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ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS 

A FTER a 13-month hiatus, the United States and the Soviet 
Union are about to return to the bargaining table in Geneva, 

Switzerland, to resume arms control negotiations. The talks, 
sck:dnled to be_gin March- u ; will for the first time encoml>!Ss 

,e separate categories of arms: Mteg_ic nuclear wea~ 
i~ediate-range nuclear weapons and - a category never 
b1'bte-given special consideration - apace weapons. 
-:But no sooner was the agreement to resume negotiations 

announced than the prospects for their successful outcome were 
clouded by conflicting interpretations of the ambiguously 
worded announcement itself. The document to which both dele­
gations agreed Jan. 8 specified that all three areas be "con­
sidered and resolved in their interrelationship." Subsequent 
. Staie.JJ!!nts by Soviet Foreign MinistAr- /mdrei A Gromyko 
made clear ~the Soviet position that- no agreement can 6 
reached in.anf one.area-unless agreement is.also reachedjn the 
other two. "If no progress were made in space," he said Jan. 13 
in a television interview with Soviet journalists, "then none 
could-be made· in-the q~stipn of strategic -weapons. "''American 
spokesmen denied such iron-clad "linkage" -was intended. 
"Interrelationships, yes," explained White House spokesman 
Larry Speakes, "but as far as linkage where one doesn't proceed 
witho'ut the other, no, that's not our position." 

Another potential conflict that became immediately apparent 
centered around President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initia­
tive, popularly known_as SDI or, to its crit-ics, •~Star W_ars." Now 
in.M,e-iesearch~ tage,.. SDI envisions a new type of non-nuc lear, 
space-based-defense against nuclear attack that its·~ supporters 
sar-1.Yotild remove the enemy's incentive to use nuclear weapons. 
Advocates say the~research program does not violate- the term!!_ 
of-the 1972 Anti-Ballisti·c Missile (ABM) Trea!y, :which forbids 
the·deployment of weapons in space, and say it should not be 

~ :.as a "bargaining cfilp"- rn Geneva. Only if the program 
passes from the research stage to the development and deploy­
ment of weapons, they say, should SDI be a subject of negotia­
tion~ President Reagan reiterated this position in a recent inter­
view. Asked if he would halt SDI research in return for Soviet 
concessions on offensive weapons, he replied: "No, I would want 
to proceed with what we're doing .... " 1 

' Interview with, Th, N,111 Yor• TirM•. Feb. 13, 1985. 
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Editorial Researc:h Reports February 22, 1985 

The Soviet Union is adamantly opposed to SDI ·and ,de~rly ' 
intends to place the program at the top of its agenda in Match.· 
Far from being a benign defensive system, they say, SDI would 
guarantee the success of an American first strike against t~e 
Soviet Union. As such, it can only be interpreted as a destabiliz1. 
ing offensive weapons system and must be banned before it ever 
gets off the ground. 

The selection of the negotiating teams is also an indication 
of each side's opening positions. On the U.S. side, the delegation 
will be headed ~ a newcomer to nuclear arms talks,::iliiJ,tt· 
'i£ •F'MrW ecord as a hard-liner toward the Soviet Unio,i 

rter of SDI, he will also lead the American team 
dealing with space weapons. !II-IP•··-- -~-'IJ«;- .. . former senator (R; 
Texas, 1961-85) and chairman o ate Armed Services 
Committee who supports Reagan's military buildup, will be the 
chief negotiator on strategic, or long-range, weapons (see glos~ 
sary, p. 157). The only delegation head with negotiating ex­
perience in the area to which he has been assignee! A DGi,naia 
~&Lf1r career diplomat who was deputy head of ·the . 

legation in previous talks on the intermediate-range nuclear · · 
force (INF).• He will lead the delegation on INF talk1, in' 
Geneva. 

V ~lffr -PauTH."Nitze will play-an impor.t.aal.T' ' 
behtllti ll&ic •se!l'te&iole:-By far the tnost expe,ieneechlt'fft& edn• . 
trolexpert connected with the new talks, Nitze wiltbell"~spe~ 
adviser" to the proceedings. Hard-liners were encouraged by the 
selection of Kampelman and Tower. At the same time, however, 
supporters of arms control were encouraged by the surprise 
replacement of Edward L. Rowny, chief negotiator in the stale­
mated strategic arms reductions talks (ST ART), and his relega-
tion to a less visible advisory position.:' Rowny, a retired general 
with strong conservative backing, has criticized past arms con-
trol efforts. · · 

The Soviet delegation has greater experience in arms control 
negotiations. Delegation head and chief negotiator on strategic 
~ ..:.will be Vikt,9r Karpov, who also led_ his pa_!~Y to--',l)~ 
S'F.ART talks:-!f'he- space \\reapons team will be" leu~uh 
ffvilsinsky, former INF negotiator and co-e.uthOT';with~Nitze, of 
the- ill-fated "walk-in-the~woods!! proposal- before Jho§~ t-allc,s 
collaps1!d (seep. 162). His place as chief negotiator for_the-INF 

• Th, l 1nilrd Stain and tM Soviet Union openrd talks in Gen,va in November "1981 
aimrd at limitin1 INF missiln based in F.urope. Mo,,cow broke off thew talks two year, 
later when th, first Am.,ican-made PenhinK II and rruiae miuiln were deployrd in 
Wnt,m F.urupe in at"t'nrdanrP with a 1979 NATO de,-iainn ,..,., p. 160), , 

• Th, Rea1an admini1tration, t'ritical of tht' sl r11te1ic arms limitation talk11 (SAL Tl he11_un 
in 1969, prop<111rd inatead redurin1 the levels of these lon1-ran1e nuclear wHpona. 'START 
talk5 bt-11an in -lune 1982 but were suspended in December 198.1 when Mo&eow refused to · 
wt a dat, for th,ir rtsumption (1rr p. 163). 
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· Chernenko's Health 
While official Soviet statements offer conflicting accounts of 

Konstantin U. Chernenko's state of health, the 73-year-old So­
viet leader was last seen in public Dec. 27 and · is reportedly 
suffering from emphysema and heart disease. Speculation on the 
eventual succession of a younger Kremlin leader has focused on 
53-year-old Mikhail Gorbachev, the youngest member of the 
ruling Politburo. Gorbachev would be the first Soviet leader 
whose political formation was not directly shaped by World War 
II · and the rule of Josef Stalin. 

Whoever Chernenko's successor may be, however, the transi­
tion's impact on the Geneva talks may be minimal. Continuity in 
the Soviet position on arms control appears to be assured not 
only by the Politburo's final say in the matter but also by the 
active role that veteran negotiator Andrei A. Gromyko continues 
to play in the arms control process. 

Should Chernenko die, his successor would be the fourth So­
viet leader since Ronald Reagan was first elected to the White 
House. Leonid I. Breznev died in 1982 and was succeeded by Yuri 
V. Andropov, who died in February 1984. He was succeeded by 
Chernenko. 

talks 'will be taken by Aleksei Obukhov, another experienced 
arms control negotiator. 

President RHgan's Call for a 'New Dialogue' 
In contrast to the skepticism with which he regarded arms 

control during his first term, Reagan welcomed the Geneva 
talks, safing he had "no more important goal" in his second 

. term than to "achieve a good agreement - an agreement which 
meets the interests of both countries, which increases the se­
curity 9f our allies and · which enhances international 
stability."' 

· At the . same tinie, Reagan sought significant increases in 
defense spending for fiscal 1986, reinforcing his position that 
the United States should only enter into negotiations with the 

, Soviet Union from a position of strength (seep. 150). In addi­
tion, the administration has stepped up its campaign calling 
into question Soviet compliance with the terms of past arms 
control_~gr_eements. ln-a_report to-Congres&;-the aaministration 

11e"<f."13 areas of "concern," but focused its-attention on one 
"clear violation" of the 1972 ABM Treaty, a phased-_array, early 
waining radar system now-under constiuction near the~Sioerian 
city of Krasnoyarsk.• Calling the provision controlling deploy-, 
me~of phased-array radar ''the linchpin of the ABM Treaty," -• Statement iuurd Jan. 22, 1985. 

• The unclauifird veraion of the non-compliance report, required by the fiscal 1985 
Defense Authol'izatioa Act, wa releued Feb. I. 
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Editorial Research Reports February 122, 198,5 · 

a senior administration official, who briefed report~rs · on 
condition he not be identified, termed Soviet non-compl\an~e 
"a dagrer pointed at the whole arms control process in the 
future.r. 1 

With public opinion apparently solidly behind him and such 
misgivings about Soviet trustworthiness, why is Re~~n 
embarking on new arms control negotiations~nelh 
Adelwan-,director of the~U.S:-Arms Control and Disarmam~nt 
A~y,-gave three reasons: ''New arms control agreements; if 
~y-furmttl11t~. can serve U:S . security~interests; entering 
into_new negotiations does not i11 any way condoneLp~C Sovi~t 
bNavior; and arms control gives us leverage and another way to 
get the Soviets to abide by existing agreements." • -.... 

Such an agreement would have to take account of ~hanged · 
expectations, as reflected in the administration's new "strategic 
concept," which couples the traditional aims of arms control 
negotiations in the short term with a longer-term vision · of 
strategic defense. Deputy Secretary of State Kenneth W. Dam' 
first presented the strategy, which other officials haw . &ince 
restated verbatim: "For the next 10 years, we should seek a 
radical reduction in the number and power of existing 11nd 
planned offensive and defensive nuclear arms, whether land­
based, space-based or otherwise. We should even now be looking 
forward to a period of transition, beginning possibly 10 years 
from now, to effective non-nuclear defensive forces, including 
defenses against offensive nuclear arms. This period of transi­
tion should lead to the eventual elimination of nuclear arms, 
both offensive and defensive. A nuclear-free world is an ul­
timate objective to which we, the Soviet Union and all · other 
nations can agree." 7 

Continuing Push to Build Up U.S. Defenses 
Even as the administration was elaborating its negot_iating; . , 

position for the coming talks, it was trying to build support i 
the United States and Europe for its defense moderniz~ti 
program, including SDI. This program, it argues, is necessary 
persuade the Soviet Union to bargain in good faith. The admi-­
istration requested that Congress approve a $2 tr.illion milita 
budget over the next five years, beginning with $313.7 billion fear 
fiscal 1986, which starts Oct. 1, 1985. Part of the money w

1

Qu 
be used to reinforce the arsenal of strategic nuclear 'Veapon,: 
the budget includes $3.2 billion for 48 land-based MX missilei, 

• Adelman •poke at a State Department briefin1 Feb. 1. The arm• control asency "'41111et 
up in 1960 to advi1e the president and secretary of 1tate on urns control . 

• Dam spoke Jan. 14 before the Foreign Policy Auoc:iation in N- York. The n-
1tratecic: concept wu reportedly drafted by Paul Nitze and prnented to Gromyko by 
Secretary of State Shultz at a meeti111 of the two in Geneva Jan. 7-8. Nitze later reiterated 
the concept in a meetin1 Jan. 25 with reporter•• See Thr Wcuhillfton Po,t, Jan. 26, ,1985. , 
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'"sid•nt lea9an and Vte• l'rnldent lktsh with the U.S. ,. .. otiatin9 team; from 
left, chief Max M. Kampelman, John Tow• and Maynard ,W. Glitman 

I ' 

$5.6 billion for 48 Bl bombers and $5 billion for a Trident 
submarine and Trident missiles. 

Administration spokesmen, led by Defense Secretary Caspar 
W. Weinberger, maintain that Reagan's four-year-old program 
to "rearm America" is what led the Soviet Union back to the 
bargaining ·table and that efforts to reduce the Pentagon's bud­
get will only undermine the American position in Geneva. Be­
cause of widespread bipartisan concern over the $200 billion 
federal budget deficit, however, the administration's defense 
budget request will undoubtedly be pared. a Reflecting this 
sentiment, Sen. Sam Nunn, D-Ga., told Weinberger during 
hearin,1s before the Senate Armed Services Committee: "It's not 
a question of whether it will be cut, it's a question of how much 
it will be reduced." 

ther subject of concern to the administration is the on­
going debate over the controversial MX missile. Dubbed the 
"ptllcekeeper" by Reagan because of its purported contribution 
to 

1
nuclear deterrence, the MX is a new, more accurate inter­

continental ballistic missile (ICBM) armed with 10 nuclear war­
heads whose production has been delayed by congressional ,. 
qpposition.• The administration is trying to increase support for 
the program in Congress before it comes to a vote, possibly in 
March. just as the Geneva talks are to open: "I must tell you, 
frankly,'' Weinberger told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee Jan. 31, "that cancellation of key programs, such as 
MX, will prolong negotiations, not facilitate them, and will 
reduce our ability to achieve arms reductions." 

• For bac.~1rou'!~• see "Federal Budfet Deficit," E.R.R .• 1984 Vol. I, pp. 45•64; "Reasen's 
Defen1e Buildup. E.R.R., 1984 Vol . • pp. 309-328. 

• Of the 100 miaailn called for in the MX program. 21 are already under production. 
Under a c:omplu formula agreed to in 1984. $1.5 billion earmarked for the production of 21 
more MX missiles cannot be released until after March 1. Even then. the money cannot be 
•pent until both the Houae of Representatiyes and the Senate vote their aP\roval. 
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Editorial Research Reports February 22, .1985 
I 

Further complicating the administration's effort to boost de­
fense spending on Capitol Hill is the recent change in leadership 
on several key congressional committees. In particular, Rep.' Les 
Aspin, D-Wis., newly elected chairman of the House Ar~ed 
Services Committee, has suggested he may drop his support for 
the MX, a weapon he said may be unnecessary if Reagan's 
strategic defense initiative proves feasible.10 

' 

I 

''Star Wars" itself has now overtaken the MX as the most 
tontroversial element of the administration's defense ' mod 
ernization program. In its preliminary research phase aldne, 
SDI is expected to cost $26 billion, while some estimates of its 
final figure reach $1 trillion. 11 But budget concerns are only a 
small element of the growing criticism over SDI. While ,suppQrt• 
ing the current research effort, former Secretary of State\ Cyru11: 
R. Vance said he was "strongly opposed" to pursuing strat~giel 
defense beyond the research stage. "Once we cross the line front 
basic research to deployment," he told the Senate Foreign Rela• 
tions Committee Feb. 4, "we have very radically changed th 
basic strategic doctrine." 111 He voiced the concern of many arm, 
control advocates in Congress that the deployment of a strategi~ 
defense system in space would set off a new· arms race. The 
fear that the Soviet Union would try to penetrate the defenSI 
\tith,new offensive weapons and the United States ~Q~ld tl,en 
be compelled to build even more elaborate defenses. 

