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While plans for orbital 
bombs have disappeared, protection of other 

military assets in space is now of 
major importance. 

satellite threat is limited. Furthermore, critics argue, 
the Soviets must also confront the technical obstacles 
to an effective directed-energy antisatellite system. 
Thus, U.S. efforts can be limited to basic research and 
development without risk to national security. 

However, a policy of unilateral restraint may be 
politically costly. Any Soviet program unmatched by 
a comparable U.S. effort is generally subject to a 
"worst-case" analysis: the Soviets' technical capabili
ties are extended well beyond those supported by the. 
available evidence. This happened in 1962 when the 
Soviets were attributed with having an antisatellite 
system after the dual launching. The testing of an 
ineffective directed-energy antisatellite system by 
either side would similarly lead to unnecessary threats 
to international stability. 

Stratospheric Standoff 

A third option is now advocated by some observers, 
including Richard Garwin of IBM and Harvard's 
Kennedy School of Government and Donald Hafner, 
former advisor to the U.S. SALT delegation: a treaty to 
limit the development and deployment of both U.S. 
and Soviet antisatellites. A model of such an arms
limitation agreement is provided by the 1972 Anti
Ballistic-Missile Treaty, in which the United States 
and the Soviet Union agreed to limit ABM deployment 
to two sites (later decreased to one) and placed very 
broad restraints on the development of new deploy
ment modes. 

Antisatellite development is now at a stage similar 
to that of ABM systems prior to the 1972 agreement: 
the Soviet Union has a very primitive and unreliable 
but formally operational antisatellite system, while 
the United States is in the process of developing the 
more sophisticated MHV. In the case of the ABM, high 
cost, technical unreliability, and domestic opposition 
contributed to the establishment of restraints. With 
the MHV antisatellite, these factors are less obvious. 

Bilateral constraints were the subject of the antisat
ellite-limitation negotiations conducted spor~dically 
between June 1978 and August 1979. However, the 
United States and the Soviet Union entered the nego
tiations with different capabilities and objectives, and 
various U.S. agencies could not agree on common 
goals. For example, the air force argued that prior 
development of a U.S. antisatellite system was neces
sary as a bargaining chip, while other agencies argued 
that further development would block any opportuni
ty for limitations. And while the Soviets argued that 
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the shuttle gives the Uni~ed States an effective anti
satellite capability, the U.S. stressed that the shuttle 
is not an antisatellite system. 

Increasing tensions between the United States and 
the Soviet Union after the Soviet invasion of Afghan
istan, and the general skepticism about arms control . 
in the Reagan administration, are not conducive to 
arms-control negotiations in general and antisatellite
limitation talks in particular. Nevertheless, both 
nations would benefit from unobstructed use of satel
lite systems, and neither would benefit if the other 
succeeded in deploying a directed-energy antisatel{ite 
system. 

Even in the absence of formal arms-control negoti
ations, tacit limitations are possible. Such an informal 
process led to a relaxed attitude about reconnaissance 
satellites and the generally low priority of antisatellite 
development in the 1960s. If such policies continued, 
the United States could postpone development of the 
antisatellite with little risk since current Soviet capa
bility poses a very limited threat. 

This risk could be further reduced by "hardenihg" 
present U.S. military satellites against possible attack 
and deploying redundant command, control, and 
communications systems in space, in the air, and on 
the ground. Such an approach would serve American 
interests even if the Soviets proceeded with their own 
program. The alternative is to sink billions of dollars 
into a project that is strategically, technically, and 
fiscally dubious. 
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From Foreign Policy, Summer 1980; pg. 14-27. 

Under the Nuclear Gun (I) 

VIC'fOHY 
IS POSSIBLE 
by Colin S. Gray and Keith Payne 

Nuclear war is possible. But unlike Arma
geddon, the apocalyptic war prophesied to 

end history, nuclear war can have a wide 
range of possible outcomes. Many commen
tators and senior U.S. government offici:ils 
consider it a nonsurvivable event. The popu• 
Jarity of this view in Washington has such a 
pervasive and malign effect upon American 
defense planning that it is rapidly becoming 
a self-fulfilling prophecy for the United 
States . 

Recognition that war at any level can be 
won or lost, and that the distinction between 
winning and losing would not be trivial. is 

· essential for intelligent defense planning. 
Moreover, nuclear war can occur regardless 
of the. quality of U.S. military posture 
and the content of American strategic theor)' . 
If it docs, deterrence, crisis management, and 
escalation control might play a negligible 
role. Through an inability to communicate 
or through Soviet disinterest in receiving and 
acting upon American messages, the United 
States might not even have the option to 
surrender and thus might have to fight the 
war as best it can. Furthermore. the West 
needs to devise ways in which it can employ 
strategic nuclear forces coercively, while 
minimizing the potentially paralyzing im
pact of self-deterrence. 

If American nuclear power is to support 
U.S. foreign policy objectives, the United 
States must possess the ability to wage 
nuclear war rationally. This requirement is 
inherent in the geography of East-West rela
tions, in the persisting deficiencies in Wes tern 
conventional and theater nuclear forces. and 

COLINS. GRAY and KEITii PAYl':E ar, mrmbu, of thr 
proftuional ,taR at tht Hudson lnstitutt . 
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in the di~1ine1ion between the objl·ctives of a 
rc\'olution:iry and status quo power. 

U.S. strategic planning should exploit 
Soviet fears insofar as is feasible from the 
Soviet perspective: take full account of 
likely Soviet ;esponses and the willingness .of 
Americans to accept those responses; and 
provide for the protection of American ter
ritory. Such planning would enhance the 
prospect for elf ective deterrence and survival 
during a war. Only recently has U.S. nuclear 
targeting policy been based on careful stud)• 
of the Soviet Union as a distinct political 
culture, but the U.S. defense community 
continues to resist many of the policy impli
cations of Soviet responses to U.S. weapons 
programs. In addition, the U .S. government 
simply docs not recognize the validity of 
attempting to relate its freedom of off ensin 
nuclear action and the credibility of its 
offensive nuclear threat to the protection of 
American territory . 

U.S. nuclear strategy is immoral. 

Critics of such strategic planning are vul
nerable in two crucial respects: They do not, 
and cannot, off er policy prescriptions that 
will insure that the United States is never 
confronted with the stark choice between 
fighting a nuclear war or surrendering. and 
they do not off er a concept of deterrence that 
meets the extended responsibilities of U.S. 
strategic nuclear forces. No matter how ele
gant the deterrence theory, a question that 
cannot be avoided is what happens if deter· 
rence mechanisms fail? Theorists whose con• 
ccpt of deterrence is limited to massive retalia
tion after Soviet attack would have nothin~ 
of interest to say to a president facing con
\'entional defeat in the Persian Gulf or in 
Western Europe. Their strategic environ(1lent 
exists only in peacetime. They can recom
mend very limited, symbolic options but 

have no theory of how a large-scale Soviet 
response is to be deterred. 

Because many believe that homeland dl·-
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frnse will lead to a Sleeper .urns race .ind 
destabiliu the strategic balance, the U.S. 
defense community has endorsed a posture 
~hat maximizes the prospect for sclf-detrr
rencr. Yrt the credibility of the extended U.S. 
deterrent depends on the Soviet belief that 
a U.S. president would risk nude~r escalation 
on behalf of foreign commitments. 

In the late 1960s the United States en
dorsed the concept of strategic parity without 
thinking through what that would mean for 
the credibility of America's nuclear umbrella. 
A condition of parity or essential equinlcnce 
is incompatible with extended deterrent du
ties because of the self-deterrence inherent in 
such a strategic context. However, the prac
tical implications of parity may be less dire 
in some a~eas of U.S. vital interest. Western 
Europe, for example, is so important an 
American interest that Soviet leaders could be 
more impressed by the characrer and duration 
of the U .S. commitment than by the details 
of the strategic balance. 

A Threat to Commit Suicide 

Ironically, it is commonplace to assert that 
war-survival theories affront the crucial test 
of political and moral acceptability. Surely 
no one can be comfortable with the claim 
that a strategy that would kill millions of 
Soviet citizens and would invite a strategic 
response that could kill tens of millions of 
U.S. citizens would be politically and mor
ally acceptable. However, it is worth recall 
ing the six guidelines for the use of force 
provided by the "just war" doctrine of the 
Catholic Church : Force can be used in a just 
cause; with a right intent ; with a reasonablr 
chance of success; in order that. if successful. 
its use offers a better future than would have 
been the case had it not been employed; to a 
degree proportional to the goals sought, or 
to the evil combated ; and with the deter
mination to spare noncombatants. when there 
is a reasonable chance of doing so. 

These guidelines carry a message for U.S . 
policy. Specifically. as long as nuclear threat 
is a part of the U .S. diplomatic arsenal and 
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provided that threar refl rns real opcrarional 
in1cn1ions - it is not a 101al bluff-U.S. de
fense planners are obliged 10 think through 
the probable course of a nuclear war. They 
must also have at least some idea of thr 
intended relationship between force applied 
and the likelihood that political goals will 
be achieved-that is, a strategy. 

Current American strategic policy is not 
compatible with at least three of the six 
just-war guidelines. The policy contains 
no definition of success aside from · denying 
victory to the enemy, no promise that the 
successful use of nuclear power would in
sure a better future than surrender, and no 
sense of proportion because central war strate
gy in operational terms is not · guided by po
litical goals. In short, U.S. nuclear strategy is 
immoral. 

Those who believe that a central nuclear 
war cannot be waged for political purposes 
because the destruction inflicted and suffered 
would dwarf the importance of any political 
goals can construct a coherent and logical 
policy position . They argue that nuclear war 
will be the end of history for the states in
volved, and that a threat to initiate nuclear 
war is a threat to commit suicide and thus 
lacks credibility. However, they acknowledge 
that nuclear weapons cannot be abolished. 
They maintain that even incredible threats 
may deter, provided the affront in question is 
sufficiently serious, because miscalculation 
by an adversary could have terminal conse
quences; because genuinely irrational behav
ior is always possible; and because the con
flict could become uncontrollable. 

In the 1970s the U .S. defense community 
rejected this theory of deterrence. Successive 
strategic targeting reviews appeared to move 
U.S. policy further and further from the 
declaratory doctrine of mutual assured de
struction adopted by former Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara. Y ct U.S. de
fense planners have not thoroughly srudied 
the problems of nuclear war nor thouRht 
through the meaning of strategy in rdation 
to nuclear war. The U .S. defense community 
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has always trndcd 10 rq;ard strategic nucleu 
war not as war but as a h o lcxau~t. Formrr 
Srcretary of Defense James R . Schlrsingtr 
apparently adopted limited nucleu options 
(LNOs)--strikrs employing anywhert from 
a handful to seveul dozen warhead~s a 
compromise between the optimists of tht 
minimum deterrence school and the pessi
mists of the so-called war-fighting persua
sion. By definition. LNOs apply only to tht 
initial stages of a war. But what happens 
once LNOs have been exhausted? If the Soviets 
retaliated after U.S. LNOs. the United States 
would face the dilemma of escalating further 
or conciliating. 

Deterrence may fail to be restored during 
war for several reasons: The e'nemy may not 
grant, in operational practice, the concept of 
intra war deterrence and simply wage the war 
as it is able : and command . control. and 
communications may be degraded so rapidly 
that strategic decisions arc precluded and both 
sides execute their war plans. Somewhat be
latedly , the U.S. defense community has 
come to understand that flexibility in tar
geting and LNOs do not constitute a strategy 
and cannot compensate for inadequate stra 
tegic nuclear forces . 

LNOs are the tactics of the strong. not of 
a country entering a period of strategic in
feriority, as the United States is now. LNOs 
would be operationally viable only if the 
United States had a plausible theory of how it 
could control and dominate later escalation . 

The fundamental inadequacy of flexible 
targeting, as presented in the 1970s. is that it 
neglected to take proper account of the fact 
that the United States would be initiating a 
process of competitive escalation that it had 
no basis for assuming could be concluded on 
satisfactory terms. Flexible targeting was an 
adjunct to pla ns tha t h ad n o p ers u a sive visio n 

of how the application of force would pro
mote the attainment of political objectives. 

War Aims 

U .S. strategic targeting doctrine must have 
a unity of political purpose from the first to 
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the last striJ..es. Strategic flexibility, unless 
wedded to a plausible theory of how to win 
a war or at least insure an acceptable end to a 
war. docs not offer the United States an 
adequate bargaining position before or during 
a conflict and is an invitation to defeat. Small, 
preplanned strikes can only be of use if the 
United States enjoys strategic superiority
the ability to wage a nuclear war at any level 
of violence with a reasonable prospect of de
feating the Soviet Union and of recove-ring 
sufficiently to insure a satisfactory postwar 
world order. 

However, the U.S. government dcx·s not 
yet appear ready to plan seriously for the 
actual conduct of nuclear war should deter
rence fail. in spite of · the fact that such a 
policy should strengthen deterrence. Assured
dest ruction reasoning is proclaimed officially 
to be insufficient in itself as a strategic doc
trine . However. a Soviet assured -destruction 
capability continues to exist as a result of 
the enduring official U.S . disinterest in stra
tegic defense. with poten tially paralyzing 
implications for the United States. No mat
ter how well designed and articulated , tar
geting plans that allow an enemy to inflict 
in retaliation whatever damage it wishes on 
American society are likely to prove unusable. 

Four interdependent a reas of strate~ic 
policy-strategy. weapons· development and 
procurement . arms control. and defense- doc 
trine-arc currently treated separately. The
oretically. strategy should determine the evo
lution of the other three areas. In practice. it 
never has . Most of what has been portrayed 
as war-fighting strategy is nothing of the 
kind . Instead. it is an extension of the Ameri
can theory of deterrence into war itself. To 
advocate LNOs and targeting flexibility and 
selectivity is not the same as to advocate a 
war-fighting. war-surviva l strategy . 

Strategists do not find the idea of nuclcu 
war fighting attractive. Instead. they bdirvc 
that an ability to wage and survive war is 
vital for the effectiveness of deterrence : thnr 
can be no such thing as an adequate dl·tarcnt 
posture unrelated to probable wartime dfec-

19. 
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tiveness; victory or defeat in nuclear war is 
possible. and such a war may have to be 
waged to that point; and. the clearer the 
vision of successful war termination, the more 
likely war can be waged intelligently at 
earlier stages. 

There should be no misunderstanding the 
fact that the primary interest of U.S. strategy 
is deterrence. However. American strategic 
forces do not exist solely for the purpose of 
deterring a Soviet nuclear threat or attack 
against the United States itself. Instead, they 
are intended to support U .S. foreign policy, 
as reflected, for example. in the commitment 
ro preserve Western Europe against aggres
sion. Such a function requires American stra
tegic forces that would enable a president to 
initiate strategic nuclear use for coercive, 
though politically defensive, purposes. 

U .S. strategy, typically. has proceeded 
from the bottom up. Such targeting docs not 
involve any conception of the war as a whole. 
nor of how the war might be concluded on 
favorable terms. The U .S. defense com
munity cannot plan intelligently for lower 
levels of combat, unless it has an acceptable 
idea of where they might lead. 

Most analyses of flexible targeting options 
assume virtually perfect stability at the high
est levels of conflict. Advocates of flexible 
targeting assert that a U.S. LNO would sig
nal the beginning of an escalation process 
that the Soviets would wish to avoid in light 
of the American threat to Soviet urban
industrial areas. Yet it seems inconsistent to 
argue that the U.S. threat of assured destruc
tion would deter the Soviets from engaging in 
escalation following an LNO but that U.S . 
leaders could initiate the process despite the 
Soviet threat. What could be the basis of such 
relative U .S. resolve and Soviet vacillation in 
the face of strategic parity or Soviet su
periority? 

Moreover. the desired deterrent effect 
would probably depend upon the Soviet anal
ysis of the entire nuclear campaign. In other 
words, Soviet leaders would be less impressed 
by American willingness to launch . an LNO 

20. 

55 

Grav f1 /'avnt 

than they would be by a plausible Americ~n 
victory strategy. Such a theory would have to 
envisage the demise of the Soviet state. The 
United States should plan to defeat the Soviet 
Union and to do so at a cost that would not 
prohibit U.S. recovery. Washington should 
identify war aims that in the last resort would 
contemplate the destruction of Soviet political 
authority and the emergence of a postw;u 
world order compatible with Western values. 

The most frightening threat to the Soviet 
Union wo·u)d be the destruction or serious 
impairment of its political system. Thus, thc 
United States should be able to destroy key 
leadership cadres. their means of communi
cation, and some of the instruments of domes
tic control. The USSR, with its gross overccn
tralization of authority, epitomized by its 
vast bureaucracy in Moscow, should be high
ly vulnerable to such an attack . The SO\·iet 
Union might cease to function if its security 
agency, the KGB. were severely crippled. If the 
Moscow bureaucracy could be eliminated. 
damaged. or isolated. the USSR might disint~
grate into anarchy. hence the extensive civil 
defense preparations intended to insure thc 
survival of the Soviet leadership. Judicious 
U.S. targeting and weapon procurement 
policies might be able to deny the USSR the 
assurance of political survival. 

Once the defeat of the Soviet state is est;ih
lished as a . war aim , defense profession;ils 
should attempt to identify an optimum t;tr
geting plan for the accomplishment of tlut 
goal. For example. Soviet political control of 
its territory in Central Asia and in the Eu 
East could be weakened by discriminate nu
clear targeting. The same applies to Trans 
caucasia and Eastern Europe. 

The Ultimate Penalty 

Despite a succession of U .S. targeting r<' 

vicws, Soviet leaders, looking to the mid 
l980s. may well anticipate the ability tCl 
wage World War III successfully . The con
tinuing trend in the East -West milit.ur 
balance allows Soviet military planners lCl 
design a theory of military victory that is 
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not implausible and that may stir hoJXS 
among Soviet political leaders that they 
might reap many of the rewards of military 
success even without having to fight. The 
Soviets may anticipate that U.S. self-deter
rence could discourage Washington from 
punishing Soviet society. Even if the United 
States were to launch a large-scale second 
strike against Soviet military and economic 
targets. the resulting damage should be bear
able to the Soviet Union given the stakes of 
the conflict and the fact that the Soviets 
would control regions abroad that could 
contribute to its recovery. 

In the late 1960s the United States identi
fi ed the destruction of 20-25 per cent of the 
population and 50-75 per cent of industrial 
capacity as the ultimate penalty it had to be 
able to inflict on the USSR . In the 1970s the 
United States shifted its attention to the 
Soviet recovery economy. The Soviet theory 
of victory depends on the requirement that 
the Soviet Union survive and recover rapidly 
from a nucl ear conflict. However, the U.S. 
government does not completely understand 
the details of the Soviet recovery economy, 
and the concept has lost popularity as a 
result . Highly complex modeling of the 
Soviet economy cannot disguise the fact that 
the available evidence is too rudimentary to 
permit any confidence in the analysis. With 
an inadequate data base it should require little 
imagination to foresee how difficult it is to 
determine targeting priorities in relation to 
the importance of different economic targets 
for recovery. 

Schlesinger's advocacy of essential equiva 
lence called for a U .S. ability to match mili
tary damage for military damage. But Ameri
can strategic development since the early 
1970s has not been sufficient to maintain the 
American end of that balance. Because the 
U .S. defense community has refused to 
recognize the importance of the possibility 
that a nuclear war could be won or lost, it 
has neglec ted to think beyond a punitive 
sequen ce of targeting options. 

American nuclear strategy is not intended 
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to defeat the Soviet Union or insure the sur
vival of the United States in any carefully 
calculated manner. Instead, it is intended to 
insure that the Soviet Union is punished in
creasingly severely: American targeting phi
losophy today is only a superficial improve
ment over that prevalent in the late 1960s, 
primarily because U.S. ~efense planners do . 
not consider anticipated damage to the United 
States to be relevant to the integrity of their 
offensive war plans. The strategic case for 
ballistic missile · defense and civil defense 
has not been considered on its merits for a 
decade. 

In the late 1970s the United States tar
geted a range of Soviet economic entities that 
were important either to war-supporting in 
dustry or to economic recovery . The rationale 
for this targeting scheme was, and remains, 
fragile . War-supporting indus try is impor
tant only for a war of considerable duration or 
for a period of post -war defense mobilization . 

The United Stales should plan lo 
defeat the Soviet slate and to do 
so at a cost that would not prohibit 
U.S. recovery. 

Moreover, although recovery from war is an 
integral part of a Soviet theory of victory , it 
is less important than the achievement of 
military success. If the USSR is able to win 
the war, it should have sufficient military 
force in reserve to compel the surviving world 
economy to contribute to Soviet recovery . 
Thus. the current trend is to move away from 
targeting the recovery economy . 

To date, the U.S . government has declined 
to transcend what amounts to a deterrence
through -punishment approach to strategic 
war planning. Moreover, the strategic tar
geting reviews of the 1970s did not address 

the question of self-deterrence adequately . 
The United States has no ballistic missile 
defense and effectively no civil defense. while 
U.S. air defense is capable of guarding Ameri 
can air space only in pea .-: etime. The Pentagon 
has sought to compensate for a lack of rela-
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tive military muscle through mort imagina
tive strategic targeting. Review after review 
has attempted to identify more effective ways 
in which the USSR could be hurt. Schlesinger 
above all sought tssential equivalence through 
a more flexible set of targeting options with
out calling for extensive new U.S. strategic a
pabilities. Indeed, he went to some pains to 
separate the question of targeting design from 
procurement issues. 

The United States should identify nuclear 
targeting options that could help restore de
terrence, yet would destroy the Soviet state 
and enhance the likelihood of U.S . survi,•al 
if fully implemented. The first priority 
of such a targeting scheme would be Soviet 
military power of all kinds, and the second 
would be the political, military, and eco
nomic control structure of the USSR. Success
ful strikes against military and political con
trol targets would rrduce the Soviet ability to 
project military power abroad and to sustain 
political authority at home. However, it 
would not be in the interest of the United 
States actually to implement an offensive 
nuclear strategy no matter how frightening 
in Soviet perspective, if the U.S. ho~eland 
were totally naked to Soviet retaliation. 

Striking the USSR should entail targeting 
the relocation bunkers of the top political 
and bureaucratic leadership. including those 
of the KGB: key communication centers of the 
Communist party. the military, and the gov
ernment; and many of the economic, politi
cal. and military records. Even limited des
truction of some of these targets and sub
stantial isolation of many of the key per
sonnel who survive could have revolutionary 
consequences for the country. 

The Armageddon Syndrome 

The strategic questions that remain incom
pletely answered are in some ways more 
difficult than the practical problems of tar
geting the political control structure. Is it 
sensible to destroy the government of the 
enemy, thus eliminating the option of nego
tiating an end to the war? In the unlikely 
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event that the United States identifies all of 
the key relocation bunkers for the central 
political leadership, who would then con
duct the Soviet war effort and to what endsr 
Since after a large-scale counter-control strike 
the surviving Soviet leadership would have 
little else to fear, could this targeting option 
be anything other than a threat? 

The U.S. defense community today be
lieves that the political control structure of 
the USSR is among the most important tar
gets for U.S. strategic forces . However, just 
how important such targeting might be for 
deterrence or damage limitation has not been 
determined. Current American understanding 
of exactly how the control structure functions 
is less than perfect. But that is a technical 
matter that can in principle be solved through 
more research. The issue of whether the So
viet control structure should actually be 
struck is more problematic. 

Strategists cannot off er painless conflicts 
or guarantee that their preferred posture and 
doctrine promise a greatly superior deterrence 
posture to current American schemes. But, 
they can claim that an intelligent U.S. 
offensive strategy, wedded to homeland de
fenses, should reduct U.S. casualties to ap
proximately 20 million, which should render 
U.S. strategic threats more credible. If the 
United States developed the targeting plans 
and procured the weapons necessary to hold 
the Soviet political. bureaucratic, and mili
tary leadership at risk. that should serve as 
the functional equivalent in Soviet perspec
tive of the assured-destruction effect of thr 
late 1960s. However, the U.S. targNing 
community has not determined how it would 
organize this targeting option. 

A combination of counterforce offensive 
targeting, civil defense, and ballistic missile 
and air defense should hold U .S. casualties 
down to a level compatible with national 
survi\'al and recovery. The actual number 
would depend on several factors. some of 
which the United States could control (the 
level of U .S. homeland defenses): some of 
which it could influrnce (the weight and 
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char,1cter of the Soviet attack); and somt of 
which might cvadc anybody's ability to con
trol or influcnce (for example, the weather). 
What can be assured is a choice between ·a 
defense program that insures the survival of 
the vast majority of Americans with relative 
confidence and one that deliberately permits 
the Soviet Union to wreak whatever )eve) 
of damage it chooses. 

No matter how grave the Soviet offense, a 
U.S. president cannot credibly threaten and 
should not launch a strategic nuclear strike 
if expcctcd U .S. casualties arc likely to i~volve 
100 million or more American citizens. 
There is a difference between a doctrine that 
can offer little rational guidance should de
terrence fail and a doctrine that a president 
might employ responsibly for identified po
litical purposes. Existing evidence on the 
probable consequences of nuclear exchanges 
suggests that there should be a role for strategy 
in nuclear war. To ignore the possibility that 
strategy can be applied to nuclear war is to 
insure by choice a nuclear apocalypse if deter
rence fails . The current U .S. deterrence pos
ture is fundamentally flawed because it docs 
not provide for the protection of American 
territory . 

Nuclear war is unlikely to be an essen
tially meaningless. terminal event. Instead it 
is likely to be waged to coerce the Soviet 
Union to give up some recent gain. Thus, a 
president must have the ability not merely to 
end a war. but to end it favorably. The 
United States would need to be able to per
suade desperate and determined Soviet leaders 
that it has the capability, and the determina
tion , to wage nuclear war at ever higher levels 
of violence until an acceptable outcome is 
achieved . For deterrence to function during a 
war each side would have to calculate whether 
an improved outcome is possible through 
further escalation . 

An adequate U.S. deterrent posture is one 
that denies the Soviet Union any plausible 
hope of success at any level of strategic con
flict ; offers a likely prospect of Soviet defeat: 
and offers a reasonable chance of limiting 

Z6. 
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damage to the Unitrd States. Such a drter• 
rence posture is often criticized as contrihut • 
ing to the arms race and causing str.1tegic 
instability, bcquse it would stimulate new 
Soviet deployments. However, during the 
19 70s the Soviet Union showed that its 
weapon development and deployment de
cisions are not dictated by American ;ictions. 
Western understanding of what determines 
Soviet def cnse procurement is less th;in per
fect, but it is now obvious that Soviet wrap
on decisions cannot be explained with rder
ence to any simple action-reaction model of 
arms-race dynamics. In addition , highly sur
vivable U .S. strategic forces should insure 
strategic stability by denying the Sovirts an 
attractive first-strike target set. 

An Armageddon syndrome lurks brhind 
most concepts of nuclear strategy . It amounts 
either to the belief that because the Unitl'd 
States could lose as many as 20 million 
people, it should not save the 80 million or 
more who otherwise would be at risk. or to 3 

disbelief in the serious possibility that 200 
million Americans could survive a nuclear 
war. 

There is little satisfaction in advocatinS? ;in 
operational nuclear doctrine that could re 
sult in the deaths of 20 million or more Pl'O· 

pie in an unconstrained nuclear war. How
ever, as long as the United States relics on 
nuclear threats to deter an incrcJsin~ly 
powerful Soviet Union, it is inconcei,·Jhk 
that the U.S. defense community can con
tinue to divorce its thinking on detern·ncr 
from its planning for the efficient conduct of 
war and defense of the country. PrudCOCl' in 
the latter should enhance the former . 
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II: A BRIEF HISTORY 
OF ARMS CONTROL EFFORTS 

Can negotiated arms control agreements limit the arms race? 

What is the record of past arms control negotiations? 

What is the Soviet record of compliance with existing arms 
control agreements? 

Efforts to limit nuclear arms are not new. Plans to limit or 
prevent their use in war are almost as old as nuclear weapons themselves. 
The first (unsuccessful) attempt at arms control, the Baruch Plan for the 
international control of atomic energy, was made in 1946, and other 
proposals have been made regularly in the years since. Since 1959, sixteen 
agreements to limit nuclear arms have been signed. 

These agreements constitute a commendable achievement and are the 
result of a careful, measured, step-by-step process which has had 
bipartisan support. Arms control, rather than disarmament has been the 
objective of this process, and the distinction is important. Disarmament 
implies the elimination of weapons and assumes that the weapons themselves 
are the cause of wars. Arms control starts from a very different premise: 
namely, that nuclear arms can contribute to stability or instability, peace 
or conflict, depending on which countries have what kinds and quantities of 
arms. Arms controllers believe a stable balance of power can be created by 
regulating the numbers and characteristics of nuclear weapons to reduce or 
eliminate any incentive to attack first. The goal of arms control, j_n 
other words, is to enhance and strengthen deterrence. 

Historically, only victorious nations have been able to unilateral
ly disarm their vanquished foes. The peaceful limitation of armaments, on 
the other hand, is a much more difficult and far less dramatic process 
which requires lengthy negotiations among nations that are sovereign 
equals.* The possession of nuclear weapons creates a situation in which 
neither the U.S. nor the Soviet Union can dictate terms to the other. In 
such a situation one party can only influence the behavior of the other 
through negotiations in which each agrees to limits on its own forces in 
exchange for comparable limits on the forces of the other party. The key 
to success, then, is not idealism, nor the imposition of disarmament by 
either side. Rather, the key to success is shared self-interest (despite 
rivalries of long standing) in reducing the risk of nuclear war. Indeed, 
arms control agreements are s uccessful when they serve the interests of all 
the parties involved. For example, the U.S. and the Soviet Union have said 
they will not undermine the unratified SALT II Treaty so long as the other 
side does the same. Both countries are attempting to preserve portions of 
the agreement, because it contributes to the national security of both the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union. 

*Sheila Tobias, et.al. What Kind of Guns Are They Buying for Your 
Butter? William Morrow: New York. 1982, p. 287. 
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During the last few years, the U.S. bipartisan consensus in favor 
of step-by-step negotiated arms control agreements has broken down . 
Experts and non-experts alike have grown frustrated at what they see as the 
lack of progress in controlling nuclear arms. Increasingly they see the 
arms control glass as half empty, rather than half full. More impressed by 
how far we have to go than by how far we have come, they demand new 
approaches. 

To be sure, arms control is a limited solution to the dangers posed 
by nuclear arms; but we cannot unlearn how to make nuclear weapons. As 
Jonathan Schell has noted in The Fate of the Earth, the only way to elimi
nate the knowledge, is to eliminate the knower. It can be deduced that if 
you cannot eliminate the knowledge, you cannot eliminate nuclear weapons. 
In addition, limited solutions are not satisfying -- either to those who 
fear extinction or to those who fear the Soviets. 

A. Arms Control Treaties Now in Effect 

Despite substantial differences, advocates for new arms control 
initiatives on both sides of the current debate all share a dissatisfaction 
with the step-by-step arms control process of the past twenty years. The 
record of that process, and its achievements and failures are summarized in 
the sections which follow. A brief overview excerpted from the 1981 
edition of World Military and Social Expenditures is given on page 61. 

1. Agreements to Prevent the Spread of Nuclear Weapons* 

The .Antarctic Treaty of 1959. Twenty-two nations including the 
U.S. and USSR have agreed to make the Antarctic continent a demil
itarized and nuclear-free zone on the premise that it is easier to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to new regions than it is to 
remove them once they have been introduced. The fundamental goal of 
promoting the peaceful us~ of the area and encouraging scientific 
cooperation has been met. 

Outer Space Treaty of 1967. This treaty, signed by seventy-six 
nations, including the U.S. and the Soviet Union, prohibits the 
placement of nuclear weapons in orbit, on outer space, on the moon, or 
on other celestial bodies. It also requires the moon and other 
celestial bodies to be used and explored only for peaceful purposes. 
The development of space and anti-satellite weapons could jeopardize 
this agreement but, thus far, it has been observed. 

La t i n Ame rica n Nuc l ear Free Zone Treaty , 1967 . Initiated a s a 
result of the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, this Treaty sets aside all 
of Latin America as a nuclear-free zone. Known as the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, after the section of Mexico City in which it was signed, it 
bans the testing, use, manufacture, production, or acquisition of 
nuclear weapons by the parties themselves directly, indirectly, or on 
behalf of anyone else. 

* This is not quite the same as saying they will comply fully with 
all provisions of the Treaty. Provisions that would have required 
dismantling existing forces have been held in abeyance. 

I 
I 
I 
1. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

From World Mili.ta;ry and Social Expenditures 1981, Ruth Leger Sivard, p. 13. 

Treaties to Control Nuclear Weapons 
Efforts to control nuclear armaments began in 1946, when the US proposed placing all atomic 

weapons under an international authority, which would also exercise the right of inspection of all 
nations. That plan was not acceptable to the Soviet Union, which did not then have nuclear status. 
Numerous approaches to the problem of control have been made since then by both sides, and 
16 international agreements relating to nuclear weapons have been signed (see bel?w). Negotiations 
are conducted through a UN Committee on Disarmament (CD), now comprising 40 states, and 
through US-USSR Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT). 

The positive results of over three decades of painstaking negotiations cannot be passed over 
lightly. They have kept open a dialogue, important in itself for preserving the supremacy of diplo
macy over violence. In establishing so clearly the world community's concern for nuclear weapons 
restraint, they have given an immoral quality to transgressions, which has undoubtedly had some 
effect in restricting the spread of these weapons. 

As a means of preventing escalation in numbers of weapons and their technology, the negotia
tions appear to have been less successful. The complexity of the issues, the relentless. push of tech
nology, make this control even more difficult. Negotiations have been unable to stop the upward 
spiral. Unofficial initiatives (page 22) ha\'e recently suggested some alternative approaches which 
could breathe new life into efforts at control and perhaps at last begin the reduction process. 

To prei·enr rhe spread of nuclear ....-eapons-

Antarctic Treaty December I, 1959 22 states' 
Bans any military uses of Antarctica and specifically prohibits nuclear tests and waste. 

Outer Space Treaty January 27, I 967 76 states 1 

Bans nuclear weapons in earth orbit and their stationing in outer space. 

Latin American Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty February 14, 1967 22 states' 
Bans testing, possession. deployment, of nuclear \\Capons and requires safeguards on facilities . All 
Latin American states except Argentina. BraLil, Chile. Cuba, are parties to the treaty . 

Non-Proliferation Treaty July I, 1968 . 115 states' 
Bans transfer of weapons or "ea pons technology to non-nuclear-weapons states. Requires safe
guards on their facilities . Commits nuclear-\\eapon states to negotiations to halt the arms race. 

Seabed Treaty February 11, 1971 66 states' 
Bans nuclear weapons on the seabed beyond a 12-mile coastal limit. 

To reduce rhe risk of nuclear .,,,ar ber-..·een rhe L'S and L'SSR-

Hot Line Agreement and Modernization 
Agreement June 20, 1963 US-USSR 
Establishes direct radio and wire-t-elegraph links between Moscow and Washington to ensure com
munication between heads of government in times of crisis. A second agreement in 1971 provided 
for satellite communication circuits to imprO\'e reliability. 

Accidents Measures Agreement September 30, 1971 US-USSR 
Pledges US and USSR to improve safeguards against accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear 
weapons. 

Pre,ention of Nuclear War Agreement June 22, 1973 US-USSR 
Requires consultation between the two countries if there is a danger of nuclear war. 

To /imir nuclear te.fling -

Partial Test Ban Treaty August 5, 1963 108 states' 
Bans nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere. outer space, or underwater. Bans underground 
explosions wh ich cause release of radioacti\'e debris beyond the state's borders. 

Threshhold Test Ban Treaty July 3, 1974 US-USSR 2 

Bans underground tests having a yield above 150 kilotons (150,000 tons of TNT). 

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty May 28. 1976 US-USSR 2 

Bans "group explosions" with aggregate yield over 1,500 kilotons and requires on-site observers of 
group explosions with yield over 150 kilotons. 

To limir nuclear ....-eapons -

ABM Treaty (SALT I) and Protorol May 26, 1972 US-USSR 
Limits anti-ballistic missile systems to two deployment areas on each side. Subsequently, in Pro
tocol of 1974, each side was restricted to one deployment area. 

Salt I Interim Agreement May 26, 1972 US-USSR 
Freezes the number of strategic ballistic missile launchers, and permits an increase in SLBM 
launchers up to an agreed level only with equivalent dismantling of older ICBM or SLBM launchers. 

SALT II June 18, 1979 US-USSR1 
Limits numbers of strategic nuclear deli\'ery vehicles, launchers of MIRV 'd missiles, bombers 
with long-range cruise missiles. "arheads on existing ICBM ·s. etc. Bans testing or deploying ne" 
ICBM's. 
I . number or accessions and ratilications. 2. nol )Ct ratilied. 

- _, .._,._ -~--; == ; ,...,.... ,i=.,.,.,,,.,. w,-,r l c'I Mi lH:arv and Social Expenditures 1981 by 
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Non-Proliferation Treaty, 1968. Ninety-seven nations have 
signed this treaty and thereby renounced the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons. States which have nuclear weapons (especially the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union) have agreed to negotiate in good faith to 
control the arms race and reduce their own nuclear arsenals. 
However, more than forty nations have not signed OL ratified the 
treaty. At least some of these are thought to be potential build
ers of nuclear arms. Still, no new members have publicly joined 
the nuclear weapons "club" since this treaty was signed, although 
India detonated a "peaceful" nuclear device, Israel is believed to 
secretly possess nuclear arms or the ability to produce them 
rapidly, and some experts believe South Africa may have detonated a 
nuclear weapon. Pakistan and Argentina are believed capable of 
producing nuclear arms within a few years. Under the treaty, 
nations with non-military nuclear facilities (power and/or research 
reactors) have agreed to subject their facilities to international 
inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to 
assure that nuclear materials are not diverted to military pur
poses. 

