpile. Test-ban advo
cates are in a box. Every time they 
extol the blessings of a test ban
ending the arms race, decreasing our 
reliance on nuclear weapons-they 
are forced to argue that they don 't 
really mean it , that a test ban will 
really change nothing of importance. 
. And they rarely address two truly 

1 important functions of nuclear tests: 
• 1) to develop safer, less sensi tive 

explosives that cannot be detonated 
by accident and by terrorists ; 2) to 
make other , often nonnuclear 
systems (such as satellites) more sur
vivable by testing their ability to with

_ stand the effects of a bomb. 
· Why then 1a test ban? One suspects 
· th_at the pain~ is to bave an agreement 
wtth the Russians for its own sake. 
But if the real point is atmospherics 
and confidence-building and good de
te_ntish feeling , then · we might start 
with other agreements, simpler and 
less injurious to national security. An 
agre_ement, say, banning the framing 
and 1mpnsonment of journalists. 
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Rockville war hero 
to get delayed honor 
By Denise Baker 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 

A Vietnam war hero from Rock
ville finally will receive the Silver 
Star medal for bravery during an al
most forgotten combat drama 19 
years ago - thanks to his son. 

Thomas E. Butt Jr., a retired Ma
rine sergeant. will be feted at the 
Marine Barracks in Washington at a 
gala event in his honor tonight. 

Before his son Michael Butt, 18, 
questioned his father about the bat
tle that took place on March 30, 1967, 
the violent attack was a secret mem
ory for Mr. Butt. 

During that 90-minute spring bat
tle - the last before he was to return 
home - Mr. Butt and about 34 other 
Marines in his company were at
tacked in the Quang 'Tri Province by 

about 250 North Vietnamese reg
ulars, a Marine spokesman said. 

After the platoon's commanders 
were killed. Mr. Butts continued to 
fight, providing a rear guard shield 
for his escaping comrades. 

Under continuous small arms 
fire, and wounded four times, Mr. 
Butts repelled frenzied enemy 
attacks. constantly thwarting their 
attempts to overrun the position. 

For almost an hour. weak with fa
tigue and loss of blood, he managed 
to fight off the North Vietnamese 
attackers. 

"For thirteen months, my father 
was in the Naval Hospital in Be
thesda with four gunshot wounds," 
Michael Butt said. 

While he lay in the hospital bed 
heavily sedated because of the pain, 
he vaguely remembered a soldier 

REBELS ... CONTINUED 
the guerrillas detonated two home
made Claymore mines and opened 
fire at close range, the military said. 
It said the patrol was part of routine 
preparations for the scout ranger 
mountain battalion to replace anoth
er Army battalion in the area and 
that, in any case, a cease-fire was not 
officially in effect. 

The guerrillas claimed that 30 
rangers and four guerrillas were 
killed in the battle. They argued that 
the patrol was a combat operation in
tended to track down guerrillas in 

. the cease-fire zone despite a Mmor
atorium" on such activities until the 
Aquino government reached a deci
sion on the cease-fire. The Commu
nists also charged that the soldiers 
fired first and that the guerrillas 
fought back in self defense. 

K 

telling him he was going to receive a 
medal for his bravery, his son said. 

After he recovered, Mr. Butt re
turned home and never questioned 
what happened to the award. 

After lots of phone calls and many 
letters, the son learned that his fa
ther's recommendation award pa
pers were either lost or destroyed 
and never reached the United States. 

"I always took pride in my father 
having fought for his country," sa1J 
Michael Butt ... He could ha\'(.' Just 
escaped. It could have heen all o\·cr 
for him. The award shows something 
about my fathers character. E\·en 
when the reasons weren't clear to 
him he walked into the elusi\'e hattle 
because he was devoted to h'..lman 
beings." 

"When I got hack to the L'S the 
American puhlic was so against us 
that I decideJ ro keep \1·hat hap
pened quiet." said :\Ir Butt. 

"Despite what the puhlic thought. 
he still came back lo\'lng his coun
try," said Michael Butt. \\'ho plans to 
join the Marines after he gradu.ates 
from college. "That's \\'hv he de-
serves the award_" · 
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Following is an address by Kenneth L. 
Adelman, Director of the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, before the 
American Bar Association's annual 
meeting, New York City, August 12, 
1986. 