Up to now, the debate over SDI has been largely confined to 
the scientific community, where technical consideration~ are 
called into play either to boost or to debunk the program. Some 
of its supporters are physicists working in arms research facil­
ities.11 Others, however, oppose SDI as te~hnically unfeasible. 
Some say that even if it were possible to extend a nuclear 
umbrella over the United States, SDI would pose grave d~gers. 
According to a study conducted by the Union of Concerned 
Scientists: "If the president's vision is pursued, outer space 
could become a battlefield. An effective defense against J mis­
sile attack must employ weapons operating in space. This now 
peaceful sanctuary, so long a symbol of cooperation, would be 
violated. And the arduous process of arms control, which has 
scored so few genuine successes in .the nuclear era, would also be 
imperiled - perhaps terminated - by the deployment of weap­
ons in space." at 

11 Aspin has long supported the renegotiation of the ABM Treaty. SH 'I.es ~pin, 
"Miuiles Become Protected," The New Rep1.1blic, February 1981. ' 

11 The fiscal 1985 bud1et includea $1.4 billion for SDI; the adminiatration 1w uked ffr 
$3.7 billion in fiscal 1986. , 

•• Vince 1erved under Pre1ident Carter from 1977 to 1980. . , 
,. See, for example, lettera to the editor in aupport of SDI publiahed in The Woll Str,et 

Journal, Jan. 17, 1985. ' 1. , 
" Union of Concerned Scientiata, The Follocy of Stor Wor, (1984), pp. S-6. UCS it a non­

profit organization of 100,000 1c:ientists and citizena concerned about the impact of ed-
vanced technolOff on aociety. . 
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NA TO, Soviet Concerns 

THE DEBATE over SDI may be reawakening anti-nuclear 
sentiment in other countries, a worrisome prospect to 

administration supporters. The opposition Liberal Party in 
Canada in early February challenged the Conservative govern­
ment of Prime Minister Brian Mulroney over its current nego­
tiations with the U.S. government to modernize an early warn­
ing , system · in northern Canada. The Liberals said that the 
modernization would draw Canada into participation in SDI. 
,Defense Minister Robert Coates denied that the new $1 billion 
North Warning System would be a part of SDI. .. 

. Far more troubling to the administration is the effect an an~i­
SDI campaign among NATO's European members might have 
on the American position in Geneva.•• So far the initiative has 
eli,cited no official opposition from the allied governments. Lord 
Carrington, NATO's secretary general, went so far as to say that 
it would be "the height of imprudence" for the United States to 
interrupt research on SDl.11 

But SDI alarms many European observers who fear that the 
creation of an anti-ballistic defense over North America would 
encourage the United States to withdraw intq a "Fortress Amer­
ica," abandoning Western Europe to its own defenses. With the 
United States safely protected behind its space-based shield, 
they say, Europe would become an attractive battlefield for a 
nuclear ,~e~Tbe governments-of- allied-nations - West 
~rjany, Britain,~Italy, Belgium and tlie Netherlands -· that 
suppgrted a-1979 NATO decision to~deploya72 new- intermedi­
ate-range nuclear weapons on their soil may have special cause 
for ,alarmi-• The deployment began on schedule in December 
1~83;- but it fueled a widespread anti-nuclear movement that 
undermined the ruling governments' political strength. The 

~ United Statea and Canada are now nesotiating an agreement to modernize the •·~~7 Early Warning aystem - or DEW line - originally built to detect low-0ying. 
etrategic bomber• that the Earth"• curvature prevented U.S.-bued radar from picking up 
ftom far away. It wu allowed to deteriorate aa the Soviet Union hued ill 1trate1ic arsenal 
el,er more heavily on land-baaed ICBMs. 
j •• NATO wu formed in April 1949 aa a military alliance against Soviet aggression in 

Jurope in the wake of the Berlin blockade. It ii mada up of 16 countriea: Belgium. Britain. 
Canada, Denmark, France, West Germany, Greece, lcelandJ. Italy, Luaembours, the Nether• 
ltnda, Norway, Portugal, Spain. Turkey and the United :,tatea. 
l " Lord Carrington, who served a, rorei1n miniater in the conservative government of 

lriti1h Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, lpOka Jan. 22 while visiting Ottawa. 
J •• ,,,iATO"a December 1979 "dual-uack" decision called for U.S.-Soviet negotiations on 
' termediate-range nuclear forces. If nesotiationa were not successful. the decision called 

r the deployment in Europe of 464 1round-launched cruise miasiles and 108 Perthing II 
isailea - each with a •i"lle nuclear warhead - betinning in December 198:l. All 108 
enhin1• are to be deployed in West Germany, ana 54 are reportedly in place now. 
eployment of the cruise miuiles hu already begun in Britain, Weal Germany and Italy, 

.-heduled ~ becin thia year in Belgium and the Netherlands. , 

153 

•. 

* 



i·•L• 
l·· ¾ ., 

I 

11 

•• 

. I 

·I I 

Editorial Research Report.,; February 22,, 198,5 

conservative government of West German Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl is particularly vulnerable. Already weakened by economic 
stagnation, the government faces elections in two years and can 
expect strong opposition from the country's peace movement.'~ 

Only days after it was announced that U.S.-Soviet arms talks 
would resume, Belgian Prime Minister Wilfried Martens dis­
mayed the Reagan administration by refusing to pe,rmit the 
cruise missile deployment scheduled in March. He said his 
government would decide by the end of that month ,when to 
begin deployment, but observers predicted that Martens, who is 
under pressure from anti-nuclear forces, would delay such a I 
decision until after national elections are held in December:. The 
Netherlands is exhibiting similar sensitivity to domestic anti­
nuclear sentiment. The government there has delayed deploy­
ment of 48 cruise missiles until November. 

I 

As if NATO's jitters were not enough to jeopardize Reagan's 
plan to arrive in Geneva with a strong hand, U.S. allies ,in the' 
southern Pacific dealt the administration an unexpected blow. 
Fi{!_t, New Zealand's Prime Minister David bange; following up 
on ;a; c ampaign promise- to prohibit nuclear weapons . in- t~e 
country;iiimounced hi~_government would-d_eny port access tct_!l . 
U.S. warship schedfilea lo arrive for joint naval exercises witbio 
the_~NZU~ lli~ c.!_(Au~trali&. New Zealand.:a~g_tjle pnited 
!?tates).:ao The ~united States;- which~ ~or~security rel!,sons

1 
d?es , 

not reyeal whether or not Navy- vessels at sea •are nrrytng 
11U1:lear -weapons, responde-d by n"canceling the exercises lll­
tqgether:---Day_s !ater ,_. Austr __ alia ~ ~r ime ~ _i_njste!_ Rob&~,;.~e 
told the adm1mstrat&QQ.. O~. aucraft could not use n baees to- monitora test of tlre" Mx~ missile .schedul~ 
summer . . II 

Pressure for Arms Control in Soviet Bloc 
While pursuing arms modernization, the Reagan administra.­

tion has consistently maintained that it was willing to' resume 
arms control negotiations at any time the Soviet Union wished. 
lt' was, - after- all;-·th-e Soviet- side- that- abandoned .. ooth: the. · 
ST.ART-and the INF talks in 1983, spokesmen maintain-: F-irst,. 
Moscow broke off the INF negotiations i!l Nov~m_ber to protest 
the initial NATO deployment of new Pershing and C! Uise mis­
sile&. The following month it failed to agree to a date-:-for -the 
next round of START talks. Soviet leader Konstantin -U. 
Ch~rnenko insisted as recently as lifst October that ,M~scow 
would not resume INF talks until the NATO weaponsu..were 

•• For back1round, see "West Germany's 'Miuile' Election," E.R.R., 1983 Vol. I, pp. 149-
168. . . 

• The ANZUS defense treatr. wu signed in September 1951. Lesa atruc:tured dlan 
NA TO, the treaty calls primarily for stratesic consultation and periodic joint military 
eaerciees. 
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remove'd-from Europe. In agreeing to return to Genevftf Metilaw 
r~~ 1ts position. It also appears to ha~ dropped its- prfoT -
~eon a moratorium on teating anti-satellite-weopo 

· ~:tion {gr negotiations on· ·space weaponry. 
~ -

Since th·e·agreement to resume negotiations, the·Sovj et Union 
has focused its. attention-on SDI, repeatedly asserting: that no 
'progre ss can be made on INF and strategic weapons unless som'"e 
agreement can be worked out to prevent the "militarization 
space." S-ome Western observers have deduced from such-state­
-mama that Moscow is desperately trying to head off a new and 
highly expensive ioond of the_pnns race that it can ill afford: 
Tile-Soviet ec onomy has for the past several years·suffered from 
repeated crop~failures as well as depressed world prices fo r......its 
oil exp.2_rts. :11 

Secretary of State George P. Shultz expressed this view dur­
ing recent testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. In contrast to the growing military and economic 
might of the West, he said, "the Soviets face ... profound 
structural economic difficulties, a continuing succession prob­
lem an~ restless allies; its diplomacy and its clients are on the 
defensive in· many parts of the world." But this picture is not 
sha~ed by all administration officials. Defense Secretary Wein-

, berger told the same hearing Jan.' 31 that the Soviet Union 
boasts a numerically stronger nuclear arsenal and is "dramati­
cally improving" its quality, while "expanding the geographical 
feach" of its conventional forces. 

Dis. 1:onlrol 

T HE GENEVA negotiations are but the most recent chapter 
. in the turbulent history of arms control. Ever since the 

nuclear genie was let out of the bottle ne~ly 40 years ago, 
negoti~tors have tried in vain to halt the deve'lopment of nuclear 
weapons. 

The-United~Sta:ter was-t.lre-first---country-to_explode m.1cle_ar 
d~rices_a@js th!!_only _£ountry to have used them, destroying 
the Japane_se cities of Hiroshima an d Nagasalci in AugU$tJ 945. 
0Jily "by 6ri'nging Japan quickly to its knees, it was reasoned, 
could the Pacific war be ended without the 'additiona l loss of 
thousands of U.S. servicemen. Ten months later, on June 14, 
19,46, the United States presented a plan to the newly created 

' ' 
11 For bacqround on economic isaun within the Soviet bloc, see "Communist Econo-

miea," E.R.R., 1984 Vol. II, pp. 957-976. • 

156 

• 



' :~ ,. , 

t ,1t• 

••• 

Editorial Research Reports February 22, 1985 , 

United Nations to ban the--prodoction of nucle-ar weapons arid ' to place all peaceful applica!ions of nuclear tecbnology under'· 
intemational control:-Tne Baruch plan - named for its co­
autlior, financier Bernard Baruch - callea for the creation of 
an agency to oversee nuclear development and inspect member 
nations' facilities. The United States, which alone possessed-,,the 
technology to produce nuclear weapons at that time, pledged to 
des_troy its bombs as soon as the agency was establishetl. The 
Soviet Union, however, insisted that the ~American arseMl' be 
dismantled before it would agree to the agency's creati'on, ,and 
the Baruch plan became the first of many arms-control ,pro­
posals to fall victim to disagreements between the pos~war 
SUpVPQ\!e!_S, 

The next two decades witnessed a steady worsening of U.S.­
Soviet relations. It was during this so-called Cold War period of , 
frosty diplomatic exchanges that the Soviet Union developed a 
nuclear capability of its own and rapidly built an arsenal , of 
atomic weaponry to counter that of the United States. Both 
sides. began modernizing their weapons, and the arms race was 
on. The first breakthrough in nuclear arms technology came as a 
result of reducing warhead size and weight. The bombs dropped 
over Japan were so heavy that they had to be transported by , 
large bombers. By making them smaller and lighter, arms de- ,· 
signers on both sides were able to load them 'instead ,onto 
rockets, which were a faster, and thus less vulnerable, means of 
delivering the bomb to_j_ts targeLJn _time, both the Uniteµ 
States and-the Sov iet" Union developed intercontinental b~llistic 
mis&iles (-ICBMs),-large rockets that could be snot up- riito the 
atmosphere to release their payload - the nuclear bomb 
whi~h would then follow a path-determined by the physical law 
of '"ballistic trajectory" toward its ultimate target halfw._ay 
around the Earth. 

The unprecedented danger and expense entailed in the spiral­
ing arms race prompted · both sides to propose several arms 
control initiatives during the 1950s and 1960s. This period Sa\\! 
considerable progress in areas not di rectly concerned with\ the ' 
armaments themselves. The bilateral -Hot Line Agteem~t 
(1963) set u.p a -direct link between the White House and the 
KnauUn to facilitate emergency communications and reduce the1 

pf war. Four multilateral agreements of the same period 
also~were aimed at reducing the risk of nuclear conflict. T}te 
Antarctic Treaty (1959) banned "any measures of a militaty 
na!,l;!ce'' -on that continent;- the Limited Nuclear Test Ban 
TTeety (1963) banned weapons tests under water, in the at­
MOllpfiere and in outer apace, including "the mooq Jfu.d .• 9tber, ' 
celesffal "'bodies"; the -Peaceful Us1!s of -Outer..;;..Space Treaty 
( 1966) ~ ent-a step further and4>anned all nuclear weapons from 
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Arms Control: A Glossary 

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM): A defensive system to inter• 
cept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles or their elements 
during flight, consisting of interceptor missiles, launchers .and 
radars. 

Cruise Missile: a small (18-ft.), jet-powered guided missile 
that can fly at very low altitudes to minimize radar detection. 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM): A land-based, 
rocket-propelled missile with an intercontinental range (defined 
as over 5,500 kilometers under 
SALT). Usually launched from an 
underground silo, it is vulnerable 
to attack but is also the most de-

. structive strategic weapon. 
' Intermediate-Range Nu-

clear Forcea (INF): Land-based 
missiles and aircraft with ranges 
of up 5,500 kilometers that are 
capable of striking targets beyond 
the general region of the battle-
field but not capable of intercon• 
tinental range. 