Seabed Treaty, 1971. This treaty prohibits the emplacement of 
nuclear weapons on the seabed beyond a 12-mile coastal zone. 
Verification is by each nation's own resources. 

2 . Agreements to Reduce the Risk of Nuclear War Between the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union 

Hot Line Agreement and Hot Line Modernization Agreement, 1963, 
1971. The 1962 Cuban missil~ crisis demonstrated the importance of 
direct and prompt communications between U.S. and Soviet leaders. 
As a result, the two governments agreed to establish a direct 
communications link consisting of wire telegraph and radiotelegraph 
circuits between Washington and Moscow with teletype machines at 
each end. In 1971, a follow-on agreement to modernize the system 
was signed. The value of the hot line was demonstrated dur i ng the 
1967 ·and 1973 Middle East wars, when it was used to clarify in
tentions and prevent any misunderstanding of U.S. fleet movements 
in the Eastern Mediterranean. 

Accident Measures Agreement, 1971. The danger that nuc l ear war 
could start by accident or as the result of some unauthorized act 
has worried nuclear weapons specialists and ordinary citizens for 
many years and has received considerable popular attention i n films 
like Dr. Strangelove and Fail Safe. In 1971, the U.S. and the · 
Soviet Union agreed to improve safeguards against this danger, to 
u se the h ot line promptly s h ould risk of n uclear war arise from 
such events, and to provide advance notification of planned missile 
launches beyond the territory of the launching party and in the 
direction of the other party. 

Prevention of Nuclear War Agreement, 1973. This agreement sets 
forth general principles of conduct for the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union and contains mutual pledges that the two countries will 
consult whenever there seems to be danger of nuclear confrontation. 
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3. Agreements to Limit Nuclear Testing 

Limited Test Ban Treaty, 1963. This first important step 
limiting the testing of nuclear weapons "in the atmosphere, outer 
space or under water," was initiated, in part, by widespread public 
protest over the dangers posed by fallout from nuclear explosions 
in the atmosphere. It has been called the first and greatest 
environmental protection act in the world. Between 1945 and 1963, 
488 nuclear weapons tests were conducted, an average of more than 
twenty-seven tests a year, most of them in the atmosphere. Some of 
the radiation produced by these tests can be detected in the upper 
atmosphere even today. The treaty did not ban underground nuclear 
tests but the parties agreed to continue negotiations aimed at 
achieving agreement that would ban them. 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 1974. The TTBT, as it is known, 
represents an important step toward a comprehensive test ban, and 
prohibits underground nuclear explosions larger than 150 kilotons. 
To facilitate verification of the TTBT, both sides agreed to 
exchange scientific information on weapons-testing programs: the 
number of tests, their locations, and the geological characteris
tics of the test sites.* The two parties also agreed to consult 
promptly if an explosion exceeds 150 kilotons, important because 
nuclear weapons do not always perform precisely according to 
expectations. The TTBT has not been ratified by the U.S. Senate, 
but both parties have continued to observe its provisions. 
However, the Reagan Administration decided in July 1982 that it was 
not satisfied with the verification provisions of the TTBT and has 
said it will ask for some adjustments. In particular, the 
Administration wants the Soviets to permit on-site inspections of 
"suspicious events." 

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, 1976. This treaty regu
lates nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, mining for example, 
should either the U.S. or the Soviet Union wish to engage in such 
activities. It bans "group explosions" with aggregate yields of 
more than 1,500 kilotons and requires on-site observers for group 
explosions with a yield greater than 150 kilotons. 

Progress Toward a Comprehensive Test Ban 

In 1977, the U.S., Soviet Union, and United Kingdom began nego
tiations on a comprehensive test ban treaty and by 1980, when negotiations 
wer e suspended, had made some progress toward completing a draft treaty. 
The parties had resolved, at least in principle, some difficult verifica
tion issues. It was agreed, for example, that seismic stations would be 
established on the territory of the signatories and that on-site inspection 

* This information is important for interpreting seismic data, since 
explosions in different kinds of rock and/or soil will produce 
different seismic signals. 
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of suspicious events would be permitted. This was a significant achieve
ment, since in the past, the Soviets had always been unwilling to agree to 
on-site inspection. While declining to pursue these negotiations any 
further for the present, the Reagan Administration has shown some interest 
in applying similar verification provisions to the earlier TTBT. 

Agreements to Limit Nuclear Weapons 

SALT I 

Two agreements, together called SALT I, were signed in 1972 and were 
significant departures from previously negotiated agreements. One, the ABM 
Treaty, effectively prevented an ABM race and ranks as one of the most 
significant arms control achievements of the last twenty years. The other, 
the Interim Agreement (On Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms) was essentially a freeze of certain offensive 
weapons at their 1972 levels. It represented a holding action until a 
permanent agreement could be negotiated. The ABM Treaty is of unlimited 
duration but subject to review every five years. The Interim Agreement was 
to remain in effect until a replacement permanent agreement could be 
completed, but in any case no more than five years. As it turned out, it 
took seven years to negotiate its replacement, SALT II. 

The ABM Treaty , as modified in 1974, effectively bans the con
struction of ABM systems by both the U.S. and the Soviet Union, permitting 
each country no more than 100 launchers at a single location. As a result, 
both sides have been spared the costs and dangers of an ABM competition, 
although resea rch on ABM systems is permitted and has continued in both 
countries. At the time of the Treaty's review in '1977, both sides agreed 
that it had served their national security interests and did not need to be 
altered. This was an i mportant vote of confidence but the outcome of the 
1982 review, which is underway as of this writing (September 1982), is 
still uncertain. Some defense analysts insist that we need to build ABMs 
to protect our ICBMs. Some argue that we should modify or even scrap the 
trea t y . But if we do scrap the treaty and build an ABM system, so will the 
Soviets and any U.S. gains will be outweighed by Soviet construction of 
their own system, the very situation the treaty was designed to avoid. 

The Interim Agreement, as noted above, froze ICBMs and SLBMs at 
their 1972 levels. As ymmetries between U.S. and Soviet forces made nego
tiation of equivalent limits both difficult and controversial. As of the 
signing date, the Soviets had more than 1,600 ICBMs operational or under 
construction, while the U.S. had 1,054. However, two areas where the U.S. 
had signif icant leads, bombers and MIRV warheads, were not limited. While 
this more than balanced the nominal Soviet advantage in numbers of ICBMS, 
i t also became a source of la t e r problems, pa rt icula r ly in the case of 
MIRVs. 

* According to John Newhouse in Cold Dawn (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
N.Y., 1973, pp. 179-181), the MIRV ban was made part of a broader 
proposal and a requirement for on-site inspection attached to it. 
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Some in the U.S. government sought to negotiate a ban on MIRVs but 
were unsuccessful in getting their position in a viable, negotiable form 
adopted within the U.S. Government. As a result, many people feel that the 
failure to negotiate MIRV limits was a significant missed opportunity. 
They attribute current c9ncern over the survivability of U.S. ICBMs to the 
post-1972 Soviet deployment of MIRVs. 

Salt I also included limits on missile submarines and SLBM 
launchers and permitted both sides to build additional missile submarines 
up to specified ceilings if they dismantled some of their ICBMs. The 
Soviets have taken advantage of this clause and increased their number of 
SLBM launchers from 740 to 950 and dismantled an equivalent number of 
ICBMs. Many arms control experts regard submarine-launched missiles as the 
most stable deterrent because they are neither as accurate nor as vulnera
ble as ICBMs. 

Finally, SALT I broke new ground in that both sides agreed that 
verification would be by national technical means, i.e., reconnaissance 
satellites and other remote monitoring devices. It also established a 
Standing Consultative Commission as a forum for discussion and resolution 
of compliance difficulties that might arise during the duration of the 
agreements. 

SALT II and Linkage 

SALT II, the somewhat delayed follow-on to SALT I, was signed in 
1979 by the U.S. and the Soviets. It is the most comprehensive strategic 
arms limitation treaty yet negotiated and it sets important quantitative 
and qualitative linits on many of the most important strategic weapons. 
But the Treaty was not ratified, largely as a result of the deterioration 
of U.S.-Soviet relations, and was withdrawn from consideration by President 
Carter following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Nevertheless, as 
noted above, each side has said it will do nothing to undermine it so long 
as the other side does the same. 

During the debate over SALT II in 1979, opponents of the treaty 
insisted that ratification might imply U.S. approval of Soviet misbehavior 
in various parts of the Third World. The Carter Administration argued that 
SALT II was in our national interest and not something we were doing to 
help the Soviets. SALT, they insisted, is necessary because the U.S. and 
the Soviets are rivals. If the U.S. and the Soviets were not rivals there 
would be no need for arms or arms control. This argument had little effect 
and, in fact, a link was formed in the public mind between Soviet efforts 
to exploit instability in the Third World and their support for SALT. For 
most Americans , includ i ng Ronald Reagan and many of his supporters, · 
apparent Soivet expanionism and support for SALT II seemed incompatible. 
It is particularly ironic therefore that the Reagan Administration, in 
response to widely expressed public fears of nuclear war and a burgeoning 
nuclear freeze movement, largely abandoned the principle of linkage in May 
of 1982. Instead, the Administration resumed strategic arms limitation 
talks, now called START (Strategic Arms Reduction Talks), with the Soviets. 
In doing so, President Reagan was implicitly recognizing what SALT 
supporters have been arguing since 1978, namely that negotiated limits on 
nuclear arms contribute to U.S. security, whatever the Soviets might be 
doing in other parts of the world. 
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SALT II Provisions 

SALT II establishes equal limits on each side's aggregate number of 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles--ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers. The 
initial ceiling is the sa~e as that agreed by President Ford at 
Vladivostok, but includes a provision, achieved with some diffi:ulty, to 
lower that ceiling. Had the Treaty been ratified, the Soviets would have 
been required to dismantle some 250 launchers for nuclear missiles. 
However, these provisions have not become operative due to the present 
status of the Treaty. 

Among the specific provisions of SALT II are the following: 

An initial aggregate level of 2,400 strategic systems to be reduced 
to 2,250 during the term of the Treaty. 

A sublimit of 1,320 on MIRVed ICBM and SLBM launchers and aircraft 
equipped with long-range cruise missiles. 

A sublimit of 1,200 MIRVed ballistic launchers. 

A sublimit of 820 on MIRVed ICBM launchers. 

Restrictions on testing and deployment of new types of ICBMs. 

Limits on the number of MIRVs permitted on .new and existing ICBMs 
and SLBMs. 

Within the numerical limits set by the Treaty each side has freedom 
to mix, i.e., freedom to determine its own force-mix within the 
overal l ceiling. 

SALT II continues many of the verification provisions established 
in SALT I. As in the earlier agreement, verification of compliance is by 
"national technical" means (remote). Interference with these means, or 
de liberate concealment measures that would interfere with U.S. ability to 
verify compliance, are prohibited. SALT II also enhances verification by 
establishing precise counting rules designed to overcome some problems 
associated with the use of national technical means of verification. For 
example, we know what Soviet missile launchers look like and which missiles 
are paired with particular launchers. But it is not possible to see inside 
a missile to determine whether it carries MIRVs. "Counting rules" are 
intended to overcome this difficulty. One rule says that if a missile has 
ever been tested with MIRV warheads, all missiles of that type will be 
counted as MIRVs. (For a more detailed discussion of SALT II verification, 
see the article b y Le s Aspin in Section III.) 
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B. Ccmpliance with SALT and Other Agreements 

One impediment to the negotiation of arms limitation agreements by 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union is the atmosphere of mutual distrus~. In any 
discussion of arms control, the question of whether we can "trust the 
Russians" invariably arises. Skeptics doubt that the Soviets can be 
trusted to abide by the terms of arms control agreements and fear that 
Soviet noncompliance could put our national security at risk. Of course, 
the technology of verification (see Section III) has helped ease some of 
these concerns and removed arms control agreements from the realm of trust, 
but it has not eliminated all compliance issues. 

One way to answer questions about Soviet compliance is to review 
the record. In 1979, the State Department reported on Soviet compliance 
with SALT I in response to a request from the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee (see "Compliance with SALT I Agreements," below). In releasing 
the report, then Chairman Senator John Sparkman said, "it is clear from the 
Report that the dealings between the two sides have not been easy and that 
there have been disturbing practices. But it is also clear that matters of 
concern have been resolved." Sparkman concluded, "the Record simply does 
not support any argument that the Soviet Union has acted in bad faith with 
regard to the SALT I Treaty and agreement."* In the years since this 
review was completed questions have been raised by both sides concerning 
compliance with existing agreements. In all instances these questions have 
been resolved in the SCC, the forum established by SALT I for discussion of 
these issues. The U.S. found no grounds for charging the Soviets with 
violation of the SALT I agreement. 

Generally speaking, questfons of compliance with existing 
agreements have arisen where treaty language has been vague or imprecisely 
worded. This has been a continuing source of problems with SALT I and most 
of the problems discussed in the State Department compliance report are the 
result of such imprecision. Consequently, SALT I negotiators were 
determined to avoid similar problems and their dedication to precision is 
one reason the treaty took so long to complete. SALT II is replete with 
detailed agreed definitions and common understandings designed to avoid 
future problems of interpretation. The definition of MIRV alone covers 
four pages in the joint draft text of the Treaty. 

Alleged Soviet actions in other areas have been of concern to many 
Americans. For example, in 1979, many people in the Soviet city of 
Sverdlovsk became sick and some died of an anthrax-like infection. Some 
people believe the incident was the result of an accident in a Soviet plant 
producing biological warfare substances. If true, it would have 
constituted a violation of the 1972 Biological Warfare convention. The 
U.S. is still attempting to f ind out exactly wha t happened and why. 

Former National Security Council SALT specialist, Jan Lodal had 
this to say about Soviet compliance with SALT: "events since SALT I do not 
support the view that the Soviets are cheating, that they are unreasonably 
pushing the limits of the agreements, that they are attempting to use 

* Media Notice, Committee on Foreign Relations, February 28, 1982, p. 
2. 
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loopholes to their advantage, or that our verification capabilities are 
inadequate. Rather, the record demonstrates the strength of our 
verification capabilities, that we are willing to raise questions related 
to compliance promptly, and that the basic terms of the agreements are 
being observed."* 

Others have argued that arms control verification provisions need 
to do more than just protect U.S. security. They should also instill 
confidence in the U.S. public that U.S. interests are being protected. 
Robert Einhorn makes this point in the second article of this section, 
"Treaty Compliance," reprinted from the Winter 1981-82 issue of Foreign 
Policy. From this perspective, Einhorn believes the record of recent 
agreements has not been satisfactory. He also argues that cooperative 
verification measures are needed and insists care must be taken in future 
agreements to reduce ambiguities that have led to verification and 
compliance controversies in the past. 

* Quoted in Gerard Smith Doubletalk (Doubleday & Co., New York and 
Garden City, 1980), p. 461. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

From U.S. 
SALT 

Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, "Compliance with 
69 

I Agreements'l f SpeciAl R.eJ?ort #55, Jul~, 1979. • 

Compliance with 
SALT I Agreements 

United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 

The purpose of this paper is to pro
vide a brief account of the back
ground, discussion, and status of those 
questions related to compliance with 
the SALT agreements of 1972-the 
ABM treaty and the Interim Agreement 
on strategic offensive arms-which 
have been raised by the United States 

. and the U.S.S .R. It also provides a 
brief discussion of matters which have 
been mentioned in the press but which 
have not been ra"ised with the 
U.S.S.R. 

Even before talks with the U.S.S.R. 
on the subject of strategic arms limita
tion began, the United States estab
lished, in the framework of the Na
tional Security Council (NSC) system, 
an interagency group known as the 
Verification Panel to study questions 
concerning SALT, with special atten
tion to matters of verification of com
pliance with the provisions of possible 
agreements . During the preliminary 
talks in November and December of 
1969, the United States proposed, and 
the U.S.S.R. agreed, to create a spe
cial standing body to deal with ques
tions of implementation of agreements 
which might be concluded, including 
questions which might arise concern 
ing compliance . This renected early 
recognition and agreement that such 
matters would require special attention 
in connection with any agreement as 
complex as one limiting the strategic 
weapons of the United States and the 
U .S.S.R . 

Article XIII of the ABM treaty of 
May 26, 1972, provides for a Standing 
Consultative Commission (SCC) lo, 
among other things. "consider ques 
tions concerning compliance with the 

obligations assumed and related situa
tions which may be considered am
biguous . " 

Article VJ of the Interim Agreement 
provides that the parties use the SCC 
in a similar manner in connection with 
that agreement. In December 1972 , 
during the first session of SALT II, 
the SCC was formally established. 

Since the conclusion of the I 972 
SALT agreements, procedures have 
been established within the U.S. Gov
ernment for monitoring Soviet per
formance and for dealing with matters 
related to compliance. All intelligence 
information is carefully analyzed in 
the context of the provisions of those 
agreements, and recommendations on 
questions which arise are developed by 
interagency intelligence and policy ad
visory groups within the NSC system . 
Currently , these are an Intelligence 
Community Steering Group on 
Monitoring Strategic Arms Limitations 
and the Standing Consultative Com
mission Working Group of the l'-iSC 
Special Coordination Committee. 
Should analysis of intelligence infor
mation indicate that there could be a 
question concerning compliance, this 
latter group reviews and analyzes the 
available information and provides 
recommendations . The President de
cides whether a particular question or 
issue is to be raised with the U.S.S.R. 
based on the study and recommenda
tions of the Working Group and, if 
necessary, the department and agency 
principals who co mprise the Special 
Coordination Committee or the NSC 
it se lf . After discu~ sion of any question 
is opened with the U.S .S.R. in the 
Standin g Consu ltativ e Commission. 
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the positions and actions taken by the 
U.S . representati,·cs arc also guided in 
the same manner . 

Questions Raised by the U.S. 

Launch Control Facilities 
(Special-Purpose Silos). Article I of 
the Interim Agreement states: • 'The 
Parties undertake not to start construc
tion of additional fixed land-based in
tercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
launchers after July I, I 972." 

In 1973 the United States deter
mined that additional silos of a differ
ent design were under construction at 
a number of launch sites. If these had 
been intended lo contain ICBM laun
chers, they would have constituted a 
violation of Article I of the Interim 
Agreement . 

\\'hen the United State~ raised its 
concern over this construction with the 
So\'iet side. the U .S.S . R . responded 
that the silos were. in fact, hardened 
facilities built for launch-control pur
poses . As discussions proceeded and 
,additional intellieence became avail
able, the United States concluded that 
the silos were built to serve a launch
control function . 

In early 1977, following further dis
cussions during 1975 and 1976 and a 
review of our intelligence on this sub
ject, the United States decided to close 
disc.ussion of this matter on the basis 
that the silos in question were being 
used as launch-control facilities. We 
will, of course, continue to watch for 
any activity which might warrant 
reopening of this matter. 

Concealment Measures. Article V 
of the Interim Agreement and Article 
XII of the ABM treaty provide that 
each party shall not · · .. . interfere 
with the national technical means of 
verification of the other Party . . . " 
nor " . . . use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification by 
national technical means of com
pliance with the provisi·ons ... " of the 
agreement ' or the treaty . Both articles 
provided that the latter obligation 
" ... shall not require changes in cur
rent con s truction, a sse mbly, conver
sion, or overhaul practices." 

The United· States has closely moni
tored Soviet concealment practices both 
before and after conclusion of the· 
1972 SALT agreements . During 1974 
the extent of those concealment activ- · 
ities associated with strategic weapons 
programs increased substantially . 
None of them prevented U .S . verifica
tion of compliance with the provisions 
of the ABM treaty or the Interim 
Agreement, but the re was concern that 

they could impede verification in the 
future if the pattern of concealment 
measures continued to expand . 

The United States stated this con
cern and discussed it with the Soviet 
side. In early 1975 careful analysis of 
intelligence information on activities 
in the U.S.S.R. led the United States 
to conclude that there no longer ap
peared to be an expanding pattern of 
concealment activities associated with 
strategic weapons programs . We con
tinue to monitor Soviet activity in this 
area closely . 

Modern Large Ballistic Missiles 
(SS-19 Issue). Article II of the 
Interim Agreement states : ''The Par
ties undertake not to convert land.
based launchers for light ICBM 's, or 
for ICBM 's of older types deployed 
prior lo - 1964, into land-based launch
ers for heavy ICBM 's of types de
ployed after that time.·· 

This provision was sought by the 
United States as part of an effort to 
place limits on Soviet heavy ICBM ·s 
(SS-9 and follow-ons) . We did not, 
however, obtain agreement on a quan
titative definition of a heavy ICBM 
which would constrain increases in the 
size of Soviet light ICBM 's (SS-1 I 
and follow-ons): Thus, the U .S. side 
stated on the final day of SALT I 
negotiations [May 26, 1972): 

The U.S. Delegation regrets that the Soviet 
Delegation has not been willing to agree on a 
common definition of a heavy missile . Under 
these circumstances, the U .S. Delegation be
lieves it necessary to state the following: The 
United States would consider any ICBM having 
a volume significantly greater than that of the 
largest ~ight ICBM now operational on either 
side to be a heavy ICBM. The U.S . proceeds 
on the premise that the Soviet side will give 
due account to this consideration . 

The U .S.S.R. delegation maintained 
the position t_hroughout SALT I that an 
agreed definition of heavy ICBM ·s was 
not essential to the understanding 
reached by the sides in the Interim 
Agreement on the subject of heavy 
ICBM's and made clear that they did 
not agree with the U.S. statement 
quoted above . When deployme nt of the 
SS-19 missile began, its size, though 
not a violation of the Interim Agree
ment provisions noted above, caused 
the United States to raise the issue with 
the Soviets in early 1975 . Our purpose 
was to emphasize the importance the 
United States attached 10 the distinc
tion made in the Interim Agreement 
between ''light"' and ''heavy'' 
ICBM's, as well as the continuing im 
portance of that distinction in the con
text of rhe SALT II agreement under 

negotiation at the time. Fo'llowing 
some discussion in the SCC. further 
discussions of this question in ihat 
forum were deferred because it was 
under active consideration in the SALT 
II negotiations. 

Subsequently, the U.S. and 
U.S.S . R . delegations agreed in the 
SALT II treaty on a clear demarcation, 
in terms of missile launch-weight and 
throw-weight, between light and heavy 
ICBM's. 

Possible Testing of an Air Defense 
System (SA-5) Radar in an ABM 
Mode. Article VI of the ABM treaty 
states : "To enhance assurance of the 
effectiveness of the limitations on 
ABM systems and their components 
provided by this Treaty. each Party un
dertakes : (a) not 10 give missiles, laun• 
chers. or radars. other than ABM in1er
ceptor missiles. ABM launchers, or 
ABM radars . capabilities to counter 
strategic ballistic missiles or their ele
ments in flight trajectory. and not to 
test them in an ABM mode . ... " 

On April 7, 1972, the United States 
made a statement to clarify our in
terpretation of · 'tested in an ABM 
mode . " We noted. with respect to 
radars, that we would c;onsider a radar 
to be so rested if, for example, it makes 
measurements on a cooperative target 
vehicle during the reentry portion of its 
trajectory or makes measurements in 
conjunction . with the test of an ABM in
terceptor missile or an ABM radar at 
the same test range. We added that 
radars used for purposes such as range 
safety or instrumentation would be 
exempt from application of these 
criteria. 

During 1973 and 1974, U.S. obser
vation of Soviet tests of ballistic mis
siles led us to believe that a radar as
sociated with the SA-5 surface-to-air 
missile system had been used to track 
strategic ballistic missiles during flight. 

A question of importance in relation 
to this activity was whether it repre
sented an effort to upgrade the SA-5 
system for an ABM role. The Soviets 
could have been using the radar in a 
range instrumentation role to obtain 
prec is ion tra c king ; on the other hand, 
the ac1i,·ity could have been part of an 
effort to upgrade the SA-5 system for 
an ABM role or to collect data for use 
in developing ABM systems or a new 
dual SAM/ABM system . Although 
much more testing, and testing signifi
cantly different in form, would be 
needed before the So\'iets could 
achieve an ABM capability for the 
SA - 5, the observed activity was. 
nevertheless . amhiguous ~,ith respect 
to rhc con~traint s of arti c le VI of the 
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ABM treaty and the related U.S.-stated 
interpretation of "testing in an ABM 
mode ... If the activity was designed to 
upgrade the SA-5 system, it would 
have been only the first step in such an 
effort . Extensive and observable mod
ifications to other components of the 
system wou Id have been necessary, but 
these have not occurred. 

not apply to ABM systems or their 
components used for development or 
testing. and located within current or 
additionally agreed test ranges ... 

the Interim Agrccrncnr and the protocol 
thereto of May 26, 1972. the U.S .S.R. 
was permirred to have no more than 
950 SLBM launchers and 62 modern, 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile sub
marines. In addition ii was provided 
that Soviet SLBM launchers in excess 
of 740 might become operational only 
as replacements for older ICBM and 
SLBM launchers, which would be dis
mantled or destroyed under agreed pro
cedures. 

The United States raised this issue 
based on the indications that an SA-5 
radar may have been tracking ballistic 
missiles during the reentry portion of 
their flight trajectory into an ABM test 
range . 

In October 1975 a new radar was in
stalled al the Kamchatka impact area of 
the Soviet ICBM test range. Since arti
cle IV exempts from the limitations of 
article III only those ABM components 
used for development or testing al cur
rent or additionally agreed ranges, lo
cation of this radar. which the United 
States identified as an ABM radar, on 
the Kamchatka Peninsula could have 
constituted establishment of a new 

The Soviets maintained that no 
Soviet air defense ·radar had been tested 
in an ABM mode . They also noted that 
the use of non-ABM radars for range 
safety or instrumentation was not lim
ited by the ABM treaty. 

A short time later. we observed that 
the radar activity of concern during 
Sovie! ballistic missile tests had 
ceased. 

The United States has continued to 
monitor Soviet activities carefully for 
any indications that such possible test
ing activity might be resumed . 

SO\·iet Reporting of Dismantling of 
of Excess ABM Test Launchers. Each 
side is limited under the ABM treaty 10 
no more than 15 ABM launchers at test 
ranges. During 1972, soon after the 
ABM treaty was signed, the Soviets 
dismantled several excess launchers al 
the Soviet ABM test range. 

On July 3, 1974, the agreed proce
dures. worked out in the SCC, for dis
mantling excess ABM test launchers 
entered into force. After the detailed 
procedures entered into effect, the 
U.S .S.R. provided notification in the 
SCC that the excess ABM launchers at 
the Soviet test range had been disman
tled in accordance with the provisions 
of the agreed procedures. Our own in
form at ion was that several of the 
launchers had not, in fact, been disman
tled in complete accordance with those 
detailed procedures. 

Even though the launchers were 
deactivated prior to entry into force of 
the procedures, and their reactivation 
would be of no strategic significance, 
the United States raised the matter as a 
case of inaccurate notification or re
porting to make known our expectation 
that, in the future, care would be taken 
to insure that notification, as well as 
dismantling or destruction, was in strict 
accordance with the agreed procedures . 

Soviet ABM test range. 
This situation, however, was made 

ambiguous by two facts. 

(I) Just prior to the conclusion · of 
the SALT ne1?otiations in 1972, the 
United States -provided lo the Soviet 
delegation a list of U.S. and Soviet 
ABM test ranges which did not include 
the Kamchatka impact area . The Soviet 
side neither confirmed nor denied the 
accuracy or completeness of the U.S. 
listing and indicated that use of na
tional technical means assured against 
misunderstanding of article IV . 

(2) The presence of an older type 
ABM radar could be viewed as having 
established the Kamchatka impact area 
as an ABM lest range at the time the 
ABM treaty was signed. 

Though the location of a new ABM 
radar on Kamchatka was not strategi
cally significant; ii was decided that 
this matter should be raised with the 
Soviet side in order to set the record 
straight. 

We brought the situation to the atten
tion of the Soviet side. The U.S.S.R. 
indicated that a range with a radar in
strumentation complex existed on the 
Kamchatka Peninsula on the date of 
signature of the ABM treaty and that 
they would be prepared to consider the 
Kamchatka range a current lest range 
within the· meaning of article IV of the 
ABM treaty. •The United States con
tinued the exchange lo establish that 
Kamchatka is an ABM test range, that 
Sary Shagan and Kamchatka are the 
only ABM test ranges in the U.S.S.R., 
and that article r V of the ABM treaty 
requires agreement · concerning the es
tablishment of additional test ranges. 

The Soviet side has acknowledged 
that Kamchatka is an ABM test range 
and that it and Sary Shagan are the only 
ABM test ranges in the U.S .S.R . In 
addition, <1greemen1 has been reached 
in the SCC clarifying the establishment 
of ABM lest ranges. 

Such procedures were developed in 
the SCC and became effective on 
July 3, 1974. The procedures include 
detailed requirements for the disman
tling or destruction actions to be ac
complished, their timing, and notifica
tion about them to the other 
party. 

By early 1976 the Soviets had de
veloped a requirement to dismantle 5 J.. 
replaced launchers . It soon became. ap
parent to the United States that the 
SoYiets would probably not complete 
all the required dismantling actions on 
all of the launchers on time . Therefore, 
the United States decided lo raise this 
question with the Soviets, but before 
we could do so, the Soviets acknowl
edged that the di!imantling of 41 older 
ICBM launchers had not been com
pleted in the required time period. The 
Sov·iets explained the situation and 
predicted that all the dismantling ac
tions would be completed by June I, 
1976, and agreed to the U.S . demand 
that no more submarines with replace
ment SLBM launchers begin sea trials 
before such completion. -Both condi
tions were met. 

Since that time. although we have 
observed some minor procedural dis
crepancies at a number of those deacti
vated launch sites and al others as the 
replacement process continued, all the 
launchers have been in a condition that 
satisfied the essential substantive re
quirements, which arc that they cannot 
be used to launch missiles and cannot 
be reactivated in a short time. As 
necessary we have pursued the question 
of complete and precise accomplish
ment of the detailed requirements of 
the agreed procedures. 

Concealment at Test Range. Provi
sions of the Interim Agreement perti
nent to this discussion are: 

• Article V (3 ): "Each Party under
takes not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification by 
national technical means of compliance 
with the provisions of this lnrc-rim 
Agreement." So,·iet ABM Radar on Kamchatka 

Peninsula. Article JV of the ABM 
treaty slates : .. The limitations provided 
for in Article Ill (on deployment] shall 

So,·iet Dismantling or Destrudion 
of Rt-placed ICB!\f Launchf,!rs. Under 

• Agreed statement concerning 
launcher dimensions: " .. in the 
process of modernization and. rcr~ltCe-
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menl 1he dimensions of land-based 
ICBM silo launchers will not be signif
icantly increased." 

• Agreed slalement concerning test 
and training launchers: • · . .. there 
shall be no significant increase in the 
number of ICBM and SLBM test and 
training launchers, or in the number of 

·such launchers for modem land-based 
heavy ICBMs .. . construction or con
version of ICBM launchers at test 
ranges shall be undertaken only for 
purposes of testing and training." 

In early 1977 we observed the use of 
a large net covering over an ICBM test 
launcher undergoing conversion at a 
test range in the U.S .S .R. 

There was agreement in the United 
States that this subject could be appro
priate for discussion in SALT in the 
context of the ongoing discussions on 
the subject of deliberate concealment 
measures in connection with the SALT 
II agreement. The subject was initially 
raised in this context. 

In addition we also expressed our 
view that· the use of a coverine o,·er an 
·ICBM silo launcher concealed ac
tivities from national technical means 
of verification and could impede verifi
cation of compliance with provisions of 
the ln1erim Agreement: specifically, 
the provision which dealt with in
creases in dimensions of ICBM silo 
launchers as recorded in the agreed 
statement quoted above . The United 
States took the position that a covering 
which conceals activities at an ICBM 
silo from national technical means of 
verification could reduce the confi
dence and trust which are important to 
mutual efforts to establish and maintain 
strategic arms limilations . 

It has been the Soviet position that 
the provisions of the Interim Agree
ment were not applicable to 1he activity 
in question . Nevertheless , they sub
sequently removed the net covering. 

Questions Raised by the U.S.S.R. 

Shelters Over Minuteman Silos. 
Paragraph 3 of article• V of the Interim 
Agreement states : "Each Party under
takes not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede \'erification by 
national technical means of compliance 
with the pro\'isions of this Interim 
Agreement. This obligation shall not 
require changes in current construction, 
assembly, conversion, or overhaul 
practices . '· 

The United States used shelters 
which were either 300 or 700 square 
feet in size over Minuteman ICBM 
silos to provide environmental protec
tion during initial con~truction as ,well 

as modernization, from 1962 through 
1972 . Beginning in 1973, in connec
tion with modernization and silo
hardening work, prefabricated shelters 
of about 2 ,700 square feet were used . 
From four to twelve of these shelters 
were in -place over silos at any given 
time, for from JO days to 4 wee~s de
pending upon the severity of the 
weather . 

The Soviets raised this subject, tak
ing the position that the activity was 
inconsistent with article V of the 
Interim Agreement since it could be 
classified as deliberate concealment 
and that, therefore, it should cease. 
The United States, based on the nature 
of the shelters and their use s~rictly for 
environmental purposes, not for con
cealment, believed that their use was 
consistent with article V . 

In early 1977 the Uniteq States de
cided to modifv the use of environmen
tal shelters o·ver Minuteman ICBM 
silos based on explicit confirmation of 
the common view shared by us and the 
Soviets that neither side should use 
shelters over ICBM silos that ·impede 
verification by national technical 
means of compliance with . the provi
sions of the Interim Agreement. 
. Our use of shelters wis modified by 

reducing their size almost 50% in rec
ognition of that understancling. The 
Soviets, however, said that the mod
ified shelters still hindered their na
tional technical means in carrying out 
their verification functions . The United 
Stales responded that it had modified 
the shelters in response to stated Soviet 
concerns, that it had always been and 
remained in compliance with the provi
sions of the Interim Agreement, and 
that it believed that no further action 
was necessary . 

In November 1978, in the SALT II 
negotiations, the Soviet side raised a 
question regarding the distinguishabil
i ty of launchers equipped for non
MIRV'ed Minuteman II and MIRV'ed 
Minuteman III ICBM's. They said that 
the problem of distinguishability was 
aggravated by the use of shelters over 
Minuteman launchers . 

The U.S . side made clear to the 
Soviets that our use of shelters over 
Minuteman silo launchers was for en
vironmental protection only and that it 
was not a deliberate concealment 
measure. In the interest of satisfying 
both sides' verification concerns, how
ever, we indicated that we were pre
pared to forego the use of the shelters . 
Subsequently, because of our view .of 
the importance of ,verification and be
cause of the slated Sov iet concern, we 
decided to discontinue using these 
shelters. In May 1979, in the cont~xl of 
resolving the ·distinguishability ,issue, 

the United States ceased ,using the 
shelters in qucsti.on . 

The · sides subsequently agreed to 
record. in a common understanding to 
paragraph 3 of article XV of the SALT 
II treaty, that no shelters which impede 
verification by national technical 
means shall be used over ICBM silo 
launchers. · 

Atlas and Titan-I Launchers. The 
protocol developed in the sec 
governing replacement, dismantling, 
and destruction of strategic offensive 
arms, as noted above, provides detailed 
procedures for dismantling ICBM 
launchers and associated facilities, one 
principle of which is that reac.tivation of 
dismantled launchers should take 
SUb$tantially more time th.an 
construction of a new one. 
· There are 177 former launchers for 
the obsolete Atlas and titan :...1 ICBM 
systems at various locations across the 
cont.inental United Stares . All the~e 
launchers were deact ivated by the end 
of 1966. · 

The Soviet side apparently perceived 
an ambiguity with re spect to the status 
and condition of these launchers. based . 
on the amount of d ismantling ·which 
had be·en done and its effect on .their 
possible reactira.tion tim~ . ',They raised 
this issue in early 1975 . ' , 

The U .S . view was that these laun
chers were obsolete and ·deactiva.ted 
prior to the Interim Agreement ?nd 
were not subject to that agreement o.r to 
the accompanying procedures , for dis
mantling or destruction. Howev,i: r, we 
did provide some infoqnation oi;i their 
condition illustrating that they coul<t 
not be reactivated easily Of quickly . 
The discussion on this q11estion ceased , 
in mid-1975 . . · · 

Radar on Shemya Island. Article 
III of the ABM treaty states : " Each 
Party undertakes not to deploy ABM 
systems or their components ·except 
. . . within one ABM deployment area 
.. . centered on the Party's nattonal 
capital .. . .and within one : . . de-, 
ployment area ... containing ICBM 
silo launchers- ... . " 

In I 973 the United States· began con
struction of a new phased-array radar 
on Shemya Island. Alaska. at the west
ern end of the Aleut ian Island chain .· 
The radar became operational in early 
1977 . This radar is used for . national 
technical means of verification, space 
tracking, and early ,warning . , 

The So\'iets raised a question in 
1975, suggesting that the radar was an 
ABM radar which would not be per
mitted at this location . 

The U.S . side di:,;l·usscd this matter 
with t'hc Soviets and as a result. we be
lieve. cl imin~tcd any con,·l·rn ahout 
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possible inconsistency with the provi
sions of the ABM treaty . 

Prh·acy of SCC Proce~dings. Para
graph 8 of the regulations of the SCC 
states: .. The proceedings of the Stand
ing Consultative Commission shall be 
conducted in private. The Standing 
Consultative Commission may not 
make its proceedings public except 
with the express consent of both Com
missioners.·· 

Prior to the special SCC session held 
in early 1975 to discuss certa"in ques
tions related lo compliance. several ar
ticles appeared in various U.S. publ ica
tions with wide circulation. These arti
cles speculated about the possibility of 
certain Soviet "violations·· of the 
SALT agreements which were ·to be dis
cussed and tended to draw the conclu
sion that there were violations, based on 

systems and their components, signed 
on July 3, 1974. 