This summer has been an intensely busy 
period for arms control. It began with 
the President's decision on interim 
restraint and SALT [ strategic arms 
limitation talks]. Then there was the new 
Soviet proposal, General Secretary Gor
bachev's subsequent letter to the Presi
dent, a series of meetings with the Presi
dent and his response to Gorbachev-as I 
well as a special session of the Standing 
Consultative Commission and new talks 
on nuclear testing issues. In roughly a 
month, the sixth round of the Geneva 
talks will resume. 

As the President said at Glassboro, 
we may be at a turning point in arms 
control. There are signs of hope in 
Gorbachev's Jetter and in Soviet moves 
in Geneva. The President's response 
seeks to bridge the remaining differ
ences in our positions. 

To get this far has taken an enor
mous amount of perseverance on his 
part. Having worked with him for 5-plus 
years now, I am most struck by his deep 
commitment to building a safer world, to 
reversing the nuclear arms buildup, and 
to providing an alternative strategy that 
does not hinge so dreadfully on the 
threat of mutual annihilation. 

That said, I suspect the question in 
your minds and many others is: "Will 
there be an arms agreement during this 
Administration?" 

Kenneth L fte1ma-n-------

----- ,I 

Artns Control-: 
Turning the Corner? 
United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 
Washington, D.C. 

To answer that question, we must 
first address two others. 

Question One: What have we 
learned in the arms control process? 

Question Two: What exactly is the 
United States trying to accomplish in 
arms control today? · 

What We Have Learned 

First, what have we learned? Several 
things: 

For one, we've learned the lesson 
that arms control negotiations with 
the Soviet Union are not necessarily a ! 
progressive or cumulative enterprise. 
The assumption in 1972, remember, was 
that SALT I would be a "first step" to 
more ambitious agreements-agree-
ments which actually reduced and \ 
restricted the arms competition. You 
would move step by step to more com
prehensive and ambitious treaties. That 
was the theory. The reality turned out 
otherwise. By 1979 when SALT II failed 
to get Senate approval, it was clear that 
our hope had not materialized. 

What happened, and who was to 
blame? In 1979 I think there was a 
widespread feeling in this country that 
we had kept our side of the bargain. 
Americans from the President on down 
plainly saw the SALT agreements and 
negotiations as an opportunity to limit .__.,. 
and stabilize the arms competition. In , 
the wake of SALT I, our defense effort 
genuinely slackened, at least in part 

because of our faith in the arms control 
process. In the 1970s U.S. defense 
spending actually dropped in real 
terms-the most significant decline 
since the Korean war-with procurement 
of new strategic systems declining the 
most. 

I am not saying that we stood still. 
We continued to modernize our forces. 
But we did so at a far slower rate than 
we had pursued during the previous 
decade. We converted our missiles to 
multiple warheads and thus increased 
our total warheads, as did the Soviet 
Union. 

But we did not field a new set of 
strategic weapons systems-and many of 
the new systems that were scheduled to 
come on in the late 1970s were stretched 
out or postponed. There was no new 
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile 
(ICBM) after we began deploying 
Minuteman III in 1970 until the MX. We 
built no new ballistic missile submarines 
between 1966 and 1981. 

Believing, as many people did in the 
1970s, that both sides were now pre
pared to accept "mutual vulnerability" 
and "mutual assured destruction," Con
gress also slashed funds for strategic 
defense research in the mid-1970s and 
voted to dismantle our one permitted 
ABM [antiballistic missile] site. 

Meanwhile, on the Soviet side, we 
saw basically the opposite pattern. 
Instead of slowing down, the Soviets 
accelerated their building effort, using 
the breathing spell provided by SALT as 
an opportunity to move ahead. 



Working largely-but not entirely
within the treaty limits, the Soviets 
essentially quadrupled their arsenal of 
ballistic missile warheads. They amassed 
a large force of first-strike-capable 
weapons-the SS-18 missiles, weapons 
apparently designed to reduce our ability 
to retaliate and to undermine mutual 
deterrence. In a period of roughly 15 
years-during which both sides were 
supposedly restrained by SALT- the 
Soviets deployed four new types of 
ICBMs, five new classes of ballistic 
missile submarines, and five new types 
of submarine-launched ballistic missiles, 
to name only the most conspicuous 
things. 