Multiple Independently 
Targetable Re-entry Vehicle 
(MIRV): The portion of a strate­
gic missile that carries a number 
of nuclear warheads, each of 
which· can be directed to a sepa­
rate target. 

Mutual Assured Destruc­
tion: The ability of opposing sides 
to inflict aµ "unacceptable" de- MX missile 
gree of da~age upon an aggressor after absorbing any first strike, 
or, first offensive move of a nuclear war. 

MX (Missile Experimental): A new, 10-warhead U.S. ICBM 
developed to replace the increasingly vulnerable Minuteman 
ICBM force and to counter the SS-18 and SS-19, Soviet ICBMs. 

Short-Range Nuclear Forces: Land-based missiles, rockets 
and artillery capable of striking only targets in the general region 
of the battlefield. 

, · Strategic Nuclear Forces: Ballistic missiles and bomber 
aircraft that have intercontinental range. U.S. strategic nuclear 
forces directly threaten Soviet territory and vfoe versa. 

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile: Ballistic missiles 
carried in and launched from a submarine. These are harder to 
detect than land-based or air-launched missiles. 

I ' 
157 

\ 

.. 



;, .. . 

. ~ 
•. ,1.. 

J • I I 

Editorial Research Reports February 22, 1985 

Sp,Mey 8ftd-9ignaror.iee to-the-Nuclear NomProliferation Treaty1 
( 1968)-agr-eeo not to-transfer nucl~ar weapo-ns·to nations that do 
~ po1111ees ~t-hem-:---These agreed in turn- not to embark ·on , 
nueleat ~ns--programs~of their own.•~ 

Agreement to negotiate the far more difficult issue of existing , 
weapons was longer in coming. After its humiliation in the 
Cuban missile crisis of 1962 - under U.S. pressure Russia 
withdrew its missiles from the island - the Soviet Union rap­
idly increased its nuclear arsenal. By the time agreement was 
finally reached to begin arms negotiations in 1968, each s_ide ' 
already possessed nuclear arsenals capable of destroying the 
other. peterrencL wuJ>ased og thjL mutual realization that a 
nuclear fint -strike could not destroy all tne "i'nemy's warheaos 
aml would merely provoke a retaliator}'. respo_nse. The concept, 
known as mutual assured destruction-=-- ·or MAD- - was to , 
dominate the strategic thinking of both sides. President John­
son's defense secretary, Robert S. McNamara, gave top priority 
to the limitation. of anti~ballistic missHes (ABMs). He beliewed · 
they·-would be- ineffective against an all :Out attack and were, 
d~tabilizing, in that .eac_b___side was rushing ahead to, de~elop 
newer offensive weapons to count_er ABMs. 

Delayed first by the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia iq 
August 1968 and then by the election of a new president, Rich­
ard1M. Nixon, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks - SALT -
fintlly began in Vienna April 16, 1970. After two years of hard 
bargaining, President Nixon went to Moscow and joined Soviet 
G::o~munist Party Secretary Leonid I. Brezhnev on May. 26, 
1972, in signing the two accords that made up the first strategic , 
arms limitation agreement - SALT I. The first accord, the 
A~M Treaty, reflected the shared belief that ABM systems are 
destabilizing and ineffective. The treaty - which is of un­
limited duration but subject to review every five years ~ al­
lowed each side only two ABM deployment sites - later 
amended to one - and strictly limited the technoloJical 
d~ent of ABM weaponry, including radar and intercep­
tor missiles.81 

SALT I's second component, an interim agreement on off "n- . 
sive strategic arms, was less sweeping in its effect, It froze the 
numbers of ICBMs and submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
(SLBMs) on each side for five years. The Soviet Union was left 

'-
"In addition IO the United Statee and Soviet Union. the only country with ac:knowled1ed 

nuclear we1po111 are Britain, Franca and China. Several other c:ountriea ~ the tech­
nical abilit,Y to prod11Ce nudear wupona. See Joseph P. Yger, ed .• Nonproli/erotio,n ond· 
U.S. For•11n Polic;t, The Brooking, ln1titution, 1980. See allo "Controllina Nuclear 
Proliferation," E.R.R., 1981 Vol. I, pp. 509-532. 

, I' I 

"By 1975 the United State• had deactivated ita ABM in1tallation at Grand Forka, N.D., 
bec:aua it wu conaidered to be or little military value by itaelC. Th• Soviet "Galolh'" AIBM ,, 
ayatem ia deployed around Moacow. \ 
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with, more missile launchers and land-based ICBMs than the 
United States, while the United States retained its technologi­
cal superiority and numerical advantage in long-range strategic 
bombers . 

It'-waii-fus aiscrepancy,inthe nuclear b-;i~ce, which -;ftowed 
i:?,otp sj des-to -perceive_themselves .at a disadvantage, that was to 
spell eventuanailure for the SALT proce.ss. The agreement also 
left unaddfessed7ln important technological advance already 
under development. This was- the multiple, _ independently 
targe~able re-entry vehicle, or MIRV. A single missile could now 
be armea witli several warheads, each a imeda t di(ferent targets. -
MIRVs made simple missile counts obsolete at a single stroke 
and vastly compUcated the already sticky problemcof counting 
nuclear warhea~s. Although the Senate ratified SALT I by an 
88-to-2_margin in September 1972, U.S. misgivings- over the 
intei:im"agreement were expressed in an amendmept sponsored 
by Sen. Henry M. Jackson, D-W ash., that directed the president 

. in future negotiations to accept arms levels equal or superior- to 
t~ose of the Soviet Union~ 

Tecbnolgical improvements not restricted- under -SAb-T-.!s 
numericaf·liinits proceeded-apace on both sides. Soviet advan-ces 
included~a new intermediate-range ballistic missile c alled the 
SS-20, the Tu-22M~Backfire bomber, submarine-launched mis­
siles_:an<l more accurate ICBMs with a higher throw-weight, or 
payload capacity. For its part, -the United States deployed 
MIRVs to maintain its advantage in. the number of nuclear 
warheacls, expanded its -Trident submari~e-launched missile 
and B-1-, _!trategic bomber forclls; ·and -began developing new 
weapons such as the MX missile and the long-range cruise 
missile~ a small, guided aircraft similar to the buzz-bombs Nazi 
Germany used against England in World War ll. Able to fly at 
lo)V altitudes, the cruise missile can be launched from land, sea 
or air and is particularly difficult to classify under arms control 
agreements because it can be armed with either conventional or 
nuclear warheads. -

Both sides_continued to modernj_ze_ their nuclear weae,ons 
· while observing the numerical limits~imposed oy SALT I. On 

Nov. 24~ 1974, Brezhnev-and !>-resident Ge11ild R. Ford agreed to 
the framework for its successor, SALT II. The Vladivostok 
accord; named for the Soviet Pacific port city where the two 
leaders ~t, set an ovel'all ceiling on the number of delivery 
v~•incl~ding strategic bombers, permitted each side. Of 
the 2;400 total, 1.920 missile launchers could be fttted' with 

, MIRVs. Both sides were allowed leeway to allocate their forces 
a& they saw fit-:"The Soviet Unionwould continue to concentrate 
its nuclear warheads on ICBMs, while the United States aiatrib-

159 

... 



,·¾ 
.. 

•• 

,,1.. 

II 

Editorial Research Report.ri February'22, 1985 

uted its arsenal more evenly among the strategic "trjad" of 
land-based missiles, submarines and strategic bombers. · ' 

Once again, however, weapons designers in the military- . 
industrial complex of both nations worked faster than the arms . 
control, negotiators. T.- Vlaliivostok7igreement d@not"'cover 
tlie"American cruise missile or the Soviet Backfire bomber, 
r,rese.11tetfas a medium-range bomber but considered capable of 
intercontinental missions as well The impasse over these weap· 
o~~ ~as sidestepped under a -compromise negotiating-fram~~~r~ 
of Septeml>er"1977, in _which :both sides agreed to observe the 
SALT I Interim Agreement until they could produce its 
a_uccessor. -

'I'ltethree-part SALT II accord that Brezhnev and President 
Jimmy Carter signed in Vienna on June 18, 1979, featured a 
Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. It set a 
limit of 2,400 on the total number ' of nuclear delivery vehicles. 
and the following individual limits: 1,320 MIRV launchers (mis­
siles and bombers carrying cruise missiles); 1,200 MIRVed 
ballistic missiles; 820 MIRVed land-based ICBMs; arid 308 
"heavy" ICBMs. No additional fixed launchers were permit~d·., 
It also banned any increase in the maximum number ·or war- ' 

eads on existing types of ICBMs and limited the number of 
i,varheads allowed for each new type of ICBM to 10. Each SLBM , 
was allowed to carry 14 warheads while an average of 28 ,long­
range cruise missiles was permitted for each bomber. SALT ll 
also banned the flight-testing and deployment of several rnis­
$ilfl8 and the construction of new fixed ICBM launchers. , 

r::-- . . 
SALT II immediately came under fire from critics who said it 

enabled the Soviets to maintain nuclear superiority c,ver, the 
United States. For the next two years, as U.S.-Soviet ,elations 
deteriorated, the agreement was subjected to mounting criti­
cism. In protest over the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 
December 1979, Carter himself stopped the ratification process 
by asking the Senate in January 1980 to "delay consideration" 
of SALT II. It was never ratified. 

Arms Conlrol Under Reagan Administralion 
Elected in the fall of 1980, Ronald Reagan came to office 

vowing to "rearm America." The SALT process was denounced 
as a failure and arms control figured hardly at all dqring the 
firsi 18 months of his administration. The Soviet Union, he and 
his officials repeatedly suggested, had deftly used the ,negotia­
tions to slow U.S. weapons modernization while boldly forging 
ahead themselves to a position of military superiority over the ~ 
United States. · , , . ' 

While the strategic arms negotiations were placed on hold and 
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Other Arms Control Talks in Progress 
In addition to the bilateral negotiations dealing with nuclear 

armaments, the United States and the Soviet Union have held 
neJotiations to limit conventional forces and' chemical weapons, 
as well as talks aimed at reducing tensions and averting the risk 
of war in times of crisis. 

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR): Talks 
opened in Vienna in 1973 among 12 NATO and seven Warsaw 

· J>a'ct nations. Their aim is to enhance East-West security and 
reduce the likelihood of war in Europe by reducing each side's 
military manpower in Central Europe to a· maximum level of 
700,000 ground forces, or 900,000 air and ground force personnel 
combined. NATO claims -the Warsaw Pact has a 170,000-man 
superiority over the West (960,000 compared with 790,000) in the 
area under consideration. Referred to as the "zone of reduc­
tions," the area includes West Germany, Belgium, the Nether­

_ lands and Luxembourg in the West, and East Germany, Poland 
and Czechoslovakia in the East. l88ues blocking agreement in-
volve on-site verification, a timetable for the reduction and the 
troop levels now deployed. Talks resumed Jan. 31. 

Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Mea­
sures and Disarmament in Europe (CDE): The goal of these 
35-nation talks, which first opened Jan. 17, 1984, in Stockholm, is 
to reduce the possibility of an accidental nuclear confrontation 
resulting from miscalculation or a failure of communications. Its 
patticipants comprise the United States, Canada, the Soviet 
Union and all European countries except Albania. One recent 
product of these talks was the addition to the Washington­
Moscow "'hotline" of a high-speed facsimile capability that will 
allow the rapid transmission of photos and charts. The COE talks 
are an outgrowth of the 35-nation Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), which produced the Helsinki 
accords of 1975, under which both sides agreed to provide ad­
vance notification of large military maneuvers. Max Kampelman, 

. who will lead the U.S. delegation in Geneva, headed the U.S. 
delegation to follow-up talks, held in Madrid and concluded in 
September 1983. NATO delegates to the Stockholm COE talks 
have proposed additional measures for exchanging military in­
formation. This year's session opened Jan. 29 . . 

Conference on Disarmament (CD): The 40-member Com­
mittee on Disarmament was· established in 1979 to achieve a 
complete and verifiable ban on the production, stockpiling and 
transfer of chemical weapons. Although a prior agreement - the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 - prohibits their use, it does not 
restrict the production or stockpiling of ch~mical and biological 
,weapons and contains no provisions for verification. The United 
States has accused the Soviet Union of using such weapons in 
Southeast Asia and Afghanistan. On April 18, 1984, the United 
States introduced a draft treaty calling for a comprehensive and 
verifiable global ban on chemical weapons. The latest round 
o~ned Feb. 5. 
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the Pentagon was given the green light for increased mili­
tary spending, the administration had to deal with thP issue 
of intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe. NATO :in11919 
had a~nounced its decision to pursue a "dual irack'" path 
to counter the Soviet Union's growing arsenal of intermediate­
range missiles, the SS-4, SS-5 and the new SS-20, point~d 
toward Western Europe. NATO announced it would seek to 
draw the Soviet Union into negotiations and to begin deploy­
ing American-made Pershing II and cruise missiles on allied 
territory if agreement had not been reached by December , 
1983. 

Secretary of State Alexander M. Haig and Soviet ,Foreig~ 
Minister Gromyko pledged in September 1981 "to spare · no 
effort" to conclude an agreement before the NATO deadline. · 
Talks opened in Geneva on Nov. 30 of that year. Only days 
earlier, Reagan had offered his own solution to the INF1 di-' 
lemma with his "zero-zero option": NATO would cancel deploy­
ment of the American missiles if the Soviet Union agre~d ~o 
dismantle all its SS-4, SS-5 and SS-20 missiles. · 

But the Soviet position on INF proved irreconcilable .with ,the 
U.S. contention that the SS-20s constituted a new and de­
stabilizing class of weapons. Moscow rejected U.S. insistem,e on 
global limits of the SS-20 which, with a range of 5,000 kilome­
ters, could threaten not only Western Europe but also Amerjcan 
allies in Asia, including Japan. The Soviet Union insisted that 
British and French nuclear missiles be counted as part of 
NATO's arsenal; the United States refused, saying that these 
forces were purely national in scope and did not contribute to 
allied defense. 