Dismantling of the ABM facilities 
under construction at Malmstrom was 
completed by May I, J 974. 

In late 1974 we notified the 
U.S .S.R . in the SCC that dismantling 
activities at the Malmstrom site had 
been completed. Somewhat later, the 
Soviet side raised a question about one 
detailed aspect of the dismantling 
which they apparently fell had not been 
carried out in full accord with the 
agreed procedures. 

We reviewed with the Soviet side the 
actions taken by the United States to 
dismantle the Malmstrom site and also 
showed them some photographs of the 
before-and-after conditions there. The 
question was apparently resolved on 
the hasis of that discussion. 

what was purported to be accurate intel- U.S. Radar Deployments. Paragraph 
ligence information. 2 of article I of the ABM treaty states: 

The Soviets have expressed 10 us •·Each Party undertakes not to deploy 
their concern ahout the import:1nce of ABM systems for a defense of the ter
confidentiality in the work of the SCC ritory of its country and not provide a 
and about the publication of such base for such a defense . ... " In 
items. They were apparently particu- paragraph (b) of article VI, the sides 
larly concerned about press items that undertook "not to deploy in the future 
may appear to have official U .S . Gov- radars for early warning of strategic 
crnment sanction . ballistic missile attack except at loca-

We have discussed with the Soviets tions along the periphery of its national 
the usefulness of maintaining the pri - territory and oriented outward . " An 
vacy of our negotiations and discus- agreed statement ini-tialed by the Heads 
sions and limiting speculation in the of Delegation on May 26, 1972, states: 
public media on SCC proceedings, as · 'The Parties agree not to deploy 
well as the need to keep the public phased-array radars having a potential 
adequately informed . (the product of mean emitted power in 

In March 1978, the Soviets repeated watts and antenna area in square miles) 
their position on the need for privacy of exceeding three million, except as pro
SCC proceedings and objected to the vided for in Articles Ill, IV, and VI of 
release to the public, in February 1978, the Treaty, or except for the purposes 
of the U.S . paper on compliance with of tracking objects in outer space or for 
the SALT I agreements. The United use as national technical means of ver
States responded by explaining the ification." 
factors underlying the U.S . view on the When the ABM treaty entered into 
need to provide the public with infor- force, the United States had deployed 
mation concerning compliance . The as part of its ballistic missile early 
Soviets have not formally raised this warning system (BMEWS) two large 
matter again since that time. radars on ·u.s. territory-the phased-

array FPS-85 radar in Florida and a 
Dismantling or Destruction of the nonphased-array radar in Clear, 

ABM Radar Under Construction at Alaska. Since that time, the United 
Malmstrotn AFB. When the ABM Slates has constructed a large phased
treaty was signed on May 26, 1972 , the array radar on Shemya Island (see dis
United States had ABM defenses under cussion above) and has initiated con
construction in two deployment areas struction of two, . ·1arge phased -array 
for the defense of ICBM's. Since the radars (PA VE PAWS) for early warn
ABM treaty permitted each party only ing of SLBM attack. The latter are lo
one such ABM system deployment cated at Otis Air Force Base, Mas
area, the United States immediately sachusetts, and Beale Air Force Base, 
halted the construction, which was in California . 
its early stages, at Malmstrom AFB, · In October I 978, the Soviets ex
Montana. Specific procedures for the pressed concern that the PA YE PAWS 
dismantling or destruction of the ABM radars. along with the other large 
facilities under construction at phased-array radars in the United 
Malmstrom were negotiated as part of States, could enable the United States 
the protocol on procedures for ABM to have a radar hase for an ABM de-
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fense of U.S. territory . They asked the 
United States to clarify this mailer. 

The United States responded in the 
SCC to the Soviets' expressed rnncern 
over our radars . We advised the Soviet 
side that the PA VE PAWS radars are 
for early warning of strategic ballistic 
missile attack and that their deploy
ment is in full compliance with the 
ABM treaty. We said that they are re
placing older early warning radars 

· which have become obsolete and that 
as a secondary function they will be 
used for tracking objects in outer 
space . Additionally, we provided tech
nical information-much of which is in 
the public domain-to make clear that 
they are for early warning and are not 
ABM radars . We noted that the other 
radars mentioned by the Soviets pro
vide early warning coverage from other 
areas in the United States . The Soviets. 
took note of this clarification. 

Other Questions and Charges 

The process of monitoring Soviet 
activity and analyzing the information 
obtained in order to decide whether 
any particular matter needs to be 
raised with the Soviet side has been 
described above . Activities not rai!>ed 
with the U.S.S.R . as ambiguous or of 
possible concern have also been 
examined by the United States . In 
those cases. anal ysis of the arnilable 
intelligence information showed that 
they did not warrant discussion or 
categorization as inconsistent with the 
agreements . Generally, it has been the 
practice to avoid public discussions of 
these matters. 

From time to time, article's have ap
peared in U.S . periodicals and news
papers alleging Soviet violations of the 
provisions of the SALT I agreements . 
As indicated earl ier, these reports or 
commentaries have been generally 
speculative and have concluded or im
plied that violations or "cheating" by 
the Soviets had taken place . 

Among the subjects most recently or 
frequently mentioned are those listed 
below. 

"Blinding" of U.S. Satellites. 
Soviet use of something like laser 
energy to "'blind" certain U.S . satel
lites could be an activity inconsistent 
with the obligations in article XII of 
the ABM treaty and article V of the 
Interim Agreement "not to interfere 
with" or "use deliberate concealment 
measures" which impede \'erification. 
by national technical means. of com
pliance with the provisions of those 
agreements . 

In 1975 information relevant to po!-
sible incidents of that nature was 
thoroughly analyzed. and ii "as de -
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terrnincd that no questionahle Soviet 
acti\'ity was involved and that our 
monitoring capabilities had not been 
affected by these events . The analysis 
indicated that the events had resulted 
from several large fires caused by 
breaks along natural gas pipelines in 
the U.S .S.R. Later, following several 
reports in the U.S. press alleging 
Soviet violations and in response to 
questions about those reports, the U.S. 
press was informed of those facts by 
several U.S. officials . 

Mobile ABM. From time to time, it 
has been stated that the U.S.S.R., in 
contravention of article V of the ABM 
treaty, has developed, tested, or de
ployed a mobile ABM system, or a 
mobile ABM radar, one of the three 
components of a mobile ABM system . 

The U.S.S . R. does not have a 
mobile ABM system or components 
for such a system . Since 1971 the 
Soviets have installed at ABM test 
ranges several radars associated with 
an ABM system currently in develop
ment. One of the types of radars as
$ OC i at ed with this system can be 
erected ·in a matter of months. rather 
than requiring years to build as has 
been the case for ABM radars both 
sides have deployed in the past . 
Another type could be emplaced on 
prepared concrete foundations . This 
new system and its components can be 
installed more rapidly than previous 
ABM systems , but they are clearly not 
mobile in the sense of being able to be 
moved about readily or hidden. A 
single complete operational site would 
take about half a year to construct. A 
nationwide ABM system based on this 

new system under de,·elopment would 
take a matler of years to build . 

ABM Testing of Air Defense Mis
siles. Article VI of the treaty specif
ically prohibits the testing in an ABM 
mode .of missiles which are not ABM 
interceptor missiles, or giving them 
ABM capabilities . Our close monitor
.ing of activities in this field have not 
indicated that ABM tests or any tests 
against strategic ballistic missiles have 
been conducted with an air defense 
missile; specifically. we have not ob
served any such tests of the SA-5 air 
defense system missile. the one occa
sionally mentioned in this connection 
in the open press . 

Mobile ICBM's. The development 
and testing of a mobile ICBM is not 
prohibited by the Interim Agreement. 
but the United States stated in SALT I 
that we \1.-ould consider deployment of 
such s,·stcms to be inconsistent with 
the ob]ectives of the agreement. We 
do not believe the Soviets have de
ployed an ICBM in a mobile mode. 

The possibility that the Soviet 
SS -- 20, which is a mobile inter 
mediate-range ballistic missile svstem. 
has been given or could be 'gi,·en 
ICBM range capabilities has been dis
cussed in the press . The SS-20 is 
being deployed to replace older 
medium- and intermediate-range mis
siles . It is judged to be capable of 
reaching the Aleutian Islands and 
western Alaska from its present and 
likely deployment areas in the eastern 
U.S.S.R . ; however, it cannot reach 
the contiguous 48 States from any of 
its likely deployment areas in the. 
Soviet Union. 

While the range capability of any 
missile system, including the SS- 20. 
can be extended by reducing the total 
weight of its payload or adding 
another propulsion stage, there is no 
evidence that the Soviets have made 
any such modifications to the SS-20. 
We have confidence that we would de
tect the necessary -intercontinental 
range testing of such a modified 
system . 

Denial of Test Information. It has 
been reported in some articles on 
SALT that the Soviets have violated 
the Interim Agreement by encoding 
missile-test telemetry and that such ac
tivity is contrary to the provision of 
article V of the Interim Agreement. 
Such activity would be inconsistent 
with those provisions of the Interim 
Agreement if it impeded verification 
of compliance with agreement provi 
sions; it has not been considered 10 

have done so. The SALT II agreement 
includes a specific provision that 
neither party may deliberately deny 
telemetric information whenever such 
denial impedes verification of the pro
visions of the treaty. 

Antisatellite Systems. It has been 
alleged that Soviet development of an 
antisatellite system is a violation of 
the obligation not to interfere with na
tional technical means of verification 
of compliance with SALT provisions . 
Since development of such systems is 
not prohibited, this program do~s not 
call into question Soviet compliance 
with existing agreements . The actual 
use of an antisatellite system against 
U.S. national technical means is pro
hibited, but this has not occurred . 
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prom Foreign Policy, Winter 1981-82, pp. 29-47. 

'fREATY 
COMPLIANCE 

/~y Roht·rt J. Hi11born 

Testifying before Congrl'ss in July 1981, 
Eugene Rostow. dirl'clnr of the :\rms Control 
and Disarma111t·nt Agt·nn· (t\CP.\). p11t his fin 
ger on one of the cc11tral dilemmas of arms 
control : "No arms co111rnl agrt·t·111c11t ran con 
tribute to the goal of a pt·accful world unless we 
have confidence that the Soviet Union is abid
ing by its terms." The problem, of course, is 
that it is very difficult to have confidence in the 
l,cha,·ior of a powerful :1110 st·crcl i1-c ad\'crs:1ry 
that has demonstrated time and again that it has 
few scruples about making gains at U .S. ex
pense when good opport11nities present them
selves . 

Americans do not trust the Russians, and 
this deep-seated distrust has contributed IP the 
belief that the SoYiets ran nor be rountl'd nn to 
li,·e up to their obliga1i11n, undn arms c11111111I 
agreements. How, man _, Americans might ask, 
can you expect the Sm·il't~ not tn cheat in arms 
control when they claimed their inYasion of 
Afghanistan was req,n·~tcd by 1he Afgh:m 
leader who was executed upon the arri,·al of 
Soviet troops? 

A Louis Harris and Associates poll rnn
ducted shortly after thr I (Jflll U. S presidential 
election points out how distrust of the Sm·irts 
can undercut domestic support for arms ron
troL Although 90 per cent of those polled 
favored the idea of "Pn·sidcnt-clect Reag:m sit
ting down with thr ll11,si :111~ 111 tr_, 11, n1111c to 
an agreement on controlling nuclear arm!>, .. 
about half of the 90 prr cent aµrrrd with the 
statement that "bn·ausc the chances arc that we 

will keep our en<l of the bargain and the Rus
sians will not, we should not sign any agree
ment limiting nuclear weapons." 

Conscious of the puhlic\ attitudes - and 

R< lRER r 1- EINI lllHN , 1:•bn ,l'r11tr thr.< art,dr ti.I fl .<mirw 
associate oj the Cornclie hndov:ment. 1.< ti foreilJn a/fain 
officer at the U.S. Arm.< (.rmtml and /)i,~irm,ii11mt 
Aprnry. The t·ic-:.t·s nr•·r,.ro/ ,,, tl•i.< ,1,·t,dr 111·,- bu 11 .. ·,, ,md 
do not necrJsarily r,-prr.<rnt trn.rr of tbr L". .\ . ,f!1Yr:rrn111.-nt . 
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nu1\·inn:d I hemsclves ol' the merits of a prudent 
and skrptic1l appro:1rh lt1wanl dealing with the 
SoYiets-all U .S. administrations engaged in 
arms control negotiations in recent decades, 
whether Rqiuhlic111 t1r Democratic, have 
sn1111ht to :1Yoid :111~· implication that they 
would rely on trust or good will in implement
ing agreements with the Soviets. Instead, they 
ha\'l' m:1int:1incd that such agreements would 
be based on the ability to monitor, through the 
use of sophisticated intelligence-gathering tech
niques, whether the Sm·iets were actually abid
ing by their com111it111rnts. In utlu:r words, ef
fective verification measures and compliance 
procedures would compensate for a lack of 
trust in the Soviet Union and would promote 
the public confidence and support necessary to 

sustain arms control efforts in a democratic 
society. How well has this approach worked? 

Controversial questions regarding Soviet 
compliance have arisen in implementing 

several of the arms control agreements con
cluded during the past decade: 

• SAl.1' I . In the case of the 1972 SALT I 
accords- the Anti-lhllistic Missile (ABM) 
Treaty and the I ntcrim Agreement on the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms-the 
problems have come not in observing Soviet 
behavior. but in determining \Vhether certain 
obser\'ed Soviet acti\·ities should be regarded as 
consistent with the agreements' provisions. 

Among the more widely publicized of these 
issues 11-cre whether construction of new silos 
the Soviets claimed were for launch-control 
purposes was consistent with the ban on build
ing additional silos for intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICF!Ms); whether the tracking of ballis

tic missiles in flight liy the SA-5 antiaircraft 
radar was consistent with the ban on testing 
such radars in an ABl\l mode; and whether the 
replacement of the SS-11 ICBM with the much 

larger SS-19 was consistent with the ban on 
conYcrting launchers for light ICBMs to 

launchers for heavy ones. 
Officials invol\'ed in monitoring SALT com

pliance in the Nixon, Ford, and Carter admin
istrations acknowledge that the Soviets have 
tried to exploit ambiguities and have disre
garded Li. S. \'ie\1·s nn the spirit of the accords. 
But they argue that little basis exists for the 

charge that actual viol:11io11s h:n-c been , -1111-

111ittnl. They also 111;1intai11 that thry promptly 
raised questionable acti\'itics with Moscow and 
that in all such cases U.S. ·concerns were 
allayed . 

A highly rnc:tl group of critics has chal
lenged these assessments, contending that the 
United States ll'as too hesitant in raising troub
lesome issues \\'ith thl' So\·ict~ . too weak in 
objecting to So\·it't :1ctin11s. and too cxpcdirnt 
in minimizing the signifir:111n· of So\·it·t mis
conduct. Tht·v argue that l.1. S. cn111Trns \\'l'ft' 

not truly allcl'iated thn111gh diplo111ary and that 
U.S. readiness to retreat from earlier interpre
tations of what constituted violations has legiti
mated Soviet cheating. 

• Threshold '/'est fln11 Fn·111y r rmn . .'\ltho11~h 
the 1974 TTBT has not foimallv entered in~to 
force, both the United States ·and the CSSR 

declared in 1976 that. pending ratification, 
they would abide by its 150-kiloton limit on 
nuclear tests. flut monitoring such a lim it with 
precision is difficult because seismic mea~urc
ments recorded at Innµ distances from nuclear 
explosions 111 :1_\' often prm·iclc 0111~- :1 l"IJlll!h c, 
timate of cxplosi,·L· \' irld . 1\11tiL·ip:1ti11g this 
problem, the T'I BT pro\·ides for the cxrh:mgc 
of information. including geol ogical data and 
actual yields of certain past tes ts. that wnuld 

help both parties refine their yield estimates . 
With the TTIIT 11nt n-t ratified. lw\1-c1·er . its 
data exchange provision, ha~·c not hcen imple
mented. 

Since 1976 the U.S . intelligence community 
has been unable tn cla~sify sc\·eral So\'ict le , ts 
with cmlfideJh'L' as foiling abol'l: or l1cl11\1· the 
150-kiloton threshold . The Cnircd Stall:, h,1~ 
rept·:itnlly prc,,rd thr Slll-il·ts f.,r i11f.,nn:11i,,11 
that could assist its 111c:1surcmcnts of the q11cs
tionablc tests . The Sm·,ct resp11mc h:1s hn·11 tn 

declare terscl y that the tests \\'lTe indeed helm,· 
the threshold and to remind the United States 
that much of thl· information rc1111ested I\ 11uld 
he exchanged as soon as \\'ashingtnn ratified 
the TTBT. So the unc r rtaint\· pcr,i , ts . And 
:1lthoui::h so111c Sn\'i c t t L'S!\, t·~l'l 'Ci :d ly :11 t ht· 
high end of thl' rall!,!l' ,,f lllll'LTl :1i11ty. dn l'""
\·idc valid gro111H.ls for , 11spici1111 , no 1111c 011 tl, c 
U.S . side k11111\ ·s fnr n-rt :1i11 ll'hcthl'I' :111\ ' of 
them cxccednl the threshold. 
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• /Jiolotiml Weap,ms C,mvi:ntion (/J WC) . Early 
in ll>HO, information that had acc11m11latcd ova 

many months led to concern within the ~mc:
ican government that a 1979 anthrax cp1de_m1c 
in the Ural Mountains city of Sverdlovsk might 
have indicated a Soviet violation of the BWC, a 
multilateral agreement banning the produc
tion , development, and stockpiling of biolog
ical warfare agents . Th e available evidence sug
gested that an accidental explosion a_t a mi_litary 
installation long su~pn·tcd as a possible b10log
ical weapons researl'h :111d production facility 
had released illegal biological weapons agents 
into the atmosphere . The matter was raised 
through diplomatic channels with the Soviets, 
who confirmed the outbreak of anthrax in 
Sverdlovsk, but maintained that the disease 
was of natural origin-caused by eating in

fected meat. 
Because the Soviet explanation appeared in

consistent with information available to the 
United States, Washington pressed for con
sultations between experts of the two coun
tries . The Soviets, however, refused to hold 
the consultations or provide additional infor
mati~,n that could shed light on the Sverdlovsk 
epidemic . The situation now seems to be stale

mated . 
Secretarv of State Alexander Haig, Jr. re

rentlv bro~1ght another BWC compliance ques
tion to the public's attention . He told a Berlin 
audience on September 13 , 1981, that " we now 
have physical evidence from Southeast Asia 
which has been analyzed and found to contain 
abnormally high levels of three potent myco
toxins . . .. " This evidence-based on labora
tory analy.sis of a leaf and stem sample and sub

sequently reinforced by additional evidence
raise the possibility that Vietnamese troops 
have been using lethal toxins banned by the 
BWC against Kampuchean resistance forces . 

Since the mycotoxins found are not believed to 
occur naturally in Southeast Asia and no large 
scale biological fermentation facilities are 
known to exist there, the implication is that the 
Soviets have manufactured the toxins and pro
vided them to Vietnam in violation of the BWC. 

The United States has reported its findings to 
a U . N . experts group and has also pursued the 
matter through diplomatic channels . 
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Swuict Violatirwr? 

The place to start in a,~t'ssing the recorJ is 
the criterion assignccl pri11,1ary importance m-cr 
the years by administrations of hoth parties. 
According to that criterion , n :rificatinn and 
compliance arrangements must he capable of 
protecting U .S . securit~· . ri.1ore specificall:,. 
they must be able to identify '.11ilit;1ril~· 
si!-{nificant-altho11!!h not m·n ·s,anl~· all ·
,-i:>l:111011s and to dn s11 t'arl~ l"11n11t:h 111 pl'1'111i1 
America to takl' ,,·h:itnTr rn111pt·n,atnr~· :ll' · 

tions arc ncccssar~· . ( )pi11io11s differ sharp!:, 1>11 
whether the So,·iets haYe ,·iolatcd the agree
ments mentioned above. But even with a pes
simistic view o f Soviet heha,·ior under each of 
the agreements , the record docs· not seem a_ll 
that unsettling , if l'\·,tl11atcd solcl~- on the h,1s1s 

of this security-oriented criterion. 
Even if the· S,l\'icts l1a1·e freq-11cntly clH.:aa·d 

under SALT I, _they ha,T 11ot gained significant 
security advantages through such cheating . For 
example, although the SA-5 radar seems to 
h:1,·c tral·ked rc-t·nt-r,· ,-chicks Pll n11mn1111, oc
c:1sions 1)(.:forc I he ;Kl i·.- it\ slol'pnl. 111ost o 
perrs concur th:11 the S .-\ -' :1nti :1ir.-r:1ft q ·,;irm 

could not achie\'l: an .-\II\ \ capability "ith1 i111 
substantial upgrading and test in!,! of othn rnrn 
p1111ents of the sys1e111 , sul'l1 a:; intnn:pt11rs. 
And SS- I 9 deployment, st rategically the mo~l 

serious issue, can hardly he regarded a~ a ,·iola
tion, since it was incomi,tcnt not with the pro
visions of SALT I, but with the uniiatcral l_'., S . 

interpretation of those prr" is ion~ . 
Similarly, fm111 a strict!~· milit,1ry pcr~pcc

tive, the , American in:1liilit:,· to determine 
whether several Sm·iet nuclear t1·sts cxcct"dcd 
1,0 kilotons dol's not l1111k ,·(·n · thrc:llcnin!,! \t 
tl;e time of the I I'll I' 11n:11ti:1;iom , thl' l ' llltnl 
States recogni1.cd that . ~·, en with the help 11 f 
the treaty's data exchange. considerable uncer
tainty i~ measuring the y ields of Soviet tests 
would remain. But th e main C .S. objecti,e 
was to d eny the Soviets the option of furth er 
high-yield testing on \\'hi ch their weapons pro
gram had relied . And the U.S . go\'Crnment 
understood that ~uch lii~h-vicld tcsts - 1.1· . . 
much · greater than 150 kilot, .111s - -co11ld 1·.1sil!· 
be identified ;is l>rl'al'lil's of the tn·:1ty, l ' \ 't' ll 1f 
tests much closl'I' tn thC' threshold could not. 
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Fq11:1lly i111portant, it deter111i11eJ that foresee
able U.S. weapons requirements could be met 
thro11gh testing bdow 150 kilotons. For these 
reasons, the risk that the Soviets might get 
away with a number of tests somewhat above 
the threshold, perhaps even at yields approach
ing twice the threshold, did not at that . 
time-and docs not now-seem to have major 
military significance. 

Bl\"C compliance should also be viewed in a 
historical context . In 1969 the Nixon adminis
tration ordered the destruction of all U.S. bio
logical ,,·capons, reasoning that possession of 
such weapons would not significantly affect the 
military balance between states already pos
sessing nuclear weapons. To impose matching 
constraints on the Soviets, it subsequently 
negotiated the B\\"C. The administration fig
ured that even hard-to-verify constraints would 
at a minimum complicate and limit the size of 
any clandestine Soviet biological weapons pro
gram. In any event, Soviet non-compliance 
would pose only a marginal security threat, 
given the low estimate of the military utility of 
such weapons. 

Even if the Soviets have frequently 
clwatf"d under SALT I, they have 
not gninecl si~nificant security ad
vantages through such cheating. 

Judgin!! the record solely from the security 
pcrspcctiYc , however , does not appear sen
sible. Verification and compliance arrange
ments should not only protect U.S. security; 
they should also instill confidence in the Amer
ican public that its interests are being protected 
;tnd that the agrc.T111ents arc functioning fairly 
and effectively . And public confidence will of
ten depend less on esoteric assessments of 
whether possible violations are militarily sig

nificant than on simple perceptions of wh~ther 
the Soviets are cheating, regardless of the mili
tary significance. 

F rorn this perspectiYe, the record of recent 
years is hardly satisfactory-whether or not 
the Sm·iets have cheated. As a result of the 
uncertainty and controversy surrounding the 
implementation record, the American public 

is, at hl'st, co11f11snl :1l11J1il an11s t·1111trol co111pli
;11icc . t\t \\ 'or<.1. it i~ d1·,·1,I ., ,11•,picin11~. di~illtt 
~ioncd, and divided . 

If arms control is to ha\'l' 111u(h nf a future. 
the record of the past decade must be im
proved. The LJ.S. gon:rn111 e11t should make 
every effort to insure that the implementation 
of arms control agreements not rJnly protects 
important U.S . sccnrit~· interests. liut also 
reduces the uncertainties and contrrnTrsics 
ronccrning issues of n t·11 111inor miliury sig11i
firance that h:ffc h;1d surh ;1 con11si,-r rffrrt in 

recent ye;1rs on pulilit· c1111fidc11cc and support . 
These efforts should focus on three compo
nents of the arms control implementation pro
cess: developing the agreement itself. pursuing 
compliance issues cliplnmaticall~- with tlw 
So\'iets, and dealing with Congress and the 
American public . 

Developing Sound Agreements 

While fornmlating agreements. the C. S. 
government should keep in mind the impor
tance of minimizing t\\ o m:1i11 sources 11f ro111-

plianrc probk111~ : u11rn1;1i11tics in 1111111itori11g 
So\'ict bcha,·inr and :1mhiguities in detn111ini11µ 

whether obsenTd Soviet bch:1Yi11r is c11mistc11t 
\1 ·ith the agreement . ,\n essential mea ns of 
minimizing the first difficulty is to rd~· more 
heavily on coupcrati\'c n ·r ification measures in 
future agreements to supi>lement U.S. national 
technical means (NT~I) of verification. NT'-1 arc 
the arrav of s11phisticatcd mcthrnl s of data col
lection based •Httside the territory 11f the state 
being monitored and operated unilater:tll~ by 
the monitoring state without the appro,·al nr 
participation of the state being monitorcd . 
l ". S. NT.,1 inrludl' p'111tngr:1pliic. r:1d :1r . :md 
eketnu1ir sun L"illanct· c 1p.1hilitil·s; st·1~1111r 
installations; and air s;1mpling s~·stcms . 

By contrast . cnopcrntin: measures arc neµo
tiated verification arrangements rc•1uiring the 
approval and often the p:1rticipation of the state 
being monitored. Cooperative measure~ can 
take many forms, including arr;mgements for 
collecting data-- e.g., sei~mic installatic,ns ---- as 
well as measures for facilitating the cnllcrtirm 
of data by NT,\1-c .g .. rcs tricti1m~ on com·c·al
ment pr:icticcs and prc1111tifir:1ti1111 rnp11re
mcnts. CoopcratiH: 1111·asures may inv11hT 
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activitic~ 1111 the territory of the state being 
mnnitort'd ---1·.g .• 011-sitl' inspection-as wdl 
as non-intrusive art i\'itics-c.g., data cx-

d1a11gcs . . 
Since thl' 11)72 S ,'\I. r I accords, which could 

lw monitornl conlidently by NTM, the use of 
cooperative measures has increased consider
ably. To facilitate verification of the more com
plex restrictions of the now moribund SALT II 

treaty, seHral such measures were negotiated, 
inclu'ding counting rules, restrictions on telem
etry encryption, and an agreed data base. The 
high-water mark for cooperative measures ,vas 
r~ched in the comprehensive test ban (CTB) 

negotiations. Although the fate of those cur
rently suspended talks is at best uncertain, the 
parties have worked c,ut a framework for con
ducting on-site inspections and installing seis
mic stations on one another's territory. 

In the future, it will be necessary to go well 
beyond even the more path-breaking coopera
tive measures achieved to date. For example, if 
a future SALT agreement limits the number of 
missiles rather th:m missile launchers, some 
form of continuo11s on-site surveillance of 
points of access to missile production facilities 
might be necessary . A chemical weapons ban 
would require on-~ite procedures to monitor 
the destruction of stocks and the deactivation of 
production faciliti es. And various collateral 
constrnints, data exchanges, and provisions for 
distinguishing between like systems will need 
to become standard features of future agree
ments . 

The United States, however, should not 
have illusions about the ease of gaining Soviet 
acceptance of such measures. The Russian pen
chant for serrt·c,· borders on the pathological. 
\\'ht·ther tlll'ir ,;,o,in· is to conceal strengths, 
weaknesses, or both. the Soviets seem to feel 
they have more to gain hy preserving tight con
trois on information and access to their terri
tory than by agreeing with the Western notion 
that openness promotes stability and security. 

Moscov/s insistence on sovereignty over 
monitoring activities on Soviet territory will be 
a serious obstacle. Hut it may be possible to 
devise arrangements that give the Soviets 
nominal so\'ereignt~· and control, but that in 
practice prm·ide the United States with the 

79 

rcliabk data ir JH't·1k 111 tlu: <"I'll talks. for 
example, the U11ited States agnul that tht· So
viets would own and op<"r:itc lht· ~eismic sla
tions in the l.'SSlt, pmvidnl those stations 
would lu\'e high -1 1'1:tlity i11strn111ents :111d sp1:
cial authentication de,·ices to insure that , even 
with Soviet technicians present. the seismic 
data could not be falsified. This pragmatic and 
technically inrn11·ativc solution rould prm·idc a 
useful model for future llll':tsurcs . 

An even greater obstacle will he the Soviet 
belief that wo1 ll'rativc measures should not 
provide more information about Soviet mili
tary activities than is strictly necessary to verify 
treaty obligations . The L'nited States will ha,·e 
to be resourceful in dc,·i~ing measures that can 
insure access to treaty-related information 
without divulging unrelated military secrets. 
Setting up chemical weapons destruction fa
cilities in isolated locations. for ~xample, could 
permit on-site obserrntion without disclosing 
such secrets. But segregating information in 
that way often will not pron· frasihl,• . ;\n in
spection c1palilc of vcrih i11i; whcthl·r the lbd,
tire homba's r;111gl' h:id hr 1"11 inLTl'asnl tl1rn11gh 
modifirntion of its engine. for example, wrJuld 
1111a,oidably disclose military <cr:rc ts . t\nd 
although the L' nitcd States should prc~s the 
Soviets to be more fort hcoming - -to recognize 
that the problem-arniding benefits of disclns
ing s,1me additional informatirJn will often out· 
,,·eigh the ri~ks - -they are unlikely in man\' 
cases to agree. 

Sometimt~!-l U.S. nc~otiator!- will 
insist on imJH"<•ri!-e formulation" 
to prt'"t'rn· l 1.~. llc-xil,ilit~·. 

J\,1oreover, So\'l<.:t res istance to intrusiq• 
measures is not the onl~· factor limiting their 
future usefulness. The united States, despite 
its much greater tol\'ra11<.:c for intru~ive \'C'rifica
tion, would :ilso feel compellnl .to rcjcn ar
rangements that n1111promiscd impnrtant 
secrets . And intrusi,'C 11 1cthrnl~ arc not ah1·.1ys 
effective verific:ation tonls. ( )n-site inspccti(ln 
is hardl v wor1li"·l11lc . fttr cx:1111pk. \l ·hl'n tli l' 
moniror.ing party c 11111nt detect or pinpoint the 
location of suspici,111s acti\'ities th ;1t would j11~-
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tit\ an inspection or when the offending side 
rn;ild quickly re111on: :1II traces of prohibited 
activities from the inspection area. 

The United States should-indeed must
rrlr on roopcrati\'l' nwasures more and more to 
pe~form the demanding verification tasks 
ahead. But it should not hold the false hope 
that, hy themselves, such measures can solve 
L1.S. c~mpliance prohlems. 

Pntmtial :\mhiguitics 

In formulating future agreements, the 
l1nited States should also try to reduce the 
potential for disputes over what constitutes a 
violation. Previous problems of this nature 
ha\'e fallen into two categories. 

The first involved several instances in 
SALT I where the United States issued uni
lateral interpretations of treaty provisions in 
the hope that they would have a constraining 
effect on SO\·iet beha\'ior. In most cases, in
cluding the SS-19 matter, they did not, setting 
the stage fpr compliance disputes in \\'hich the 
United Stat<:s was unable to sustain its inter
pretations in the fare of the firm Sm·iet ,·iew 
that J\1osrow was hound only by agreed provi
sions, not unilateral U .S . statements . As a re
sult of this unsatisfactory experience, U.S. 
negotiators in S:\I.T II rnrrectly avoided uni
lateral statements as a device for constraining 
the Sm·iets and instead used those statements 
only as a means of putting on record how the 
L; nitl'd Stat es planned to act under certain pro
visions, thus protecting against possible legal 
challenge~ to those actions. 

The second category of problems involved 
disputl'~ in implementing fully agreed but im
prt'l'isl' tl'L'aty ohli!,!;1tio11s, such as the S.-\1.T I 

restrictions on testing in an ABM mode and de
liberate concealment. The ad,·ice invariably 
gi\·en to a,·oid such prohlems is to make treaty 
obligations as detail ed. quantifiable. and un;im
biguous as possible. 

This is sound ad\·ice . but the basic problem 
in seeking precise agreements is not a lack of 
dilig<:rlt'e or skill in treaty drafting. Rather, the 
elimination of ambiguity is often either disad
vantageous or infc:isihlc . Sometimes U .S . ne
gotiators will insist on imprecise formulations 
to prescr\'e U.S . flexibilit y. In SALT 11, the 

Llnitrd Stall·, pr('frrrl'd not to ddirw 

precisely the key term "launcher" largely be
cause of the risk that a specific definition might 
limit funire basing nptinns for the MX missile. 
Often the ,wgotiators ~cttlc for generality be
cause they simply cannot anticipate the wide 
range of contingencies likely to arise in imple
mentation. Indeed, it \\Otrld be illusory to ex
pect rules gn\·erninµ complex ;ind d~·n;imic 
militar:,· dcvl'lop111e11ts Ill lie so spel'ifir and 
romprl'hcnsil'l' as to prrrl11dr diffnl·nn·s nf 
interpretation . 

Thus, although cooperative measures and 
carefully formulated pro\'isions can help re
duce future compliance problems. they cannot 
eliminate thr111 . Till' nrgotiatinn of ~ound 

agreements is an essential step toward impro\'
ing the compliance record, hut it is only the 
first in a continuing process . 

Compliance Diplnma1J' 

Diplomac~· is an indispensable tool for deal
ing \\'ith the i11l'\·it ;1hle f'rnl>il'111s that arisl' ;tfrn 
arms control agrerments enter into forrr . B11t 
11si11µ it sm·n ·,,f11lly rnptirrs :t rc:tlistir :11•11n·· 
ciation of what it' can and cannot do. Most im
portant, compliance diplomacy " ·ith the So
,·iets is a consensual process. not a judicial one. 
No authority ran render \'crdirts of guilt or 
innocence, order the S11·,iets to prm·i<le infor
mation , or con1pcl them to alter illeg:il or bor
derline beha\·ior. If s;it1sfactor>· resolutions nf 
compliance prohlnns arc to he ad1ieved. \\" :i ,h 
ington must pcrsu:idc. prcss11rl'. or oth1:n1 ·isr 
bring the So\·icts to sec that cooper.itill!! in 
some fashion is in their m\·n interest. 

DL"spite tht· lll•1 in11, li111i1 .1tilln~ .,( ,1 1,·'1 :1 

l'OllSL'llSU;tl pn1,·r~s . dipi<>lll;tl'\ l' ;\1111ftl'll pl.1_\ ' ,l 

,·aluable role in cllml'liancc m;lttf.'r~. It c111 f:i

cilitatc exchangc5 uf infornrntion capable nf al
leviating conct·rns . It can produce more precise 
\lnd c rs ta ndings tn r edu ce futur e :1 111big uitic·s . 

\\'hen a party has con~cinusly nr inadvcrtcntlv 
committed a \·i11latin11, it can he used tll press 
the \·iolator tn ~top t Ill· :tcti\·itv and perhap~ to 

take t,mgible ;iml ohscn·ahle steps th:it prm·idc 
a measnre of assuranrr that the acti,·it:,· \\ ·ill not 
recur . :\nd l'\"l' ll 11·hc11 a \·iolator rl'ft,~(·~ to co
operate, diplomacy can lie llS l'd at least to con 
firm or expml· ~11d1 a,1 1111hclpf1tl attitude and 
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In prn, id1 .1 111,tifu .1111111 lor .my u111btcral steps 

11t-n·ssarv 111 rectih- thl' situation. I low can the 
United States make the most out of compliance 

diplomacy with the Soviets? 
· ,11//i11tni11i111! C1111fidmtiali~y. If the Soviets arc 

drten11innl. for nnl' reason or another, to be 
11nresponsivc, no approach will pry informa
tion from them . But if a constructive response 
is attainable, the rnost promising means of 
clicitin!? it \\'ill he to de1I with them on a confi
dential. non-pokmical basis. Greater Soviet 
rcsponsin·m·ss to pri,·atc diplomacy can be at

tributed in part to l\foscow's resistance to shar
ing military or other sensitive information pub
licly . Also. in cases where the Soviets are asked 

to alter their behavior, they will not want the 
world to see them gi\'ing in to U.S. pressure. 

It may often be tempting to deal publicly 
with compliance matters to promote what may 
be valid goals, such as generating international 
pressures for more scrupulous Soviet compli
ance behavior. But in cases where tangible So
,·iet cooperation is required for an acceptable 
outcome-e.g., physical alteration of deploy
ments and negotiation of new guidelines
such public efforts will likely be countcr
produrti,·e. 