They never accepted the theory of 
"mutual vulnerability." They poured 
roughly an equal amount of money and 

f energy into defensive systems as they 
( did into offensive ones. They upgraded 

their Moscow ABM system and vigor-
ously pursued their own strategic 
defense program. (And, let me tell you, 
the Soviets were vigorously engaged in 
"star wars" long before anybody had 
heard of Luke Skywalker.) 

We see similar problems in the 
negotiating process itself. With the 
Soviets, discussions do not normally pro
ceed step by step to bigger and better 
things. More often than not, we found 
ourselves in the position of Sisyphus hav
ing to push the rock up the hill only to 
have it roll right back down again. 

To take one example: when the 
SALT I negotiations began, the Soviets 
insisted on a completely lopsided defini
tion of strategic systems. They proposed 
to include systems with which we defend 
our European and Asian allies, while 
excluding the comparable Soviet systems 
that threaten our allies. Eventually, the 
Soviets dropped this requirement, so 
that we could conclude SALT I. When 
negotiations resumed on SALT II, it 
reemerged. Eventually, they dropped it 
again so that we could conclude SALT 
II . When negotiations resumed on the 
strategic arms reduction talks (START), 
it reemerged. The rock kept rolling 
down the hill. 

Negotiating with the Soviets is really 
an extraordinary experience, quite 
unlike anything even the most experi
enced negotiator-as many of you are
is likely to come across in the West. 

Throughout the past 15 years, we 
have witnessed a process in which the 
United States has frequently carried the 
ball for both sides. In the SALT negoti
ations, the United States supplied not 
only the figures on U.S. forces but, rely
ing on our intelligence, the figures on 
Soviet forces as well . The Soviets did not 

2 

volunteer facts and figures on their 
forces, but merely said they did not 
dispute our estimates. They wouldn't tell 
us the number, the types, or even the 
names of the systems on which we were 
negotiating. 

On one occasion, when we gave them 
our figures on their weapons, the Soviet 
military representative asked us to 
refrain. He was agitated that such highly 
secret information would be revealed to 
the civilian members on his delegation. 

The United States and the Soviet 
Union viewed negotiations very differ
ently. We crafted proposals designed to 
be balanced and fair to both sides. The 
Soviets crafted proposals to give 
themselves advantages. The game was 
being played, so to speak, on our half of 
the field. To put it another way: while 
we played to tie, they played to win. 

Imagine that you were representing 
a corporation negotiating with another 
corporation-as I am sure many of you 
do-and that the other corporation 

I 
simply refused to reveal any financial 

\ information relevant to the deal and 
! repeatedly reraised issues you thought 

were settled. And then imagine that 
your opposites maintained an absolutely 
solid front-while your senior manage
ment, your board of directors, and your 
employees all staked out separate posi
tions publicly that weakened your 
negotiating hand. 

But these are precisely the condi
tions under which the United States 
tends to go into an arms negotiation, 
when you consider activities in the 
media, Congress, and among our allies 
and others. 

The Congress has been particularly 
prone-overfl?e years to conduct its own, In the second place, we've learned 

that the Soviets use arms control independent arms control policy based 
negotiations to advance their broader largely on the discredited idea that 
aims of splitting the United States unilateral concessions by us will inspire 
from its allies and having the United matching concessions on the Soviet side. 
States unilaterally stop major There is not a single instance when this 

has occurred. On the contrary, the strategic programs. 
This approach was clear even in Soviets read these gestures not as a sign 

1917. When Trotsky went to negotiate of good will but as a sign we lack will. 
the peace of Brest-Litovsk with the Ger- Unilateral concessions on our part just 
mans, Lenin told him to remember that mean unilateral advantages on theirs. 

All too often a weapons system that 
what happens outside the negotiating gets the Soviets' attention, that actually 
room may be more important than what 
happens within. prompts the Soviet Union to bargain 

seriously, becomes fair game for Con-So, there has always been a large 
Political purpose to Soviet negotiating gress to gut or kill in the name of arms 

control. 
strategy. Frequently, in arms control it The $5.3 billion proposed for SDI, 
is the driving factor. During the negotia- which got the Soviets back to the table 
tions on intermediate-range nuclear for talks, is trimmed to less than $4 
forces in 1981-83, for example, it was billion by a Senate committee. A 
extremely unlikely that the West could $300-million program for an antisatellite 
have achieved an agreement. It's clear 
now that the Soviets were not seriously (ASAT) weapon is gutted. The fact that 
interested in any arms control agree- the Soviets already have an ASAT 
ment. Their main effort was outside the weapon and an extensive strategic 
negotiating room to divide the NATO defense program in progress somehow 
alliance. Similarly, for the past 3 years, does not weigh heavily in the arcane 
their main effort was outside the calculus by which Congress arrives at 