The two chief negotiators at Geneva attempted to resolve th,e 
impasse on their own during a private conversation in Jµly 1982 
later known as the "walk in the woods." U.S. chief negotiator 
Paul Nitze - founder of the Committee on the Present Danger 
and leader of the fight against SALT II - and his . Soviet , · 
counterpart Yuli Kvitsinsky drove to a secluded mountaintop. in 
the Jura range near the French border, ordered the driver to 
meet them at the bottom and started to walk down. According 
to one account: "Once they got down to business, Nitze and 
Kvitsinsky were sitting on a log. It was starting to rain. Nitze 
had brought along a typed outline of an agreement, from which 
he began to read aloud. Kvitsinsky listened for a while1 'then 
suggested some modifications. Incorporating these' changes 
would make it a joint paper. Nitze asked Kvitsinsky if he 
realized that. 'Yes,' replied the Soviet. 'Let's go throug1' with 
the rest of it.' " 24 

"Strobe Talbott, DPadly Gambit• ll984i, p. 127. 

162 

' I 

Arms Control Negotiations 

By the time they had reached their car, Nitze and Kvitsinsky 
reportedly had defined a compromise agreement that prohib­
ited the Soviet Union from developing a long-range ground­
launched cruise missile and froze SS-20s deployed in the Asian 
U.S.S.R. at current levels. In exchange, the United States would 
cancel deployment of the Pershing. Their efforts were to prove 
fruitless. Both governments disavowed the proposal and the 
•stalemate persisted. On Nov. 23, 1983, Kvitsinsky announced 
the Soviet decision to "discontinue" the talks in protest against 
NATO's resolve to deploy the Pershing and cruise missiles on 
schedule the-following month. 

Meanwhile, after 16 months in office, Reagan outlined his 
first strategic arms control proposal. In aq effort to distinguish 
it from the "failed" SALT process, 
Reagan named his proposal START, 
for Strategic Arms Reduction Talks. 
START's basic aim, as described by 
chief negotiator Edward L. Rowny, 
,was '1to break the mold of past nego­
tiations which concentrated on limit­
ing strategic offensive arms at high 
levels" ·and "to improve strategic 
stability through substantial reduc-

, 'tions in the more destabilizing strate­
gic offensive arms." 111 The initial 
proposal, which Reagan presented 
May 9, 1982, called for both sides to Paul H. NitH 

reduce the number of land- and sea-based missile warheads by 
about one-third to 5,000 and to reduce the number of deployed 
ballistic missiles to no more than 850, a cut of one-half for the 
United States, somewhat more for the Soviet Union. 

lteagan subsequently modified his START proposal to 
commodate the recommendations of the Commission on 

;'trat~gic Forces - known as the Scowcroft commission after its 
llead, former National Security Council member Brent Scow­

oft. While reaffirming the goal of reducing each side's ballis­
tic-missile warheads to 5,000, the president in June 1983 relaxed 
the overall limit of 850 deployed ballistic missiles. These 

· changes were included in a draft treaty that the United States 
.offered July 7. 

Under pressure from congressional arms control advocates, 
IJ.eagan in October incorporated into the U.S. bargaining po­
lition the "build-down" concept, which called for retiring older 

eapons as a corollary to modernization with the aim of reduc­
g the total number of warheads over time. The Soviet Union, 

'ft'hJ91chad linked INF and START talks all along, rejected the 

• Rowny 1pob .June 21, 1984, before the Royal United Services (n•titua.e of London. 
I ' 

163 

• 



.. :a 
·, 

··• 

Editorial Research Reports February 22, 1985 

modified proposal and, at the end of the negotiating round pn 
Dec. 8, refused to agree to a resumption date for START. 

focus on 'Star Wars' 

AS THE DATE for the Geneva talks approaches, the United 
States and Soviet Union have not altered their basic, po­

sitions on either strategic or intermediate-range missiles. Of· 
ficially, these remain as irreconcilable as they were when the 
two sets of talks were interrupted at the end of 1983. 

I . , 

Some observers speculate that the format to be followed in 
Geneva, establishing an "interrelationship" among the two cate­
gories of offensive weapons as well as strategic defense, may 
offer a means of breaking the stalemate. By merging the nego­
tiations on INF and strategic forces, it is said, the two sides 
might satisfy Moscow's insistence on including the British and 
French INF arsenals - totaling some 140 missiles armed' with 
420 warheads - in NATO's overall weapons count.26 These 
would seem less significant if the entire Euromissile issue were 
to be considered in the context of the 10,000 or i,o strat~gic 
weapons possessed by both sides. 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko seemed to indicate that a 
merger might be acceptable. "Earlier we conducted talks, sepa­
rately on strategic arms and on intermediate-range arms - and 
the two sides then agreed to try to conduct them this way 
because it might be easier this way to find accords - while it 
has now become absolutely clear that it is impossible to hold 
talks and to try to reach agreement on strategic arma[Jlents 
without solving also the question of intermediate-range weap­
ons," he said during his Jan. 13 interview on Soviet tele,vision. 

Whether or not this statement reflects Soviet interest in the 
merger idea, Reagan administration officials are reported'ly op­
posed. The inclusion of INF with strategic weapons may give 
the NATO allies, who are closely involved in the INF talks, too 
great a say in the formulation of the U.S. position on strategic 
weapons. Given the West Europeans' strong desire for an arms 
control agreement between the superpowers, it is said, the 
United States would come under pressure to make concessipns 
on strategic weapons. 

The administration appears determined to continue its build­
up of these weapons and to be wavering on its promise to abide 

,. The New York Times, Feb. I, 1985. 
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by the terms of the unratified SALT II treaty. Reagan said in 
1981. that the United States would not exceed the limits the 
treaty imposed on strategic weapons so long as the Soviet Union 
did likewise. But the administration's recent report on Soviet 
non-compliance charged Moscow with several treaty violations, 
and Reagan on Jan. 26 for the first time indicated the United 
States may decide to ignore SALT II when a new, 24-missile­
bearing Trident submarine - the USS Alaska - puts to sea 
next October. Under the treaty's terms, the administration 
would have to retire an older, 16-missile Poseidon submarine or 
dismantle eight land-based Minuteman II ICBMs when the 
Trident is completed. Adelman of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency has said recommendations will be made 
to the White House in October on whether to continue to abide 
by SALT II. 

Meanwhile, weapons systems in all three areas of the Ameri­
can nuclear "triad" are being modernized. In addition to the 
Trident, which is quieter and thus more difficult to detect than 
older submarines, the sea leg of the triad will soon be reinforced 
by the long-range, highly accurate D-5 (also called the Trident 
II) submarine-launched missile. The Tomahawk cruise missile 
is also slated for deployment on board some 100 surface ships 
and submarines by the end of the decade. The stealth bomber, 
designed to evade detection by enemy radar, and air-launched 
cruise missiles incorporating stealth techriqlogy are also due for 
completion by the early 1990s. The MX, whose fate may be 
decided as the talks get under way, is only one of several new 
developments strengthening the land-based missile force. 

Negotiating 'Star Wars,' the Non-Agreement 
Judging from the barrage of Soviet criticism, the Soviet 

Union can be expected to concentrate its negotiating stance on 
preventing the Strategic Defense Initiative from proceeding 
beyond the research stage now in progress. Announcing the 
program on March 23, 1983, Reagan hailed the SDI concept as 
nothing less than visionary: "What if free people could live 
secure in the knowledge that their security did not rest upon the 
threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack, that 
we could intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before 
they reached our own soil or that of our allies?" The purpose of 
SDI, he said, was to strengthen deterrence. The feasibility of 
such a non-nuclear defense system was expected to be deter­
mined by the early 1990s. 

According to official descriptions, SDI would constitute a 
"layered defense" using different technologies to destroy 
attacking missiles during each phase of the ballistic trajectory. 
An ICBM could be destroyed during its "boost ph~se" shortly 

165 

• 



~-~ 

··• 

Editorial Research Reports February 22, 1985 

after launch; during the "post-boost phase" before the warheads 
are released; in the "mid-course phase" while the released war­
heads are soaring through space; or during the "terminal phase" 
as they re-enter the atmosphere (see graphic, p. 167). A panoply 
of exotic-sounding weapons utilizing lasers and mirrors p.nq 
based both on the ground and in space - hence the "Star 
Wars" connection - are envisioned. 

SDI supporters, including Kampelman, insist that it must not 
be used as a " bargaining chip," to be dispensed with in return 
for Soviet concessions. "Strategic defense would compensa~e for 
the inevitable difficulties of verification and for the absence of 
genuine trust by permitting some risk-taking in [arms control] 
agreements," Kampelman and two co-authors wrqte in a 
controversial article published shortly after his appointme,nt to 
the Geneva talks. "This is another reason why strategic defense 
should not be traded in the forthcoming negotiations ' in return 
for promises that can be broken at any time." 211 

Repeating the concerns expressed by some American sci­
entists, Soviet officials and academics condemn SDI out of · 
hand." ... [I]ts creation will certainly increase the danger of the 
first (pre-emptive) strike and the probability of making wrong 
decisions in a crisis situation," a group of Soviet scientists wrote 
in a study issued last year. "That is why strategic stability will 
be diminished, although the two sides will retain a rough p~rity 
in their strategic armaments." 37 Another Soviet commentator 
predicted that SDI will further escalate the arms race. "The 
other side cannot shut its eyes to these war preparations, of 
course," arms control analyst Alexei Fedorov wrote. "It will dq 
everything to make the Pentagon realize that [Soviet] ballistic 
missiles have not become 'a heap of junk' while the U.S, offen­
sive strategic potential hangs over it like the sword of 
Damocles." 28 

Some observers believe the Soviet Union plans to resume 
testing and deployment of its anti-satellite (ASAT) system&. 
Like SDI, ASAT involves space weaponry. But while SD'I would 
use space- and ground-based weapons to destroy attacking mis­
siles, ASAT would destroy only satellites, including SDI sat­
ellites and existing communications and spy satellites. The So­
viet Union has had an ASAT program since the early 1970s. But 

"Zbi1niew Brzezinski , Robert Jastrow and Max M. Kampelman. "Defense in Space ls 
Not 'Star Wars' ; · The New Yorh Times Magaz ine, Jan. 27, 1985, p. 47. Briezinski was 
national 1ecurity adviser to Preaident Carter. Jastrow, a phyaiciat at Dartmoutl) College,' 
founded the Goddard Institute for Space Studies. Following hia appointment a.a chief U.S. 
negotia!or, Kampe Iman reportedly tried lo have hia name removed u the article'• co-
author but waa turned down by the newspaper. · 1 

"Committee of Soviet Scientists for Peace against Nuclear Threat, "A Space-Based 
Anti -Missile System with Directed Energy Weapons: Strategic, Legal and Political lmp\ica­
tions," Institute of Cosmic Research, All-Union Academy of Sciences, 1984. 

'"Aluei Fedorov, "Is the 'Star Wars' Program a Defense Plan?" undated, Novosti Presa 
Agency. · 
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after the United States began developing its own ASAT system, 
Russia in 1983 proposed a ban on further ASAT development.28 

No mention of such a ban has been made by the Soviets since 
October, leading some observers to believe they want to develop 
their system to counter SDI. 

Because the eventual testing and deployment of the space­
based components of SDI are prohibited by the terms of the 
1972 ABM Treaty, negotiators involved in the space weapons 
category of talks in Geneva will discuss this as well as the 
alleged Soviet violations of that treaty. Meanwhile, some 
administration officials are openly discussing an approach to 
arms control that makes it hard to see why the negotiators 
should bother to meet in Geneva at all. In an article published 
just as the agenda for next month's talks was announced, ACDA 
Director Adelman wrote in support of "arms control without 
agreements." io According to this approach, each side would 
develop a strategic defense system, such as SDI, with the 
expectation that the other would do the same. President Reagan 
envisioned. such a development when he offered to share SDI 
technology with the Soviet Union: if both sides constructed a 
viable strategic defense, he said, perhaps both would then dis­
mantle their nuclear arsenals once and for all. 

"The U.S., ASAT missile is designed lo be launched in fliJhl from an F-15 fighter 
aircraft. A congressionally impos_ed moratorium on apace testing of the ASAT expires 
March l, and the fint teat reportedly ia set for June. 

'"Kenneth L. Adelman, "Arms Control With and Without Agreements," Foreign Affairs. 
winter 1984-85. 
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October 16, 1987 

THE IMPORTANCE OF SDI 

-- The Reagan Administration has had a well defined strategy for 
countering the threat posed by the Soviet offensive nuclear 
buildup. Our goal is to build a safer peace and to ensure a 
stable strategic balance over the long term. 

This strategy has three key elements: 

- Modernization of our strategic deterrent because, to keep 
the peace, we still rely on the threat of retaliation with 
nuclear weapons; 

- Pursuit of deep, equitable and effectively verifiable 
reductions in US and Soviet nuclear arms; and 

- The search, through the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI), for a safer and morally preferable means to deter 
war, by increasing reliance on defenses to enhance our 
security. 

SDI is a research and technology development program to 
demonstrate by the early 1990s the feasibility of effective 
defenses against ballistic missiles for the U.S. and our allies. 
The most promising concepts involve layered defenses for 
intercepting an attacker's missiles in all phases of their 
flight--boost, mid-course, and terminal. 

SDI serves a number of vital purposes: 

- Through SDI we seek a defensive means of deterring aggres­
sion, based on systems protecting the U.S. and our Allies 
against ballistic missile attack. 

- SDI helped to bring the Soviets back to the nuclear arms 
negotiating table in early 1985, after their late 1983 
walkout. 

- SDI is not a bargaining chip, but provides a strong incentive 
to the Soviets to agree to our proposal to reduce offensive 
strategic arms by 50%. 

- Even if 50% strategic arms cuts are achieved, SDI will re­
main essential in persuading the Soviets to reduce further. 

- SDI also underwrites the integrity of any new arms agree­
ments by diminishing Soviet incentives to cheat. The record 
of Soviet violations of past arms control agreements makes 
this especially important. 

- Finally, SDI is insurance against an accidental missile 
launch or possible future ballistic missile threats-­
nuclear, conventional or chemical--from outlaw countries. 
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-- The importance of SDI is underscored by the Soviets' 
long-standing and extensive strategic defense programs. These 
include: 

o the world's only anti-ballistic missile defenses, 
surrounding Moscow, which they are steadily improving; 

o construction of a large phased array radar near 
Krasnoyarsk, in violation of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty; and 

o research, development and testing, including for 
example a $1 billion annual program on lasers alone, 
employing some 10,000 scientists and engineers. 