There may, ho\\'ever, be a strong justifica
tion for going public in the event of the possible 

use of prohibited weapons, especially if third 
parties arc involved. as in the case of the pos
,ihle use of rnvcotoxins in Southeast Asia. Al
though the ad\'crse effects of non-compliance 
,1 ith restrictions on construction, deployment, 

or testing can in theory be reversed through 
quiet diplomacy or at least stopped before seri
ous dama!?e is clone, the consequences of the 
use of prohibited \\'Capons usually cannot he 
corrected . The pn:ssing need is to prevent any 
further use, and pttblic exposure may well be 
the quickest and surest deterrent. But since 
the deterrent value of such public diplomacy 
will depend largely on the credibility of the 
case presented. the t; nitcd States should bend 
over backward to avoid overstating its case or 
conveying the impression that it is more inter
ested in discrediting the Soviets than deterring 
, ·iolations. 
--.. Raising Issues R1111timly. \\.'henever rcli.ililc 
information raises questions about Soviet 
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cornpli:rnn· . 1,h:111·1t·1 the 111ili1 :t1')' ~il,!11ifj . 
cance of thl' p11ssibk \'iolati1111s, \\ 'ashi11gt1111 

should pursue rhost· <1uesti1111s cxpcditio11sly 
with Moscow. prm·ided sensiti,·e intelligence 

sources and 111 \' thod~ .in· not r11111pr11111i~t·ll. 
Failure to r.ii~l· them could coll\'t')' the impn·s
sion to the Sovie,~ th :11 rhe l.'11it('(I States was 
indifferent to minor \'iol a tinns or unahlc to de
tect them, C'ithcr of which t' 1111ld \\Taken the 
tktcrrent ag:1111st rhc:11 inµ .11 111<1rr ~ig11itirn11t 
lc,·cls . .\1ofl'()\'lT, erring 1111 thl' side of r.1i sing 
too many issues rather than too fc,r cn11ld help 

make the process more routine and les,; con

frontational. perhaps over time contributing to 
a somewhat freer exchange of information . 
> Using Prnd11ctii-e UJarmel.c In the past, the 

United States has handled nimpliance issues 
with the Soviets through normal diplomatic 
channels, senior-lel'cl contacts, and consulta
tive bodies ~uch as the Standing Comultati,·e 
Commission (SCC)-the bilateral forum re
sponsible for S:\I.T implemcntatinn. In i;t·neral. 
the results han· hcrn best \\·i1h a ~,.111di11g 
mechanism such as the sec. lkca11se thl' high
est levels of thr Sm·ict go\'l'l'llllll'lll s:111t t1n11nl 

the sec, Sm·1ct participants h;ivc a 111.1nd:1tt· to 
discuss sensitiq; 111attcr~ that might 11thcr
wisc be wav out of hounds . \\ 'ithout such a 
standing m~cha11is111, request., for ad hnc rom
pliance consultations t.1ke on a more confronta
tional character, \\'ith tht· :tt:r11~cd part~· p11t on 
thC' defcnsin· and n, crly circumspl'ct about 
sharing infor111ation . Sincc tlil' absence 11f con
sultative mechanis111s has made thl' 11\\'C : ;i nd 
·n ·BTcases more difficult to handle. tht· cn;.1-
tion of such rncrhani-;ms should be part rif the 
U .S . approach fnr dl'alinµ with thpq· 

problems. 
> Seeking l'ra(I irnl s,,/ritirm.r. [ 11 Sllllll' rascs , 

initial-and e,·rn repeated-diplomatic efforts 
may not allt·,·iate li.S . concerns, perhaps 
be~ause of So, iet unwillingness to prOl'idc suf
ficient information or differing C . S .-~11\·ict 
views on \\'hcther a partirular acti\'ity is 
prohibited . In surh rircumstances. the l.'nited 
States has fo11r dtnict~: do nothin~ and let the 
unresol\'ed is~ul' fc~tt-r: re rwunce the agn·e
mrnt \\'itho11t forthl r diplo111.1tic effnrt, : tr~· 
01Kc .igain to cxtr:1l·t i11f11r111:1ti1111 fr•1111 the 
SO\·icts or f!l't them to :iwce their hch:l\·i11r is 
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prohibited; or propose a practical solution that 
gin·s thl' United Statt's assurances about future 
Soviet behavior even if it does not eliminate 
uncertainties about-or pass legal judgment 
on-past Soviet actions . 

In many situations, the best course will 
he to choose the last approach. Among the 
wide variety of practical solutions Washington 
might propose are the negotiation of new com
mon understandings that clarify ambiguities in 
original provisions, modification of certain 
deployments or activities to make them less 
worrisome, termination of questionable activi
ties, or agreement on additional verification 
measures. 

There is, of course. a somewhat disturbing 
and untidy quality about these practical solu
tions. They will not resolve troublesome ques
tions about what precisely the Soviets did in 
the past or why they did it. But given the na
ture of the process, such questions are destined 
to remain unanswered. Although the United 
States can repeatedly press for explanations, 
the Soviets cannot be forced to turn over more 
information than they consider to be in their 
interest . Neat, clear-cut determinations of So
viet guilt or innocence may frequently prove 
elusive. 

In any event, the elimination of all gnawing 
doubts about past Soviet behavior should not 
he the test for hrrn· well a compliance issue is 
resolved . The test should be a pragmatic one
whe~her the solution provides reliable assur
ances that the questionable activity will not 
continue in the future and whether the solution 
is achieved in time to prevent harm to U.S. 
security . 
> Carmts a11d Stick.1 . To achieve such solutions, 
the United States will have to offer the Soviets 
incentives for c11operation as well as make it 
clear that there will be penalties for failing to be 
responsi\·e to U.S . concerns. In the past, 
Americans often told the Soviets that their co
operation in resolving compliance questions 
could have a positi\·e effect on U.S.-Soviet re
lations . Now, given the bleak state of those 
relations and the sizable obstacles to their 
marked improvement, such an offer might not 
seem very credible. But incentives should exist 
for So\'iet responsiveness, regardless of the pre-

vailing international climate. At a mm1rnum, 
Moscow should he able to expect rhat if it docs 
in fact provide a thorough and convincing ex
planation, the United States \\:ill be satisfied. 
And Americans must demonstrate that they 
are prepared to accept equitable solutions that 
address legitimate Soviet concerns as well as 
their own. 

Just as with carrots, sticks are harder to use 
e.ffrctivcly when hil:11n:1I rd :11ions arc in a deep 
freeze. But it is essential that. c\'en durin!! a 
period of trnsion, th\' So\'icts pcrcci\'e real 
penalties for failure to cooperate on compliance 
matters. Among the wide range of steps the 
United States must be prepared to take, if 
necessary, are publicizing So\'iet actions inter
nationally, pursuing military measures per
mitted by the agreement that could offset any 
gains the So\'iets may have achie\'ed through 
possible non-compliance, or withdrawing from 
the agreement itself. 

Any decision on withdrawal should be based 
on a dispassionate calc11lation of U.S . interests . 
In the B\\'C l'ase. withdrawal would hardh· ht· 
adYantageous because the United Statt's \\'011ld 
not resume biological weapons production any
wa_v; it is better for the CSSH to he bound by 
hard-to-verify constraints than h_v none at all; 
and U.S. withdrawal could lead to the unra\·cl
ing of the entire multihtcral agreement, which 
could have de~tahili7.ing consequences in parts 
of the world where biological weapons might 
ha\·e appeal as a cheap deterrent . A more ~cn
siblc U.S. response to :i continued Sonet lack 
of cooperation would lie to strengthen U .S . 
capal.,ilities for defending against biological 
attack. pursue diplomatic efforts to impnH'e 
the 11\\'C :'s \ '1Tific1ti1111 11H·:1s11n·,, :111d l'""l'"Sl' 
obscn·able dismantli11!! 11r 111ndificati1111 of 
suspicious So\'ict facilities . 

Promoting Co11fiden r:e 

Even if the cxecuti\'C branch has negotiated 
sound agreements and pursued compliance is
sues effecti\'Cl,V with tlic Sm·iets, its approach 
toward implementation will not Ge sucl'es~ful 
unless it instills confidcnn." at home - in the 
burca11cracy. in the ( :ongrcs\, and in thr 
puhlie-that the agrcc 111L·nts arc f1111cti1111ing 
well and that L1 . S. i ntcrcsts are hcing pro-
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tected . And in this third critical area, the rec
onl h:1s 11111 liel'II !:!ood. 

The public's lack of confidence has resulted 
to a significant extent from the sharply differ
ing \·icws voiced by opinion leaders, both in 
and outside government. Much of this discor
dant debate can be attributed to genuine differ
ences of \'iew on highly ambiguous compliance 
situations. But part can be traced to the fact 
that opposing sides have often talked past each 
other-with one side tending to focus on the 
namm legal aspects of compliance issues and 
the other tendii:ig to focus more broadly on 
Soviet military activities which, if not strictly 
illegal, seemed inconsistent with the U.S. ob
jective of promotin~ stability through arms 
control. Conse<1uently, a variety of Soviet ac
tions have been lumped together in a mislead
ing way under the rubric of compliance: pos
sible violations in a strict sense, violations of 
unilateral U .S. statements, Soviet activities 
that were insensitive to U.S. concerns or need
lessly dose to the ragged edge of legality, and 
activities ~cen as strategically disadvantageous. 
The result has been to distort and confuse the 
public debate and to give the impression of 
more disagreement on bona fide compliance 
questions than probably existed . 

Some of the harshest public debate has con
cerned tht· behavior of U.S. administrations 
rather than the Soviets . Critics have charged 
that, for various political reasons-e.g., to pre
serve dctcnte or S.'\ LT ratification prospects
incriminating intdli~Tncc has been kept from 
kl·y meml ins of the t'XtT11tive branch as wdl as 
from Congress aml the public. In other words, 
according to some critics, the United States has 
in effect colluded with the Soviets in covering 
up violations. 

The best way to maintain the administra
tion's credibility and to counteract the confu
sion stemming from the cacophony of official 
and unofficial voices is for the executive branch 

to share more information with Congress and 
the Americari public. At present, the foreign 
affairs, armed services, and intelligence com
mittees of both the House and the Senate are 
informed, on a classified basis, of any specific 
understandings reached in the SALT sec. The 
two intelligence committees also have access to 
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1:inhnrr, 

the d:1ssifi1·d lll!lnitming n ·p11rts prq1:1rnl l,y 

the intelligence l·on1111u11ity . In addition, the 
Carter administration issued two 11111.:lassificd 
reports to the public:- dealing. albeit tersely, 
with SALT I compliance anJ S,\LT II \'erifica
tion issues. 

Compliance (lipJomacy with the 
Sovicti- ii- n ('Oll!!'<'l1!-trnl prot't'~!-. 

not a judicial onf>, 

This sharing of information could go con
siderably further. In addition to access to moni
toring reports, appropriate committees nllllcl 
periodical Iv Ill' µil'l'll dassifinl rqiorts l'Xpl :1i11 · 
ing why partiuilar compliance matter~ wuuld 
or would not be raised with the Sm·iets . Clas
sified reports could he sent to Congress not just 
furnishing understandings reached in compli
ance consultations, hut also ~ummarizing the 
issues raised at tho~•: mct·tinµs and t·hc· re
sponses gin·n. The p11lilic 1·1111ld lw i11t11r111nl 
through less detaiil'd. undas~itii:d rq111rts that 
periodicall\' s11111111 :11 i-,nl tlw ,1 nrk Pt r11111pli 
allCl' bodies. Unlih the rq1qrts to ( :11nwcss, 
the public rq,,,rts 11·1111ld ht· rdea~nl only\.\ h1:11 
the issues \\'ere 11r1 11111!,!cr 11111kr consideration 
with the Sm·iets . 

Among th!' risks i111·11l\'cd in greatt·r sharing 
of information is th :11 kaks could compromise 
further intelligence t'ollertinn efforts or n·duce 
the prospl'c!S fm :1 1:onstr11ctin· Sol'iet rt·· 

sponsc. Hut the :1d111iralilr rl'rord of tltt· 
1:1111grcssio11:1l i11tdligc11re l'11m111ittt·cs in salr
g11arding informatic,11 on 1:m·crt intdligcm:e 
operations de1111111str :1tr~ th :11 ,, hen sprci :11 l-f• 
forts arc madl' ronfidrntiality c:rn be prc~cr\"nl. 

A related risk is that the- oftici:,l rdt·ase pf 
p11blic reports could ha,·e an inhibiting effect 
on Soviet participation in compliance discus
sions . The So\'iets attach great importance to 
the sec rule that th e conunis sion's proc t:<'dings 

should be conducted in prirnte . Hut as long as 
L;.S . public reports arc objective and arc not 
released while issue:. are under acti,·e consid
eration, Soviet participation is not likely to be 
affected. The Smict~ rcco!!ni1.c that the al
ternative is likely to he leak~ of a much more 
damaging nature. 
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Pr111111 ►ti11~ puhlir confidrnrc :ind 11ndcr

st :111di11~ ,, ill depend not just on the lJUantity of 
infor111:ll ion shared, hut on its bal:111<.:c and oh

jccti\'it~· - This may inrnlvc resisting pressures 

from differing directions . On the one hand, 

there may be a tendency at times to want to 
hold back on troublcsomt· but inconclusive in
fornwtion or to minimize its worrisome char

acter. But as long as reliable procedures exist 
to prescn·e confidentiality, the information, 
warts and :ill . shoulrl be shared . In any event, 

attempts to control or manipulate the informa

tion are bound to fail-to be exposed by dis

gruntled bureaucrats . 
On the other hand , the administration 

should resist pressure, to portray Soviet com

pliance beha\'ior in a ,vorse light than is war
ranted hy the availabl e facts . Uncomfortable as 

it may be politically to appear to be defending 
or rationali?,ing Soviet behavior, the adminis

tration shou Id provide a forthright explan2;-ion 

when the Soviets do in fact have a valid position 
and \\'hen the United States would be justified 

in dropping a matter or accepting a compro

mise . Lr:n·i11!,! the Congress and public with a 
1n,rse impres~ion of Sm·iet beha\·ior than war

rn11ted would only s1d>jcet the administration 

to criti c ism later for an inability to rectify the 
perceived misconduct . 

l,ii· i11g u:ith Uncertainty 

The Re;iµan administration has made clear 

that verifi cation and compliance will be central 
clements in its approach to arms control. In a 

J11l y 19H I speech outlining the administration's 
basic principles in the field of arms control , 

Haig empha sizc-d that aweemcnts must contain 
cffectin· 111 e:111s of \Trifi c nion and mechanisms 
for scruring compli :rn cc . " Unverifiable agree
ment s ," he said , "only increase uncertainty , 

tensions . and risks. " Ros tow underlined the 

importance attached to verification · and com
pliance by d ev0ting one of the admini stra
tion's first contacts with the Soviets on arms 
control - hi s :\ug11st 21 meeting with Charge 

d 'affaires Aleksandr Bessmertnykh-to a pre
sent.1tio11 of l 1.S. thinking on the subject. 

It is !-!o"d that the ad111inistration has set its 
s igl1ts hi ).!h in the area of verification and com
pliancl'. B11t both th e administration and the 

Arncrir:111 p1il1lir ,ho11ld :il so h:11·t· rr:distir ts ·· 

pcctations ah1111t what is acl1irvahlr . In par
ticular, they should rcr11gni1.t· th:11 thac is 110 

such thing as trnuhk-frec i111pk111c11tati11n. 

Gaps in U.S . monitoring cap:1l>ilitics and am
biguities in treaty provisions \Viii inevitably 
arise . Agreed sol11tio11s to rornpli :mce problems 
will not always he f1111nd. and those that an: 

found will not lie pcrrcin·d h~- l0 n.-r~·o1H' as 
adequate. And the 11111st candid and thomugh 
reports will not pn' \TIII p11li li 1· disagrrt·nwnts 

in a field as r1H1trm·ersi:il as an11s control. 

The question that must he asked is whether 
the best that can realisticall y he expected is 

good enough . The ans\\'er will depend to a 
large extent 011 whrthrr thl' S11vil't l 111i1111 ll'ill 

be prepared to relax its habi t ual resistance to 
the sharing of informatinn needed to build c<m

fidence and a,·oid compliance difficulties. And 

it will depend on whether the United States 

will be prepared to lin: with the unaP>idahle 
residual unccrtaintit''i in thc- compli:inrr pror
ess :111d \1·irh s11l11tions th :lt :llT nft\'ll less th :1n 

full v satisfartorv . . . 
111 a mon· l,;1sir srn,r . thr ans\\Tf' \I ill de 

pend on the ,·:1l11c th:it the t\\'u rountrie, place 
on arms cont rnl. If thev both hclinc their na

tional interests can he scn·eri by negotiating 

and adhering to nrms control :igreemcnts . they 
will ha\'e the incentive to adopt the pragmatic 
and constru cti\T apprci:1c hc,; needed to mak<: 
the implemrntation prflres~ function reason

ably well, e\·cn \\'ith it ~ inherent shortcomings . 

But if either or hoth f)f th em dn not feel t hcy 

ha\'t• an 'import :111t stake in tht· conclusion and 
contin11ed opcration of arms control :1grc1·
llH't1ts. the pr11rr,s ,, 1lt-,1innl tn f:1il 1111 

matter what cff'>rts arc 1111Hlc to try to i111pn1\-C 

qn recent expcri cnce . 
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III 

VERIFICATION OF ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS 

What technical capabilities exist to verify compliance with arms 
control agreements? 

What verification problems have been created by new weapons 
developments? 

85 

Is there a need for on-site inspection to verify compliance with 
some arms control agreements? What are the prospects for agreement 
on such methods? 

·A. Technical Feasibility 

The importance of modern remote veri.fica tion techniques• including 
but not limited to photo-reconnaissance satellites. cannot be overstated. 
Without these techniques. first employed in the early 1960s, recent arms 
control agreements probably could not have been reached. For years prior 
to the development and improvement of satellite monitoring. efforts to 
negotiate arms control agreements foundered because of mutual suspicion and 
demands by the U.S.--to which the Soviets were unwilling to agree--for 
on-site inspection. In 1955. President Eisenhower tried to break this 
impasse by offering his "Open Skies" proposal. The President hoped an 
arrangement whereby both the U.8. and the Soviet Union were permitted to 
fly over each other's territory and observe one another's military 
installations would serve as a confidence-building measure and permit 
successful arms control negotiations. The Soviets however, rejected this 
prpposal as a thinly veiled attempt to gather nuclear-targeting data. 
However, beginning in 1956 the U.S. unilaterally opened Soviet skies by 
conducting overflights with U-2 reconnaissance aircraft. After many 
unsuccessful attempts, the Soviets finally shot down a U-2 over their 
territory in 1960. causing a major :f.nternational incident. This was not 
~he first or only incident of its kind. although it is the best known. 
Many U.S. intelligence gathering aircraft have been shot down around the 
periphery of the Soviet Union over the years. Reconnaissance satellites 
have largely replaced such flights, although aircraft which fly just 
outside Sov:f.et borders are still used to collect special kinds of 
information. More important is the fact that arms control agreements made 
legitimate the use of reconnaissance satellites for verification have been 
accepted by both sides. 

The reprint e d _ma t er i n l whi c h fo llows is t a k e n fr om the Se pt embe r 
1982 issue of the Federation of American Scientists Public Interest Report. 
Existing U.S. capabilities to verify Soviet military acfivity are 
summarized, including imaging reconnaissance satellites, electronic 
reconnaissance satellites, and various ocher surve:f.llance and monitoring 
systems. Also presented is an analysis by the F.A.S. of how a FREEZE could 
be verified, including a checklist indicating which intelligence s ystems 
would be used to monitor each of the three FREEZE components: testing, 
production, and deployment. 
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From the Federation of American Scientists Public Interest Report Vol. 35, 

No. 7, Sept. 1982. 

"KH-11". 

National Te.chnical Means* 
Imaging Reconnaissance Satellites 

The KH-11 satellite won fame in 1978 when CIA 
employee William Kampiles went to jail for selling its in
terpretation manual to Soviet agents. The big spacecraft, 
which probably weighs about 10,300 kilograms, usually 
flies at altitudes of about 300 to 600 kilometers. That 
means that its imaging system probably returns fairly wide
area pictures of the ground. But if it also carries longer 
focal-length telescopes, it could zoom in on more in
teresting targets for greater detail. The "ground resolu
tion "-meaning the smallest size of objects distin
guishable-of KH-11 images is probably between 2 and 5 
meters, depending on what assumptions we make about its 
telescopes and sensors. 

The military virtue of the KH-11 is that it operates near
ly in "real time." It doesn't use cameras with photo
graphic film, but instead forms images on an electronic 
focal plane. A scan11ing mirror sweeps across the satellite's 
field of view, and the light from the mirror registers on the 
focal plane as a series of electrical impulses which become 
digital "bits" of data, either recorded for later playback or 
directly transmiJted to the earth stations of the U.S. Air 
Force Satellite Control Facility. It is possible, but not cer
tain, that KH-11 data is beamed upward to the satellites of 
the Air Force Satellite Data System, from which it is 
relayed to ground stations. In any case, the Satellite Con
trol Facility Remote Tracking Station in yreenland can 
pick up KH-11 sign'als min'utes after the satellite has passed 
over the Soviet Union. Again via the Satellite Data System 
satellites, the Remote Tracking Station can pass the data 
immediately to th~ Air Force satellite headquarters in 
Sunnyvale, California for further processing. Because this 
is a CIA-owned satellite, at some point the images go to 
CIA headquarters for analysis. 

Most likely the sensors on the KH-11 are multi
spectral-they 'rorm images in several bands of visible and 
infra-red light. These images can carry information that is 
just as valuable as the details of size and shape produced 
by the finer resolution of "close-look" photographs, as we 
shall see below. The KH-11 satellites keep recording im
ages and transmitting data until their. maneuvering fuel 
runs out-which takes upwards of two years. The U.S. 
seems to keep two of these spacecraft operating at any one 
time. 

"Big Bird" 
The "Big Bird" satellite,primarily an Air Force vehicle, 

stays up about six months, weighs about 11,000 kilograms, 
and flies somewhat lower than the KH-11-between about 
160 and 280 kilometers. Maneuvering at lower altitudes, 
where some air resistance against the vehicle accumulates, 
probably uses up a good deal of thruster fuel. But the main 
limit on the satellite's lifetime is its use of old-fashioned 
photographic film to record images. The satellite surveys 
larger areas with a camera developed by Kodak that 
develops the film on board and then transmits a television
scanned imaize of the develooed nicture_ Th,. s:itt>llitt> :ilc:n 

carries a few (some say 4, others 6) film pods that it can 
send back to earth for development. These are no doubt 
used to have the satellite take a more detailed look at 
specially chosen targets. 

"Close-look" 
A third type of imaging satellite can take quite close-up 

pictures, resolving objects on the ground which are 
perhaps six inches across. This "close-look" satellite can 
swoop in to altitudes as low as 80 or 90 rniles, photo
graphing the ground with color film. The film is released 
on command for re-entry and then caught in mid-air by 
special airplanes based in Hawaii. The close-look satellites 
run out of fuel and film more quickly than the other types, 
and they usually stay in orbit for 60 days or so. 

Since the "Big Bird" became available, the Air Force 
has flown the close-look satellites much less than before 
and apparently is almost out of them. The most recent 
went into orbit at the end of February, 1980. According to 
the trade press, both the "Big Bird" and the close-look 
satellites will be replaced in 1984 with a large satellite that 
will have a long lifetime and take very detailed pictures as 
well. 

ELECTRONIC RECONNAISSANCE 
"Ferret" 

From time to time, when the Air Force launches a Big 
Bird, it attaches a much smaller satellite which jumps up to 
a higher orbit, over 400 miles up. This smaller satellite 
probably collects information about Soviet radar, in
dicating what frequencies and types of signals the Soviets 
are using to watch out for incoming planes and missiles. 
Since the U.S. has flown very few of these in recent years, 
one might speculate that the Big Bird or the KH-1 I can col
lect some of the same· types of information. 

''Rhyolite-Chalet'' 
The United States has also sent up a series of geosyn

chronous satellites-they revolve around the equator once 
every 24 hours , thus hovering over one spot-for intel
ligence purposes. In a spy ttial a few years ago, this type of 
satellite was identified as "Rhyolite," although the name 
has probably changed by now (the ne~ name may_ be 
"Chalet") . The Rhyolite type of satellite collects the tele
metry-the information on rocket performance-sent 
back by Soviet missiles :,,;hen they are tested . It may pick 
up other kinds of military communications inside the 
Soviet Union as well. 

A likely candidate for the most recent satellite in the 
Rhyolite series is one launched in Mai-ch, 1981. It probably 
has more sens.itive listening devices than the earlier ver
sions. Senator John Glenn, who in I 979 expressed doubts 
about the verifiability of the SALT II agreements, now 
says he think_s new developments do make them verifiable. 
In 1979, Secretary of Defense Brown said that in a year or 
so we could replace the ·eavesdropping capabilities we lost 
in Iran. Apparently we have. (We also have ground-based 
listening posts in China.) 

OCEAN RECONNAISSANCE 

The Navy has another kind of electronic intelligence 
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satellite for monitoring the oceans. These satellites fly in a 
series of four-a "mother ship" and three sub-satellites 
nearby. By detecting the radar and communications signals 
of ships from more than one receiving point, the Navy can 
locate the ships. If necessary, the imaging reconnaissance 
satellites or aircraft could be assigned to take pictures. 

"UNKNOWN" 
In January, 1982, the U.S. launched yet another type of 

intelligence satellite, one from which apparently three sub
satellites split off. This set of satellites flies at about 360 
miles up, not 600 like the ocean reconnaissance type. And 
while the plane of the ocean reconnaissance satellite orbit 
is inclined about 62.5 degrees to the equator, the inclina
tion of this new type is 97 degrees. That brings the satellites 
closer to the poles and allows them to cover more of the 
earth's surface. They would have a better view of the 
Soviet naval ports north of the Arctic circle than do pres
ent U.S. ocean reconnaissance satellites. 

MISSILE WARNING 
Defense Support Program (DSP) 

With 3 satellites in geosynchronous orbit (1 over the 
Eastern Hemisphere and 2 over the Western Hemisphere) 
the DSP system provides early warning of ICBM and 
SLBM launches by infrared detection of rocket plumes. 
The satellites also carry visible light detectors and radiation 
sensors for detecting nuclear explosions and provide 
surveillance of missile test launches. 

NUCLEAR EXPLOSION DETECTION 
"Vela Hotel" 

Launched in the l 960's into orbits 60,000 miles up, these 
satellites carried "bangmeters," or nuclear explosion 
detectors for monitoring the atmosphere and space for 
violations of the partial test ban treaty. The last working 
pair of these satellites still provide some data. 
Defense Support Program 

The U.S. missile early warning satellites also have some 
ability to detect the electromagnetic radiation from nuclear 
explosions. 
Global Positioning System (GPS) 

The new military navigation system satellites also carry a 
system called "IONDS"-the Integrated Operational 
Nuclear Detection System. Combinations of signals from 
the ultra-violet and x-ray sensors whjch will eventually be 
carried by all 18 of the GPS satellites will give the precise 
locations, using time of flight measurements, of any 
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere or in space out to 
11,000 miles. 
Seismic Sensors 

Seismic stations around the globe detect underground 
nuclear explosions. In connection with the incomplete 
draft treaty for a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 
the Soviet Union has agreed to the placement of additional 
unmanned stations on Soviet soil. 

UNDERWATER ACOUSTIC 
SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 

The U.S. Navy has the world's oceans virtually "wired 
for sound," using both seabed and mobile acoustic sen-

sors. These are useful not only for keeping tabs on nuclear
capable Soviet ships but also for detecting any nuclear tests 
in the oceans. 

GROUND-BASED MONITORING POSTS 
The U.S. Intelligence Community maintains a network 

of electronic "listening posts" and test observation radars 
near most of the major Soviet missile-testing areas. For ex
ample, posts in Turkey monitor the IRBM and develop
mental SLBM testing range at Kapustin Yar, while two 
listening posts in Sinkiang, China's western-most province 
bordering on Soviet Central Asia, monitor the main ICBM 
test complex at Tyuratam. Listening posts in Norway 
monitor operational tests of SLBMs fired from submarines 
in the White Sea. Additional facilities are believed to exist 
at other locations. 

OTHER SPECIAL RADARS 
Soviet test warheads descending to their impact areas on 

the Kamchatka Peninsula or in the Western Pacific are 
tracked during the high-altitude portion of their flights by 
the giant "Cobra Dane" phased-array radar at Shemya 
Air Force Station, Alaska, and during their near-earth tra
jectories by the shipborne "Cobra Judy" phased-array 
radar. 

PLANES AND SHIPS 
SR-71, U-2, and TR-1 Aircraft 

These high-altitude reconnaissance platforms, based in 
the United States, Europe, and Japan, fly along coastlines 
and border areas of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact na
tions, peering into the foreign territory with side-looking 
radars, cameras, and electronic intelligence receivers. 
Electronic Intelligence Submarines and Ships 

So-called "Holystone" submarines- Los Angeles-class 
nuclear attack submarines specially configured for signal 
and communications intelligence missions, eavesdrop 
along the coastlines of the USSR. Intelligence-gathering 
surface ships overtly perform a similar mission. 

HUMINT 
Intelligence analysts also garner information from 

agents, defectors, emigres, defense attaches, businessmen, 
tourists, and from the painstaking collation and sifting of 
published literature. 

ON-SITE INSPECTION 

Under the Protocol to the 1974 Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, the Soviet 
Union and the United States agreed to detailed "on-site" 
inspection procedures whose general principles were car
ried over into the negotiations for a comprehensive ban on 
all nuclear tests. While not immediately available to the in
telligence community to assist in verifying agreements, 
such inspection arrangements are clearly not as far out-of
reach as they once were. 

In verifying the delivery vehicle and nuclear warhead 
production bans which could be a part of a far-reaching 
comprehensive nuclear freeze agreement, on-site verifica
tion would be selectively employed to further in
vestigate-with the intent of definitively identifying-am
biguous activities which are detected by national means but 
whose explanation remains unclear. D 
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VERIFICATION OF A MODEL FREEZE: 
MONITORING TASKS 

A comprehensive freeze on the testing, production, and 
deployment of nuclear weapons and their primary delivery 
vehicles could be broken into seven key provisions which 

· are distinct for the purposes of negotiation and analysis 
but interlocking and mutually reinforcing from the 
perspective of verification: 

(1) a freeze of "indefinite duration" (like the ABM 
Treaty), without modernization,• on the deployment of 
ICBMs, SLBMs, IRBMs, and (if necessary) GLCMs; 

(2) a numerical freeze- permitting modernization and 
one-for one replacement of delivery vehicles, but with no 
increase or modernization of weapons load-on strategic 
bombers, other "dual-capable" aircraft assigned a nuclear 
role, nuclear-armed ships and subs, and nuclear artillery 
and battlefield missiles; 

(3) a prohibition on the flight testing of "new" or sig
nificantly modified ballistic missiles, and a low limit on the 
number of operational ballistic missile flight tests; 

(4) a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) on nuclear explo
sions; 

(S) a shut-down of existing main assembly facilities for 
intercontinental, submarine-launched, and intermediate
range ballistic missiles, and a prohibition on the transfer of 
this activity to other sites;• 

(6) a shut-down of existing key nuclear component 
fabrication and final assembly facilities for nuclear 
weapons, and a prohibition on the transfer of this activity 
to other sites; and 

(7) the international inspection and installation of 
safeguards at all nuclear facilities to permit a verifiable 
cutoff of weapons-grade nuclear materials production and 
the conversion or disposal of existing stockpiles. 
I. The Deployment Freeze. Few would dispute that a 
freeze on the number of deployed strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles can be adequately verified. Soviet missiles are 
unambiguously identified with either fixed ICBM laun
chers, in the case of large liquid-fueled ICBMs, or easily 
counted submarines, in the case of submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles. As Secretary Brown testified during July 
1979 Senate hearings on ratification of the SALT II Trea
ty, "We have high-confidence in our ability to monitor the 
number of fixed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and 
heavy bombers ("high-confidence" means a counting er
ror of 100/o or less- see chart). Brown noted that ICBM 
silos are " readily identifiable during construction, and 
take a year or more to build." 

The missiles themselves, he reported, "require extensive 
support facilities , including missile handling equipment, 
checkout and maintenance facilities, survivable com
munications, and nuclear warhead handling, storage, and 
security facilities . Our intelligence collectors regularly ex
amine the existing ICBM fields, but in addition they also 
conduct extensive surveys of the Soviet Union at periodic 
intervals for evidence of additional ICBM activity. The in
telligence community judgment is that we would detect a 
Soviet effort to deploy a significant number of excess fixed 
ICBM launchers even if they departed substantially from 

RANGES OF MONITORING AND 
DETECTION CONFIDENCE 
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90 
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OF 100 
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50 
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0 
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0 

10 

25 

50 
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(COUNTING & 
ME.-.SURING) 

90 
._ __________ 100 

Chart provided by Secretary of Defense Harold Brown to in
dicate the ranges of monitoring and detection confidence afford
ed by U.S. "National Technical Means" of verification. 

their current deployment practices." In other words, even 
if the Soviets were to deploy their missiles in salt mines or 
grain elevators, U.S. ability to monitor ICBM-associated 
support, transport, communications, · and security 
measures guarantees a high probability of detection. 

"Turning to SLBMs," Brown testified, "we monitor the 
launch, fitting out, and sea trials of each submarine. We 
also monitor Soviet ballistic missile submarines at opera
tional bases, at sea, and at overhaul facilities. In addition, 
we search for evidence of SSBN-related activity at other 
facilities, and we monitor naval activities generally with a 
wide range of intelligence collection systems. We are confi
dent we can monitor closely the number of SLBM laun
chers." 

As for strategic bombers, Brown said, they are "large in 
size, built at a small number of plants, and deployed at a 
limited number of operational bases which are closely 
monitored. The total inventory of heavy bomber-type air
craft can be monitored with confidence." 

Potential prohibitions on major modernizations (e.g., 
adding a new stage, more reentry vehicles, etc.) and system 
replacement for new production are primarily verifiable 
through monitoring other aspects of the Soviet weapons 
program, for the simple reason that before a new missile or 
reentry vehicle can be installed in a si lo, it must first be 
developed, tested, and produced. Under one scheme, the 
only replacement permitted would be for missiles fired in 
operational tests, and since no new production would be 
allowed under a freeze, this would foster a tendency to 
conserve missiles, leading to few tests and therefore few 
"opportunities" for replacement. However, since 
transporting a Soviet missile from its storage area and 
loading it into a silo requires, according to official 
testimony, "a minimum of two or three days," there is a 
significant chance that missile replacement in violation of 
the freeze would be detected by imaging reconnaissance 
satellites. 

•Sec box entitled " Sl)ould Limited Production and Replacement be 
Permitted?" 
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VERIFICATION OF A NUCLEAR 

INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS 

MONITORING TASKS: 

I. Deployment Freeze 
A. Count fixed ICBM/IRBM launchers• 
B. Count mobile ICBM/IRBM/GLCM launchers• 
C. Count SLBM launchers• 
D. Count launchers for MIRVed missiles• 
E. Count strategic bombers (incl. ALCM)• 
F. Count other primary nuclear mission aircraft 

(e .g., FB-111, Backfire ... ) 
G. Count nuclear-armed ships/subs (incl. those 

with SLCMs, ASROCs, SUBROCs, ... ) 
H. Count nuclear artillery/battlefield missile units, 

weapon depots 

II. Delivery Vehicle Testing Freeze 
A. To monitor (prohibited) testing of new ICBMs/ 

SLBMs/IRBMs, monitor flight tests of existing 
missiles to detect: 
1. Changes in length, diameter, launch-weight 

and throw-weight (no greater than 5%) 
2. Number of stages/type of propellant (no 

change permitted) 
3. Number of RVs (no increase from maximum 

number tested for each type) 
4. Weight of RVs (no decrease from lightest test 

flown) 
5. RV performance (no increase in ballistic coef

ficient above maximum already tested and no 
maneuvering) 

B. Monitor limit on operational ballistic missile 
flight tests (6 or less per year) 

III. Nuclear Weapons Testing Freeze (CTB) 
A. Detect ambiguous seismic events 
B. Monitor activity/geography at potential test sites 
C. Detect evidence of nuclear explosions on land/in 

sea/air/space 
D. Identify ambiguous events 

IV. Ballistic Missile/Strategic Bomber/SSBN 
Production Freeze* 
A. Monitor shut-down of existing main assembly 

plants and shipyard(s) 
B. Detect ambiguous activity at other facilities 
C. Identify ambiguous activity 

V. Nuclear Warhead Production Freeze 
A . Monitor shut-down of existing key nuclear com

ponent fabrication facilities 
8 . Detect ambiguous activity at additional facilities 
C. Identify ambiguous activity at additional facilities 

VI. Weapons-Grade Nuclear Materials Cutoff 
A. Monitor military nuclear materials production 

facilities 
8 . Detect ambiguous activity at civilian nuclear 

facilities 
C. Identify ambiguous activity 

: lmaaina Electronic Ocean 
R cconnai ssance Reconnaissance Surveillance 

Satellites Satellites Satellites 

X X 
X X 
X X X 
X 
X X 

X X 

X ? X 

X ? 

X X 

X X 

? X 

X 

? ? 

X X X 

X ? ? 

X 
X X 
X ? 

X ? 
X ? 
X ? 

X ? 

X ? 
X ? 

•comprehensive freeze could include a ban on replacement of these systems from new production. 

Xi = indirect assistance in monitoring provision. 

Missile Nuclear Exnlosion 
Warning Sa1clli1es 
Satellite "Vela Hotel" IONDS 

. . 

X 

X X 
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FREEZE: TASKS AND SYSTEMS 

xrection Acoustic Ground Based Test Aircraft 
Ground-based Underwater Monitorina Observation and 
Seismic Sensors Surveillance Posts Radars Ships 

X X 

X X 

? X 

X X X 

' X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X 
. 

X i X X X 

X X 
? ? 

' X X X 

X i Xi Xi -
·• 

? ? 
? ? 

? ? 