such decisions. negotiating room-to stop the Strategic 
D f I T f (SDI) · Two hundred years ago Congress 

e ;F;e m ~f ive. · t 1 ( was debating the creation of the Federal 
. e pro ems m arms con ro army. One member introduced a resolu-

negotiat10ns are, of course, not all on the f th t Id r ·t th t 3 000 
Soviet side. There is, to put it gingerly, a wn_ a wou Im! ~ army O , 

t d I f " 1 1- " •d soldiers. General Washmgton responded 
grea ea o p ura ism on our s1 e. b t · h. I t· t 

P ·d R h II Y sugges mg 1s own reso u 10n- o 
resi ent eagan wants to ear a provide that any enemy invading the 

points of view on an issue before country would be limited to 2,000 
deciding a course. Believe me, he is I soldiers. The first resolution was 
never disappointed in this regard when drowned in laughter. I wish George 
it comes to arms control. While this Washington were around to make the 
diversity can be constructive in the deci- . same point today. 
sionmaking process, it can get carried I 
away at times. The third major lesson is that the 

L-soviets violate agreements. This says 
something about the Soviets and about 
the need for effective verification. 



\ Look, for_ exa1!1ple,_ at the 197~ con-
vention bannmg b1olog1cal and toxm 
weapons. According to Arkady 
Shevchenko, the former senior Soviet 
official at the United Nations who 
defected to the United States, the 
Politburo decided to continue activities 
which violated the convention in the 
same time period that the Soviet Union 

, signed it. 
The Soviet violation of the 1972 

ABM Treaty is a similar story. They 
decided to build the Krasnoyarsk radar 
in the early to mid-1970s. They knew we 
would eventually detect it, since it was 
over three football fields large. They 
must have known it could not be 
explained except as a violation of the 
treaty. 

Hours upon hours of the ABM 
,, Treaty negotiations were spent 
/ negotiating the provisions governing 
I such large radars. Why? Because these 
radars are a key to complying with the 
treaty: they are the large, long-lead-time 
item in any effort to deploy a nationwide 
ABM system. This is an issue we have to 
come to terms with. Soviet violations are 
undermining the basis for future 
agreements. 

1 Finally, we've also learned the 
1lesson that arms control negotiations 
land agreements by themselves are no 

"guarantee of overall peace or stability. 
This lesson, too, went against the con
ventional wisdom. 

After SALT I, the expectation was 
(for a steady improvement of relations 

( petween the United States and the 
Soviet Union. But the period between 
SALT I and SALT II was, in fact, a 
period of deteriorating global stability. 
Regional conflicts were multiplying 
around the globe. Between 1975 and 

' 1980-the height of the SALT process
virtually a nation a year fell to com
munist forces: South Vietnam in 1975, 
Angola in 1975-76, Ethiopia in 1977, 

1 ~ambodia in 1978, and Afghanistan in 
l-1979. 

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
occurred in the same year as the signing 
of the major arms control agreement
SALT II-and just 6 months after a sum
mit meeting between the American 
President and the Soviet leader. Arms 
control agreements can play a useful 
role, but it takes much more than a 
treaty to keep the peace. 

What We Are Trying 
To Accomplish 

Now to my second question: what are we 
trying to accomplish in arms control 
today? 

The answer is simple: we want an 
arms agreement that will accomplish 
something of substance; one that will 
measurably decrease the risk of war and 
enhance stability; one that will reverse 
the upward nuclear spiral. President 
Reagan wants real reductions. 

Arms agreements need to 
accomplish something in the real world. 
They have to be worth more than the 
paper they're printed on. They must 
express our hope, but they must be more 
than mere expressions of hope. That has 
been, and continues to be, the principle 
that governs the arms control policy of 
this Administration. 

So, how far have we succeeded? 
Much more than our critics concede. 