-- We cannot let the Soviets have a monopoly on strategic de­
fenses. Possessed by both sides, such defenses can be stabiliz­
ing. Possessed by the Soviet Union alone, effective strategic 
defenses would threaten the peace by undermining the credibility 
of our deterrent. This would be devastating to Western security. 



October 8, 1987 

Defense and Space Themes 

-- U.S. seeks a more secure and stable world--one with reduced 
levels of nuclear arms and an enhanced ability to deter war based 
on the increasing contribution of effective strategic defenses 
against offensive ballistic missiles. 

-- In our ongoing research into strategic defense (Strategic 
Defense Initiative--SDI), the U.S. is seeking to establish the 
feasibility of comprehensive defenses protecting the U.S. and our 
allies against ballistic missile attack. 

-- At the D&S Talks we have endeavored to discuss with the 
Soviets the relationship between strategic offense and defense. 
We are also seeking to discuss how, if we establish the feasibil­
ity of effective defenses, the U.S. and USSR could jointly manage 
a stable transition to a deterrence based increasingly on de­
fenses rather than on the threat of retaliation by offensive 
nuclear weapons. We are also expressing our concerns about 
Soviet violation of the ABM Treaty. 

-- In an effort to reach agreement with the Soviets in D&S, the 
U.S. has made a number of constructive proposals. Our most 
recent proposal in the D&S Talks includes the following elements: 

o A mutual U.S./Soviet commitment, through 1994, not to 
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for the purpose of deploying strate­
gic defenses. 

o During this period the U.S. and USSR would observe strict­
ly all ABM Treaty provisions while continuing research, develop­
ment and testing, which are permitted by the ABM Treaty. 

o This commitment would be contingent upon implementation of 
50 percent reductions to equal levels in strategic offensive arms 
over seven years from entry into force of a START agreement. 

o Either side shall be free to deploy advanced strategic 
defenses after 1994 if it so chooses, unless the parties agree 
otherwise. 

-- In response to expressed Soviet concerns, the U.S. has also 
offered proposals to enhance confidence and predictability 
regarding each side's exploration of advanced strategic defense 
technologies. 

-- Our proposals in this regard include annual exchange of 
programmatic data on planned strategic defense activities, 
reciprocal briefings on our respective strategic defense programs 
and reciprocal visits to laboratories conducting SDI research, as 
well as reciprocal observation of strategic defense testing. 

-- On the other hand, the objective of Soviet proposals in D&S 
Talks has been to kill or cripple the U.S. SDI program. The U.S. 
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cannot--and will not-~accept any measures which would cripple the 
SDI program, which is being conducted in full compliance with the 
ABM Treaty and which is so important to the future security of 
the U.S. and our allies, as well as to ensuring a safe strategic 
balance over the long term. The US has made it clear that it 
will not accept any restrictions on SDI beyond those actually 
agreed in the ABM Treaty. 

-- Despite their rhetoric, the Soviets have been deeply involved 
for years in extensive programs in strategic defense, investigat­
ing many of the same technologies as SDI. In addition, the 
Soviets have deployed--and are currently upgrading--ABM defenses 
around Moscow. These are the world's only ABM deployments. 
Moreover, the Soviets are violating the ABM Treaty by con­
struction of a large, phased-array radar at Krasnoyarsk in 
Central Siberia. The West simply cannot afford to leave the 
Soviet Union with a monopoly in strategic defense, as this would 
undercut the credibility of our nuclear deterrent, which keeps 
the peace. 

-- The Soviets have proposed changes to the ABM Treaty which they 
claim would "strengthen" it. This is clearly an effort to amend 
the ABM Treaty, making it more restrictive than the provisions to 
which the Soviets agreed in 1972. Changing the Treaty won't 
strengthen it; Soviet compliance with it will. 

-- The Soviet argument that it is necessary to "strengthen the 
ABM Treaty" to achieve reductions of offensive arms is ground­
less. In 1972 when we signed the Treaty, we agreed that the 
restrictions it placed on defense were premised on the necessity 
of achieving significant reductions in offensive strategic 
nuclear arsenals. Fifteen years have now passed, and the Soviets 
still have not agreed to offensive reductions. It is time to get 
on with those reductions without additional conditions. 

During their Foreign Minister's visit to Washington, the 
Soviets proposed that the US and USSR agree on a list of 
space-based devices which would not be allowed to be put into 
space if they exceeded certain performance parameters; the U.S. 
believes the list provided by the Soviets would impose 
limitations beyond those actually agreed in the ABM Treaty. 
Alternatively, they proposed agreeing to strict compliance with 
the ABM Treaty as "signed and ratified in 1972." Although the 
Soviets have not explained this proposal, previous Soviet 
statements reflect a view that the ABM Treaty imposes limits on 
SDI which are far more restrictive than what the parties actually 
agreed to in the Treaty in 1972. Thus, we believe the Soviets 
are continuing their efforts to cripple SDI. 

-- The basic outline for a treaty to reduce strategic offensive 
nuclear arms by 50 percent to equal U.S./Soviet levels has 
already been agreed to by the U.S. and the USSR. We believe that 
a treaty could be concluded in short order if the Soviets dropped 
their artificial linkage of strategic arms reductions to SDI and 
were willing to negotiate seriously on the remaining issues, such 
as the need for sublimits on the most dangerous weapons-­
fast-flying intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
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journalist Juan Pablo Cardenas for "slandering the 
president." Cardenas is also editor of one of a half dozen 
vocal newsweeklies that are allowed to publish despite the 
state of emergency. And after three years of petitions and 
applications, a group of persistent journalists and investors 
recently received government permission to publish La 
Epoca, the first opposition daily in fourteen years. Finally, 
the political parties law allows for access, if limited, to 
television; this represents another opportunity for the 
democratic opposition, including the newly formed 
movement of Chilean personalities for free elections. 

At this point there can be no guarantees in Chile's 
tangled, political force field Unexpected events are destined 
to play a role. And while the democratic opposition seems 
to be caught between a rock and a hard place, in need of 
some unifying force to prevent an overheated, potentially 

9 

explosive scenario, the Catholic church continues to offer 
support. 

The church has been the primary defender of human 
rights under the dictatorship, and the bishops understand that 
a return to pluralist democracy is the best guarantee that 
those rights will be respected. The bishops were an integral 
factor in forging the National Accord, and continue to 
provide a channel for communication between the democratic 
opposition and senior officers in the armed forces. It is 
therefore not surprising that the church is the target of 
criticism from both Pinochet and the Communists. Because 
its authority and influence in Chilean society may be 
unmatched, and were clearly reinforced by the recent visit of 
Pope John Paul II, the church may emerge as the 
determining factor in the search for a democratic transition, 
especially given the nature of transition politics so far. • 

Toward An Open Soviet Union 

Michael Novak 

There is now much speculation about glasnost, openness, in 
the Soviet Union. The term and what it implies have 
caught much of the world by surprise. What it might mean, 
at least in part, is suggested l7y the following address, which 
Ambassador Michael Novak, as the U.S. representative, de­
livered to a plenary session of the Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, meeting in Bern. It is worth not­
ing that the meeting took place on 1 May 1986, before the 
policy of glasnost was announced by Mikhail Gorbachev. 

T he Soviet Union is a great nation among the world's 
nations. Its 270 million citizens occupy nearly a sixth 

of the world's surface. Its navy operates on virtually all 
seas. It is a great military power. The talents of its people 
have been long praised. Yet--and here is the puzzle, Mr. 
Chairman---why does such a great nation whose activities 
are international in scope remain so outspokenly insecure, 
hesitant and fearful about human contacts? 

The citizens of the United States have, cumulatively, 
millions upon millions of contacts with all the peoples of 
Europe every year (and with all the peoples of the world, for 
that matter). But in no other nation are the human contacts 
of our own citizens so often interrupted, prohibited, limited, 
restrained, controlled, steered and obstructed as they are, alas, 
with the citizens of the USSR. Mail is not delivered. 
Telephone service is interrupted. Soviet authorities 
discourage Soviet citizens from talking with tourists, or 
offering them hospitality, etc. 

The irony of this situation is that the people of the 
United States typically like Russians, Ukrainians, 

Georgians, Armenians, Uzbeks and all the other citizens of 
the Soviet Union, when they are allowed to meet 
them. The various peoples of the Soviet Union are warm­
hearted, passionate, often excited about ideas, deeply moved 
by high art, full of sentiment. People to people, our 
peoples get along splendidly. And why not? So many 
Americans spring from similar stock; so many pro­
foundly cherish the great novels, plays, poetry and 
music of Russian and the other cultures of the Soviet 
Union. When the great maestro Vladimir Horowitz played 
recently in Moscow, television showed tears stream­
ing down many face~ in the audience---and would have 
shown similar emotion upon the faces of many Americans, 
too. 

So it is ironic. Our peoples have genuine affection for 
one another. In moments of joy, such as the Horowitz 
recital, and in moments of tragedy mutually shared, as in the 
heart-stopping tragedy and painful suffering of the last few 
days, our peoples are as one. 

And yet communications from tJte Soviet side are so 
thoroughly controlled, steered and (often) distorted either by 
total silence or by horribly falsified propaganda about other 
peoples and other nations, that no one can help noting an 
unmistakable fearfulness about human contacts exhibited by 
the Soviet state. Why is the regime of such a great nation 
so afraid of human contacts? Why? That is the question 
behind every intervention during these last three weeks. 
Why? 

The reason cannot be ideology. (1) Marxist thought 
does not require the total control exercised until now by the 

I 
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Soviet regime. (2) Other Marxist nations do differently. (3) 
Many Marxist thinkers propose much more open methods. 

If the reason for the closed society cannot be ideology 
alone, neither can it be due to the fact that the Soviet social 
system is "different" from all others. For to assert that is to 
beg the question, why is it different? What is the reason for 
such systematic control over human contacts as the Soviet 
Union practices, and concerning which every delegation in 
this room has considerable experience? 

A great world power, one of the greatest military powers 
the world has ever known, has the right to be secure, 
unafraid, relaxed and open. According to the Helsinki Final 
Act, it even has the duty to be so. And in the world of fact 
and ordinary realism, it has the full capacity of being so. 

The Soviet state could remain a Marxist state, and still 
be far more open than it is---open in its postal service, open 
in its telephone and telegraphic service, open in radio and 
television and every form of reading material, open in 
permitting visitors to travel as freely as they do in 
Switzerland and other nations, open in allowing its own 
citizens to travel, to visit, and to emigrate, as they like, 
when they like. 

Invitation to a new path 
The Soviet Union is powerful enough to be an open 

society. Why, then, is it not so? The peoples of the Soviet 
Union are attractive. The nation has to its credit immense 
accomplishments. All the world would like to know its 
citizens better, and to have its citizens know better all the 
great, buzzing and vital world around them. Why not? Why 
not an open, large-hearted, free and amicable Soviet Union? 

Nothing in the ideology of Marxism prevents this. 
Nothing in the vast power of the Soviet Union requires 
otherwise. Logic, reason, experience, sentiment, the ideas 
of civilized peoples everywhere, the basic founding ideas of 
European culture---and the Helsinki Final Act, Madrid, and 
this very good dialogue we have been having in Bem---all 
these invite the governing bodies of the USSR to try a new 
path. All the world would applaud new decisions taken in 
this new direction. 

These are the reasons for greater openness to human 
contacts. But there are also arguments against the closed 
society. (1) The closed society deprives its people of the 
stimulation of diversity, opposition and unconventional 
ways of looking at reality. (2) Any one culture is only one 
culture, but human creativity is fertilized by inputs from 
many cultures---and especially by the most contrary and 
opposite. The human mind works by the clash of opposites. 
(3) The closed society leads to a decline of standards, from 
want of true intellectual challenge. (4) In a closed society the 
roots of genuine culture--a true sensitivity to differences and 
to nuance---are slowly covered over by bureaucratic sludge. 
(5) Even the mode of controversy declines, since true argu­
ment is not permitted, and true differences not freely faced. 

In sum, the closed society deprives its thinking citizens 
of intellectual air. They miss, they truly miss, the necessa­
ry contact of the human spirit with contrary ideas and oppos-

ing images, and unaccustomed controversies. Surprise is the 
law of life. Surpise is the stimulus of mind. The question 
for Soviet society, then, comes down to this: Can it com­
pete in a world open to surprise, to choice, to individual 
will? My own answer is, its people are worthy of the 
highest confidence, and they would benefit enormously 
therefrom. 

Indeed, nothing would do more to build a new spirit of 
worldwide confidence, a new humanitarian outlook, a new 
sense of a common humanity, than new policies of 
openness by the Soviet regime. Allow the peoples of the 
USSR to be seen and known and conversed with, as they are--­
an attractive and talented people. Allow them to know all 
the rest of us, as we are, in our strengths, and in our 
weaknesses. All of us are only human beings. Only that 
But nothing less. This is the cry of Europe, this is the 
heritage of Europe: out of many; one. In diversity, a 
common humanity. 

Europe has two branches from one same set of roots. 
East and West are not antithetical. The two branches belong 
together. They should be open to each other. They should 
strengthen each other. They should enrich each other. 
Being closed, one to the other, violates our profoundest 
vocation, and wounds our duty to each other. The task of 
the younger generation of Europeans everywhere (including 
those who are children of Europe, in Canada and the U.S.) is 
to make Europe one---an open Europe. A Europe of respect 
and affection, one for the other, each for all, all for each. 

Human contacts 
The key to human contacts is the freedom of human 

beings to choose which human contacts they desire. In this 
planetary age, of swift and cheap transportation, the whole 
world is open to such choice. The nub of human contacts, 
their living kernel, is the right of every human individual to 
travel and to set up a small universe of human contacts 
wherever such an individual wills. One's own human con­
tacts are a crucial realm of choice. To an unprecedented de­
gree, modem men and women choose the company we keep. 

Thus, the central characteristic of human contacts in our 
time is free movement from place to place, whether tempo­
rary or permanent, or, indeed, circular and changing. Free 
movement no doubt has costs. Everything does. It introduc­
es risk. That is precisely what is most human about it As 
the ancients said, "Nothing ventured, nothing gained." Free 
movement makes burdens for bureaucrats, for social welfare 
agencies, for keepers of records. It 3\so means the temporary 
shifting of human resources from one part of the world to 
another. When openness to movement obtains in all 
directions, however, human flows tend to change, double­
back, and circulate---to the universal enrichment of the entire 
human family. 