HUMINT On 
and Overt Site 
Collection Inspection 

Counting Rule 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X X 

X 
X 

X X 

X 

X 
X X 

Overall Monitorina 
Confidence Level 

(estimate) 

high 
hh?h moderate 
hi2h 
high 

hi2h 

high moderate 

high moderate 

high moderate 

moderate-high moderate 

high moderate 

high 

high moderate 

high 

high 

hi2h moderate 
high moderate r 

high moderate 
moderate-high moderate 

high 

moderate 
low-high 

high 
low-moderate 

low-high 

high moderate-high 

low-moderate 
low-high 
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Lesser modifications to the missile might be accomplish
ed in less time and be considerably harder to detect, given 
that routine maintenance, including replacement of def ec
tive components, would be permitted under a freeze. Thus 
a prohibition on major modifications to existing missiles 
would be verifiable chiefly as a consequence of monitoring 
the testing prohibitions of the freeze agreement. 

A f ree~e on mobile ICBMs and I RB Ms, "while more 
difficult than counting silos," Brown testified, "is a 
manageable task. 

"For example, the Soviets are now deploying the mobile 
SS-20 IRBM, and we can estimate the number of launchers 
deployed with reasonable confidence. If the Soviets made 
special efforts to conceal mobile ICBM launchers, or if 
they deployed a system without central support facilities, 
the uncertainties could be larger. But covert deployment of 
a force on a scale large enough to be militarily significant 
would be a formidable task, requiring successful conceal
ment of a large number of deployed launchers, and of their 
production, support and training exercises as well, and 
deployment without central support facilities would entail 
operational disadvantages." 

While complaining about the novel "instability" caused 
by the Pentagon's alleged inability to target the "highly 
mobile" SS-20s, the Reagan administration has issued 
regular updates on the exact number of SS-20 launchers 

THE SYSTEMS CAN WORK TOGETHER 
The different types of reconnaissance systems, both 

imaging and electronic, can be used in conjunction with 
one another to improve the information "take." For ex
ample, the Defense Meteorological Satellites (not men
tioned above) can let the controllers of the imaging 
satellites know when the areas they want to survey are 
free of cloud-cover, so that satellite maneuvers can be 
made and the cameras turned on. Analysts of the-digital 
images from the KH-11 may find new missile sites of 
special interest that they want the Big Bird to take a 
closer look at, or that justify an even closer look by the 
high-resolution film-return satellites. 

The detection of a missile launch by early warning 
satellite over the Eastern Hemisphere could help the 
radar operators in the North Pacific to prepare to 
monitor the re-entry into the atmosphere of Sovi~t test 
warheads. 

Navy analysts might combine information taken from 
pictures of Soviet ports, the signals recei-ved by ocean 
reconnaissance satellites, data from their extensive 
underwater acoustic sensor system, and sightings from 
ships and aircraft to keep close tabs on Soviet naval 
deployments. 

Those who observe Soviet rocket tests might first 
learn that a test is under preparation from KH-11 im
ages, then pick up the telemetry from the test using the 
"Rhyolite" satellite, then observe the re-entry vehicles 
(missile warheads) from a special radar ship in the 
North Pacific. 

deployed and the number of SS-20 sites at various stages of 
completion, even to the extent of having sufficient con
fidence to accuse the Soviets of violating their own 
unilateral SS-20 European deployment freeze by com
pleting construction of bases begun before the freeze took 
effect. Clearly, a deployment freeze on at least this current 
generation of Soviet IRBMs is adequately verifiable. 

All these conditions apply to the threatened potential 
unverifiability of ground-launched cruise missiles as well. 
Although the missiles themselves are small and probably in 
some cases not directly accessible to counting, they will be 
embedded in transport, security and launch-control 
systems that is monitorable, and during peacetime they will 
be deployed in main operating bases which can be surveyed 
from aircraft and satellites. 

II. A Numerical Freeze on Dual-Capable Launch Plat
forms and Delivery Vehicles. To prevent circumvention of 
the freeze and diversion of superpower energies into a 
destabilizing tactical/theater-nuclear arms race, a freeze 
on the numbers and payloads of such systems would be 
desirable. However, because many of these systems per
form both conventional and nuclear missions, and their 
production and support systems are intimately connected 
to those for conventional weapons, a freeze on replace
ment and modernization of these systems does not seem 
politically feasible for the immediate future. 

What would be feasible in the near term would be to 
freeze the current inventories of such weapons by type, for 
example: long-range strategic bombers (B-52/B-l; Bear, 
Bison/new Soviet bomber); peripheral attack bombers 
(F-111, Backfire); long-range nuclear-certified attack air
craft (e.g., A-6, Blinder); nuclear-armed attack sub
marines (SSN-688, Charlie/ Alfa classes) nuclear-cruise 
missile-equipped surface ships (Iowa, Kirov); and nuclear 
artillery /battlefield missiles (8-inch, 155mm artillery, 
Lance, Pershing 1-A, Frog, Scud and Scaleboard missiles). 
Also frozen would be the nuclear payloads of such 
systems. One-for-one replacement and modernization of 
the delivery vehicles could be permitted, and transfer of 
deployed or currently stockpiled weapons to these new 
platforms could be allowed, but with no increase in 
weapons load. 

According to one retired member of the intelligence 
community, each side has a fairly good idea of which 
forces on the other side actually are assigned a nuclear mis
sion, as opposed to being theoretically "capable" of per
forming one. Special training, communications, opera
tions, and security measures accompany the deployment of 
"nuclear-certified" units in the field, making moderate-to
high-confidence verification of a numerical freeze on these 
systems quite feasible. In addition to imaging and elec
tronic reconnaissance satellites, both countries maintain 
ocean surveillance satellites to keep track of world-wide 
naval deployments, and the United States has the added 
benefit of information gleaned from a unique worldwide 
acoustic surveillance system. 

Deployments of theater and tactical nuclear weapons in 
and around Europe, the key area of confrontation for 
these systems, are also monitored by SR-71, U2R, and 
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other reconnaissance aircraft which overfly border areas 
and peer into Eastern Europe, monitoring activity at 
known nuclear weapons storage sites, and looking for 
signs of additional sites and dual-capable units. National 
Security Agency and military intelligence "listening posts" 
also gather vital signal (SIGINn and communications 
(COMINn electronic intelligence (ELINT) about the loca
tions and operations of dual-capable units. 

Based on our own intelligence analysis of Soviet dual
capable weapons payload capabilities, a common data 
base could be established with the Soviets on which 
systems should be included, and maximum allowable 
weapons load counting rules could be developed to ease 
verification tasks. For example, if one version of the 
Backfire can carry more weapons than another, then all 
versions might be considered as carrying the larger 
weapons load. The nuclear weapons themselves could not 
be modernized or replaced with newly produced versions. 
This provision would be verifiable mainly through the 
freeze on warhead production, which would preclude a 
supply of new warheads for tactical and theater systems. 

Many observers have expressed the concern that the 
widespread deployment of cruise missiles threatens to 
make the freeze unworkable. Although cruise missiles are a 
legitimate cause for concern, they do not represent that 
great a departure from previous systems. It has already 
been suggested above how the deployment of GLCMs 
might be frozen and verified in a manner similar to mobile 
IRBMs. 

Because deployed ALCMs must be attached to aircraft, 
which can be monitored with high confidence, ALCM 
deployment could be frozen and reliably monitored under 
a freeze, particularly if the parties adopted rules, as in 
SALT II, limiting ALCM deployments to heavy bombers. 

SHOULD LIMITED PRODUCTION AND 
REPLACEMENT BE PERMITTED? 

In the view of many freeze advocates, the main pur
pose of the freeze is to halt the arms race rather than to 
eliminate the deterrent, in whole or in part, by 
degrading its reliability or otherwise diminishing its ef
fectiveness. A conscious process of disarmament 
through year-by-year reductions in existing arsenals is 
the usual approach to reducing the size and destruc
tiveness of the nuclear deterrent. 

It is within this context, then, that the question arises 
as to ·how much replacement of worn-out weapons 
should be permitted under a freeze so as to preserve the 
deterrent's effectiveness pending disarmament. If, at 
the time a freeze goes into effect, both sides have ade
quate stockpiles of reserve missiles, permitting replace
ment could still be consistent with the shut-down of 
main missile assembly facilities. But it is also possible 
that either or both sides would insist on maintaining a 
capacity for producing spare missiles as a hedge against 
aging, technical failures, and breakdown of the treaty 
regime. 

TRW " Vela-Hotel" nuclear explosion detection satellite. 

However, for a host of reasons-including Soviet 
dependence on a variety of short- and medium-range cruise 
missiles, difficulties in distinguishing between shorter- and 
longer-range versions, the fact that they use technologies 
and components in common with conventional weapons 
and can in theory be assembled in any one of thousands of 
light manufacturing facilities, and because their testing is 
not easily monitored- it will probably prove difficult to in
clude cruise missiles in the nuclear delivery vehicle produc
tion and testing bans. 

(Continued on page 10) 

If production of spares for currently deployed missile 
systems were allowed to continue under a freeze, assur
ing that this output would not become a proxy for ma
jor modernization should still be possible through close 
monitoring of the testing restraints which would be part 
of any freeze agreement. However, foreclosing the op- • 
tion of production for replacement as well as for moder
nization would make the prohibited modernization of 
deployed or stockpiled missiles that much easier to 
verify. 

Likewise, a ban on the modernization or replacement 

of strategic nuclear submarines and bombers could be 
included in a freeze agreement, but in their primary role 
as launch plat/ orms for delivery vehicles (SRA Ms, 
cruise missiles, SLBMs), they do not represent the cut
ting edge of the current arms race. As long as their 
number and payloads were frozen, bombers and sub
marines themselves could be replaced or even moderniz
ed without severe repercussions on the stability of the 
strategic balance. If only as a tremendous cost-saving 
measure, however, their inclusion might be desirable. 
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Their deployment can be effectively hemmed in, how
·ever. The shutdown of nuclear warhead production facili
ties will, at a minimum, drastically curtail the number of 
cruise missiles which potentially could be armed with 
nuclear warheads. Those nuclear ALCM and GLCM de
ployments existing at the time a freeze enters into force can 
be frozen and monitored effectively. That leaves the prob
lem of · what to do about SLCMs-sea-launched cruise 
missiles. 

Deployment of nuclear-armed SLCMs on submarines 
and surface ships could be restricted to those ships and 
subs which were commonly identified as having a nuclear 
role at the time the freeze is negotiated. Under the warhead 
production segment of the freeze, no new warheads could 
be produced for these systems, but, for example, existing 
warheads in the tactical airdrop inventory, such as B-61 
bombs, could be redeployed on SLCMs, provided that for 
each eligible sub or surface combatant so equipped, the 
equivalent in weapons delivery capability is retired from 
whatever force gave up these weapons. As a purely 
hypothetical example, one squadron of A-6 carrier attack 
planes, or Blinder bombers, might be exchanged for the 
payload equivalent in attack subs armed with SLCMs. In 
other words, a technologically and numerically frozen, but 
free-floating, population of warheads might be 
redeployed, under agreed "exchange rates" based on real 
payload-carrying capacities, on a numerically frozen, but 
replaceable and upgradeable inventory of "dual-capable" 
delivery vehicles. 

Finally, the deployment of conventially-armed long
range cruise missiles on vessels not included in the theater 
nuclear forces of either side might be prohibited in the in
terest of easing the task of verification. 

III. Delivery Vehicle Testing Freeze. The verification of a 
ban on the testing of new missiles and major modifications 
to existing missiles could be accomplished under a freeze 
much the way it would have been under the SALT II Trea
ty. A set of percentage changes in key missile size and per
formance parameters would be agreed upon as constituting 
the boundary between "old" (permitted) and "new" (ban
ned) missile testing. Over an extended test series of 20 to 30 
firings required to validate a new design of major modifi
cation, · these limits could be monitored with high con
fidence using a broad array of collection systems, in
cluding imaging and ELINT sateilites, ground-based 
listening posts, test observation radars , and high-flying 

SR-71/U2R aircraft. 
A limit on the number of operational tests would be 

monitored by these and other systems, including the DSP 
early warning satellites and ocean surveillance satellites. 

IV. A Comprehensive Test Ban. During the Carter admin
istration, the United States, the Soviet Union, and the 
United Kingdom reached agreement on the broad issues in
volved in verifying a test ban agreement, but at least half 
the "details" of the verification scheme remain to be 
worked out. Agreement was reached, however, on placing 
unmanned seismic monitors on the territory of each of the 
three parties in such a way as to gather seismic data from 

ACRONYM GUIDE 
ALCM-Air-1..aunched Cruisr Missile 
COMINT-Communications Intelligence 
CTB-Comprehensin Test Ban 
DSP-Ddensr /Support Program (satellite) 
ELINT-Eltttronic Intelligence 
GLCM-Ground-Launched Cruise Missile 
GPS-Global Positioning System (satellite) 
HUMINT-Human lntelligencr 
ICBM-lntrrcontinental Ballistic Missile 
IRBM-lntrrmrdiate Range Ballistic Missile 
NTM-National Trchnical Mrans (of verification) 
SIGINT-Signal lntelligencr 
SLBM-Submarine-1..aunchrd Ballistic Missile 
SLCM-Sra-Launchrd Cruisr Missile 
SRAM-Short-Range Attack Missile (open bombrn) 
SSBN-Sub-Surface Ballistic Nuclear (missile submarine) 
SSN-Sub-Surface Nuclear (attack submarine) 
SOSUS- Sound Surveillance System 

all possible test sites. These data would not be the sole 
means for verifying compliance with the test ban, but in
stead would be integrated into the worldwide seismic 
monitoring network and, even more importantly, into the 
stream of data coming from other relevant U.S. collection 
systems, including imaging, ELINT and Vela satellites, 
underwater acoustic sensors, and atmospheric sampling 
aircraft to detect signs of "venting." 

It was also agreed during the Carter-era negotiations 
that on-site inspections would be allowed in the case of 
doubts about suspicious events that could not be allayed by 
data exchange and consultation. More precisely, there 
could be a hierarchy of requests and mandatory responses 
that would lead to either an on-site inspection or a prima 
facie case that there was indeed something to hide. In 
short, a comprehensive test ban would be adequately 
verifiable. Debate on this point more often than not 
represents the displaced doubts of CTB opponents 
concerning its desirability, not the ability of U.S. monitor
ing systems to confine cheating under a test ban to occa
sional very-low-yield tests which themselves carry at least 
some risk of detection, if only through agents, emigres, 
and defectors. 
V. Ballistic Missile Production Freeze. According to 
Secretary Brown's 1979 testimony, "our intelligence 
system has enabled us to build a comprehen•sive 
understanding of the Soviet ICBM system from design 

e:e-: 
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Three-view of the SR-71A high alritude reconnofssance aircroft 
operated by the U.S. Strategic Air Command (SAC) 
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IMAGE INTERPRETATION 
Techniques for interpreting pictures taken from the 

air were already highly developed by the end of World 
War II arid probably did not change much during the 
early 1960's when the first spy satellites became 
available. Now, however, the advent of high-speed, 
high-capacity computers has given the image inter
preters a whole new set of tools. 

Traditionally, photo-interpreters have analyzed the 
pictures collected for them by examining the size and 
shape of objects, the shadows they cast, the patterns 
that objects and their surroundings form, the tone or 
shade of the light coming from the objects or their 
background, and the texture of the surfaces. The in
terpreters could then draw both on their own ex
perience and knowledge and on specially designed 
"keys" to draw conclusions about the pictures. The 
key would probably consist of both verbal descrip
tjons and actual pictorial examples of the different 
kinds of installations of military interest. 

For example, the interpreter might see a picture 
with excavations, mine headframes, derricks, piles of 
waste, conveyor belts, bulldozers, power shovels, but 
with just a few buildings. His key would suggest that 
this is a mine. Special kinds of equipment, the tone or 
color of the waste piles and the ore piles, as well as 
knowledge of the local geology might further indicate 
that this was a uranium mine. 

Another picture from a different location might 
show facilities for storing and handling large quan
tities of the same kind of ore observed coming out of 
the mine. Provisions for large sources of heat and 
mechanical energy and particular types of processing 
equipment identify the plant as a uranium mill. (The 
shadows cast by the equipment might help t.o deter
mine its shape and measure its size.) 
' Still another plant, elsewhere, might show 

characteristics of being a highly enriched uranium 
fuel fabrication plant. Besides a few characteristic 
buildings, it would probably have extraordinary 
security arrangements (fences and watchtowers) and 
special' facilities for han"ling radioactive materials. (A 
plutonium reprocessing plant for extracting fis
sionable plutonium from spent nuclear fuel would 
have those features and particular patterns of 
chemical processing equipment and waste . storage 
facilities as well.) From the· science of 
"cratology"-the study of special-purpose con
tainers-the interpreters might get a very good idea of 
where the nuclear fuel was being shipped and why. 

through deployment. We know that the Soviets have four 
design bureaus for the development of their ICBMs. We 
monitor the nature of the projects and the technologies 
pursued at these bureaus. We know which bureau is work
ing on each of the new or significantly modified ICBMs 
known to be under development. We have a reasonably 
good idea of when they will begin flight testing of these 
missiles. Missile production takes place at several main 

Modern image gathering and processing have great
ly refined the traditional art of the photo-interpreter. 
For example, the intepreter doesn't just form a 
general impression of the tone of the light reflected 
from the surfaces in the picture. With digital images, 
he gets an exact measure of the amount of light which 
registered to form each pixel, or dot, making up the 
whole picture. Through "multi-spectral" imaging, the 
analyst has a record of how much light of different 
kinds was reflected, absorbed, scattered,- or emitted 
by the same surface. With that information, the 
analyst can deduce more information about the sur
faces in the picture. Camouflaging and the surroun
ding foliage, for example, would have different spec
tral reflectance properties. 

Computers can take the image information 
gathered by the satellite and further enhance it in a 
variety of ways. Some of the techniques of image pro
cessing include: 

Building multi-colored single images out of several 
pictures taken in different bands of the spectrum, 
making the patterns more obvious; 

Restoring the shapes of objects by adjusting for the 
angle of view and lens distortions; 

Changing the amount of contrast between objects 
and backgrounds; 

Sharpening out-of-focus images; 
Extracting particular features while removing the 

background; 
Enhancing shadows; 
Suppressing glint. 
With two or more images of the same scenes, the 

computers can build three-dimensional "stereo" pic
tures, fit other pictures taken at difference angles onto 
the same grid, and detect how the scene has changed 
from one picture to the next. This change detection is 
useful, for example, in spotting new weapons 
deployments, such as mobile nuclear missile sites. 

The image interpreters can use all these techniques 
to extract more information from the pictures they ex
amine. But the computers can also use the techniques 
to help the interpreters decide which of the many 
thousands of pictures gathered every year to pay more 
attention to. The computers are learning themselves 
to recognize patterns. For example, the computer 
might be fed all the pictures of Soviet ICBM fields and 
told to display only those which show some difference 
with previous pictures; the difference might indicate 
construction of new launch silos. 

assembly plants and at hundreds of subassembly plants, 
employing hundreds of thousands of workers." 

Then-Undersecretary of Defense Wil1iam Perry 
testified, "We monitor the Soviet activity at the design 
bureaus and production plants well enough that we have 
been able to predict every ICBM before it even began its 
tests." 
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Defense Intelligence Agency Director Maj. General 
Richard Larkin and Vice Director for Foreign Intelligence 
Edward M. Collins informed the Joint Economic Commit
tee, in prepared testimony of July 8, 1981, that "there arc 
134 major final assembly plants involved in .producing 
Soviet weapons as end products. In addition, we have iden
tified over 3,500 individual installations that provide sup
port to these final assembly plants." A table accompany
ing their report noted that "missile materiel" was produc
ed in "49 plants," and they provided a table giving a five
year annual breakdown of Soviet missile production by 
type. 

Clearly, our national intelligence system has amassed a 
considerable body of knowledge, over more than 20 years 
of constant observation, concerning the Soviet ballistic 
missile production system. This accumulated stock of 
knowledge, in conjunction with current monitoring 
capabilities, would permit a shutdown of ICBM, IRBM, 
and SLBM main assembly plants to be verified. Given a 
willingness to forego further development of conventional 
bombing capability, and bilateral agreement on what con
stitutes a "long-range strategic bomber," there is no 
technical reason why main bomber assembly plants could 
not also be closed down. And given the present state of 
knowledge and monitoring confidence concerning each 
side's production system, the freeze could very likely be ex
tended to include major subsystem manufacturing 
facilities (e.g., for missile stages and reentry vehicles) as 
well. Since nothing would be coming in or out of these 
facilities in their shut-down condition, any significant 
alteration in their operating status would not long escape 
detection by the variety of sensors deployed on imaging 
reconnaissance satellites. Doubts about the mission of 
facilities not included in the freeze could be resolved, in the 
first instance, by intensive monitoring by national means 
(possibly facilitated by "cooperative measures") and 
subsequently by data exchange and "voluntary" on-site in-
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spections along the lines worked out for the draft Com
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
VI. Nuclear Warhead and Weapons-grade Materials Pro
duction Ban. For perhaps a two-or three-year period, a 
ban on nuclear warhead production could be implemented 
and verified along the same lines as the ballistic missile 
production ban, as it would take at least that long to 
secretly replicate warhead production facilities. The ban 
would involve placing in caretaker status the principal 
nuclear component fabrication and final assembly 
facilities for nuclear warheads and bombs. For example, 
on the U.S. side this would include the unique U-235, 
U-238, and lithium-deuteride "secondary" component 
fabrication facilities at the Y -12 plant in Oak Ridge, 
Tenn., the Rocky Flats "primary" (fission-stage) facility 
outside Denver, Colorado, and the Pantex assembly plant 
near Amarillo, Texas. Similar Soviet facilities no doubt 
have been identified and are already under frequent 
surveillance by U.S. intelligence systems. 

During this warhead production moratorium, agree
ments could be negotiated placing all nuclear facilities and 
materials stockpiles under IAEA safeguards (suitably 
strengthened, if necessary), creating the basis for long
term confidence that the warhead production ban would 
be respected. The CTB system of "voluntary" on-site in
spections to resolve serious treaty-related ambiguities 
could be maintained to buttress the IAEA system of safe
guards, leading to a verifiable cutoff in weapons grade
materials production. D 
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B. Verification Problems and Prospects 
for On-Site Inspection 
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Long-range cruise missiles pose particularly difficult verification 
problems. They can carry either nuclear or conventional warheads, but 
there is no easy way to determine from external inspection the nature of 
their explosive payload. Moreover, their range (as with all aircraft) can 
be altered by changing the payload, fuel load, and/or flight profile. The 
Soviets have not yet deployed long-range air-launched cruise missiles, 
although they may have tested some. However, they do have sea-launched 
cruise missiles with ranges up to and exceeding 800 kilometers. 
Verification of limits on such weapons could be a problem in Phase II of 
the Reagan Administration's START plan. 

The deployment of mobile ICBMs could also pose serious verification 
problems in the future, although U.S. intelligence seems able to ascertain 
(with reasonably high confidence) the number of SS-20 mobile intermediate
range missiles deployed by the Soviets. Verification of limits on such 
weapons, if they are agreed upon, could depend on on-site inspection or 
other cooperative forms of verification. 

As noted at the beginning of the discussion of verification, 
reconnaissance satellites and other remote monitoring technologies have 
made for some time on-site inspection unnecessary. But the issue has 
arisen once again. As arms control agreements become more ambitious and 
the kinds of limits contained in them more detailed, it may be necessary to 
seek agreement on some kinds of on-site inspection. Many Reagan 
Administration officials believe that future progress in arms control will 
be impossible without it. What are the chances for agreement on such 
procedures? 

In the Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations which began in 1977 and 
last conducted in 1980, U.S., British, and Soviet negotiators agreed, at 
least in principle, on procedures which for the first time would permit 
on-site inspection on Soviet territory. In those negotiations the Soviets 
agreed· to the establishment of tamper-proof, remote seismological stations 
on their territory and to on-site inspections of military installations by 
experts to investigate suspicious events. However, the CTB has not been 
completed or signed and ratified, and many key Reagan Administration 
officials seem strongly opposed to it. 

In recent months the Soviets have given some new hints that they 
might be willing to permit on-site inspection. In an interview in the fall 
of 1981, Chairman Brezhne v not e. cl that nationa l me an s of v e rificat ion were 
better suited to a state's security but said that some other (unspecified) 
forms of verification might be worked out. In June 1982, Georgy Arbatov, 
head of the Soviet institute specializing in American affairs, joined 
fifteen members of the independent Commission of Disarmament in 
recommending on-site inspection under some conditions. StilJ another 
positive sign came in the summer of 1982 when Soviet Foreign Min i ster 
Andrei Gromyko offered, for the first time, to place Soviet civi l ian 
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nuclear power reactors under international supervision, something the 
Soviets had refused to allow since the signing of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty in 1968.* 

U.S. negotiators should continue to explore the significance of 
these developments and clarify their meaning. It is one thing to agree to 
on-site inspection in principle, but quite another to agree to concrete 
provisions. Nevertheless, these statements by Soviet leaders give reason 
for optimism that some new forms of verification might be agreeable to the 
Soviets. Of course, it is generally assumed that the Soviets are the only 
significant barrier to agreement on on-site inspection, but as the 
following article by Joel Wit points out, the U.S. too might have trouble 
agreeing to such procedures. 

In the last article of this section, former CIA Director William 
Colby discusses the verifiability of a nuclear freeze. Speaking before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee in June of 1982, Colby argues that 
monitoring Soviet forces and weapons development will be easier with a 
negotiated agreement such as the Freeze than without it. He is optimi~tic 
that the Soviets would agree to the required monitoring provisions and that 
internal political considerations would constrain major violations of 
agreed upon clients. Most importantly, he argues that even if the Soviets 
were to violate an agreement in some small degree undetected by U.S. 
mon i toring, it is unlikely that the balance of power between the 
superpowers would be seriously affected. 

* Washington Times, July 9, 1982. 
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Tf-E CH<ISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR 

Who's 
afraid 

of 
on-site 

inspection? 
By Joel S. Wit 

Recently there have been indications from Soviet officials 
that they are willing to consider on-site inspection as a ·means 
of verification for nuclear arms control agreements. While 
these statements have come as a surprise to some American 
officials. they are in fact part of an evolutionary trend which 
began six years ago. 

After nearly t'wo decades of effectively rejecting on-site 
inspection. the Soviet position began to change in the mid· 
'70s . The Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes. signed in 1976 but never ratified by the 
United States. includes detailed inspection procedures. In a 
memorandum submitted that fall to the United Nations Sec
retary-General. Foreign Minister Gromyko indicated the So
viet Union was willing to consider "voluntary" on-site in· 
spections in connection with any future comprehensive test 
ban. 

The Soviet position continued to evolve during the com· 
prehensive test ban negotiations under the Carter adminis· 
tration. The Russian "voluntary" proposal envisaged that a 
request would be made for an inspection. A refusal could be 
construed as an admission of guilt and as justification for 
withdrawing from the agreement. 

However. the Soviets did not want to work out the details 
of an inspection - for example bow many persons and what 
types of equipment would be allowed - in advance, but only 
on an ad hoc basis. In contrast, the United States wanted 
prior agreement on such details. By the beginning of 1978, 
just after two negotiating rounds, the Soviets agreed to ~ 
consider their approach. By the e9d of the summer of 1978, 
important progress bad been made in deciding which specif· 

• ics could be included in a protocol. The on-site inspection 
discussions then bogged down. as did the talks themselves. 
for other reasons. 

Of course. inspecting nuclear test sites is one thing; in· 
specting actual weapon installations would be another. At the 
moment. it is not clear whether inspections will be a central 
element in the Reagan arms control package although they 
may well be called for as a last resort. Warhead and launcher 
limits can generally be verified using "national technical 
means" such as satellites. 

Other more restrictive provisions might require "cooper· 
ative" measures. For example. a ban on mobile missiles 
might require monitoring devices on each country's soil to 
make sure that these weapons are not roaming the country
side. On-site inspections, such as those visualized under the 
test ban negotiations. could sometimes clear up ambiguities 
which neither national technical means nor cooperative mea· 
sures can deal with . 

While the US has spent a great deal of time arguing over 
whether the Soviets would accept on-site inspections as well 
as other veruication measures beyond national technical 
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means, we need to ask whether the US itself is willing to 
accept such measures. given that the Soviets will demand 
equal rights and are likely to exercise them. The very indi· 
viduals most concerned about Soviet cheating and therefore 
most likely to demand on-site inspections are also likely to 
squinn at the thought of Russian inspection teams operating 
in this country. 

A case in point occurred during the comprehensive test 
ban negotiations. Inter-agency agreement changing the tra· 
ditional requirement for mandatory on-site inspections. in· 
spections-whi.cb could not be refused, was reached only after 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff realized there were places in the US 
wbere they did not want Soviet inspectors poking around. A 
similar problem could arise in the not too distant future if the 

--administration goes ahead with "dense pack" basing for the 
MX missile. Does the Pentagon. or anyone else for that mat· 
ter. want Soviet inspectors going into the tunnels to make 
sure there are no extra missiles? 

The problem of "adequate" verification of a.ens control 
agreements ls not Wtely to fade away. Technological devel· 
opments emphasizing mobility and concealment for nuclear 
weapons to maximize survivability will make monitoring 
treaty compliance more difficult. The political pressures for 
adequate verification ·are not Wtely to decrease. In spite of 
the public's desire to achieve real arms control, support rap
idly evaporates if it ls perceived that the Soviets could violate 
a treaty with Impunity. 

Moreover, if nuclear arsenals are really reduced. confi· 
dence in verification will have to increase since violations 
will acquire greater significance. It is one ~g to .. secreUy 
build 100 extra missiles if each side has 2000 missiles and 
another if each side only bas 200. 

As a result. on-site inspections probably cannot be 
avoided. It is important. however. to maintain a healthy 
skepticism as to their real benefits. Inspections are a deter· 
rent to cheating and are useful for political symbolism. They 
might well not uncover violations by a determined evader. 
According to an old government proverb. "if you need it, you 
can't get It and. lf you get it, you don't need It. " Moreover. 
since inspection ls going to be a two-way street, it could entail 
some real costs. The US tends to assume the Soviet Union 
does not like inspections because it is a closed society. How· 

. ever. when confronted with the real possibility of Soviet in· 
spections bere. many Americans also are not likely to view 
the prospect with much pleasure. 

For all these reasons, b<Jth the US and the Soviet Union 
will have a common interest in approaching inspections in a 
cooperative rather than an adversarial spirit. Neither coun· 
try will particularly Wte inspections but political as well as 
military realities will dktate that they will have to live with 
them 

Joel Wit is a Washingwn-based defense consultant 

Reprinted by permission from The Christi an Science Monitor. 
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Testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 13 May 1982 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM E. COLBY 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to speak to this Commit
tee on the subject of a nuclear freeze and particularly its verifiability. 
The freeze proposal of course, does not suggest unilateral American re
straint but calls for negotiations with the Soviet Union to produce a 
"mutual and verifiable freeze." I believe that this is possible to negoti
ate, that it is in the interest of the United States and that it is also in 
the interest of the Soviet Union. We must interrupt the escalation of 
these weapons by both sides in a contest in which a step by one is inev
itably followed by an equal or greater step by the other. 

On the subject of verification, it is essential to recognize that the 
United States will be monitoring developments in Soviet military forces and 
weaponry whether there is an agreement between these two nations or not. 
The intelligence services of our country are responsible for keeping us 
informed of this potential danger to our society. Admiral Bobby Inman, in 
a recent statement, said that he believes the capabilities of the United 
States with respect to these targets are very high. While I do not have 
access to classified material at this time, I am certain that the quality 
that we had when I was in office, and I am sure the improvement since then, 
fully support his statement. Thus , we are not talking about a new obliga
tion for our intelligence services; they have the obligation of such 
mon i toring today . 

It is equally important to recognize that monitoring Soviet forces 
and weaponry will be eas i er for us with a negotia ted arrangement such a s a 
freeze than i t i s at pres ent. The provisions of SALT I and SALT II both 
contained a number of provisions designed to ease the process of monitoring 
the forces and weapons covered by those agreements. Agreements of non
-concealment, specific numerical limitations, testing and notification 
rules, and provisions for registration of forces all ea8e the problem of 
monitoring Soviet forces. The numerical li111itations linit the number of 
such targets that need to be identified, even though the remaining terri
tory, of cour s e, must be examined to determine possible violations. The 
whole process is ea s ier under ag r eement than it i s in its absence. 

The third important fact is that an agreement provides a vehicle for 
communica ting with the other side about the s e forces, which does not exist 
in its absence. An agreement provides channels f or requests for reassur
ance, clarification of ambiguitie s and actual changes in Sovie t behavior to 
comply with the agreement . In the absence of an agreement, none of these 
exist, end the request for reassurance can be turned off with the same cold 
or propagandist i c respons e tha t the Sovi ets are so f ond of giving with 
respect t o t h i ngs about which t hey have not RHreed. The moni t oring hi s t ory 
of SALT I has presented a number of examples of exactlv such communicat i on 
which have been declassified f or public knowledge . None of the s e would 
have occurred in the ab s ence of tha t agreement. 

A f reeze might indeed r e qu i r e some aJ rlitional i ntelligence cnve ra ge 
in order to be ful]y ver if iable. Our intelligenc e todav provide s gen e r a l 
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estimates of such matters as the production of nuclear weapons, but a 
freeze might call for more precise assurances that such production fully 
stops. The problems of obtaining such assurances, however, can be nego
tiated and additional monitoring arrangements made to provide them. 
Electronic sensors implanted in appropriate places, inspection visits to 
suspected areas, arrangements for third party or neutral determination of 
questions raised, all offer possible vehicles to provide the necessary 
assurances. It is too easy to say that the Soviets would not agree to such 
arrangements as they have dropped their opposition to these kinds of 
procedures when shown the necessity. In the negotiations with respect to 
peaceful nuclear explosions, the Soviets have accepted inspection teams. 
In SALT II, they agreed to report the numbers of their forces. The success 
of electronic sensors in the Sinai between the Egyptians and Israeli 
provide a case history of showing that such devices can operate to reassure 
and lessen suspicions. The Soviets are never going to have the kind of 
open society that we have, nor will there be a Moscow edition of Aviation 
Weekly, but I believe that these issues are subject to negotiation and that 
the Soviets have moved in the necessary direction. 

An agreed freeze would place an additional pressure on the Soviets. 
Publicly asserting adherence to such an arrangement would be known broadly 
within Soviet society and in my view would be generally accepted by the 
people of the Soviet Union for the benefits in American restraint it would 
bring. If the Soviets developed a secret program to violate such an 
agreement, they might hope and plan to escape the various sensing and other 
devices that we employ. They would have to run the risk, however, that 
such a treacherous action would arouse the opposition of a number of the 
Soviet individuals who would have to be involved in such a program--and 
these would be substantial in number. Among these individuals rejecting 
the program, the Soviets would have to anticipate the potential of defec
tion or secret communication of the fact of violation to the American side. 
Colonel Oleg Penkovsky made contact with British and American intelligence 
precisely because he was appalled at the leadership which was conducting 
the affairs of the Soviet Union and the threat that it presented to world 
peace. The Soviets, with all their control machinery, could not be confi
dent that among the large number of people who have to be engaged in a 
substantial scenario of violation, there would not be some who would alert 
the world to Soviet treachery. With an agreement, any such report of 
course would be followed up with demands for specific assurance on the 
specific matters learned, again a course of action which would not be 
available in the absence of an agreement. 

As a last point, we must place the matter of verification in perspec
tive. Even if the Soviets were able to violate an agreement in some small 
degree without r evela tion to the Unit ed St a t es , i t has to be a s ked whethe r 
this would have any major impact on the balance of power between us. I n a 
world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, it is hard to imagine that the secret 
development of a few more would change the balance of power, even though it 
might be a breach of contract. 
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The purpose of verification is not the accumulation of legal evidence 
for a court of law. It is to protect our nation against Soviet forces and 
weaponry. If we protect our nation against the threat of another gen
eration of Soviets nuclear weapons through a freeze, we would be substan
tially ahead ahead even if the Soviets were to successfully cheat in a 
minute and marginal program. Any program which offered the prospect of a · 
strategic advantage to the Soivets by definition would have to be of a size 
and consequent visibility that we could identify it long before it became a 
direct threat and take defensive action against it. We could also in the 
interim raise it through the channels of an agreed procedure for reassur
ance or for change in Soviet behavior. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, it is my considered view that a 
mutual and verifiable freeze" on the development of additional nuclear 
weaponry by the Soivet Union or the United States would be feasible t o 
negotiate. We do not have to, nor should we, "trust" the Russians. But we 
could watch them as we benefit from a freeze agreement to improve our 
coverage of Soviet military forces. And we could both benefit from stop
ping the mindless piling up of more of these terrible weapons. 

Thank you, Hr. Chairman. 
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IV 

ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS AND RECENT PROPOSALS 

What are some of the factors that shape the arms control 
negotiating process? 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of recent proposals and 
agreements such as SALT II, START, the Freeze, and No-First-Use? 

A. Negotiation 

Arms control negotiations have been compared to chess matches. It 
would be more appropriate to compare these negotiations to team chess 
matches in which the players facing each other across the chess board are 
only there to move the pieces and report on the other team's moves but have 
far less say over their own moves than one might suppose. Instead, 
proposals and counterproposals are made only after lengthy study and 
analysis by lawyers, diplomats, and weapons experts on each team and only 
after considerable debate among team members over appropriate strategies 
and moves. Within the U.S. government, for example, at least five 
different agencies are part of the team: The Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency (ACDA), the Departments of State and Defense (the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are both represented), the CIA, and 
the White House National Security Council. Moves are made only after 
lengthy negotiations among team members and compromises are common. 
Negotiations within each nation to decide on negotiating strategies, 
proposals, and responses to the other side's proposals are often as 
difficult and politically sensitive as negotiations between two nations. 