First, we have succeeded in getting 
the Soviets back to the table. They 
played politics and walked out. Now we 
finally discern what the President has 
said may be a turning point toward real 
and detailed bargaining on the substan
tive issues that divide us. If this is true, 
it is good news. Staying the course on 
one's overall goals is the watchword of 
sincerity on arms control. Shifting from 
goal to goal is to treat arms control 
primarily as a public relations enter
prise, an activity more appropriate for 
Madison Avenue than Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Second, we have succeeded in get-
r ting the Soviets to talk about reductions 

1 in nuclear weapons. This was no small 
feat. In 1977, you may remember, Presi
dent Carter sent Secretary of State 
Vance to Moscow with a plan for deep 
reductions in nuclear weapons. Brezhnev 
turned the proposal down flat. 

When President Reagan first pro
posed deep cuts in nuclear arsenals in 
1982, he was criticized for seeking too 

,J much. A major criticism of this 
Administration's arms control policy 
during the first term was that our pro
posals were too ambitious and thus, as 
the saying goes, insufficiently 
"negotiable" with the Soviets. Over the 
past 5 years, we have redefined what is 
negotiable by insisting on negotiating 
about what is most important. 

Third, we have succeeded in getting 
the talks to focus on the more critical 
measures of strategic power. While the 
flawed and obsolete SALT structure 

dealt almost entirely with strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles, our proposals 
now talk about warheads and destructive 
capabilities directly. The Soviets have 
begun to move in this direction as well. 
If they accepted this approach with deep 
reductions, we would finally get an 
agreement that would mitigate Soviet 
first-strike capabilities, really reduce the 
risk of war, and thus realize the primary 
goal of strategic arms control. 

Finally, we have succeeded in 
launching an effort to see whether we 
can devise a means to effectively counter 
such nuclear missiles. Such defenses, if 
they prove feasible, could improve our 
security by strengthening deterrence 
and reducing the likelihood of any 
nuclear attack. President Reagan has 
simply asked whether we can find a 
better way to maintain the peace than 
the threat of mutual annihilation and 
total vulnerability. It may not be possible 
to find one. But we must continue to try. 

Even with these successes we have a 
long way to go. Major bargains are not 
struck easily, especially with an adver
sary like __ the Soviet Union. 

Proposing good arms control is one 
thing; attaining good arms control is 
another. As Glendower boasts in Henry 
IV, "I can call spirits from the vasty 
deep," to which Hotspur replies, "Why, 
so can I, or so can any man. But will 
they come when you do call for them?" 

That brings us back to the question 
we began with: will there be an arms 
control agreement in this Adminis
tration? 

Yes, there will be an agreement if 
the Soviets decide they want an agree
ment. Yes, there will be an agreement if 
the Soviets move off some unacceptable 
positions and, yes, if the Soviets are as 
ready to bargain as seriously as we are. 

·1 personally am hopeful about the 
prospects for an agreement. We are 
ready to move. But we don't know 
whether the Soviets are ready to move 
seriously with us. 

But even if we do not achieve an 
agreement, that does not mean we will 
be less secure. In the past 5 years, we 
have had no new agreements. But the 
goals that arms control is meant to 
advance- security, peace, a world safe 
for free nations-have been advanced. 
The 1980s have not witnessed those 
kinds of crises that brought the world to 
the brink-the Korean war in the 1950s, 
the Berlin and Cuban missile crises in 
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the 1960s, and the Yorn Kippur war in 
the 1970s (when we went on strategic 
alert to prevent Soviet forces from mov
ing into the Middle East). 

From 1975-80, when arms control 
negotiations were occupying center 
stage, freedom was on the run around 
the world-from our embassy in Tehran, 
to the valleys of Afghanistan, to the 
charnel houses of Cambodia. The com
munist insurgencies of the 1970s-those 
seedbeds of tyranny-have given way to 
a new generation of popular movements 
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against Marxist regimes-in Afghani
stan, Nicaragua, Angola, Ethiopia, and 
Cambodia. 

In the 1980s we have restored 
stability by rebuilding our military 
strength and restoring our national 
pride. We have intensified our dialogue 
with the Soviet Union on human rights 
and regional issues-as well as arms con
trol. We have drawn the line against 
tyranny and terrorism, and the faith and 

Do not cover or destroy ► 
this address label. Mai l 
change of address to : 
PA/OAP, Rm. 5815A 

~ Q6 , rLD XEC OFC BLDG 
W S 7 GTOM 

free economies of the world are prosper
ing. Democracy is burgeoning around 
the globe. Freedom is no longer on the 
run. Freedom is now on the march. ■ 
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