The first step in such openness is free emigration. 
Emigrating individuals, and emigrating families, tie bonds 
of memory and understanding, of knowledge and instinct and 
love, between the peoples to whom they emigrate and from 
whom they emigrate. 



That is why the world was encouraging during the 
1970s, when several hundred thousand from among three of 
the Soviet peoples, in particular, began to forge new links 
between the peoples of the USSR and the peoples of 
Western nations. I mean the rather massive migrations 
during those brief years---years too brief--of ethnic 
Germans, Annenians and Jews from the Soviet Union. 

Almost two centuries ago, Catherine the Great and 
Alexander I invited German settlers to Russia, where two 

· million ethnic Germans still live. Dispossessed during 
World War II, incarcerated and confined for ten long years 
after the war, these German citizens of the USSR were 
finally allowed to settle in western Siberia and centtal 
Asiatic Russia. Their diligent labor in agriculture and 
industry has won them new respect and acclaim. They 
suffer, however, from great pressures upon their historic 
culture, religions and language. When emigration became 
possible to them during the 1970s, 105,000 of these ethnic 
Germans returned to West Germany. 

Something similar happened among the four million 
Soviet Armenians, who have with great effort built up one 
of the most prosperous of the Soviet republics. After World 
War II, Soviet authorities invited Armenians abroad to return 
to their homeland---and some 250,000 gratefully did. to 
build a new Armenia. During the 1970s, Soviet authorities 
also allowed emigration from ancesttal Armenia, and some 
52,000 Armenians chose to leave. All this despite the 
prosperity they helped to build. 

The third major people of the Soviet Union permitted 
somewhat free emigration during the 1970s was the 
community of Jews, up to three million sttong, dispersed 
mainly in the three great Slavic republics---Ukrainian, 
Belorussian, and Russian---and, for the most part, in the 
great cities of Kiev, Minsk. Leningrad and Moscow. This is 
the third largest Jewish community in the world. 

Among all the cultures of the world. few perhaps place 
as much emphasis upon the life of the mind and the life of 
the arts as Jewish culture does, from early family life 
through adulthood. This is as true in the Soviet Union as 
elsewhere. Figures from 1973 indicate that, while Jews in 
the USSR constitute only .7 percent of the Soviet people, 
they accounted for 6.1 percent of all scientific workers, 8.6 
percent of all scientists and 14 percent of all scientists with 
the rank of doctor (a post-Ph.D. degree, equivalent). In the 
past thirteen years, alas, these proportions have been 
shrunken by discriminatory factors, quotas, obstructions, and 
steadily growing campaigns of anti-Zionism and anti-Semi­
tism. Owing the 1970s, Soviet authorities allowed Soviet 
Jews-especially those from rural areas---to emigrate. Some 
250,000 did so. Nonetheless, in 1981, the curtain dropped 
on emigration for all three peoples: ethnic Germans, Armeni­
ans and Jews. Today, from all those groups, only a trickle 
of emigration continues. For example, in 1979, at the high 
point, Sl,000 Jews emigrated. By 1984, only 896 were 
allowed to leave; in 1985, 1,140-just under 100 per month. 
So far in 1986, the numbers have dropped even lower. 

The numbers are equally sad for the Armenians and the . 
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Germans. Only 1()() Armenians were allowed to leave 
during all of 1985 and only 406 Germans. 

Soviet authorities occasionally explain away the closing 
of these spigots of free choice, a human right guaranteed in 
many international instruments and written in the human 
heart. They sometimes assert that Soviet law permits 
emigration, but few now want to apply for iL This 
explanation defies probabilities. Worse, it defies facts. 

The German Red Cross has testified that as many as 
150,000 ethnic Gennans still want to emigrate; scholars 
estimate far higher numbers. Scholars of Soviet Armenia 
hold that 200,000 Armenians want to emigratenow. And it 
is a simple, cold fact that 370,000 Soviet Jews have already 
requested papers of invitation from abroad. as required by 
Soviet law for the first step in emigration proceedings. The 
cold fact is that 3,100 Jewish families--some 11,000 
persons---are known to have applied for, and been refused, 
permission to emigrate. Yet, during the month just before 
we assembled in Bern, March 1986, there was registered one 
of the lowest totals of Jewish emigration ever. Only 47 
persons were allowed to leave. I regret to say that the horror 
the refuseniks suffer is barely suggested in that cold number: 
11,000 persons. 

Nothing would do more to build a new 
spirit of worldwide confidence, a new 
humanitarian outlook, a new sense of a 
common humanity, than new policies of 
openness by the Soviet regime. 

Many of the refuseniks have been fired from their jobs, 
and forced to take menial work. University professors and 
physicians now labor as janitors and street sweepers. Some, 
unable to fmd employment are now, ironically, subject to 
charges of "parasitism." Children are barred from good 
schools and universities. Many refuseniks are vilified, often 
by name, in the Soviet media. During the past two years, 
years (many of us thought) of hope, numerous newspaper 
articles and several television programs have singled out 
refuseniks as "Zionist subversives." 

The more active refuseniks, who teach Hebrew or speak 
out openly against the refusal of authorities to let them 
leave, are subject to particularly harsh sanctions. At least 
sixteen of them have been convicted since autumn 1984, sev­
eral on crudely trumped-up criminal charges designed to dis­
credit them. Many others have been threatened, their apart­
ments searched, their phones disconnected. I am ve:ry sad to 
say, there have also been cruel physical beatings: Vladimir 
Lifshits, Josef Berenshtein and Yuli Edelstein, for e.xample. 
So heavy was his beating Berenshtein was almost blinded. 

The life of the refuseniks requires immense courage. 
Simply to exercise a fundamental human right is, for them. 
an act of heroism. This courage has not been lacking. Its 
beauty is breathtaking. 

Many refuseniks, 311 families to be precise, have been 

I 
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waiting to leave for more than ten years. They have been 
given the usual reasons: fully one-third of them, a hundred 
families. have been refused on security grounds. General 
Secretary Gorbachev has said publicly that such reasons nm~ 
hold for at most ten years. The evidence that would support 
such welcome words has not yet appeared. 

Still today 11,000 refuseniks have been made pariahs in 
the country of their birth. They should be allowed to follow 
their choice, in order to honor the good name of their 
L'Ountry, in order to become human links between the Soviet 
Union and their new lands of choice, helping to unite this 
broken world. That was the hope of Helsinlci's Final Act. 

And what of the 370,000 Jews who have received the 
necessary invitations to emigrate, but are afraid of becoming 
refuseniks? For external comsumption, Soviet officials 
deny their very existence. They say that all who want to 
leave have already left, so no more problem. For internal 
consumption, though, a different story is told, closer to the 
lfuth. At a recent Znaniye Society lecture in Moscow, for 
example, an official Soviet expert on Soviet nationality 
policy estimated that between 10 and 15 percent of Soviet 
Jews now wish to emigrate. At his base, he used the 1979 
Soviet census figure (showing a total Soviet Jewish 
population of 1.8 million). The Soviet Jews who wish to 
leave number---in his view---between 180 and 270 thousand. 
This falls short of the 370,000 known to have taken the first 
legal step. That percentage is closer to 20 percent. But this 
Soviet scholar's internal estimate is far larger than what his 
government claims externally ... . 

An open Europe 
~1r. Chairman, the obstruction to Soviet emigration is 

not a hurdle faced only by Armenians, Germans and Jews. It 
is a universal problem in the Soviet Union, extending to 
every man, woman and child in the country . We have 
focused on Armenians, Germans and Jews only because they 
alone of the many people of the Soviet Union have been 
allowed to leave in significant numbers. Many Russians, 

Ukrainians. Baits and others would leave if they could. We 
know the names of some who have tried and who have 
failed. 13ut Russians, Ukrainians, Baits and others know 
that members of their nationalities simply are not allowed to 
leave. For them there is no similar precedent; there is no 
similar hope. For many of them, the only method left is 
described by authorities as illegal: clandestinely, they simply 
tlee. Many, on trips abroad, must leave "hostages" behind--­
a child, a spouse, a parent. 

Consider the young Estonian official and his beautiful 
wife, a singer, who recently asked asylum in Sweden. The 
only way they could leave Estonia, sadly, was to leave be­
hind their infant daughter. That infant, Kaissa Randpere, is 
now only two years old. Her grandmother, her guardian 
now, has been deprived of employment and threatened with 
confinement in an asylum for the insane. A great power 
could soften the crying of a two-year-old, allowing her now 
to join her parenL~, without any damage to its security, gain­
ing honor for iL~ open ways. A Europe without openness 
would be a hell, that is why Europeans so honor openness. 

In the course of our delegation's plenary statements, we 
have tried our best to give credit and to stress hope. We 
have tried hard not to be confrontational, but to speak the 
truth as we see it fairly and clearly, in the context of much 
hope for better things to come. The Soviet Union has 
promised new directions. Here in Bern we strongly welcome 
every sign of spring. 

In candor, we have suggested the enormity of the work 
remaining to be done, the boldness of promises yet to be 
fulfilled . As these promises become realities in fact---when 
the great nation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
opens itself to the world---a great new age of human 
confidence will have begun. That was the hope generated by 
the Helsinki Final Act. May it soon become fact. 

Never more than now, Europe desires openness . The 
European vocation is openness. The European imperative is 
openness. • 

In Italy "Private is Beautiful" 
Leo J. Wollemborg 

P rivate is beautiful": the slogan sums up not only a 
psychological climate but a concrete trend which in 

recent years has taken hold in Italy. 
Similar developments have emerged in other Western 

European countries, notably in Great Britain and France. 
But the "Italian case" shows several significant peculiarities 
of iL~ own. 

This is a nation where the state's role in the economy, 
and government regulation of private pursuits had reached 

levels rarely equalled in countries not ruled by totalitarian 
regimes. A strong tradition of governmental intervention 
and authority in the economic and social fields was given 
broader scope and new twists under Fascism. A major step 
was the creation of !RI (lnstituto per la Ricostruzione 
lndustriale) in 1933. The original purpose was to rescue the 

Leo ]. Wollemborg writes from Rome as a special 
correspondent for Freedom at Issue. 

Freedom at Issue 



START: Key Themes 

Despite the attention currently focused on the INF nego­
tiations, we place our highest priority on our efforts to reach 
an equitable and effectively verifiable agreement with the Soviet 
Union for deep reductions in strategic nuclear arms. We place 
particular emphasis on the most dangerous arms--fast-flying 
ballistic missiles, especially large, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBMs) with multiple warheads. 

As a concrete step toward this end, the U.S. presented a 
draft treaty at the Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START) in 
Geneva on May 8, 1987. This draft treaty reflects the basic 
areas of agreement reached by President Reagan and General 
Secretary Gorbachev last October at Reykjavik and provides for 
roughly 50 percent reductions in U.S. and Soviet strategic 
offensive nuclear arms. 

The U.S. draft treaty provides a solid basis for the creation 
of a fair and durable START agreement. Among other things, it 
provides for: 

o U.S. and Soviet reductions to a maximum of 1,600 deployed 
ballistic missiles and heavy bombers with no more than 6,000 
warheads over a period of seven years after the treaty 
enters into force; 

o Sublimits on warheads carried by fast-flying ballistic 
missiles, and particularly those on ICBMs, the most 
destabilizing and dangerous nuclear systems of all; 

o A 50 percent cut in the current Soviet level of 
ballistic missile throw-weight to a limit which would 
apply to both sides; 

o A ban on mobile ICBMs because of the verification and 
stability concerns they raise; and 

o An extensive verification regime designed to ensure with 
the highest possible confidence that each side is complying 
with the agreement. 

The U.S. has made every effort to facilitate a START agree­
ment, including making important compromises on sublimits shortly 
after Reykjavik in order to meet Soviet concerns. 

The Soviet draft treaty text presented on July 31 is a 
welcome departure from the previous Soviet practice of proposing 
only highly generalized documents containing basic principles. 
It is similar in structure to the U.S. draft text and contains 
some common language. This has facilitated preparation of a 
joint, bracketed draft treaty text. 

However, the Soviet draft offered no movement on the major 
outstanding issues, including sublimits on the most dangerous 
missile systems. In addition, it continued to hold hostage 
strategic offensive arms reductions to restrictions on strategic 
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defense that would go beyond those limitations already in the ABM 
Treaty and which appear to us to be a continuation of Soviet 
efforts to cripple the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). 

The President has made clear that he cannot and will not 
accept measures which would kill or cripple SDI--a research and 
technology development program that holds great promise for 
enhancing the future security of the U.S. and its Allies and for 
ensuring a stable strategic balance over the long term. 

During their September meetings in Washington, Secretary 
Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze agreed to inten­
sify efforts at the Geneva talks to achieve an agreement on 50 
percent reductions in strategic offensive arms. 

At the ministerial, the two sides had a good discussion on 
START issues. Some progress was made on outstanding issues, 
specifically: 

o the Soviets reinstated and updated their earlier proposal 
to limit warheads on any one leg of the strategic triad to 
60 percent of the 6000 warhead total. We believe, however, 
that this limit should apply only to ICBMs, the most 
destabilizing systems, and be slightly lower (3300); 

o the Soviets said that a 50 percent reduction from their 
current level of heavy ICBM launchers would mean a limit 
of 1540 warheads on heavy ICBMs; 

o the Soviets have stated that a 50 percent reduction in 
strategic arms would result in a 50 percent reduction in 
their throw-weight and that this throw-weight would not 
subsequently increase (although they are as yet unwilling to 
codify this commitment in a treaty); and 

o the Soviets agreed to consider the seven year reduction 
period we proposed. 

Since the ministerial, the Soviets have tabled in Geneva 
proposals reflecting the 60% limit on any one leg of the 
strategic triad and a limit of 1540 warheads on heavy ICBMs. 

Nevertheless, fundamental issues remain, including the need 
for ballistic missile warhead sublimits, the need for codified 
throw-weight limits, the need for a ban on mobile ICBMs, and 
continuing Soviet insistence that START reductions be linked to 
U.S. acceptance of further limits on defense. 