The Reagan Administration's START proposals illustrate this 
process. Debate within the Administration (prior to public announcement) 
was intense. The Pentagon and ACDA seem to have favored one approach and 
the State Department ar.other. Published reports suggest that the final 
proposals are an amalgam of these two positions reflecting State's 
preferred position in Phase I and the Pentagon's in Phase II (see section 
on START below). 

The U.S. and the Soviet Union both share a common interest in 
mutually beneficial arms control agreements, despite their long-standing 
rivalry. Mistrust is strong on both sides but there seems to be a common 
recognition that neither would benefit from nuclear war and agreements to 
reduce that danger can increase the security of both sides. Thus, un]ike 
chess, the objective ~farms control negotiations is to produce two 
winners, not one, (although the process is competitive). If one side is 
seen as a winner then the other side may be unable to accept the results, 
and the agreement is not likely to be successful. 

Experienced diplomats have long noted differences that distinguish 
one nation's negotiators from another's. Chief U.S. START negotiator 
Edward Rowney recently pointed out that the Soviets play chess, while in 
the U.S., Pac Man has become the national pastime. Chess, of course, is 
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slow-paced and requires deliberation and patience. Videogames on the other 
hand, are fast-paced, require quick reflexes, and allow little time for 
deliberation and thought. These games may well reflect some differences in 
national styles. For example, long-time observers of U.S.-Soviet 
negotiations point out that the U.S. is sometimes too willing to offer new 
proposals when those already offered are turned down. The Soviets on the 
other hand, are more inclined to take the long view, say "Nyet" to initial 
U.S. offers, and wait for the U.S. to come up with proposals more to its 
liking. 

U.S. party politics also influence the negotiating process, 
producing changes in personnel, strategy, tactics, and objectives, not to 
mentjon pressures to achieve results in time for quadrennial presidential 
elections. The U.S. has made at least three major shifts in its arms 
control policies since 1976. In 1977 the Carter Administration decided to 
seek a mo r e ambitious SALT II agreement than the one President Ford and 
Chairman Brezhnev outlined in Vladivostok i.n 1974. The withdrawal of the 
SALT agreement from Senate consideration following the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan was a second shift, whjle the Reagan Administration's START 
proposals represent a third shift. 

On the other hand, the Soviets do not have to contend with 
elections every four years and as a result, tend to be far more constant in 
strategy , tactics and personnel than the U.S. For example, while three 
different offic i als headed the U.S. SALT delegation between 1973 and 1979, 
the head of the Soviet delegation remained unchanged for most of the period 
and was nicknamed "Iron Pants" in honor of his long service in that post. 

Some Americans are inclined to look at these differences flnd 
conclude that our negotia tors are hopelessly outclassed an<l likely to get 
out-negotiated in most dealings with the Soviets. In fact, that has not 
been the case and over the years U.S. lawyers and diplomats have proved to 
be verv able negotiators indeed. 

In addition to all these factors, negotiators must contend with the 
problems created by militnry technology and in particular, the a s ymmetries 
of U.S. and Soviet f orces . As noted in Section I, U.S. and Soviet 
strategic nuclear forces consist of weapons with different characteristics, 
and in different proportions. Negotiators reust find mutually acceptable 
formulas for limiting weapons on both sides. As a result, agreement is 
rarely possible without numerous trade-offs and compromis e s in which one 
side accept s limits on one class of weapons in exchange for l imits by the 
other side on a~other class of weapons. 

In this s e c tion we will l ook at s0n e of the p rop o sa l s a n d 
negotiating options that have been off ered and di s cussed in recent months . 
In "Nuclear Bargaining", Leslie Gelb, a f ormer State Department of ficial 
(in the Carter Administration) with experience in SALT II, presents 
President Reagan uith some thoughts on ava ilable negotiating opt ions and 
some of the factors that should be conside red in choo s ing among :hem . In 
the following sections we will briefly describe some recent proposa l s and 
review their pros and cons . 
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B. The Nuclear Freeze 

A bilateral freeze would essentially halt completely the testing, 
production, and deployment of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems by 
both the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 

The bilateral freeze on production and deployment of nuclear 
weap,ms was first proposed in 1980 by Randall Forsberg, Director of the 
Institute of Defense and Disarmament Studies in Brookline, Massachusetts. 
Of course it is not an entirely new idea, having been discussed as early as 
1964. Indeed, the SALT I Interim Agreement of 1972 was, in most respects, 
a freeze. Yet, in its most recent form, the idea of a freeze has blossomed 
into a national movement which embraces diverse groups of citizens from 
virtually every part of the United States. 

In the U.S. Senate, the Kennedy-Hatfield Resolution (S.J. Res. 163) 
urged a freeze on the testing, production, and further deployment of 
warheads, missiles, and other delivery systems, and urged subsequent 
negotiations leading to "major, mutual and verifiable reductions" in 
nuclear weapons. 

In July 1982 the House Foreign Affairs Committee approved a 
resolution supporting a bilateral freeze and coincidentally urging 
ratification of SALT II, a vote not supported by the full House. Instead, 
the House approved, by a two-vote margin, the Broomfield resolution favored 
by President Reagan, which calls for reductions first and then a bilateral 
freeze . This approach essentially supports the President's efforts to 
negotiate reductions in nuclear arms in the START talks, while production 
of nuclear weapons continues. 

Despite the setback, referenda calling for an immediate bilateral 
freeze will be on the ballot in seven states and a number of cities in the 
Fall 1982 elections. Together, some 25 percent of the American people will 
have a chance to express their views on the freeze through the baJ.lot. 

Arguments for the Freeze: 

An immediate freeze would be a valuable first step toward halting 
the arms race. It has wide public support, and because of its 
simplicity could be more easily negotiAted. 

The freeze would be easier to verify than limits on the numbers of 
new weapons, especially with respect to the testing and deployment 
of weapons. 

The freeze would stop the planned acquisition of major new 
destabilizing weapons (such as the MX missile) which could lead to 
a new round of the arms race. 

The freeze would not leave the U.S. in a vulnerable position. The 
U.S. already has an assured ability to retnliate after a first 
strike and is not inferior to the Soviets. We have more than 4,000 
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warheads at sea on invulnerable submarines, and these are more than 
adequate for a second strike. In contrast, the Soviet Union has 
about 75 percent of its nuclear arsenal in land-based missiles 
which are vulnerable to our ICBMs. 

Arguments Against the Freeze: 

A bilateral freeze would lock the U.S. into a strategically 
inferior position vis-a-vis the Soviet nuclear arsenal, because 
they have more long-range and intermediate-range land-based 
missiles than we, and because these missiles pose a threat to our 
land based ICBMs as well as to Europe. 

The bilateral freeze would be hard to verify, especially with 
regard to the production of new weapons. There would always be 
doubts that the Soviets were complying with the terms of such an 
agreement. 

It would permit the Soviets to improve their air defense (against 
bombers) and anti-submarine warfare systems, threatening two key 
parts of the Triad, our bombers and missile submarines. 

The proposal i s too vague. 
conventional) be included? 
such as missile submarines 
permitted? 

Would dual-purpose systems (nuclear or 
What about partially completed systems 

under construction? Would coMpletion be 

The Soviet s fa ce little if any internal pressure to negotiate 
reduct ions with us. I f we agree to a bilateral freeze, they would 
enjoy an advantage and would have no incentive to negotiate arms 
reduction agreements with us. 

NATO would regard it as a repudiation of our promise to install 
Pershing II and cruise missiles in Europe. It would weaken NATO. 

A free ze would stop replacement of vulnerable weapons (e.g. fixed 
land-based ICBMs) by more survivable ones (e.g. submarines); this 
would have a des t abilizing effect on the balance of power. 

Some of these points are debated by Sen. Mark Hatfield and Richard Burt 
in the second article in this section. 

C. SALT II 

SALT II would set an i nitial aggrega te ceiling cf 2,400 on U.S. and 
Soviet strategic nuclear weapon launchers, and requires that this ceil i ng 
be reduced to 2,250 during the terQ of the treaty . It wou]d s et a sublini t 
of 1,320 on MIRVed ICBM and SLBM launchers and a i rcraft e quipp ed with 
cruise missiles. It would set further sublinits of 1, 200 on ba llis ti c 
missiles, and 820 on MIRVed ICBM laun chers. It would r estri ct t e s ting and 
deployment of new types of ICBMs, permitting ea ch s ide one new t ype . I t 
would liMit the number of MIRVs on existing and new t ype s of I CBMs . I n 
addition it contains numerous other provisions a s well as de t ai led counting 
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rules, definitions, agreed statements, and common understandings to 
facilitate verification of compliance with the treaty, and avoid, as much 
as possible, any future misunderstandings. 

As previously noted, SALT II was signed in 1979 but it has not been 
ratified. However, both sides have said they will do nothing to undermine 
the agreement if the other side does the same. Moreover, the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee has approved (in July 1982) a resolution 
sponsored by Senator Percy, instructing the Administration to avoid actions 
that would undercut SALT I and SALT II so long as the Russians also avoid 
such actions. But the Reagan Administration (and the Percy Resolution) 
view this arrangement as an interim measure, presumably to be observed only 
until a START agreement can be negotiated. 

Arguments for SALT II: 

SALT II is the most comprehensive arms control treaty completed to 
date, and it contains significant limitations on all kinds of 
nuclear delivery systems. 

SALT II goes beyond a freeze and would actually begin the process 
of reductions of nuclear weapons. 

Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union have invested many years in the 
process, and it makes little sense to discard the treaty now. 

SALT II is available now, while START could take years to negotiate 
and may not result in a completed agreement even then. 

Ratification and implementation of the verification and compliance 
procedures specified in the treaty would put the U.S. in a far 
better position to protect its interests than under the current 
situation created by the ambiguity of non-ratification. 

Arguments Against SALT II: 

The treaty is f l awed in that it codifies a unilateral Soviet 
advantage of 308 · heavy missiles. 

Verification provisions are ambiguous in failing to explicitly ban 
encryption (coding) of telemetry broadcast by Soviet test missiles 
in a way that would prevent the U.S. from interpreting the data. 

It would permit force expansion rather than reduction. Soviet ICBM 
forc es could g r ow t o ov er 8,000 ICBM warh ead s under SALT II . 

Formalizing SALT II would make achievement of START goa ls more 
difficult by establishing unacceptable precedent s f or a future 
agreement. For example, the Backfire bomber is not included in the 
aggregate of Soviet strategic force s . 

Consensus on behalf of the treaty is lacking, and verif ication 
would be divisive. 
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In the third and fourth articles of this section, two members of 
the House of Representatives who have been strong supporters of arms 
control for many years weigh the merits of a freeze, SALT II and START. In 
the first, Les Aspin (D, Wisc.) argues persuasively that SALT II is 
preferable to a freeze. In the second, Tom Downey (D, New York) notes that 
SALT II "in the hand" or a freeze, are preferable to START, which could be 
a constructive step but might take five years to negotiate. 

D. START 

The Reagan Administration's START proposals are two-phased. In the 
first phase the Administration would seek to reduce the number of ballistic 
missile warheads by at least one-third, to about 5,000. No more than half 
of the remaining ballistic missile warheads would be on land-based 
missiles. The Administration's proposal would also seek to cut the total 
number of all ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs) to an equal level about 
half of the current U.S. level. In the second phase the U.S. would seek 
reductions in the overall destructive power of each side's arsenals to 
equal levels, including a mutual ceiling on ballistic missile throw weight 
below the current U.S. level. (Note that these are proposals only, and it 
is unlikely they would be incorporated unchanged into a treaty .) 

Arguments fo r START: 

The proposa l f ocuses on the most destabilizing s ystems--ballistic 
miss i les and ICBMs in particular. The potential vulnerability of 
each s ide's ICBMs to ICBMs on the other side creates a dangerous 
"use theJTJ or lose them" situation. 

The proposal calls for significant reductions in ballistic missile 
forces on both sides to about hal f the aggregate number now 
deployed by both sides. 

The proposal wou l d limit ba llistic mis s ile warheads, because that 
would limit the total number of targets that can be attacked by the 
Soviets. 

The proposed sublimit on ICBM warheads (2,500) would limit the 
number of hard t argets that can be attacked (i.e., missile silos 
and command bunkers ) thus closing any "window of vulnerability ." 

The U.S. would be permitted to deploy the MX and Trident I I 
mis s i les a s replacement s for older mi ssiles. Some analyst s be lieve 
the r eplacemen t of vulne r ab l e s ys t enn with l ess vuln e r ab l e ones 
make s de t e rrence more s t able . 

Argument s Against START: 

The proposa l will take year s t n negotia t e , and durin g tha t time , 
the a rms race wi ll cont i nue unabat ed. 

I n terms of warh ead-t o-s i lo r a tio, this propo s a l could l eave the 
U.S. wor s e off than ;:it pres ent, or under SALT I I. The Sovi e ts 
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would be permitteu _,500 land-based warheads while we could have as 
few as 200 (MX) ICBM launchers--a ratio of 12 to 1. Their current 
ratio is 4.65 to 1. 

START would reduce the number of submarines we could deploy and 
thus weaken the numerical strength of the most invulnerable leg of 
our Triad. 

START would not limit the Soviet Backfire bomber (although many of 
its proponents criticized SALT II for failing to include the 
Backfire in its aggregate ceilings. 

START contains no limits on throw weight in the first phase (SALT 
II would limit throw weight). 

It fails to deal with the production of spare missiles and the 
possibility that they could be reloaded into empty silos. (SALT II 
deals with this problem by prohibiting storage of spare missiles 
near launchers and banning the development of rapid reload 
equipment.) 

START fails to remedy the ICBM vulnerability problem. 

START fails to end the arms race and permits replacement of 
existing missiles with newer more destabilizing ones. 

NO FIRST-USE 

This proposal would make it a matter of U.S. policy not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons. Since the early 1950s, U.S. officials have 
said they would be willing to use nuclear weapons first, if necessary to 
turn back a conventional Soviet attack against Western Europe . Nuclear 
weapons are seen as a way of balancing superior Warsaw Pact ground forces . 
NATO would try to stop a Soviet conventional attack on Western Europe with 
conventional, that is non-nuclear weapons. But if that were to prove 
unsuccessful, it is NATO doctrine (since 1967) to employ nuclear weapons to 
turn the tide of battle and avert defeat. 

Despite its longevity, the policy has been beset by contradictions 
for almost its entire life. It seems to mean one thing to Amer i cans and 
quite another to Europeans. While U.S. officia]s have re f used to commit to 
no-first-use, they nevertheless insist that it is U.S. policy to limit 
escalation and stop the fighting at the lowest possible level. In this 
respect, first -use is seen as a means of demonstrating t o the Sovie t s 
NATO's seriousness of purpose and convincing the Soviets to seek a quick 
end to the hostilities. 

For many European leaders, in contrast, the threat of first-use is 
an effective deterrent precisely beceuse it raises the spectre of 
escalation to general nuclear war. The possibility that the use of 
tactical battlefield nuclear weapons to s top a Soviet attack might escalate 
uncontrollably to general nuclear war is not only plausible, but likely. 
For many Europeans this danger of escalation is the vital ingredient which 
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makes the threat of first-use an effective deterrent against a conventional 
attack. (Analysts refer to this as "manipulating the risk.") 

Paradoxically, as nuclear arsenals in the U.S. and especially the 
Soviet Union have grown, it is this very danger of escalation that has led 
many thoughtful Europeans and Americans to question the policy. They 
consider first-use to be a suicide pact which no longer makes it a credible 
deterrent. 

In the Spring 1982 issue of Foreign Affairs magazine four former 
high-ranking government officials, McGeorge Bundy, George Kennan, Robert 
McNamara, and Gerard Smith have proposed abandonment of the policy of 
first-use and adoption of a policy of no-first-use (see fifth article of 
this section). The Union of Concerned Scientists, with substantial support 
'from leading: T!leT!lbers of the scientific community, has also c0ne out 
strongly in favor of no-first-use. Moreover, the Soviet Union pledged in 
June 1982 that it would not be the first to use nuclear weapons. Here are 
some of the arguments by those who favor and oppose adopting a no first-use 
p0licy. 

Arguments for No-First Use: 

The distinction between nuclear and all other kinds of weapons is 
the only clear firebreak against general nuclear war. The 
firebreak should be widened, because even the small-scale use of 
nuclear weapons is unlikely to remain limited. 

Warsaw Pact conventional strength is overestimated relative to 
NATO's conventional strength; with modest improve□ents, NATO's 
conventional military forces can be strengthened to serve as an 
adequate deterrent to Warsaw Pact aggression. A no-first-use 
policy would draw new attention to the importance of maintaining 
and improving NATO's conventional forces in Europe, and renewed 
emphasis on conventional defense would demonstrate U.S. resolve to 
defend Europe More than the threat of first-use. 

A no-first-use policy would reduce requirements for nuclear weapons 
to roughly those we already have--in other words, sufficient for 
retaliation. It would eliminBte the need to natch everything the 
Soviet s do and eliminate the need to expand our nuclear forces by 
building an extensjve "war-fighting " capability. 

A no-first-use policy would increase the political coherence of the 
NATO alliance by eliminating a divisive issue. Political coherence 
and unity are at lea s t as important f or deter rence as Mil i t a r y 
capability . 

A no-first-use policy would neutralize the Argument, ma de in 
Europe , that plans for nodernizat i on of NATO's intermed i i1t e-ranpe 
theater nuclear weapons (TNF) reflect an American hope t n keep any 
nuclear war linited to European territ0rv. 
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A no-first-use policy would encourage arms control agreements with 
the Soviets. 

A no-first-use pledge would not eliminate the ultimate deterrent 
value of nuclear weapons. 

Arguments Against No-First-Use: 

No-first-use would undermine the credibility of NATO's deterrent 
strategy . It would be profoundly destabilizing; an asymmetrical 
situation would result in NATO facing the Soviet threat of 
conventional attack without a counter-balancing deterrent. 

No-first-use is simply an empty pledge like the 1930s treaty ·that 
outlawed war. It would be unenforceable, and we could not assume 
it would be honored by the Soviets. 

No-first-use would require a significant increase in U.S. and NATO 
conventional military forces which would be very costly and might 
well require a return to the draft in the U.S. European NATO 
members have been unwilling to increase their conventional forces 
by the amount necessary to provide adequate security. 

A no-first-use pledge would be perceived by our NATO allies as 
abandonment of the mutual security principles which underlie the 
alliance. 

In the article that follows the Foreign Affairs reprint, Wall 
Street Journal correspondent Neil Ulman relates the views of some prominent 
Germans who are opposed to the idea of no-first-use as well as his own 
objections to the idea. Principal among these are their concerns over what 
they perceive as inadequate NATO conventional strength and the political 
risks inherent in moving to a no-first-use policy. A rebuttal letter by 
the Bundy, et.al. group concludes this section with a response to these and 
other arguments against no-first-use. 

F. COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 

A comprehensive test ban would complete the process begun in 1963 
by the limited test ban treaty. It would prohibit virtually all nuclear 
tests, especially those underground, except for a few underground tests too 
small (less than 5 kilotons) to reliably monitor using available seismic 
technology. 

Negotiations on such a treaty were begun by the U.S ., the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union in 1977, and achieved considerable progress 
prior to their last meeting in 1980. Agreement was reached "in principle" 
on some forms of on-site verification and the emplacement of tamper-proof 
automatic seismic monitors on the territory of the signatories. However, 
the Reagan Administration has declined to resume thes e tnlks and i s opposed 
to negotiation of CTB (see the eighth article of this section: "Fisky Talk 
on Treaties". 
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A CTB would halt the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

A CTB would reduce the danger of nuclear war by preventing each 
side from attaining high confidence in the performance of its 
nuclear weapons. 

A CTB would preserve the current U.S. lead in nuclear weapon 
technology. 

Arguments Against the CTB: 

It would make it impossible to identify defects or deterioration in 
the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile and thus would erode the 
credibility of deterrence. 

A CTB would make it impossible to test new weapon designs. This 
could lead to the break up of existing nuclear design teams and the 
loss of expertise that they represent. 

A CTB would be hard to verify. Small, clandestine tests could be 
conducted by either side without detection, giving them an 
advantage. 

G. ~r-:::.~ CUT PROPOSAI.S 

Dissatisfaction with the slow pace of step-by-step arms control 
efforts has led some arms control supporters to urge more drastic steps 
that would result, if acc epted by the U.S. and the Soviets, in sharp 
reductions in existing nuclear arsenals. Former Ambassador George Kennan 
for example, has proposed a 50 percent cut in operational forces. Others 
have proposed three years of 10 percent annual reductions within the SALT 
II framework. In yet another proposal, retired Admiral Noel Gayler has 
recommended that the U.S. and the Soviet Union turn in large numbers of 
nuclear devices to an inter.nationa l a gency which would supervise their 
conversion into fuel fo r nuclear power plants. Here are the pros and cons 
of each of these proposals:* 

Such a bold approach could have wide public appeal and make it 
di f f i cult for each side to appear reluctant to reduce . 

Both s ides would probably rely l ess heavi ly on MIRVed ICBMs, 
depending on weapons moderni zation choices . 

All categories of Soviet MIRV mi s sile s , including t he SS-18, wou l d 
be halved. 

Reductions would be rel a tively ba l anced. The Soviets would reduce 
more launchers, the U.S. wou l d reduce more warhead s on launchers. 

* Drm.,m from "De ep Cuts" by Mi chae l Kr epon, in Kuclear ArmE' Cont rol : 
Options for the 1980s, the Arms Control Assoc ia ti on , 1982 . 
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Arguments Against: 

Deep-cut proposals are very hard to negotiate and often lead to 
public posturing. 

The number of U.S . ballistic missile submarines, the most secure 
part of the Triad, would be cut to sixteen with perhaps as few as 
eight on station at any one time. This would make them more 
vulnerable to Soviet Anti-Submarine Warfare. 

As the size of the forces on both sides goes down the value of 
cheating goes up (because small differences take on greater 
importance) and thus demands on verification increase. 

Three Years of 10 Percent Annual Reductions 
Within SALT II Framework: 

Arguments For: 

Reductions based on SALT pose the least problems of negotiability 
and verifiability. 

The Soviets would have to dismantle about twice as many launchers 
as the U.S. and about 600 more warheads on launchers. 

Forces on both sides would be shifted to more stable areas of 
competition--sea-based and air-breathing (aircraft and cruise 
missiles) forces. 

Arguments Against: 

Reductions in warheads would be largely offset by ongoing 
modernization programs. 

The Soviets could have a net reduction of only 600 warheads on 
launchers while the U.S. could actually increase warheads on 
launchers during the three year period. 

Because the two sides would be up against different SALT ceilings 
the U.S. might have to dismantle more ICBMs and SLBMs than the 
Soviets. 

Gayler Proposal: 

Arguments For: 

The proposal is both simple and dramatic and easy for the public to 
understand. 

It would enhance the security of beth sides by leading to deep and 
rapid reductions in nuclear weapons on both sides. 

Both sides would most likely turn in their most vulnerablP weapons, 
and preserve their least vulnerable. As a result stability would 
be enhanced. 
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Arguments Against: 

There would be no way to verify the size of each side's 
stockpiles or production rates of new nuclear devices. 
could be produced to replace those dismantled. 

remaining 
New devices 

There is no certainty each side would turn in ICBM warheads first. 
It is more likely that they would turn in their oldest and least 
effective weapons. 

H. PROPOSALS TO AVOID NUCLEAR WAR 

It is generally agreed that even if efforts to negotiate reductions 
in nuclear weapons are successful, nuclear arms in substanti.Rl numbers are 
likely to be on the scene for many years to come. With that in mind, 
Senator Gary Hart (D, Colo.) has urged the U.S. and the Soviets to 
negotiate procedures which would help avoid accidental nuclear war. The 
Semite Foreign Re lations Conmittee recently endorsed such steps in the 
Percy Resolution, including: 

pr i or notificatio~ cf all missile and space launches, 

a ban on multiple missile launches. 

a prohibition of tests of new, more accurate re-entry veh i cles 
(warheads). 

a strict annual ceiling on ballistic miss i les tests of any kind. 

Arguments f or More Restrictive Measures: 

Would increase stability of deterrence by reducing fe a rs of 
surprise attack and reducing danger that both sides might feel 
compelled to adopt launch-on-warning or launch-under-att a ck 
policies. 

The propo sal s are rela tively simple and could be easily verified by 
national technical means. 

Arguments Against More Preventive Means: 

Limits on t es t i ng could lea d to reduced confidence in the viab i l i t y 
of the U.S. deterrent. 
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From The New York Times Magazine, Sundax ( June 27 r 1982 ( pgs, 17-19 , ,59 , 63 . 

, I 

The President's 01tions 

NUCLEAR BARGAINING 
lawicbed missiles are more accurate 
and reliable than theirs. By Le1Ue H. Gelb 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT. 
SUBJECT: 

STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TALKS. 

With your proposal for reducing 
Soviet and American long-range nu
clear weapons by one-third, you have 
regained the initiative from the West
ern European and domestic nuclear
freeze and disarmament groups and 
put the Soviet Union on the defensive. 
But a year from now, the talks with 
Moscow due to begin this Tuesday 
will be deadlocked, both we and the 
Russians will be poised to deploy new 
and more devastatina weapons, the 
peace movements are likely to regain 
momentum, and you will be in the ini
tial phase of a Presidential cam
p~ign, vulnerable to charges of drag
ging your feet on arms control. 

What are you going to do then? Cut 
back on your ambitious proposal, set
tle for a more modest treaty and run 
as a peace candidate, as President 
Nixo!1 did in 1972? Or will you do what 
President Ford did in 1976- hold the 
line in the negotiations in order to 
hold ont9 __ the conservative vote 
(~"'!ember, you were challenging 
him m the Republican primaries then 
and accusing him of being soft on the 
Russians) and run as the man who 
wouldn't give in to Moscow? And 
what risks will either course hold for 
the nation's security? 

There may be much ln this memo 
you will not like, particularly coming 
from someone who was very much in
volved in negotiating the 1979 strate
gic_ arms llmltatlon treaty, SALT 11 , 
which you found "fatally flawed ." Let 
me assure you that this memo is not 
an argument for any one panicular 
viewpoint. For the most pan, the 
facts and judgments set forth repre
sent the weiizht of expert opinion 

Leslie H. Gelb, The Times's national
security correspondent, headed the 
5tate Department 's Bureau of Politi
cal and Military Affairs from Janu
ary urn to July 1979. 

within your own Administration, as 
well as outside it. But some of the 
points may not have gotten to you be
cause most of the people in your inner 
circle don't have much of a back
ground in the highly complex field of 
strategic arms. That may have been 
evident to you after you had to alter 
your aMounced positions on how to 
deploy the projected MX missile 
whether to abide by the unratified 
SALT II treaty, and other such mat
ters. 

This memo, as is the case with 
many news stories , is a way for your 
experts to send a message to their 
boss that otherwise might not reach 
)'.OU until it's too late. Let me try to de
fme the key questions and hard 
choices as they see them. 

~~ the Soviet Union have superi
onty m strategic nuclear forces over 
the United States? 

No, except for land-based missiles 
and exactly what that means is ope~ 
to argument. Each side's missiles are 
about equal in accuracy and reliabil
ity. But the Russian land-based mis
siles are much bigger than ours. This 
means they have more throw weight. 
That, in tum, means they can carry 
more nuclear warheads with greater 
explosive power to destroy targets 
protected by concrete and steel like 
missile silos and command ~ters. 
But the gap will be narrowed as we 
deploy new warheads on our land
based missiles in the next couple of 
years. If and when the powerful new 
MX missile is deployed, the gap will 
be effectively closed. 

In virtually all other strategic sys
tems, the United States is in the lead 
although the Soviets are closing. ' 

American ba.llistic-missile-launch
ing submarines are much quieter _ 
and, therefore, harder to find - than 
their Soviet counterparts, and our an
tisubmarine-warfare capability is far 
better than theirs. This means that 
while the Russians can't find our sub
marines at sea, we can locate most of 
theirs . In other wordc;, we have an in
vulnerable retaliatory force at sea 
and they don't - at least not for the 
next few years . Also. our submarine-

Ameri~ long-range bombers, al
though aging, are clearly superior to 
the equally aged Soviet force. Many 
more of our bombers could get 
through to their targets, even though 
the Russians have been spending 
more on their antiaircraft defenses 
which are far better than ou.rs. ' 

American cruise missiles - pilot
less miniature aircraft with their own 
guidance systems - are superior to 
the Russian ones. 

Civil defense counts for practically 
nothing on either side, given the over
whelming problems of blast and 
radioactive fallout. While American 
efforts are negligible, the potential ef
fectiveness of Moscow's program bas 
been vastly exaggerated, as your in
telligence estimates show. 

In nuclear command, control, com
munications and intelligence - the 
top leaders' capability of knowing 
what is going on and sending mes
sages to those who push the buttons -
the two sides are about equal. 

In the number of nuclear warheads 
and bombs, which is generally re
garded as the best measure of nuclear 
strength, the United States still has 
the edge, with a total now of about 
9,000, though the Russians are coming 
close. 

The experts who look at all of these 
factors call the strategic balance a 
draw. Put another way, I have yet to 
meet a senior American military offi
cer involved in this subject who would 
trade the American arsenal for the 
Soviet one. Only those experts who 
f~us ~xclusively on Soviet superi
onty m land-based missiles think 
otherwise. And here the debate 
among the experts ascends to the 
level of theology. 

ln theory. Moscow could use only a 
few hundred of its land-based mis
siles with multiole warheads to de
stroy 90 percent of our land-based 
missiles, a good chunk of our bombers 
and whatever submarines are in port 
- what has become known as the 
"window of vulnerability." This 
would leave vou with at least 2,500 

~ 1982 by The New York Times Company. Reprinted by permission. 
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. strategic nuciear warheads, mainly 
in submartnes out at sea. Since few of 
these warheads would have the neces
sary accuracy and megatonnage to 
destroy protected Russian missiles, 
the theory is that you would be faced 
with the choice of hitting Soviet cities 
- thus inviting a counterattack on 
American cities - or doing nothing . 
In these dire circumstances, so ·the 
argument goes. you might ·choose to 
do nothing, and submit to Moscow's 
demands . 

How realtsttc is this scenario? 
Would Russian leaders really assume 
they could launch so technically per-

. feet an attack; that you would simply 
let American missiles sit in their 
holes and be destroyed without 
launching them during the ·attack, or 
that you would consider the estimated 
five million to 20 million instant 
American deaths to be a simple surgi
cal operation not requiring a full
scale response against the Soviet 
heartland? No one I talked to was 
complacent about the power of Soviet 
land-based missiles ; they all re
garded it as an element of inStability 
that should be dealt with. At the same 
time, almost all of them felt that in 
warning of that problem - in saying 
It gave the Russians a "definite mar
gin of superiority" -you and many of 
your top aides disregard counte~J
ancing American strengths. Thus, in 

a crisis, you should not feel the need 
to make pre-emptive concessions, as 
some experts say you would. 

I have heard it said that in urging 
steps to overcome Soviet "superiori
ty ," you are worried about publlc 
''perceptions'' of the nuclear balance 
that could affect other governments' 
attitudes, whatever the actual bal
ance may be. The answer to this is 
simple : World perceptions .of the 
Soviet-American balance will be 
shaped to a large extent by what you 
and your senior advisers say about It. 
Moscow has unquestionably had the 
moll'~tum, going from clear inferi
ority to parity in one decade. But if 
this proves anything , it is that both 
sides have the capacity to match the 
other 's strength._ M J'le _and they de
ploy new weapons - within the limits 
of present and perhaps future arms 
controls - gaps in individual categ~ 
ries will open and close. 

Would reducing warheads by one
third, as you proposed, eliminate the 
theoretical Sov ie t threat to our land
based missiles ? 

No. Some of your experts argue that 
there is greater safety in fewer mis
siles on both sides, but most see no 
change. The "window of vulnerabil
ity" derives from the calculation that 
the Soviets have 5,000 land-based war-

heads for destroying our 1,000aplus 
land-based missiles - a ratio of five 
to one. Even after the reduetions con
templated in your proposal, that ratio 
would remain the same. (And a ratio 
of two to one would be suffictent.) In 
other words, your campaign charge 
that SALT II did not close the "win• 
dow" can be turned against your own 
negotiating proposal . 

In fact, this theoretical opening 
caMot be negotiated away unless the 
Russians agree to eliminate all , or at 
least most , of their big land-ba9ed 
missiles - their SS-18's and SS-19's -
and no one has t})e slightest hope of 
persuading Moscow to give up its one 
advantage. In the near term, the 
problem can be solved only by giving 
our land-based missiles a high degree 
of invulnerability, by making them 
mobile or basing them in some decep
tive manner. Your Administration 
has been casting about for a year and 
a half for some such scheme, with no 
success . No one else has any bright 
ideas. It may be that the only avail
able solutions are worse than the 
problem. This wou1d seem to be true 
of a new proposal you will soon be 
hearing from the Pentagon - that we 
build even more missiles. in order to 
multiply the targets the Soviets would 
have to shoot at. 

Do we need "bargalntng c.hfps " in 
our negotiations with Moscow - new 
weapollS projects we mijl;lt be pre
pared to scrap in return for Soviet 
concessions? 

Yes. Moscow is impressed by 
American technology and will bar
gain to curtail our inventiveness. But 
our chips must be weapons we would 
really want to keep if we did not get a 
worthwhile quid pro quo. And here 
you have a problem. 

The one new system that worries 
the Russians most is the MX missile, 
t,ecause of the threat it ~d r~~ 
sent to their land-based miSMles. It is 
also the system that faces the great
eit skepticism in Congress, because 
of the difficulty of making it any less 
vulnerable than OIi!" present land
bued M-inuteman ratssites. If you 
don't dtYine some betUlr scheme for 
basing the MX, it looks u th°"'8h Con
gress won't appropriate the money . If 
you don't cas h this chip w ith M09COW 
soon, it may not be around to cash 
later. 

You must know that our cu.rrent ar
senal is filled with bargainlng chips 
that were never bargained away. 
Maybe you· would just as soon it hap
pened that way·again-1111 tlm!le new 
missiles to clearly re-etnablish 
American advantages. But, as we 
have seen before, that's self--0efeat
ing. Moscow catches up sooner or 
later , and we end up being more wor
riPII than ever . 

That is exactly what happened wit 
M1RV's - multiple independentl 
C.1'1Jetable warheads - at the begin 
ning of the SALT I negotiations a dee 
ade ago. We were ready to test then 
in 1969, well ahead of the Russiaru 
So, instead of seeking a prohibition o 
the new weapon, we grabbed our ad 
vartrge and went ahead with deploy, 
melt . By the time the Russiaru 
caught up, they had big missiles or; 
which to put their MIRV's. And this 
pve them the very capability of de
stroying our land-based missiles that 
IO frightens US today. 

ls there any connection between the 
negotiations on medium-range mis
siles in Europe now under way in 
Geneva and the strategic-arms tallts 
due to start June 29? 

Yes, and a very important one. In 
Europe, our allies are pressing us to 
make a deal with Moscow to reduce the 
nuclear threat to their countries. Your 
proposal for doing that is the "zero op
tion" : The United States would give up 
I~ plans for deploying medium-range 
missiles in Western Europe - Per
shing 2's and ground-launched cruise 
missiles - if the Soviet Union disman
tled its existing SS-20's and other medi
um-range missiles . 

The problem is that our new medi
um-range missiles will be able to hit 
Soviet territory from European soil. 
For that reason, Moscow would be very 
unlikely to make any deal on medium
range missiles without knowing at 
least the outlines of a strategic (inter
continental) arms agreement . In other 
words, the Russians wiil probably want 
to look·-at all the missiles - strategic 
and medium-range - we might be able 
to bring within range of Soviet territory 
before they agree to limits in either 
categolj'. 

There is another problem -a politi
cal one, and with our own allies. The 
initiative for deploying American . 
medium-range missiles in Europe I 
came from the European govern
ments, with the primary aim of assur
ing a physical link between our mili
tary strategy and the defense of West
ern Europe. If you reached some kind 
of strategic-arms accord with Mos
cow without a simultaneous agree
ment on medium-range missiles, it 
would revive European fears that we 
are taking care of our own strategic 
concerns and ignoring theirs. 

AJI of which is to say that the two 
negotiations are tied together and 
have to be thought of that way. 

Should you conti nue to observe the 
:limitations imposed by the SALT J 
· !nd SALT II treaties? 

Thus far , you have succeeded in 
having it both ways - condemrung 
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SALT II and abiding by It. You cam
paigned against the treaty, saying it 
locked the United States into a posi
tioo of inferiority; once in office, you 
saw that the treaty kept the Russians 
from making large immediate addi
tions to their arsenal while permitting 
you to go forward with the new strate
gic programs you espoused. 

But now, pressures will arise within 
your Administration to break certain 
provisions that stand in the way of 
still further American advance. One 
example is Dense Pack, the latest 
scheme for basing the MX. It would 
have new silos dug close together, 
forcing the Russians to concentrate 
many missiles in a small target area. 
The Soviet missiles, according to this 
theory, would have to come so 
bunched up that their first explosions 
would detonate their suhsequent war
heads prematurely, thus leaving 
most of our MX's undamaged. 

Whatever the realism of this con
cept - and it doesn't have many ad
herents yet - it would contravene the 
SALT JI ban on new silos. It would 
also create pressures for departing 
from the 1972 treaty restrictions on 
antiballisuc missiles (ABM's), for its 
proponents would want such weapons 
to defend thei r MX clusters. In fact , 

even without Dense Pack, some of 
your officials will press you to reopen 
the ABM treaty so that you can have 
antimissile defenses for any MX's you 
deploy. And that would raise the arms 
race to a new level. 

Each side would suspect the other 
of greater readiness to launch a first 
strike and rely on its ABM's to lessen 
the effects of a retaliatory blow. Each 
side would be under greater pressure, 
in some desperate confrontation, to 
beat the other to the punch. The bal
ance would be dangerously destabi
lized, and all this "ithout any real as
surance that the ABM's would work 
as planned. 

In sum, it is clearly in the American 
interest to abide by the treaty limits. 
If the limits were removed,_the Rus

'sians .:.. -whose production lines are 
open ai,d whose missiles can take 
more warheads than ours - could 
add more nuclear weapons far more 
qUickly than we. Anyone who pushes 
you to upset SALT II ought to have a 
very powerful case. 

for some modified version of that 
pact. Then, if you refuse to reconsider 
the treaty, thev could offer some of 
their bargaining chips in exchange 
for some of yours. Or they could try to 
stop your strategic programs by reit
erating their proposal for a freeze on 
new deployments. 

Freeze proposals make effective 
propaganda, and that is important in 
Itself. Negotiating with Moscow is in 
good part a game of patience, and 
your ability to be patient will depend 
on public support at home and in Eu
rope for your negotiating position. 
The Western peoples will have to be
lieve that you are being fair: other
wise, there will be a drumbeat for uni
lateral concessions on your part. 

Is getting an agreement in the next 
year or two critical to containing the 
arms race? 

Yes and no. The only new weapons 
we might be ready to begin deploying 
in the next year or so are cruise mis
siles. The MX is not due until 1986 at 
the earliest; the new Trident subma
rine missile, not until 1989; the B-1 
bomber, not for another two or three 
years. The Russians are not expected 
to deploy their new weapons any 
earlier. 

But there is something else to worry 
about - momentum. As the develop. 
ment and testing programs on both 
sides gather steam, it will be much 
harder to stop deployment later, 
when mutual renunciation of certain 
new weapons may become necessary 
for agreement. 

In any event, given all the facts and 
the initial positions of both sides, the 
negotiations in their first phase will 
most probably lead to a stalemate. 
What will be your options then? 

OPTION ONE : Hold the line. This 
means making no concessions and 
getting no agreement. 

There will be substantial sentiment 
in your Administration for just that 
course. Many of your top officials are 
convinced that our big mistake in the 
past was not sticking to our position 
and waiting for the Russians to come 
around. They want to prove they're 
right . They would be equally satis
fied, however, if Moscow did not come 
around, since, in their minds, it would 
justify the new American deploy-
ments. You may believe in this ap. 

Are the Russians at all likely to ac- • proach yourself. 
cept your proposal for a one-third But it could boomerang. Moscow 
mutual reduction in warheads? will not be bargaining from a position 

No, and they've already said as of weakness. We have no grounds for 
much. It asks them, in effect, to give expecting the Soviet leaders to capitu-
up their one area of advantage - in late to our demands out of fear of the 
large land-based missiles - without new weapons on our production lines. 
offering to forgo any of the projected All past experience point.s to their 
new American weapons. First, the determination to match us again. 
Russians will say, "Tell us what's weapon for weapon. 

trouble, but so is ours. What if our 
own economic situation causes Con
gress to cut back on some of your bar
gaining chips? And what if public 
opinion here and in Europe comes to 
see you as the main stumbling block 
to an agreement? You could end up 
with no treaty and few new weapons. 
And if the peace and arms-<:antrol 
movements gain in strength, you 
could also be defeated in a bid for a 
second term. 

OPTION Two : Hold onto your proposal 
tor a one-third reduction in strategic 
missiles, but offer something more to 
make it more attractive to Moscow. 

Your proposal places no limits and 
offers no reductions on the number of 
bombers and cruise missiles. You 
could agree to reduce our bomber 
total from 400 to 300 and to limit each 
bomber to about 20 air-launched 
cruise missiles. 

Moscow, of course, can be counted 
on to demand limits on sea-launched 
cruise missiles as well. The Russians 
are not likely to agree to cut~g back 
on their land-based missiles while we 
deploy several thousand cruise mis
siles on our submarines, as you plan 
to do. So this approach would give lit
tle promise of breaking the deadlock. 
But it would put the ball back in Mos
cow's court and show that you're 
trying to find a compromise. 

OPTION THREE : Agree to modify the 
SALT II treaty to your own and Soviet 
satisfaction. 

You could try to lower the treaty's 
ceilings-from 2,2.'iO to, say, 1.750 for 
missiles and bombers, and from 1,200 
to 900 for missiles with MIRV's . You 
could try to remove the treaty's prohi
bitions against our building big mis
siles - so that, if we wanted to, we 
could build missiles as big as their SS.. 
18 - and against replacing old silos 
with new ones. You could try to 
tighten up on verification prO'l,isions. 
Moscow might accept something 
along these lines, and that would go a 
long way toward responding to the 
treaty's critics. With all these 

changes. you could call the 
treaty your own. 

There doesn't seem to be a 
soul in Washington willlng to 
bet on your going in this di
rection. Everyone says 
you've gone too far in con
demning the treaty ever to re
trace your steps. However, if 
you don ' t like what you see ' 
coming at you a year hence, a 
Reaganized SALT II might 
not look so bad by compari
son. 

OPTION FOUR · Offer a mutual I 
wrong with SALT II," and will press Sure. the Russian economy is in ______________________ ..;.;;.;.;;.;..~;... .. __.....__. .... _.,, .. .,,_ ....... __ . .......,.. __ ., _____________ .. 
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freeze on further deploy
ments, and perhaps on test
ing and production as well. 

You have rejected this a~ 
proach as one that would 
leave us in an inferior posi
tion; reconsidering would 
make sense to you only if you 
were won over by the view 
that what we have is parity. 
Moscow, it should be noted, 
has given you an interesting 
variation to think about . The 
Soviet leader, Leonid I. 
Brezhnev, has spoken of 
freezing deployments but 
permitting testing and pro
duction, even while doing the 
"utmost" to curtail them. 
You aren't ready to make any 
new deployments for a while 
anyway, and the Soviet pro
posal would let you go ahead 
with your testing and devel
opment programs. 

But it is true that a freeze is 
a tricky political enterprise, 
and once in for a peMy, in for 
a pound, and you could well 
find yourself deprived of the 
bargaining chips that might 
be helpful in bringing about 
reductions. 

OPTION FIVE : Propose a 
trad~ff banning the most 
threatening new weapons on 
both sides - say, no Ameri
can MX and no Soviet SS-18; 
no American Pershing 2 and 
no Soviet SS-20. 

The United States would be 
forgoing future deployments 
in order to eliminat'e existing 
Soviet weapons. That might 
not seem so appealing to Mos
cow, but it could be far more 
appealing than the prospect 
of seeing the new American 
weapons in place. The Euro
peans would be ecstatic about 
removing the SS-20, and 
American conservatives 
could delight in the banishing 
of the dreaded SS-18. 

You could also propose 
eliminating all land-based 
missiles with multiple war
heads . Restricting missiles to 
single warheads would go a 
long way toward reducing the 
risk of a first strike, since the 
attacker would have to use up 
most of his warheads and 

have few left for continuing . 
the exchange. 

For this kind of approach, 
timing would be critical . As 
noted above, you may be los
ing support in WEiStem Eu
rope for deploying the Per
shings and in Congress for de
ploying the MX. H these 
trends grow, you'd want to 
move sooner rather than 
later. But if your support 
holds up, Moscow would take 
both the swap offer and the 
single-warhead idea more 
seriously. 

What conclusions can be 
drawn from all this? 

Two of your options - hold 
the line, or hold it but add 
sweeteners - are options 
that you like but that promise 
only stalemate. 

Two other options - modify 
SALT II, or propose a freeze 
- could produce interim 
agreement, but you don' t like 
either oft hem. 

The fifth option - eliminate 
the most thrP..atening w~ 
ons on both sides - repre
sents a long shot at be9t. 

Whatever approach you 
choose, you have got to ask 
your experts to concentrate 
hard on two subjects about 
which very little thinking has 
been done. 

The first is cruise missiles. 
Your Administration has de
veloped programs for deploy
ing more than 10,000 of these 

drones, which can carry nu
clear or conventional war
heads and be launched from 
land, sea and air. The cruise 
missile could be an invalu
able addition to our security 
or a dangerous complication. 
We ought to have some idea of 
the answer now, before we 
find ourselves in the same 
situation we faced with 
MIRV's 10 years ago. 

In an age of technological 
advances that will make all 
bombers and all ballistic mis
siles, whether on land or at 
sea, vulnerable to enemy at
tack, the cruise missile could 
represent a 9eCUre and sur
vivable system. Because 
these missiles are small, 
highly mobile and easily hid-

den, Moscow could not count 
on locating and destroying 
them in a fitst strike. All or 
most of them would be a"ail
able for a retaliatory strike -
a kind of ultimate deterrent. 

But what happens when 
Moscow matches us in this 
new weapon? Flying only at 
subsonic speeds, cruise mis
siles are not first-strike weap
ons - yet. But the day of the 
supersonic and intercontinen
tal cruise missile is not far 
off. 

How will either side be able 
to keep tabs on these new 
first-strike weapons of pin
point accuracy In the other's 
arsenal? Being small and 
easy to move and hide, they 
cannot be counted with the 
certainty that American and 
Soviet satellites can count 
each other's missile silos, 
bombers and submarines. 
There is no sure way to verify 
a cruise missile 's range, no 
way to tell whether it is car
rying a conventional or nu
clear warhead. And apart 
from being a potential night
mare for the strategic bal
ance, cruise missiles affect 
prospects for achieving re
ductions in other weapons. 
The Russians will not agree 
to big cuts in their ballistic 
missiles and bombers if they 
must prepare to face thou
sands of new cruise missiles . 

The second subject that has 
not been given enough 
thought in your Administra
tion is prevention of nuclear 
war. The main cause of an 
outbreak of nuclear hostili
ties, If it came, would not lie 
in weapons but in circum
stances, sufl)lises, failures in 
communication, crises esca
lating out of control. To get at 
these issues, you have to go 
beyond traditional arms con
trol, which can limit competi
tion, channel it along more 
predictable lines, ban ce1tain 
weapons, stabilize the bal
ance and build some mutual 
confidence, but which can't 
do much of anything else. 
Dealins with the issues of war 
prevention would require 
talks of an entirely new di
mension, in a hitherto unex
plored realm. You seemed 

willing to do this in proposals 
you made during your recent 

· European trip. 
The hurdles are enormous. 

Yet, for any President who is 
seriously committed to world 
peace, the time for such talks 
has arrived. The subject is so 
new that it is difficult to spell 
out exactly what the negotia
tions would cover. Certainly, 
they would seek to reduce 
fears of surprise attack by re
quiring advance notification 
of missile tests, by banning 
tests of depresse<'-trajectory 
missiles, which could strike 
targets even more quickly 
than ballistic missiles, and by 
Improving hot-line communi
cations and procedures -
points you yourself enumer
ated while in West Germany. 

But even these technical 
fixes are not enough. The 
talks should also stimulate a 
renewed effort to prevent the 
further spread of nuclear
weapons capabilities .among 
other nations . As the negotia
tions go on, they could pro
vide for a series of confi. 
dence-building measures, 
such as talks on a regular 
basis between the American 
and Soviet military chiefs of 
staff, biannual talks between 
L"le Secretary of State and the 
Soviet Foreign Minister and · 
even a meeting every year or 
every other year between the 
President and the Soviet lead
er. Regularizing such con
tacts would depoliticize them 
to some degree and make 
them more businesslike. If 
you're lucky, you may be able 
to solve some of the maJor 
problems, but the minimum 
goal ought to be to prevent the 
problems from becoming 
worse. 

The Falklands crb is is the 
most recent reminder uf how 
hard it is for leaders to pre
v~nt s itua t ions fro m es ca lat
ing oJut of \:oncrol. Imagine 
what that cris is might. have 
been had it na red between 
two nuclear-armed nations, 
particularly two superpow. 
ers , each with strong feel ings 
about its national im<1ge. 
Your new weapons i:rograms 
and your strategic-arms ne
gotiating proposal a re neces
sary but not sufficient condi
tions tor keeping the peace . ■ 
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From U.S. World and News Report, April 5, 1982. 

Pro and Con 

A Freeze on Nuclear weapons? 
YES-The arms race "could subject 
the entire world to holocaust" · 

Interview With 
Senator 
Mark 0. Hatfield 

Republican, 
Of Oregon 

Q Senator Hatfield, why are you sponsoring a proposal in 
Congress that calls upon the superpowers to put a freeze on 
nuclear-weapons construction? 

A Because the U.S. has had superiority in nuclear weap
ons ever since World War II, when the Soviets didn't even 
have the bomb, and yet it is evident that the more nuclear 
weapons we build, the more they will build. And the result 
is less security in the world. Nuclear superiority is not only a 
meaningless term in the age of multiple overkill, it is a 
hindrance at the bargaining table. 

Now not only do the Soviets have the bomb, but by the 
end of this century an estimated 60 nations will be capable 
of building nuclear weapons. We must halt this kind of 
madness. It could subject the.entire world to nuclear holo
caust-the end of the planet. 

Q Wouldn't a freeze simply perpetuate the substantial Soviet 
advantage in medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe? 

A First of all, the U.S. has a massive nuclear-weapons 
capability in Europe. The Soviets have 2,000 missiles, and 
we have 1,200. The U.S. total includes invulnerable, for
ward-based submarines, two of which could knock out ev
ery major Russian city. 

Globally, we have over 9,000 warheads, and the Soviets 
have 7,000. Furthermore, our warheads are far more accu
rate. When we look at the nuclear arsenals in their totality, 
we have a more destructive arsenal than the Soviets. 

Q Could a freeze prevent the building of our B-1 and Stealth 
bombers and leave the Soviets free to enlarge their air defenses? 

A You must remember that there are other parts of our 
arsenal that will survive an attack and have significant 
deterrence value. Secondly, we can seek to negotiate a 
collateral agreement constraining U.S. and Soviet air-de
fense improvements. 

Q But wouldn't the U.S. bomber force be rendered virtually 
useless against Russia If our airborne-cruise-missile program 
were killed by a freeze? 

A Absolutely not. First, current war plans call for pre
attacks on Soviet air defenses that would leave them badly 
damaged. In addition, our current bomber, the B-52, is now 
equipped to suppress air de fenses. The Air Force is on 
record saying that the B-52 bomber will have a pene tration 
capability at least until 1990 and p erhaps well beyond. Also, 
it is worth noting that the production of a new Soviet 
bomber the Pentagon claims is being developed would be 
prohibited with a freeze. 

Q What about the vulnerability of land-based missiles? 
A The Soviet U11ion 's nuclear arsenal is more , ·ulnerable 

than ours because 70 to 75 percent of it is based on land; 

NO-It "would perpetuate an unstable 
situation" that increases the risk of war 

Interview With 
Richard R. Burt 

Director of Politico-Military 
Affairs, Department of State 

Q Mr. Burt, why is the Reagan administration opposed to a 
nuclear-weapons freeze? 

A There are two basic reasons: 
The first is that we think it would lock us into some 

military disadvantages. In Europe, the Soviet Union has a 
force of 600 intermediate-range missiles with 1,200 war
heads. The Soviets thus have a massive capability to target 
our allies. The U.S. has no equivalent systems. Further
more, the Soviet Union has developed over the last 15 years 
a new generation of intercontinental ballistic missiles which 
threatens a large fraction of our existing land-based missue 
force. Again, we have no equivalent capability. We cannot 
allow these disadvantages to continue in perpetuity. 

Secondly, the administration belie ves that we can do 
better than a freeze. 

Q Better in what way? 
A Our objective, both in the current talks in Ge neva on 

intermediate-range nuclear forces and in the forthcoming 
strategic-arms talks, will be significant reductions in the 
existing arsenals of both sides. We believe that if both sides· 
forces are frozen at current levels, the Soviet Union will 
have no incentives whatsoever to take our proposals for 
reductions seriously . In fact, the only reason we have nego
tiations going on now in Geneva on intermediate-range 
missiles is that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 
1979 decided to modernize its capabilities in response to 
the Soviet buildup of inte rmediate-range nuclear forces .• 

Q Looking beyond the situation in Europe, where you say the 
Soviet Union has a substantial advantage, wouldn't a freeze 
leave the U.S. with a big edge in strategic warheads all told? 

A Well, there are many different ways to measure the 
overall balance. The fact is that by most measures of strate
gic nuclear capability the Soviet Union is ahead of the 
United States right now. 

We believe that both the Sovie t Union and the United 
St ates should reduce the level of nuclear arms they pres
ently possess. So the real question is not how to accomplish 
a freeze at existing numbe rs; it is how to achieve limita
tions at reduced levels. And that's what the Reagan admin
istration wants-agreed limits at reduced levels. We want 
to negotiate significant reductions , and history has shown 
that the only way to do that is to give the SO\·icts incen
tives for negotiating. 

Q Would a freeze actually end the nuclear arms race? 
A No. First of all, a fr eeze would be cxtrcmcly diffi cult 

to verify and therefore would not limit the SO\-ict s· ability 
to increase the ir nuclear force . 

Secondly, e ve n assuming for the m oment that one could 
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Interview With Senator Hatfield (continued) 

only 25 percent of our missiles are land based. Any negoti
ation could include discussion of options such as moving 
the Minuteman 3 missile from land bases to small, coastal
based submarines-which would reduce fears regarding 
our vulnerability. 

First-strike capability is a purely theoretical notion. Sec
ond, knowing that we have such great power to retaliate, 
why, unless an accident occurred, would the Soviets attempt 
a first strike? Finally, a freeze would seriously reduce Soviet 
confidence in a first strike by placing a cap on warheads and 
halting testing activity which is needed for accuracy. 

Q Were we to have a freeze, how would Soviet compliance be 
verified, In light of Russia's past refusal of on-site Inspection? 

A The U.S. has an elaborate satellite detection system. 
We have a multitude of other intelligence-gathering mech
anisms. Illegal activity could be detected more easily with a 
freeze than without a freeze because any testing or produc
tion activity would suggest a violation. Today we are faced 
with detecting very subtle deviations and changes in activi
ty, which is far more difficult. 

Q How do you respond to the contention of administration 
officials that a freeze would destroy any chance of negotiating 
an agreement to reduce nuclear arsenals and limit the nuclear
arms race on a broa basis? 

A The logic of that idea escapes me. We have to first cre
ate a freeze to get a change of direction. A freeze would not 
impair our ability to reverse the current upward arms esca
lation. Instead, it would stop the arms race so that it could be 
reversed. You can't throw a freight train corning down the 
track into reverse until you first stop it. 

Q Another objection being raised Is that the movement for a 
nuclear freeze in this country will Impair U.S. defenses by under
mining' support for the administration's buildup--

A First, don't forget we also halt the Soviet buildup. 
There isn't any question that a freeze would challenge the 
administration's present defense program. The Reagan de
fense program, compared to the Carter budget, provides 
for a 49 percent increase in military spending, whereas 
nondefense programs have diminished by some 12 percent. 

It weakens America to commit over 200 billion dollars 
over the next six years to nuclear weaponry at a time 

Interview With Mr. Burt (continued) 

verify it, such a freeze would perpetuate an unstable nucle
ar situation, one that would increase the risk of war rather 
than reduce it. 

Finally, such a freeze would leave totally unconstraincQ 
many other military developments which could directly 
threaten the nuclear balance. These include improvements 
in submarine warfare and air defenses. 

Q In your view, the kind of freeze being advocated In Con
gress could not be verified--

A There are a variety of proposals, but the proµJsaJs I 
have seen call for a freeze in warhead production, testing 
and deployment. As I noted, it would be very difficult to 
verify such a freeze. It would require extensive on-site 
inspections, which the Soviets have traditionally rejected. 

Q Many people urging a freeze argue that If the arms race 
continues, It will lead to a nuclear war. How do you answer that? 

A We are concerned, as everyone should be, about the 
dangers of a nuclear war. 

The best ways to minimize the chances of a nuclear war 
ar~ through the maintenance of a balance of power and the 
negotiation of significant reductions. We have been able to 
avoid a nuclear war since the advent of the nuclear age by 
maintaining an equilibrium in military capabilities, and thut 
is the policy of this administration. 

Q In light of the growing push for a freeze, Is the administra
tion going to move quickly into strategic-arms talks? 

A We have spent several months extensively analyzing 
our options in the strategic-arms area. Secretary of State 
Haig said recently that our analysis will be complete in a 
matter of weeks. We want to approach these talks serious
ly, with a thoughtful opening position. We should be pre
pared in the near future for negotiations, international 
conditions permitting. 

Q Would a freeze help cut defense spending by large sums 
and thereby help reduce the deficit, the source of so much 
concern In this country? 

A Experience has shown that existing arms-control 
agreements have not resulted in great savings. A freeze llt 
existing levels-levels that most people believe are already 
too high-would probably not result in real savings. Agreed 
limits at much reduced levels would possibly save money. 

And, of course, this is our goal. when the economy needs capital 
to modernize its production ca
pability and channel more man
power and womanpower toward 
scientific and engineering fields 
so that we can better compete in 
the international marketplace. 

Growing· fear of nuclear war has sparked widespread 
debate over limiting the arms race. 

Q Are you concerned that the 
growing U.S. peace movement could 

This, too, is a matter of nation
al security. 

Q Do you see any comparable 
movement toward a nuclear freeze 
In the Soviet Union? 

A It is very difficult to assess 
the mood of the people in a 
c losed socie ty . But A mericans 
who have recently visited the So
viet Union frequently say that the 
Russian people don't want nucle
ar war. Eventually, that feeling 
wilJ have to erupt, even within a 
closed society. 

As for the open societies of the 
West, our allies are attracted to a 
nuclear freeze. If we back the 
idea, America's leadership world
wide would be enhanced. D 

lil force the administration into a freeze 
~ 

~ 
~ 

§ 
~ 

or some form of unilateral action to 
curb our nuclear-arms buildup? 

A No. I think most people rl'C'
ognize that, to be effective, any 
arms-control measure has· to limit 
both the United States and th<> 
Soviet Union. I don't think 1mv 
responsible politician in thi·s 
country is going to advocate uni
lateral disarmament. 

The proposals for a freeze rc-
flect the genuine concerns of th<' 
American people about the urms 
race. We share those concern!.. 
President Reagan has said that he. 
as much as anyone, wants to com<> 
to grips with this troubling prob
lem. The question is the best wa~· 
of doing it. It is not the overall ob
jectives of the freeze we oppo."t-'; 
it is the tactics of accomplishinJ: 
these objectives. 0 

U.S.NEW£ & WORLD REPORT. April 5 . 1982 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

From 

T H E W A S II I N G T O N P O S T, T H U H S D A Y . .\ P H I L 5 . I 9 II 2 

Les Aspin 

Freeze? Why Not Just Okay SALT I_I? 
Ford had a better idea. Gerald Ford, that 

is. 
He wanted the country to approve the nu

clear weapons accord he worked out at Vladi
voetok. But ,Jimmy Carter rejected that agree
ment, and spent yean negotiating a slightly 
different package, SALT JI. Now we are being 
urged to push for a freeu on nuclear weapons. 
We could do better, however, if we ratified 
SALT II, the bird in the hand. SALT II, which 
is still pending· before the Senate, wouldn't 
freeze the Soviet arsenal; it would reduce iL 

The nuclear freeze debate is very helpful. 
It has reached right down into town meetings, 
and alerted far more people to the dangers of 
a runaway arms race. But there are three key 
problems with making a freeu our officiall 
negotiating l)Ol'ition. 

First, it would simply be one more jolting: 
change in our nc~otialing stance. We already 
have an "A" for lack of consistency; let's not 
try for an A+. 

Where once we had a nonpartisan foreign 
policy, we have now made arms control the 
moet partisan of foreign policy issues. Ford 
negotiated the VladivORtok accords. He did "' 
good job. We should have ratified Vladivos

. tok. But, no, along crune ,Jimmy Carter say
ing he could do better. The ceilings on weap
ons were too high, he said. Chuck Vladivos
tok, and I will work out a better deal. So we 
chucked Vladivostok, and years later Carter 
came up with SALT II. It was a good pack
age. But, then, Ronald Reagan came along 
saying he could do a better job. The ceilings 
in SALT II were loo high, he said. Chuck 
SALT 11, and I will work out a better deal. 

The freeze people are now agreeing with 
Ronald Reagan's ,-ish to chuck SALT ll and 
pursue the better deal. But why? SALT I, 
Vladivoetok, SALT 11- ach is of limited 
duration. None Wllll designed as the final word: 
F.ach was designed as a stepping stone, an ear
nest of good intentions to prepare the l(Tound 
for broader a,m.q control measures. An impor
tant step in thill continuing process would he 
to ratify SALT U so we could move on to 
SALT Ill (or START I, or whatever acronym). 

The second problem with the freeze concept 
has already been pointed out-eorrectly for a 
change-by President Reagan. A freeze clamp,, 
down on the strate1,1c issues that make Krem
lin planners sweat, but it doesn't addres.q those 
i,;sues that make American planners sweat. To 
have any hope of ne~utiating successfully, each 
,ide must have something the other would like 
to get al. Other.,ise. there is no incentive to 
make a deal. 

We am worried that the huge num bers of 
So\'iet MIRVed missiles or their inventory of 
very lar~• missiles could successfully wipe 
out our land-based ICBMs in a first strike. 
We want reductions in either or both of. 
• ~ -,-: 0 cAteiznriP". Tht frrc?l' ~imnl \' k·a•:e:-
thoee t11h:att nin~ mi~sile~ in place.· · 

On the other hand, what worries the ~ ,vie1~ 
is what we are preparirig to do. We are workin~ 
on a new Trident D.5 sea-based mi.<;sile tlu1t will 
make their land-based missiles vulnerable. 
Then there's the l\,[X mi.'<Sile, which would al.so 
make their land-hased missiles vulnerable. 
Third, we are developing sea-launched cruise 
missiles, and fourth , we are working on the Per
shing D rnis6ile, which could be launched from 
Europe to hit Soviet targets in a matter of 
minutes. The Rlls<lians want t,) get at all four of 
theee weapons. For us to get what we want, we 
need both a freeze a11d reductions. For the 

Soviets to get what they want. all they need 
is a freeze. At that point, there is no incen
tive for them to talk about reductions. 

The third prpblem with the freeze pr11-
posa] is that two moves uway in this ches.q 
gllll)e we are presented with nothing but had 
alternatives; we can give up either our knight 
or our bishop. Either way we get rooked. The 
freeze is proposed as an open-ended policy lo 
last until reductions are agreed upon. The 
Soviets will have every incentive to hold reli
giously to the freeze while stonewalling on 
the reduction talks. Any proposal to drop the 
freeze will be seen by freeze advocates M a 
step backward and perceived around the 
world as American perfidy-while the Sovi
ets sit quietly at the negotiating table behind 
their Cheshire grina. We will he forced either 
to stick with the freeie and its disadvantal(es 
or to play the role of ogre and resume the 
arms race. Neither is to our benefit. Neither 
advances th~ cause of arms control. 

• 
The freeze debate is the best thing to come 

down the pike in years, because it is awaken
ing the public concern about nuclear weap
ons. Arms control i~. aftn all. a \'Cry political 
process. The Kennccly-Hatricld resolution 
before the Senate helps lo foc us the political 
issues and give the public a nag around 
which to rally. 

The freeze proponents say the freeze is 
only the first step; the second step is to get 
reductions in nuclear weapons. Fine. Hut 
how about going straight lo the second step?. 
Let's ratify SALT IL 

Under SALT II, the Soviets would have to 
dismantle about 10 percent of their most, 
threatening weapons. That's a reduction in 
arms. And reductions are what both the 
freeze advocates and the Reagan White 
House have declared as their goal. 

We are following the SALT II numerical 

restrktinns ri~hl now. Every time we huild " 
new mis.sile submarine, we di~mantle an old 
one. The Ru:;~ians are doin;: the same thin~: 
every time they build a new mis.sile sub, thp~· 
dismantle an old one. The only pro\'ision 
that hasn't been put into effect-and which 
won't go into effect until nnd unles.q there is 11 

ratified treatv-is the one that would limit 
the total nuri1her of strategic delivery vehic• 
les (missile launchers and heavy hombersl te) 
2,250 on each side. Under thJ!. pro\'ision, thf 
Soviets would have to ~et rid of more t'hon 
2.50 of their missiles or hombeni. The United 
States is already under the ceiling. 

SALT n al'IO forbidt1 either side fmm <k-
velopiJ11( and deploying more than one new t}111· 
of ICfiM; that's one new type nftrr rntificn
tion. That would 11111 a real hrake on the 
nrms race. 

The Reai:an people oui:ht to like S:\LT II. 
'l'he ndminLstration, uft.er nil. LS ahi,lini: hy 
SALT II just a.~ if it w<·rc ratili<~I. And thm Ls 
not a sUlKle weapotL-; :O-)'Slcm in l~t-Hi,: tu1':,; :ivt•· 
year defense plim that Ls inconsL,tl'nt ,vith 
SAI:r II. In foct, thr, pl,1n looks n.s if it wne• 
draftl'd with mtiliration of SAi ,T II in mind. 

~•reeze advocates may line! some clrnw
ha <'k.- l,1 S.\I.T IL I ;ra111l•cl. Tlu•n• art draw, 
hacks tu any policy une can think uf. But 
SALT II has two key ucl\'anta~es uver a 
fre.eze. First, it goes h\,yond a freeze and lirt•• 
vides for reductions. Second. it hus alreaclv 
been worked out with the llussiuns. It h:is 
been sii:necl and st:e ll'CI. Unlikei th~ fr1•N,· 
propc,sol. we don't have to invest timt 1w
~otintin~ thl' fine 11rint wilh Mum,w. 

Freeze advocates ~1\" tht?\' want n fn'tv1.c r, 11:r 
followed hv cfr'urts t;,wnril mlur tiu"·,. If we· 
ratify SALT II . we g1·t redurliuns ,,,,,,· and 
can then ~it down at th,• neJ!oliat ini,{ tahlc lo 
pursue hroacler 1111d dcepn rtclurtion,. 

R,,p. J\."iJJ i " f J> .. \\' is .) is,, ,,,.,,,,, ,,.,·,~r 
Ow :\rnH'<I s,, r,·it'e . .;: ('mu mitt,•,· 
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From The New York Times, August 3, 1982. 

WASHINGTON - The strategic 
arms reduction talks are finally under 
way in Geneva, but is the Administra
tion's anns reduction proposal the 
holy . graiI of arms control, as Pq!si
dent Reagan would have us believe? 

Start. SALT. Freeze. 
At best, Start will tu&tlwf a decade 

By Thomas J. Downey 

t9 ne&Qtiate._,B~;y,e ·cou1c1 ·probaojy. implementation today, the United 
have.a mutual and verifiable nuclear· States would gain the most by adopt
freeze in only a year· or so. Ancfwe Ing the arms limitation treaty, the 
could have the se<:on<1:strategie a,rms freeze or-preferably-both. Start is 
limitation treaty_;;.; SALT II - today,·· a.very weak third choice on its merits, 
if the Administiiltlon. was willing to let alone Its negotiabillty. 
ratifyit. :~~-rr,;; .. , :·:. - ; ' ·•\_>;• ' . .This is not an academic question. 

Mr •. Reagan•s~~ -red~on pro- Later this week, the House of Repre
posal probably ~d do more ··gooc1 sentatives is to vote on whether to di
than harm but ltJsn~t worth.the wait. . rect the President to approve SALT II 
A limited and·iiii'row.pruposal, tn·~- and negotiate a nuclear freeze. The 
duce.ci ~~ __ sJde~ts ~ ·, dtm,l~ - Administration bitterly opposes this 
biPistu: mlslil~--to 8511· depl~. in-- _ legislation, arguing that it would un
tercontinental. balllstle-mlssllesito 425 deICllt the strategic arms reduction 
and warheac1s to about six per rrib$ue: talks. 
That's all lt..d<;e$. ~,, •,·,-, · · ~-. :- . ._To understand · wny sacrificing 

. The_~ -and SALT -II, by con- S~T II and the freeze to sav~ Start 
trast, -~ far-reachlng solutions to _a would be like thfowing gold overboard 
wide variety of military and arms to save brass, we can take the Admin
control problems. :The freeze ·would, lstration's objections to SALT II and 
immediately upon ratification. p~ use them as yardsticks for measuring 
hibit the' further t~Ung. pi:;pduction allthreeplans: . 
and ~eplo~ent of nuclear .weapons. 1: SALT II does not ltmtt· the Soviet 
Undet SALTU, some nuclear weap- Umon'sBackfirebomber. 
ons :'!'{ould ~ allowed linµted addi- This is the only specific objection to 
tional p~ction, others would be al- SALT II ever raised by President Rea
lowed limited technological improve- gan himself. In fact, SALT II limits 
ments, some . would be frozen at product~on of the Backfire to 30 per 
present levels, still others would be year. The freeze limits it to zero. Start 
banned entirely. _ . does not limititat all. . 

H allthree plans were available for 2. SALT II allows the Soviet Union 

to retain 308 heavy intercontinental 
ballistic missiles-

SALT II and the freeze each allows 
the Soviet Union 308 heavy I.C.B.M.'s; 
Start allows 425. SALT II and the 
freeze limit the throw weight - the 
warheads and their vehicle - of these 
missiles to 16,000 pounds each; St.art 
does not limit throw weighfat all. 

3. SALT II" lets the Soviet Union 
produce an unlimited number of mis
siles and quicldj, reload their silos 
with them. 

While SALT II does not control pro
duction of misslles, 'it prohibits devel
opment, testing and deployment of 
rapid-reload · eqllipment. 1be freeze 
prohibits all missile production, al
though It has no effect on existing mis
siles or their reloading equipment. 
Start does nothing about either mis
sile production or reloading equip
ment. 

4. SALT 11 counts launchers, which 
do not matter. Start counts missiles 
and warheads, which do. 

In fact, St.art does not count total 
missiles or warheads, which cannot 
beverified.1tcounts "deployable mis
siles,'' which are the same as launch
ers. SALT II also counts total launch-

(g) 1982 by The New York Times Company. Reprinted by pE':rmission. 

ers and warheads per launcher, which 
by simple multiplication is the same 
as Start's "deployable warheads." 

·· 5. SALT II does not solve the prob
lem of the vulnerability of United 
States I.C.B.M. 's. 

True, but neither dc;,es St.art, and the 
freeze does. SALT II and Start each 

-allows the Soviet Union to have highly 
accurate, well-tested multiple-war
head missiles that can each destroy 
several American I.C.B.M. silos. But 
by prohibiting testing of these mis
siles and lowering confidence in their 
reliability, the freeze solves our 
I.C.B.M. wlnerabillty problem, while 
Start does not. 

6. SALT 11 permits the arms race to 
continue. 

True, but it limits the arms race 
more than Start does. Only the freeze 
ends the arms race. For example, the 
freeze allows no· new types of 
I.C.B.M.'s wlµJe SALT U allows one 
for each side. But Start allows an infi
nite number of new types of 
missiles. 

None of this is to say that Start is 
worthless. It would be a modest, con
structive addition in the context of 
SALT II, the freeze or both; But in no 
sense is it a reolaCP.ment for either. 

Thomas J. Downey, a DP.mocratic 
member of the defense task force of 
the House Budget Committee, repre
sents the Second Congressional Dis
trict, on Lorui? Island. 
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From Foreign Affairs, Spring, 1982. AfcGeorge Bundy 
George F. Ke1111a11 

Robert S. Mc}lo111ara 
Gerard S111ith 

Xl'CLEA R ,YEAP()XS .A:\'I) "'\.1\ T THE ATLA~TIC ALLL\XCE 

\f '-;Y, arc four Americans who have been concerned over 
man y years with the relation bct,vcen nuclear weapons and the 
peace and freedom of the members of the · Atlantic Alliance. 
Having learned that each of us separately has been coming to 
hold new views on this hard but vital question, we decided to sec 
how far our thoughts, and th e lessons of our varied experiences, 
could be put together; the essay that follows is the result. Tt argues 
that a ne·w policy can bring great benefit s, but it aims tu start a 
discussion , not to end it. 

For 33 years now, the Atlantic Alliance has relied on the assened 
rca diness

0

of the United States to use nucl ear ""ca pons if necessan 
to repel a~gression from the East . Initi a ll :·. indeed , it \\ ;::, ,._ i ,:.-- . 
tl11111 g h1 (n o t;1bly b:· such great and different men as \\ .111ston 
Churchill and Niels Bohr) that the basic military balance in 
Europe was between American atomic bombs and the massive 
conventional forces of the Soviet Union. But the first Soviet 
explosion, in August 1949, ended the American monopoly only 

------·------· 

McGeorge Bundy was Special Assistanl 10 the President for National 
Sccuritv Affa irs from l9Gl to l91ili and Presid<"nt o f the Fo rd Foundation from 
I 9(il i 10· mid- I !li~I. H e is c urrently Professor of l li story at New York l :nivcrsity . 

George F. Kennan is Professor Em eritus at the lns1itute for :\th·anccd 
Studv. Princeton . He was C .S . .-\mbassado r to the Sovie t L:nion . l9.'i2 . and 1, 1 

Yugc;sla , ·ia, I 9fi I - li:S. and is the author of S111' i t' l -.'lmrrirn11 Relati1111s . I'} I 7 }fl Cl 
Vols.) : .. \frm,1ir.1· ('.! \'ols .) and otll<'r works. 

Robert S . ~lci\anwra was S,·cre tarv of Defense from 191> I 10 l 1H>B .,nd 
Prcsicll"nl oftlw \\'oriel Bank frn111 l!ll ili lo micl - 1981. 
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Limi1atio11s Talks (S:\LT) from l!Hi!) 10 197'..?. a nd is 1hc a uthrn· of / 1,.ul,/rt,d l:: 
'/71, · Storr ,f S11!.T I. I le also sc·ncd as Special J\~sistan1 to the Scn ,·1ar: of 
State for atolllic encrg-y affairs ( Jq _-,·1 -57). Director of the Policy Planning 
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d<"ntiai R cp1cscn1 a 1ive li,r nonprolift-rati , ,., ma11ns ( 1!177 --BO). 
Reprinted by permission of Foreign Affairs, Spring 1982. 
Copyright 1982 by the Council on Foreign Relations, Inc. 