The U.S. believes that a treaty to reduce strategic arms 
could be completed in short order, if the Soviets were willing to 
apply themselves with the same seriousness as the U.S. Secretary 
Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Shevardnadze agreed that START 
would be the focus of their arms control discussions during their 
October meeting in Moscow. 



October 6, 1987 

INF Negotiations: Key Themes 

WE'VE COME A LONG WAY . .. 

-- During the September meetings of Secretary Shultz and 
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in Washington, the United States 
and the Soviet Union agreed in principle to conclude a treaty on 
ground-launched intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) which 
would eliminate the entire class of U.S. and Soviet INF 
missiles. Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 
will meet in Moscow October 22-23 to review progress toward an 
INF treaty as well as other elements of the u.s.-soviet 
relationship. The joint statement issued at the conclusion of 
the September ministerial noted that an INF agreement could be 
signed during a summit this fall. 

-- The prospective INF agreement is consistent with the 
longheld U.S. position in key areas of the negotiations. This 
success is a direct consequence of the President's steadfast 
commitment to real arms reductions and Allied solidarity in 
support of these objectives: 

o Longer-range INF missiles (LRINF): Since formal talks 
with the Soviet Union began in November 1981, the U.S. has 
sought to eliminate all U.S. and Soviet LRINF missile 
systems. This was the President's original "zero option" 
proposal. In July 1987 the Soviets finally agreed to 
eliminate these systems. 

o Shorter-range INF missiles (SRINF): Since the negotia­
tions began, the U.S. has insisted that an INF agreement 
must constrain shorter-range INF missiles to prevent 
circumvention of an accord on LRINF missiles by a Soviet 
buildup of the shorter-range systems. The agreement to 
eliminate all U.S. and Soviet SRINF missiles as an integral 
part of an INF accord satisfies this U.S. requirement. 

o Reductions on a global basis: The U.S has long insisted 
that any limitations on INF missiles must be global to 
prevent the transfer of the threat from one region to 
another. The Soviets have accepted this in the context of 
global elimination of both categories of U.S. and Soviet INF 
missiles, known as "global double zero". 

-- The U.S. and the Soviet Union have also agreed on 
procedures for the elimination of INF missile reentry vehicles. 
Specifically, the sides have agreed that before U.S. and Soviet 
INF missiles are eliminated, nuclear explosive devices and 
guidance systems will be removed from the reentry vehicles and 
returned to national authorities. The remaining reentry vehicle 
structures will then be eliminated under agreed procedures. 
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-- The U.S. reentry vehicles associated with FRG Pershing 
!As would be subject to the above elimination procedures once the 
conditions established by the FRG Government for dismantling the 
missiles have been met and the U.S.-FRG program of cooperation 
has ended. The U.S. made clear that bilateral agreements between 
the U.S. and the USSR cannot constrain third country forces nor 
affect existing programs of cooperation with our allies • 

• • • BUT WE ARE NOT QUITE THERE YET. 

-- Although the United States and the Soviet Union have 
agreed in principle to conclude an INF agreement, important 
issues remain to be resolved, including the details of 
verification procedures and a schedule for reductions. The 
Geneva delegations of both sides have been instructed to work 
intensively to resolve these remaining issues and to complete a 
draft treaty text promptly. 

-- The sides have agreed in principle on the need for an 
effective verification regime to ensure compliance with the 
treaty. On September 14, the U.S. presented in Geneva a 
comprehensive proposal calling for the most stringent 
verification regime in arms control history. The negotiators are 
now working to achieve agreement on the all-important issue of 
verification. 

-- The sides are also working to resolve differences on a 
schedule for reductions of INF missiles. The U.S. has proposed 
that longer-range INF missiles (1000-5500 km range) be eliminated 
through phased reductions within a three-year period from treaty 
entry into force and that shorter-range INF missiles (500-1000 km 
range) be eliminated within one year of treaty entry into force. 
The Soviets have proposed elimination of these missiles during 
five years and two years, respectively. During the September 
Ministerial, the Soviets expressed willingness to accept the 
U.S.-proposed schedule if it were shown possible, given technical 
and environmental considerations. To resolve this issue, the 
sides agreed to have technical experts meet in Geneva. 

-- INF is only a p~rt of the arms reduction agenda. The 
President has long been seeking deep cuts in strategic offensive 
arms in the START negotiations at Geneva as our first priority. 
General Secretary Gorbachev has agreed that START reductions are 
the "core" arms control issue. During their meetings in 
Washington, Secretary Shultz and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze 
agreed to intensify efforts to push forward on a START 
agreement. We believe that a START agreement could be achieved 
in short order if the Soviets are willing to negotiate 
constructively to resolve remaining issues, such as warheads 
s~bl~mits on the most dangerous systems -- fast flying ballistic 
missiles. 
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Wetitage cpoundatiori . 

A we-exempt public policy research inatitute 

September 17, 1987 

The Editor, 
The Washington Post, 
1150 15th St. NW, Washington, D.C. 20071 

Dear Sir: 

Your editorial on the Krasnoyarsk radar (September 11, 1987) 
raises the question, "Now what?". A better question might be, 
"What does the U.S. government propose to do about it?", since a 
bipartisan consensus now exists, reflected in yesterday's 
unanimous Senate vote, that this radar is a major . Soviet 
violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. The answer will have important 
implications for existing and future arms contol agreements, 
including one on INF. (The House of Representatives had voted 
418-0 in May for a similar resolution.) 

The U.S. presently has no explicit policy for dealing with Soviet 
treaty violations. Yet each American failure to address a case of 
Soviet non-compliance can only encourage further violations. 
Without the development of a clear U.S. policy to handle treaty 
violations, U.S. verification capabilities become irrelevant. 
Verification by itself--even on-site inspection--cannot compel 
Soviet compliance. 

A "positive compliance regime" is needed to impose explicit 
penalties for failing to observe the terms of arms control 
agreements. Such penal ties might include proportional U. s. 
responses that offset any Soviet gains brought by treaty 
violations. If the Soviet's fail to dismantle their Krasnoyarsk 
radar, the U.S. should seriously consider either the development 
of those ABM capabilities permitted by the 1972 treaty, or 
formal withdrawal from the treaty. A positive compliance regime 
for the proposed INF agreement might have the U.S. halt and, if 
necessary, reverse the process of reductions should the Soviets 
fail to comply with its terms. 
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Adopting a positive compliance regime for arms control is just 
common sense: contracts usually contain explicit, enforceable 
penalties for breaking with their terms. Such a regime would 
thus enjoy wide public support, so the Senate would be well­
advised to consider attaching positive compliance provisions to 
the proposed INF agreement. These provisions would also respond 
to the · contradictory public beliefs that an agreement is 
desirable and that the Soviets would violate its terms-­
respectively, 56 and 67% of those recently polled [The New Yqrk 
Times/CBS News poll, 15 September, 1987.]More broadly, a positive 
compliance regime would also take heed of Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson's warning that "To set yourself up as a mark for the 
Russians is worse than a crime, it is a blunder." 

Sincerely, 

~~th. ~"..f-1-?" 

Robin Ranger 
Bradley Resident Scholar 
(Home tel:301-951-7082.) 
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The Editor, 
The Washington Post, 
1150 15th st. NW, Washington, o.c. 20071 

Dear Sir: 

Your editorial on the Krasnoyarsk radar (September 11, 1987) 
raises the question, "Now what?". A better question might be, 
"What does the U.S. government propose to do about it?", since a 
bipartisan consensus now · exists, reflected in yesterday's 
unanimous Senate vote, that this radar is a major . Soviet 
violation of the 1972 ABM Treaty. The answer will have important 
implications for existing and future arms contol agreements, 
including one on INF. (The House of Representatives had voted 
418-0 in May for a similar resolution.) 

The U.S. presently has no explicit policy for dealing with Soviet 
treaty violations. Yet each American failure to address a case of 
Soviet non-compliance can only encourage further violations. 
Without the development of a clear U.S. policy to handle treaty 
violations, U.S. verification capabilities become irrelevant. 
Verification by itself--even on-site inspection--cannot compel 
Soviet compliance. 

A "positive compliance regime" is needed to impose explicit 
penalties for failing- . to observe the terms of arms control 
agreements. such penalties might include proportional U.S. 
responses that offset any Soviet gains brought by treaty 
violations. If the Soviet's fail to dismantle their Krasnoyarsk 
radar, the U.S. should seriously consider either the development 
of those ABM capabilities permitted by the 1972 treaty, or 
formal withdrawal from the treaty. A positive compliance regime 
for the proposed INF agreement might have the U.S. halt and, if 
necessary, reverse the process of reductions should the soviets 
fail to comply with its terms. 
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Adopting a positive compliance regime for arms control is just 
common sense: contracts usually contain explicit, enforceable 
penal ties for breaking with their terms. such a regime would 
thus enjoy wide public support, so the Senate would be well­
advised to consider attaching positive compliance provisions to 
the proposed INF. agreement. These provisions would also respond 
to the contradictory public beliefs that an agreement is 
desirable · and that the Soviets would violate its terms-­
respectively, 56 and 67% of those recently polled [The New Yqrk 
Times/CBS News poll, 15 September, 1987.]More broadly, a positive 
compliance regime would also take heed of Secretary of. State 
Dean Acheson's warning that "To set yourself up as a mark for the 
Russians is worse than a crime, it is a blunder." 

Sincerely, 

lath. ~ "..f-1-?1 

Robin Ranger 
Bradley Resident Scholar 
(Home tel:301-951-7082.) 
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Learning From the Naval ~£-A· 

, Arms Control Experience 
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Robin Ranger 

THE RECENT HARVARD study by 
Albert Carnesale, Richard Haass, and 
their colleagues, Learning from Expe­
rience with Arms Control, 1 is a much 
needed assessment. But its historical 
purview is quite narrow, drawing only 
on the superpower experience since 
1963. Another experience from which 
much of contemporary relevance can 
be learned is the effort of the interwar 
years to control naval arms-the "stra­
tegic" weapons of that era. 

With the recent declassification of 
some important British sources and 
the appearance of comprehensive 
technical studies on warship design, it 
is now possible to reconstruct the in­
terwar arms control experience in its 
entirety. The lessons of this experi­
ence are surprisingly relevant to the 
current arms control debate, especially 
the discovery that President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt (FDR) pioneered a U.S. 
proportionate response policy in the 
1930s. Above all, the interwar naval 
arms control experience is, as one an­
alyst has written of that with chemical 
weapons, one that 

Robin Ranger is a Washington-based consul­
tant who has taught international security is­
sues at universities in Canada and the United 
States. This article draws on his unclassified 
study for the office of the assistant secretary 
of defense for international security policy 
(START), Tlze Naval Arms Control Record 
1919-1939: Axis Violations vs. Democratic Com­
pliance Policy Failures (Fairfax, Va.: National 
Security Research, 1987). 
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conveys an image of a policy en­
vironment not unlike our own to­
day; an imperfect though politi­
cally significant arms control 
regime ... the military grappling 
with a technological revolution 
[and] extensive public attention 
being given to highly emotional 
policy issues .... it is rich in in­
sights relevant to contemporary 
policy considerations. 2 

To develop the insights from the 
naval arms control experience, a sum­
mary of the treaty regime is offered, 
followed by an analysis of the four 
most relevant aspects of this experi­
ence: the dispute between the United 
States and the United Kingdom over 
ambiguous treaty provisions; the prob­
lems of both countries with the lulling 
effects of the treaties; FDR's propor­
tional response policy and, finally, the 
United Kingdom's failure to respond 
to compelling evidence of German and 
Italian violations. An earlier naval arms 
control agreement will also be revis­
ite~, the 1817 Rush-Bagot Agreement, 
which was intended to demilitarize the 
Great Lakes. Lessons for U.S. poli­
cymakers from these experiences will 
then be suggested. 

The Arms Control Regime 

The interwar naval arms control re­
gime was based on the 1922 Washing­
ton Treaty and the limits it estab­
lished. 3 The core of the treaty was 
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a three-power U.S.-British-Japanese 
agreement to freeze their strategic na­
val forces in their existing ratios of 
roughly 5:5:3 and to divide the Pacific 
into spheres of influence via the ac­
companying Four and Nine Power 
Pacts. All three powers canceled their 
large naval building programs. War­
ships were divided into five categories: 
capital units (battleships and battle­
cruisers, faster but less well protected 
units); aircraft carriers; cruisers; de­
stroyers; and submarines. Two main 
units of account for measuring and 
limiting a warship's military effective­
ness were established. The first was 
displacement, the most accurate single 
indication of a warship's military ca­
pabilities ( comparable to missile 
throw-weight today). The weight of a 
ship was equal to the weight of the 
water it displaced, expressed in En­
glish tons (1,016 kilograms), and the 
treaty established the Washington 
standard displacement of a ship fully 
equipped for war, without fuel or re­
serve feed water, but with normal am­
munition and stores. 

The second unit of account was the 
main gun battery caliber, measured in 
inches: the diameter of the gun's bore 
and its shell. Shell weight and destruc­
tive power rose sharply with increases 
in caliber. 

The combination of these two mea­
sures of military effectiveness pro­
duced a Washington naval force struc­
ture based on maximum limits, for 
capital units, of 35,000 tons and 16-
inch main batteries and, for cruisers, 
of 10,000 tons and 8-inch main batter­
ies. Ships built to these limits became 
known as treaty battleships and cruis­
ers. The main limits on aircraft carriers 
were that the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and Japan each 
could convert two capital units under 
construction to large carriers, dis­
placing up to 33,000 tons with 8-inch 
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main batteries (to deal with treaty 
cruisers). Further carrier construction 
would be limited to 27,000 tons. The 
total tonnage of capital units and car­
riers was also limited. 

Collateral constraints consisted of 
limits on capital units' modernization 
(displacement could be increased by 
no more than 3,000 tons) and limits 
on the fortification of naval bases in 
the Pacific. Basically, no additions 
could be made to existing fortifications 
and no new bases could be constructed 
in a clearly defined region of the Cen­
tral Pacific. Finally, verification was 
left up to the naval (and other) intel­
ligence services of the three powers. 

To make the treaty regime compre­
hensive, the three powers also per­
suaded a reluctant France and Italy to 
accept its limits. So the Washington 
Treaty limited the main classes of war­
ships in the five powers' navies in the 
ratio of 5:5:3: 1. 75: 1. 75. 