123 



124 

,,rn: 1,1ui1ll1 al ter Lne SenaLc approved th<.: J ·orth .-\tlantic l'reaty, 
and in 1950 communist aggression in Korea produced new Allied 
attention to the defense of Europe. 

The "crude" atomic bombs of the 1940s have been followed in 
both countries by a fantastic proliferation of weapons and delivery 
systems, so that today the two parts of a still-divided Europe are 
targeted py many thousands of warheads both in the area and 
outside it. Within the Alliance, France and Britain have developed 
thermonuclear forces which arc enormous compared to what the 
United States had at the beginning, although small by comparison 
with the present deployments of the superpowers. Doctrine has 
succeeded doctrine, from "balanced collective forces " to ··massive 
retaliation" to " mutual assured destruction" to "flexible response" 
and the "seamless web." Throughout these transformations, most 
of them occasioned at least in part by changes in the Western 
view of Soviet capabilities, both deployments and doctrines have 
been intended to deter Soviet aggression and keep the peace by 
maintaining a credible connection between any large-sqilc assault, 
whether conventional or nuclear, and the engagement of the 
strategic nuclear forces of the Unitedl:,tates. · 

A major element in .every doctrine has been that the United 
States has asserted its willingness to be the first-has indeed made 
plans to be the first if necessary-to use nuclear weapons to defend 
agai1 1,· aggrC'ssion i11 Europe. It is this clement L11at ·need~ re
examination now. Both its cost to the coherence of the Alliance 
and its threat to the safety of the world are rising while its 
deterrent ·credibility declines. 

This policy was first established when the American nuclear 
advantage was overwhelming, but that advantage has long since 
gone and cannot be recaptured. As early as the 1950s it was 
recognized by both Prime Minister Churchill and President Ei
senhower that the nuclear strength of both sides was becoming so 
great that a nuclear war would be a ghastly catastrophe for all 
concerned. The following decades have only confirmed and inten
sified that reality. The time has come for careful study of the ways 
and means of moving to a new Alliance policy and doctrine: that 
nuclear weapons will not be used unless an aggressor should use 
them first. · 

II 

The disarray that currently besets the nuclear policy and prac
tices of the Alliance is obvious. Governments and their reprcs,~nt
atives have maintained an appearance of unity as they persist in 
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their support of the two-track decision uf December 197~1. under 
which 5 72 new American missiles of intermediate range are to be 
placed in Europe unless a satisfactory agreement on the limitation 
of such weapons can be reached in the negotiations bet ween tht 
United States and the Soviet Union that began last .November. 
But behind this united front there are divisive debates, especially 
in countries where the new weapons are to be deployed. 

The arguments put forward by advocates of these deployments 
contain troubling variations. The simplest and intuitively the 
most persuasive claim is that these new weapons are needed as a 
counter to the new Soviet SS-20 missiles; it may be a recognition 
of the surface attractiveness of this position that underli_es Presi
dent Reagan's striking-but probably not negotiable-proposal 
that if all the SS-20s are dismantled the planned deployments will 
be cancelled. Other officials have a quite different argument , that 
without new and survivable American weapons which can reach 
Russia, from Western Europe there can be no confidence that the 
strategic forces of the United States will remain committed to the ✓ 
defense of Western Europe; on this argument the nc\v missiles are 
needed to make it more likely that any war in Europe would bring 
nuclear warheads on the Soviet Union and thus deter the aggressor 
in the first place. This argument is logically distinct from am· 
concern about the Soviet SS-20s, and it prnbabh <' 'q..1i,.t; ll .: • :, , iii 
concealed hope of some planners that the Reagan proposal will 
be rejected. Such varied justifications cast considerable doubt on 
the real purpose of the proposed deployment. 

An equally disturbing phenomenon is the gradual shift in the 
balance of argument that has occurred since the need to address 
the problem was first asserted in 1977. Then ·the expression of 
need was European, and in the first instance German; the emerg
ing parity of long-range strategic systems was asserted to create a 
need for a balance at less than intercontinental levels. The Amer
ican interest developed relatively slowly, but because these were 
to be American missiles, American planners took the lead as the 
proposal was worked out. It has also served Soviet purpos<:s to 
concentrate on the American role. A similar focus has been rhos<'11 
by many leaders of the new movement for nuclear disa1·111a m c 11l 
in Europe. And now there are American voices, some in the 
executive branch, talking as if European acceptance oft hl'<:<· new 
missiles were some sort of test of European loyalty to the Alliance . 
Meanwhile some of those in Europe who remain publicly com
mitted to both tracks of the 1979 agreement are clearly hoping 
that the day of deployment will never arrive. vVhen : lie very 
origins of a new proposal become the source of irritated argument 
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our common unckr..,, andi n~. 
A still more severe instance of disarrav. one which has occurred 

under both President Carter and Presid.ent Reagan, relates to the 
so-called neutron bornb. a \\·eapon designed to meet the threat of 
Soviet tanks. American military planners, authorized by doctrine 
to think in terms of early battlefield use of nuclear weapons. 
naturally want more ·'up-to-date" weapons than those they han· 
now; it is known that thousands of the agin~ short-range 1111clcar 
weapons now in Europe arc hard to use effectively . Yet to a gn·at 
many Europeans th<: neutron bomb s11gQ;csts. howe ver 1in[1irl y. 
that the .-\mericans are preparing to fight a "limited" nuclear war 
on their soil. Moreover neither weapons designers nor the Penta
gon officials they have persuaded seem to have understood the 
intense and special revulsion that is associated with killing by 
''enhanced radiation. " 

All these recent distempers ha\·e a deeper cause. They arc rooted 
in the fact that the evolution of essentially equivalent and enor
mously excessive nuclear weapons systems both in the Soviet 
Union and in the Atlantic Alliance has aroused new concern 
about the dangers of all forms of nuclear \Var. The profusion of 
these systems, on both sides, has made it more difficult than e\'cT 
to construct rational plans for any first use of these weapon~ hv 
anyone. 

tlii-. prnbk·rn is more acute than be forc. but it is not new. E\Tll 

in the 1950s, a time that is often mistakenly perceived as one of 
effortless American superiority, the prospect of any actual use of 
tactical weapons was properly terrifying to Europeans and to 
more than a few Americans. Military plans for such use remained 
both deeply secret and highly hypothetical: the coherence of the 
Alliance was maintained by general neglect of such scenarios, not 
by sedulous public discussion. In the l 9h0s there \Vas a·prolonged 
and stressful effort to address thc problem of theater-range 
weapons, but agreement on new forces and plans for their use 
proved elusi.ve. Eventually the proposal for a multilateral force 
(MLF) was replaced by the assignment of American Polaris sub
marines to NATO, and bv the.creation in Brussels of an in1cr-allied 
:\Tuclear Planning Gr0t.1p. Little else was accomplishcd . In hoth 
decades the Alliance kept itself together more by mutual political 
confidence than by plausible nuclear war-fi ghting plans. 

Although the first years of the I <170:-. produced a welcornc if 
oversold detente, complacency soon began to fade . The Nixon 
Administration, rather quicth-, raisc.;cl the question about the long
run credibilit\· of 1he :\111nica11 11ucll';11· dc1nn·111 that \\as to be 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

el,rnorated by 1-knry K1ssi1,iger in l '.1 7'::J at a meetin:.; in l.11 u:-;se,,,. 
Further impetus to both new doctrine and new deployments came 
during the For<l and Carter Administrations, but each public 
statement. . however careful and qualified, on·ly increased Euro
peai1 apprehensions. The purpose of both Administrations_ was to 
reinforce deterrence, but the result has been to increase fear of 

·nuclear war, and even of Americans as its possible initiators. 
Intended as contributions w both rationality and credibilit). these 
excursions into the theorv of limited nuclear war have been 
counterproductive in EuroiJe. 

Yet it was not 'vvrong to raise these matters. Q11estions 1 hat were 
answered largely by silence in the 1950s and 1960s cannot be so 
handled in the 1980s. The problem was not in the fact that the 
questions were raised, but in the way they seemed· to be answered . 

It is time to recognize that no one has ever succeeded in 
advancing any persuasive reason to believe that any use of nuclear 
weapons, even on the smallest scale, could reliably be expected to 
remain limited. Every serious analysis and every military exercise, 
for over 25 years, has demonstrated that even the mo~t rest rained 
battlefield use would be enormously destructive to civilian life 
and property. There is no way for anyone to have any confidence 
that such a nuclear action will not lead to further and more 
devast at in~ exchanges. Anv use of nuclear weapons in E11 rope . b,· 
the ,-\lliancc or a gainst it , carries -.,vich it ,1 h igh :ind lll< ·-; t :: p:: '. l l 
risk of escalation into the general nuclear war which would bring 
ruin to all and victory to none. 

The one clearly definable firebreak against the worldwide dis
aster of general nuclear war is the one that stands bet \, ·een all 
other kinds of conflict and any use whatsoever of nuclear \\'eapons. 
To keep that firebreak wide and strong is in the deepest interest 
of all mankind . In retrospect, indeed, it is remarkable that this 
country has not responded to this reality more quickly. (;i,·en the 
appalling consequences of even the most limited use of nuclear 
weapons and the total impossibility for both sides of any guarantee 
against unlimited escalation, there must be the gravest doubt 
about the wisdom of a policy which asserts the effccti,·c·11c~s of 
any first 11se of nuclear weapons by either side. So it seem~ timdy 
to consider the possibilities, the requirements, the difficulties, and 
the advantages of a policy of no-first -u se. 

III 

The largest question presented by any proposal for an Allied 
policy of no-first-use is that of its impact on tht· cffcctive11t·ss of 
NATO 's deterrent posture on the central front. In spite of the doubts 
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that are created by any honest look at the probable consequences 
of resort to a first nuclear strike of any kind, it should be remem
bered that there were strong reaso~s for the creation of the 
American nuclear umbrella over NATO. The original American 
pledge, expressed in Article 5 of the Treaty, was understood to be 
a nuclear guarantee. It was extended at a time when only a 
conventional Soviet threat existed, so a readiness for first use was 
plainly implied from the beginning. To modify that guarantee 
now, even in the light of all that has happened since, would he a 
major change in the assumptions of the Alliance, an ,1 no such 
change should be made without the most careful exploration of 
its iti1plications. 

In such an exploration the role of the Federal Republic of 
Germany must be central. Americans too easily forget what the 
people of the Federal Republic never can : that their position is 
triply exposed in a fashion unique among the large industrial 
democracies. They do not have nuclear weapons; they share a 
long common boundary with the Soviet empire; in any conflict 
on the central front their land would be the first battleground. 
None of these conditions can be changed, and together they 
present a formidable challenge. 

Having decisively rejected a policy of neutrality, the Federal 
Republi c has necessarily relied n11 th e nuclear protect ion of the 
C nited States, and we Americans should recognize that this 
relationship is not a favor we are doing our German friends, but 
the best available solution of a common problem. Both nations 
believe that the Federal Republic must be defended; both believe 
that the Federal Republic must not have nuclear weapons of its 
own; both believe that nuclear guarantees of some sort are essential; 
and both believe that only the United States can provide those 
guarantees in persuasi vely deterrent peacekeeping form. · 

The uniqueness of the West German position can be readily 
demonstrated by comparing it with those of France and the 
United Kingdom. These two nations have distance, and in one 
case water, between them and the armies of the Soviet Union: 
they also have nuclear weapons. While those weapons may con
tribute something to the common strength of the Alliance, their 
main role is to underpin a residual national self-reliance, expressed 
in different ways at different times by different governments, 
which sets both Britain and France apart from the Federal Re
public. They are set apart from the United States too, in that no 
other nation depends on them to use their nucl ear weapons 
otherwise than in their own ultimate self-defense. 
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'J'IH quite special character of the nuclear relationship bcnveen 
the .Federal Republic and the United States is a most powerful 
reason for defining that relationship with great care. It is rare for 
,>IH' inajor nation to depend entirely on another for a f~1rm uf 
strength that is vital to its survival. _It is unprecedented f?r a~y 
11at ion, however powerful, to pledge itself to a course of acuon, m 
defr:nse of another, that might entail its own nuclear devastation. 
A policy of no-first-use would not and should not imply an 
abandonment of this extraordinary guarantee--only its redefini-
1 i1111. IL would still be necessary to be ready to reply with American 
1111dcar weapons to any nuclear attack on the Federal Republic, 
and this commitment would in itself be sufficiently demanding to 
constitute a powerful demonstration that a policy of no-first-use 
,voulcl represent no abandonment of our German ally. 

The German right to a voice in this question is not merely a 
111at tcr of location, or even of dependence on an American nuclear 
guarantee. The people of the Federal Republic have demonstrated 
a steadfast dedication to peace, to collective defense, and to 
drn11cstic political decency. The study here proposed should be 
responsive to their basic desires. It seems probable that they are 
like the rest of us in wishing most of all to have . no war of any 
kind, but also to be able to defend the peace by ~rces that dn not 
rc,,,1in· the dreadful choice of nuclear escalation . 

IV 

While we believe that careful study will lead to a firm conclusion 
that it is time to move decisively toward a policy of no-first-use, 
it is obvious that any such policy would require a strengthened 
confidence in the adequacy of the conventional forces of the 
t\lliance, above all the forces in place on the central front and 
those available for prompt reinforcement. It seems clear that the 
11.lt ions of the Alliance together can provide whatever forces are 
needed, and within realistic budgetary constraints, but it is a quite 
different question whether they can summon the necessary polit
ical will. Evidence from the history of the Alliance is mixed . Th err 
has been great progress in the conventional defenses of NATO in 
the 30 years since the 1952 Lisbon communique, but there have 
als0 been failures to meet force goals all along the way. 

In each of the four nations which account for more t ban 90 
percent of NATO's collective defense and a still higher proportion 
of its strength on the central front, there remain major unresolved 
political issues that critically affect contributions to conventional 
deterrence: for example, it can be asked what priority the United · 
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1'..ingdon1 g1q.:s ·tu the British Army of the Rhine. what level of 
NATO-connected deployment can be accepted by France, what 
degree of German relative strength is acceptable to the Allies and 
fair to the Federal Republic itself, and whether we Americans 
have a durable and effective answer to our military manpower 
needs in the present all-volunteer active and reserve forces. These 
are the kinds of questions-and there are many more-that won Id 
require review and resolution in the course of reaching- any final 
decision to move to a responsible policy of no-lirst -use. 

There should also be an examina tion of the ways in which the 
concept of early use of nuclear weapons may have been built into 
existing forces , tactics , and general military expectations. To the 
degree that this has happened, there could be a dangerous gap 
right now between real capabilities and those · which politic.al 
l_eaders might wish to have in a time of crisis. Conversely there 
should be careful study of what a policy of no-first-use ·would 
require in those same terms. It seems more than likely that once 
the military leaders of the Alliance have learned to think and act 
steadily on this "conn:·ntional " assumption, their forces will be 
better instruments for stability in crises and for general deterrence, 
as well as for the maintenance of the nuclear firebreak so vital to 
us all. 

No one should underestimate either tlw diffi cid t\ m r h t: i111p1 Jr
u:rnce of the 'ihift in military attitudes i111pliccl by a 110-first-usc 
policy. Although military commanders are well aware of the 
terrible dangers in any exchange of nuclear ½'Capons, it is a strong 
military tradition to maintain that aggressive war, not th<' use of 
any one weapon , is the central evil. Many officers will be initially 
unenthusiastic about any formal policy that puts limits on their 
recourse to a weapon of apparently decisive power. Yet the basic 
argument for a no-first-use policy can be stated in strictly milita1:\. 
terms: that any other course involves unacceptable risks to the 
national life that military forces exist to defend . The military 
officers of the Alliance can be expected to understand the force of 
this proposition, even if many of them do not initially agree with 
it. Moreover. there is e,-erv reason for confidence that t hn· "i II 
loyally accep·t any policy th~t has the support of their govern;11t:11ts 
and the peoples behind them, just as they have fully accepted the 
present arra nge m e nts unde r whic h the USC" o f nucl ea r \\'Capons. 

even in retaliation for a nuclear at tack , requires advance and 
specific approval by the head of government. 

An Allied posture of no-first-use would have one special effec t 
that can be set forth in advance: it would draw new attention tu 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 he importance of maintaining and improving the specifically 
Arncrican conventional forces in Europe. The principal political 
difficulty in a policy of no-first-use is that it may be taken in 
Europe, and especially in the Federal Republic, as evidence of a 
reduced American interest in the Alliance and in effective overall 
deterrence. The argument here is exactly the opposite: that such 
a policy is the best one available for keeping the Alliance united 
and effective. Nonetheless the psychological realities of the relation 
between the Federal R epublic and the United States are such that 
the only way to prevent corrosive German suspicion of American 
intentions, under a no-first-use regime, will be for Americans to 
accept for themselves an appropriate share in any new level of 
conventional effort that the policy may require. 

Yet it would be wrong to make any hasty judgment that those 
new levels of effort must be excessively high. The subject is 
complex, and the more so because both technology and politics 
arc ch.anging. Preci: ~n-guided munitions, in technology , and the 
visible weakening of the military solidity of the Warsavv Pact, in 
politics, are only two examples of changes working to the advan
tage of the Alliance. Moreover there has been some tendency, over 
1i1any years, to exaggerate the relative conventional strength of 
the U.S.S.R. and to unden.:stimatt> Soviet avvareness of' t l, L'. IH> , -

mous costs and risks of any form of aggression agdinst NA.Tu. 

Today there is literally no one who really knows what would be 
neecied. Most of the measures routinely used in both official and 
private analyses are static and fragmentary. An especially arbi
trary, if obviously convenient, measure of progress is that of 
spending levels. But it is political will, not budgetary pressure, 
that will be decisive. The value of greater safety from both nuclear 
and conventional danger is so great that even if careful analysis 
showed that the necessary conventional posture would require 
funding larger than the three-percent real increase that has been 
the common target of recent years, it would be the best bargain 
ever offered to the members of the Alliance. 

Yet there is no need for crash programs, which alway,; bring 
extra costs. The direction of the Allied effort will be more impor
tant than its velocity. The final establishment of a firm policy of 
no-first-use, in any case, will obviously require time. What is 
important today is to begin to rno\T in this direction . 

V 

The conc<.:pt of renouncing any first use of nuclear weapons 
should also be tested by careful review of the value of existing 

131 



132 

NATO plans for selective and limited use of nuclear weapons. While 
many scenarios for nuclear war-fighting are nonsensical, it must 
be recognized that cautious and sober senior officers have found 
it prudent to ask themselves what alternatives to defeat they could 
propose to their civilian superiors if a massive conventional Soviet 
attack seemed about to make a decisive breakthroug_h. This 
question has generated contingency plans for battlefield uses of 
small numbers of nuclear weapons which might prevent that 
particular disaster. It is hard to see how any such action could be 
taken without· the most enormous risk of rapid and catastrophic 
escalation, but it is a fair challenge to a policy of no-first-use that 
it should be accompanied by a level of conventional strength that 
would make such plans unnecessary. . 

In the light of this difficulty it would be prudent to consider 
whether there is any acceptable policy short of no-first-use. One 
possible example is what might be called· "no-earry-first-use;'1such 
a policy might leave open the option of some limited duclear 
action to fend off a final large-scale conventional defeat, and by 
renunciation of any immediate first use and increased emphasis 
on conventional capabilities it might be thought to help somewhat 
in reducing current fears. 

But the value . of a clear and simple position would be great . 
especially in its effect on ourselves and our Allies. One tmubit: 
with exceptions is that they easily become rules. It seems much 
better that even the most responsible choice of even the most 
limited nuclear actions to prevent even the most imminent con
ventional disaster should be left out of authorized policy. What 
the Alliance needs most today is not the refinement of its nuclear 
options, but a clear-cut decision to avoid them as long as others 
do. 

VI 

Who should make the examination here proposed? The present 
American Administration has so far shown little interest in ques
tions of this sort , and indeed a seeming callousness in some 
quarters in Washington toward nuclear dangers may be partly 
responsible for some of the recent unrest in Europe. But each of 
the four of us has served in Administrations which revised their 
early thoughts on nuclear weapons policy. James Byrnes learned 
the need to seek international control; John Foster Dulles stepped 
back somewhat from his early belief in massive retaliation; Dwight 
Eisenhower came to believe in the effort to ban nuclear tests 
which he at first thought dangerous ; the Administration of John 
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F. Kennedy (in which we all served) modified its early views on 
targeting doctrine; Lyndon Johnson shelved the proposed MLF 

when he decided it was causing more trouble than it was worth; 
and Richard Nixon agreed to narrow limits on anti-ballistic 
missiles whose large-scale deployment he had once thought indis
pensable. There we~e changes also in the Ford an~ Carter ~d1!1in
istrations, and President Reagan has already adjusted his views 
on the usefulness of early arms control negotiations, even though 
we remain in a time of general stress between Washington and 
Moscow. No Administration should be held, and none should 
hold itself, to inflexible first positions on these extraordinarily 
difficult matters . 

. Nor does this question need to wait upon governments for study. 
The day is long past when public awe and governmental secrecy 
made nuclear policy a matter for only the most private executive 
determination. The questions presented by a policy of no-first-use 
must indeed be decided by governments, but they can and should 
be considered by citizens. In recent months strong private voices 
have been raised on both sides of the Atlantic on behalf of 
strengthened conventional forces. When this cause is argued by 
such men as Christoph Bertram, Field Marshal Lord Carver, 
Admiral Noel Gavler, Professor Michael Howard. H~nn· Kissi, , .. 
KCr, Fran~ois de ' Rose, Theo Sommer, and General \ Ltx-.,·t·II 
Taylor, to name oiJly a few, it is fair to conclude that at least in 
its general direction the present argument is not outside the 
mainstream of thinking within the Alliance. Indeed there is 
evidence of renewed concern for conventional forces in govern
ments too. 

What should be added, in both public and private sectors, is a 
fresh, sustained; and careful consideration of the requirements 
and the benefits of deciding that the policy of the Atlantic Alliance 
should be to keep its nuclear weapons unused as long as otl1ers do 
the same. Our own belief, though we do not here assert it as 
proven, is that when this possibility is fully explored it will be 
evident that the advantages of the policy far outweig-h its costs. 
and that this demonstration will help the peoples and governnwnts 
of the Alliance to find the political will to move in this direction. 
In this spirit we go on to sketch the benefits tha t could come from 
such a change. 

VII 

The first possible advantage of a policy of no-first-u '.w is in the 
management of the nuclear deterrent forces that would still be 
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necessary. Unce we escape from the need to plan for a firsl use 
that is credible, we can escape also from many of the ·complex 
arguments that have led to asserti01i1s that all sorts of new nuclear 
capabilities are necessary to create or restore a capability for 
something called ''escalation dominance"-a capability to fight 
and "win" a nuclear war at any level. What would be needed, 
under no-first-use, is a set of capabilities we already have in 
overflowing measure-capab_ililies for appropriate retaliation to 
any kind of Soviet nuclear attack which would leave the Soviet 
Union in no doubt that it too should adhere to a policy of no
first-use. The Soviet government is already aware of the awful risk 
inherent in any use of these weapons, and there is no current 
or prospective Soviet "superiority" that would tempt anyone in 
.t\1oscow toward nuclear adventurism. (All four of us ~re wholly 
unpersuaded by the argument advanced in recent years that the 
Soviet Union could ever rationally expect to gain from such a 
wild effort as a massive first strike on land-based American 
strategic missiles.) . 

Once it is clear that the only nuclear need of the Alliance is for 
adequately survivable and varied second strike forces, ·requiremenis 
for the modernization of major nuclear systems will become more 
modest than has been assumed. In particular we can escape from 
the ,notion that we must somehow match cverythin~ the rocket 
commanders in the Soviet Union extracl from their government. 
It seems doubtful , also, that under such a policy it would be 
necessary or desirable to deploy neutron bombs. The savings 
permitted by more modest programs could go toward meeting the 
financial costs of our contribution to conventional forces . 

It is important to avoid misunderstanding here. In the condi-. 
tions of the 1980s, and in the absence of agreement on both sides 
to proceed to very large-scale reductions in nuclear forces, it is 
clear that large, varied, and survivable nuclear forces will still be 
necessary for nuclear deterrence. The point is not that we Amer
icans should move unilaterally to some "minimum" force of a few 
tens or even hundreds of missiles, but rather that once we escape 
from the pressure to seem willing and able to use these weapons 
first, we shall find that our requirements are much less massive 
than is now widely supposed. 

A posture of no-first-use should also go far to meet the under
standable anxieties that underlie much of the new interest in 
nuclear disarmament, both in Europe and in our own country. 
Some of the proposals generated by this new interest may lack 
practicability for the present. For example, proposals to make 
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"all'' of Europe-from Portugal t_o Poland-a nuclear-free zone 
do not seem to take full account of the reality that thousands of 
long-range weapons deep in the Soviet Union will still be able to 
target Western Europe: But a policy of no-first-use, with its 
accompaniment of a reduced requirement for new Allied nuclear 
systems, should allow a considerable reduction in fears of all sorts. 
Certainly such a new policy would neutralize the highly disruptive 
argument currently put about in Europe: that plans for theater 
nuclear modernization reflect an American hope to fight a nuclear 
war limited to Europe. Such modernization might or might not 
be needed under a policy of no-first-use; that question, given the 
size and versatility of other existing and prospective American 
forces, would be a matter primarily for European decision (as it is 
today). 

An effective policy of no-first-use will also reduce the risk of 
conventional aggression in Europe. That risk has never been as 
great as prophets of doom have claimed and has always lain 
primarily in the possibility that Soviet leaders might think they 
could achieve some quick and limited gain that would be accepted 
because no defense or reply could be concerted. That temptation 
has been much reduced by the Allied conventional deployments 
achieved in the last 20 years, and it would be reduced still furthe r 
by the additional shift in the balance of Allied effort that a no
first-use policy would both permit and require. The risk that an 
adventurist Soviet leader might take the terrible gamble of con
ventional aggression was greater in the past than it is today, and 
is greater today than it would be under no-first-use, backed up by 
an effective conventional defense. 

VIII 

We have been discussing a problem of military policy, but our 
interest is also political. The principal immediate danger in the 
current military posture of the Alliance is not that it will lead to 
large-scale war, conventional or nuclear. The balance of terror, 
and the caution of both sides, appear strong enough today to 
prevent such a catastrophe, at least in the absence of some deeply 
destabilizing political change which might lead to panic or ad
venturism on either side. But the present unbalanced reliance on 
nuclear weapons, if long continued, might produce exactl y suc h 
political change. The events of the last year have shown that 
differing perceptions of the role of nuclear weapons can lead to 
destructive recriminations, and when these differences are com
pounded by understandable disagreements on other matters such 
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as Poland and the Middle East, the possibilities for trouble among 
Allies are evident. 

The political coherence of the Alliance, especially in limes of 
stress, is at least as important as the military strength required -to 
maintain credible deterrence. Indeed the political requirement 
has, if anything, an even higher priority. Soviet leaders would be 
most ''pleased to help the Alliance fall into total disarray, and 
would much prefer such a development to the inescapable uncer
tainties of open conflict . Conversely, if consensus is re-established 
on a military policy that the peoples and governments of the 
Alliance can believe in, both political will and deterrent credibility 
will be reinforced. Plenty of hard questions will remain, but both 
fear and mistrust will be reduced, and they are the inost immediate 
enemies. 

There remains one underlying reality which could not be re
moved by even the most explicit declaratory policy of no-first-use. 
Even if the nuclear powers of the Alliance should join, with the 
support of other Allies, in a policy of no-first-use, and even if that 
decision should lead to a common declaration of such policy by 
these powers and the Soviet Union, no one on either side could 
guarantee beyond all possible doubt that if conventional warfare 
broke out on a large scale there would in fact be no use of nuclear 
weapons. Vh could not make that assumption about the Soviet 
Union, and we must recognize that Soviet leaders could not make 
it about us. As long as the weapons themselves exist, the possibility 
of their use will remain. 

But this inescapable reality does not undercut the value of a 
no-first-use policy. That value is first of all for the internal health 
of the Western Alliance itself. A posture of effective conventional 
balance and survivable second-strike nuclear strength is vastly 
better for our own peoples and governments, in a deep sense more 
civilized, than one that forces the serious contemplation of 
"limited" nuclear scenarios that are at once terrifying and im
plausible. 

There is strong reason to believe that no-first-use can also help 
in our relations with the Soviet Union. The Soviet government 
has repeatedly offered to join the West in declaring such a policy, 
and while such declarations may have only limited reliability. it 
would be wrong to disregard the real value to both sides of a 
jointly declared adherence to this policy. To renounce the first use 
of nuclear weapons is to accept an enormous burden of responsi
bility for any later violation. The existence of such a clearly 
declared common pledge would increase the cost and risk of any 
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sudden use of nuclear weapons by either side and correspondingly 
reduce the political force of spoken or unspoken threats of such 
use. 

A posture and policy of no-first-use also could help to open the 
path toward serious reduction of nuclear armaments on both 
sides. The nuclear decades have shown how hard it is to get 
agreements that really do constrain these weapons, and no one 
can say with assurance that any one step can make a decisive 
difter~nce. But just as a policy of no-first-use should reduce the 
pressures on our side for massive new nuclear forces, it should help 
to increase the international incentives for the Soviet Union to 
show some restraint of its own. It is important not to exaggerate 
here, and certainly Soviet policies on procurement are not merely 
delayed mirror-images of ours. Nonetheless there are connections 
between what is said and what is done even in the Soviet Union, 
and there are incentives for moderation, even there, that could be 
strengthened by a jointly declared policy of renouncing first use. 
At a minimum such a declaration would give both sides additional 
reason to seek for agreements that would prevent a vastly expen
sive and potentially destabilizing contest for some kind of strategic 
advantage in outer space. 

finally, and in sum, we think a policy of no-first-use, c:·pcci,.dl :, 
if shared with the Soviet Union, would bring new hope to everyone 
in every country whose life is shadowed by the hideous possibility 
of a third great twentieth-century conflict in Europe-conven
tional or nuclear. It seems timely and even urgent to begin the 
careful study of a policy that could help to sweep this threat clean 
off the board of international affairs. 

IX 

We recognize that we have only opened this large question, that 
we have exhausted no aspect of it, and that we may have omitted 
important elements. We know that NATO is much more than its 
four strongest military members; we know that a policy of no-first
use in the Alliance would at once raise questions about Anwrica ·~ 
stance in Korea and indeed other parts of Asia. \Ve have chosen 
deliberately to focus on the central front of our central alliance, 
believing that a right choice there can only help towar: ; :ight 
choices elsewhere. 

What we dare to hope for is the kind of new and widespread 
consideration of the policy we have outlined that hclpe:·d us 15 
years ago toward SALT 1, 25 years ago toward the Limited Test 
Ban, and 35 years ago toward the Alliance itself. Such consider-
at!on can b~ made all the more earnest and hopef1d b~ keeping ira 
mind one simple and frequently neglected reality : there has been 
no first use of nuclear weapons since 1945, and no one in anv 
country regrets that fact. The right way to maintain this record i·s 
to recognize that in the age of massive- thermonuclear overkill it 
no longer makes sense- if it ever did - to hold these weapons for 
any other purpose than the prevent ion nf th eir 11 se. 
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From Th~ Wall Street Joµrnal, July 9 , 1982 . 

~ o_ First Use? Germans Answer Bundy & Co. 
By NEIL ULMAN 

. ·. \ 

In the debate over nuclear weapons, no 
people have more reason than the Ger
mans to fear the nuclear horror and wish it 
would somehow pass from them. Both 
NATO and Warsaw Pact forces stockpile 
battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe. As 

. the Germans know only too well, any war 
that erupted there would be fought on their 
territory. Their foreign and defense poli
cies are aimed at preventing that. 

Yet they reacted with anxiety and dis
may last April when four prominent Amer
icans proposed in an article in Foreign Af
fairs Quarterly that the United States work 
to~ard a policy renouncing any first use of 
nuclear weapons in Europe. Foreign Minis
ter Hans-Dietrich Genscher immediately 
reaffirmed Germany's adherence to the 
NATO strategy of flexible response. That 
strategy contemplates the use of nuclear 
·weapons if it appeared that NATO's out
numbered forces -in Europe were in danger 
of being overrun by a conventional War
saw Pact attack. 

~ German government spokesman pri
vately deplored the "no first use" article 
by McGeorge Bundy, f'Jrmer special assis
tant for national security affairs to Presi
dents Kennedy and Johnsen; George F. 
Kennan, former U.S. ambassador to the 
Soviet Union; Robert S. McNamara, for
mer secretary of defense, and Gerard 
Smith, chief U.S .• SALT negotiator from 
1969 to 1972. A top German foreign minis
try official saw "great problems" caused 
by the article, and a parliamentary leader 
promised there would be a German re
sponse. 

The Germans have now replied. Karl 
Kaiser, -director of Germany's top foreign 
policy research institute; Georg Leber, So
cial Democratic member and vice presi
dent of the parliament (and a former de
fense ministerJ; Alois Mertes, a Christian 
Democrat and member of the parliamen
tary foreign affairs committee. and Franz
Josef Schulze, a retired general and for
mer commander of NATO's Central Euro
pean forces. have all joined in another For
eign Affairs article to reject the idea of 
"no first use." However pacific its intent, 
they say. such a policy would only "make 
war more probable." 

While they are writing in their private 
capacities, their article is "very close to 
the thinking of the German government," 
says· Deput:,1 Foreign Minister Peter Cor
terier who traveled through the U.S. last 
week on government -business. 

The thinking Is worth having. More than 
a discussion ·of military strategy or arms 
control, It is also a telling commentary on 
German-American relations. It is the trou- · 
bled confidence in those relations that . 
spills over, however indirectly, in disputes 
over East-West trade and the Soviet · gas 
pipeline as both Germans and Americans 
compulsively examine each nation's com
mitment to the other. For in ways that 
Messrs. Bundy & Co. may not have imag
ined and that most Americans might ini
tially find difficult to fathom, the Germans 
have found the political implic::ations of "no 
first use" to be "profoundly disturbing." 

"No first use" is a military loser for 
NATO. and that may explain why the Sovi-· 

• ets have been suggesting it for years and 
why it was a highlight of Leonid Brezh
nev's recent disarmament message to the 
United Nations. 

As the German authors explain. a "no 
first use" pledge by NATO would concede 
a huge military advantage in Europe to the 
numerically superior Warsaw Pact. "Even 
in the case of a large-scale conventional 
attack against the entire European NATG 
territory, the Soviet Union could be certain 
that its own land would remain a sanctu
ary (from nuclear. response l. so long as it 
did not itself resort to nuclea,r weapons," 
the Germans write. (Elsewhere, in another 
Foreign Affairs article, Gen. Bernard Rog
ers, NATO's Supreme European com
mander, points out another military disad
vantage of "no first use." It would give up 
"the tac.Heal advantage to the defender" 
wherein a nuclear threat acts as "a re: 
straint on the tactical massing of Warsaw 
Pact forces preparatory to an assault. "l 

But more immediate. and profound than 
the military implications of "no first use" 

: would be its political consequences, say uie 
German authors. It would, they charge, 
" . . . destroy the confidence of Europeans 
and especially of Germans in the Euro
pean-American Alliance as a community of 
risk and would endanger the strategic 
unity of the Alliance and the security of 
Western Eqrope." 

Therein, of course, lies the diplomatic 
value to Soviet policy of "no first use." 
Even if no shot is ever fired, "no first use" 
could be a wedge to drive between the U.S. 
and Germany. 

The German authors· warning goes to 
the heart of the current malaise in Ger
many over the American commitment to 
the alliance. "German debate over the 
American nuclear commitment to defend 
Europe is like the Loch Ness Monster," 

says Germany's Mr. Corterier. "It has to 
come up from time to time." 

Americans have consistently risked · 
hundreds .of thousands of troops and bil-. 
lions of dollars in this century to defend 
Europe, says ihe junior minister. What is 
new in the age of Soviet-American· strate
gic nuclear parity "is that the U.S. risks 
its very existence for Europe." It is natu
ral for Europeans to wonder from time to 
time if the U.S. really means that and to 
look for reassurance that it does. 

In the "no first use" proposal , however. 
the German authors writing in Foreign Af· 
fairs saw "a withdrawal of the U.S. from 
its previous guarantee ... at stake." The 
Germans find any such suggestion particu
larly difficult to deal with at a time when 
their government is ~upporting a NATO de
cision to deploy medium-range nuclear 
missiles in Germany should current Soviet· 
American arms control talks on those mis
siles fail. With NATO asking the Germans 
to take more risk on their soil, any sugges
tion that the U.S. would wriggle out of its 
share of risk is most unhelpful. 

Finally, say the Germans, uncoupling 
the risk of nuclear attack from conven
tional attack can only make conventional 
war more thinkable, therefore more likely. 
The alternative. a buildup of conventional 
NATO forces to match the Warsaw Pact, 
would leave Germany "transformed into a 
large military camp for an indefinite pe· 
riod of time." Neither the German econ
omy nor German society could stand that. 
they say. "And even if we had a conven
tional balance. we would still need the link 
with the American nuclear umbrella." 
says Mr. Corterier. 

The arms control debate isn't simple 
and it isn't over. But there is instructive 
paradox for peace marchers in the fact 
that those who face the nuclear horror 
most starkly find only more danger In "no 
first use," one of the season·s catchier 
quick fixes . 

Mr. lnman is thr Journal 's senior inter· 
national correspondenL 

Reprinted by permi s.sion of The' Wall Street Journal, (~_c., Dow Jones & c r 1982 o. , nc. , . 
All rights reserve d. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 