Taken together, the effect of the 
Washington Treaty's limits, if they 
were observed, would be to establish 
a defense-dominated strategic envi­
ronment in the Pacific. Japan could 
not attack U.S. and British possessions 
and allies, and these two powers could 
not attack Japan. 

Three follow-on treaties built on 
and extended the 1922 treaty's limits. 
The 1930 First London Treaty im­
posed sublimits on mainly heavy (8-
inch) and light (6-inch) carriers; low­
ered aircraft carrier displacement to 
23,000 tons; and limited destroyers 
and submarines, individually and in 
total. But France and Italy rejected 
this treaty and its extension until 1936 
of the 1922 treaty's moratorium on 
new battleship construction. The 1936 
Second London Treaty abolished the 
limits on total naval forces but retained 
those on individual units. The treaty 
was initially accepted by the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and 
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France, and later by Germany, Italy, 
and the USSR. The 1935 Anglo-Ger­
man Naval Agreement (AGNA) ex­
tended the 1922 and 1930 treaties' 
limits to individual German units and 
limited German forces to 35 percent 
of the United Kingdom's total in each 
of the main classes of warships. 

For a first strategic naval arms con­
trol treaty, that of 1922 was remarkably 
comprehensive. It set qualitative lim­
its on individual units and quantitative 
total limits on the most militarily sig­
nificant classes of warships, limited 
their modernization, and banned in­
creased defense in the Central Pacific. 
Subsequent treaties built on this basic 
structure, apparently demonstrating 
its soundness. Indeed, the Washing­
ton Treaty's limits were so far-reach­
ing that it could be seen, to paraphrase 
Gilbert and Sullivan, as the very 
model of a modern arms control agree­
ment. 

Yet this treaty and its successors 
quickly ran into a series of equally 
modern problems, including a clash 
between a broad U.S. interpretation 
of its modernization provisions and a 
narrow British interpretation of them. 

Broad Versus Narrow 
Interpretations 

Given the current U.S. controversy 
over the broad versus the narrow in­
terpretations of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Treaty, it is quite re­
markable to find an almost exact par­
allel in the U.S.-British controversy 
over the 1922 Washington Treaty. 

The 1922 treaty's modernization 
limits allowed increases in capital 
units' defenses provided that these did 
not increase standard displacement by 
more than 3,000 tons and complied 
with the so-called "reconstruction 
clause." This clause stated that "no 
alterations in side armor, in caliber, 
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number or general type of main amza­
ments shall be pemzitted. " 4 

But the U.S. Navy, conscious that 
its battle fleet was "outranged by their 
British counterparts, and ... that in a 
Jutland-type battle ... the Americans 
would be defeated, " 5 proposed to in­
crease the elevation, and hence the 
range, of its battleships' main batteries 
to 30 degrees. 

The British ambassador to Washing­
ton responded in 1924, with "an offi­
cial protest declaring that increasing 
the elevation of capital ships' guns 
would be a violation in spirit, if not in 
letter, of the 'reconstruction clause' of 
the treaty. " 6 The British prime min­
ister further argued that the proposed 
substitution of oil for coal fuel in the 
six older U.S. battleships was also a 
violation of this clause. These British 
arguments for a narrow interpretation 
of the reconstruction clause were 
meant to preserve their existing mili­
tary advantage and avoid the costs of 
a major modernization program. 

The U.S. Navy's arguments for a 
broad interpretation of the reconstruc­
tion clauses were the reverse of the 
United Kingdom's arguments: the 
United States did not want the treaty 
to freeze its inferiority in place, and 
the United States could afford mod­
ernization. The navy had also insisted, 
even before the British protest, that 
the reconstruction clause permitted in­
creased main battery elevation. The 
U.S. secretary of state at the Washing­
ton Conference, Charles E. Hughes, 
and his successor, Frank B. Kellog, 
agreed with this broad interpretation. 
Finally in 1927, Secretary of the Navy 
Curtis D. Wilbur wrote the British am­
bassador insisting that the U.S. dele­
gates to the Washington Conference 
had always assumed that the broad in­
terpretation was valid and asked for a 
withdrawal of the United Kingdom's 
protest. No more was heard of the pro-
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test, and the United States went ahead 
with increases in main battery eleva­
tion as the rest of its battleline was 
modernized. The United Kingdom 
followed suit from 1935 onward, but it 
modernized only four units. 

Meanwhile, the Japanese, who had 
begun to increase their battleline's 
main battery elevation in the mid-
1920s, went further than the United 
States or the United Kingdom. Japan 
eventually increased this elevation to 
43 degrees versus 30 degrees in the 
U.S. and British modernization in all 
10 capital units. 7 

These U.S.-British differences over 
the interpretation of ambiguous treaty 
provisions suggest that these kinds of 
differences are difficult to avoid. This 
conclusion is reinforced by another 
U.S. broad interpretation of the 
treaty's modernization provisions. The 
two large U.S. carriers converted from 
incomplete battlecruisers were limited 
to 33,000 ton displacement but would, 
it became clear, displace 36,000 tons. 
The U.S. Navy therefore decided that 
"as the ships were more than half fin­
ished as capital ships at the time of the 
conference, the clause about extra pro­
tection applied to them. "8 

In both these cases, the U.S. Navy 
was insisting, in current terms, on a 
broad interpretation of ambiguous 
treaty provisions and exploiting ambi­
guities to modernize its forces. 

Lulling Effects 

One of the hypotheses examined in 
the Harvard study was that "the arms 
control process and . . . agreements 
(a) lull the United States into spending 
less than it should on defense [or] (b) 
stimulate the United States to spend 
more than it should on defense. "9 

This is a particularly important, polit­
ically sensitive issue because it is dif-

so 

ficult to prove or disprove a lulling ef­
fect. The weaknesses of the Harvard 
study's attempt to disprove this effect 
by the use of data on U.S. defense 
budgets and public opinion underlines 
this difficulty. 10 

But the naval experience shows fairly 
clearly that both the United States and 
the United Kingdom found that the 
interwar arms control process and 
agreements exerted a lulling effect on 
their defense budgets and forces. As 
Norman Friedman noted, 

for the United States, the most 
important effect of the treaty re­
gime was an imbalance between 
the U.S. and Japanese navies. It 
is interesting as an indirect effect 
of the treaty and as a parallel to 
similar effects under SALT. That 
is, in 1922 the treaty left the 
United States in a commanding 
position .... All that the United 
States had to do was to build up 
its carrier and cruiser forces to 
match [its battlefleet]. What hap­
pened was that the public and 
Congress saw the treaty itself as 
proof that the underlying tensions 
in the Pacific had been elimi­
nated, and naval construction was 
seriously restricted. . . . Japan, 
with a much more autocratic po­
litical system, embarked on an in­
terwar building program, the con­
sequences of which were obvious 
in 1941. 11 

The imbalance between the U.S. 
and Japanese navies was particularly 
acute until FDR's proportional re­
sponse policy (discussed below) began 
to take effect in the late 1930s. By the 
mid-1930s, Japan had built up its naval 
forces to treaty limits in terms of num­
bers of individual units-and many of 
these exceeded the treaty limits on 
displacement by 10-20 percent or 
more. The United States had failed to 
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build up to treaty limits in terms of 
the numbers of individual units and 
many of these were below treaty limits 
by up to 10 percent. For example, Ja­
pan's early Washington Treacy cruisers 
initially displaced about 11,000 tons 
(in violation of treaty limits) while the 
early U.S. treaty cruisers displaced 
about 9,000 tons. Japan's treaty viola­
tions were such that its cruisers dis­
placed some 22 percent more than 
U.S. cruisers, a militarily significant 
advantage. 12 This advantage became 
apparent in the opening battles of the 
Pacific War, including the bitter night 
cruiser actions around Guadalcanal Is­
land in 1942. 

The result of this lulling effect was 
that instead of the 10: 7 treaty ratio of 
U.S. to Japanese naval forces (in favor 
of the United States), Japan enjoyed 
at least equality, if not superiority. 
This advantage enabled Japan to in­
vade China in 1931 knowing that the 
United States would be unable to im­
plement its 1922 treaty commitments 
to preserve China's independence. 

The British experienced a similar 
lulling effect. For example, in 1936 
the British admiralty produced SALT­
style tables grossly overstating (by 300 
percent for capital ships) how much 
larger the German naval threat would 
be without the 1935 AGNA. British 
rearmament could thus proceed with­
out disrupting normal business rou­
tines, as desired by the politically 
powerful Chancellor of the Exchequer 
Neville Chamberlain. The admiralty 
had been lulled into making two in­
correct assumptions: 

One . . . was . . . that . . . the 
German Navy was capable of far 
greater expansion than that al­
lowed for under . . . the agree­
ment and was, therefore, exercis­
ing a politically inspired restraint. 
The second was that the Germans 
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were loyally abiding by [its] 
terms. 13 

In these U.S. and British cases, the 
lulling effect extended beyond de­
fense budgets to include overcompli­
ance with arms control treaty limits, 
individually and in total. The United 
States' willingness to push a broad in­
terpretation of the treaty noted above 
thus was exceptional, as shown by a 
small but significant episode. To pro­
tect the Philippines, the U.S. Navy 
wanted to lay defensive minefields. 
But "the Judge Advocate ruled even­
tually against such deployments as a 
violation of the letter and spirit of the 
nonfortification status of the Five 
Power Treacy." 14 

FDR's Proportional Response 

The Reagan administration has been 
widely criticized for arguing the need 
for a U.S. proportional response policy 
to Soviet violations of arms control 
agreements. But the first U.S. admin­
istration to develop a proportional re­
sponse policy was the Democratic one 
of President Franklin 0. Roosevelt. 
FDR developed his policy in close col­
laboration with the influential chair­
man of the House naval affairs com­
mittee, Representative Carl H. Vinson 
(O-Ga. ), the political mentor of the 
current, equally influential chairman 
of the Senate armed services commit­
tee, Senator Sam Nunn (D-Ga). So, 
surprising as it may seem, Republican 
President Ronald Reagan's propor­
tional response policy follows a Dem­
ocratic precedent. 

As a keen navy man and a former 
assistant secretary of the navy, Presi­
dent Roosevelt was well aware of how 
far below treaty strength the navy was. 
The U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence 
(ONI) also suspected Japan of violat-
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mg the prohibition on fortifications 
and bases in their Mandated Territo­
ries, a violation that they may or may 
not have been guilty of because of 
treaty ambiguities. Curiously, ONI 
seems to have been unaware of]apan's 
militarily more significant violations of 
treaty limits on displacement. The be­
ginning of Japan's war against China 
also meant that, as the Japanese gov­
ernment confirmed in 1934, they 
would reject any follow-on naval treaty 
when the 1922 and 1930 treaties ex­
pired in 1936. 

To deal with Japan's suspected 
treaty violations and its breakout from 
treaty limits after they expired, Presi­
dent Roosevelt, Representative Vin­
son, and the U.S. Navy crafted what 
would now be called a proportional re­
sponse policy. The two key elements 
of this policy were enabling legislation 
and treaty escalator clauses, both ele­
ments of potential use in future U.S. 
arms control agreements. 

The enabling legislation authorized 
the buildup of the U.S. Navy to its 
maximum permitted treaty strength in 
terms of total forces, while these were 
still limited, and then beyond these 
limits after they expired in 1936, al­
though staying within the new limits 
on individual units. This legislation 
was contained in the First and Second 
Vinson Naval Acts (1934 and 1938). 
Funding for the necessary programs 
was then sought by the executive 
branch and approved, albeit slowly, by 
the legislature. To support this fund­
ing, President Roosevelt frequently 
argued that there could be no objec­
tion to building a U.S. treaty navy. But 
groups opposed to U.S. defense in­
creases, very similar to current oppo­
nents of the increases, opposed the 
U.S. Navy's buildup as unnecessary 
and provocative to the peaceloving 
Japanese, prompting, in turn, an ex­
asperated FDR to note that it is "far 
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better not to answer the professional 
pacifist." 15 

The specific escalator clauses were 
inserted by the United States into the 
1936 London Treaty, negotiations for 
which began in 1934. Technical stud­
ies by the U.S. Navy showed that to 
counter new Japanese construction 
new U.S. battleships needed to carry 
16-inch main batteries and displace at 
least 35,000 tons, preferably more. 
But the United Kingdom was pushing 
strongly for a 14-inch main battery 
limit in the futile hope that this uni­
lateral self-restraint would be recipro­
cated by Japan. Domestic U.S. opin­
ion also favored the lowest possible 
limits on the size and armament of 
new U.S. battleships. 

To balance these pressures for arms 
control against the need to provide for 
U.S. national security, the Roosevelt 
administration devised two escalator 
clauses that would come into effect 
unless Japan accepted the treaty 
terms. The first escalator clause was 
adversary triggered, automatic and 
specific. Unless Japan accepted the 
Second London Naval Treaty by April 
1, 1937, the proposed reduction in the 
maximum permitted main battery cal­
iber from 16 to 14 inches would not 
take place. Meanwhile, the U.S. Navy 
designed its first treaty battleships 
with both 14- and 16-inch main bat­
teries, and they were finally ordered 
in 1937 with 16-inch main batteries. 

The second escalator clause allowed 
the United States, the United King­
dom, and France to increase their bat­
tleship's maximum displacement to 
45,000 tons if any other nation built 
outside the 35,000 ton limit. Because 
Japan refused to give assurances that 
it would not do so, this escalator clause 
was invoked in 1938. 

These escalator clauses, plus the ad­
ministration's willingness to use them, 
were instrumental in giving the U.S. 
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Navy an adequate battleship force in 
World War II and today. Because main 
batteries took longer to build than the 
ships carrying them, the navy's ability 
to begin design of its 16-inch batteries 
in 1935 enabled its battleships to be 
completed in time for the Pacific war. 
The United States' use of the second 
escalator clause permitted the building 
of four Iowa class battleships of 45,000 
ton displacement. 

The need for these escalator clauses 
was underlined by the U.S. Navy's 
postwar discovery that while they were 
building their first six treaty-limited 
battleships of 35,000 tons with 16-inch 
main batteries, Japan was building the 
largest battleships in history, the Ya­
mato class. These behemoths dis­
placed 64,000 tons, some 84 percent 
more than the U.S. battleships, and 
carried 18-inch main batteries. More 
recently, a further benefit from these 
clauses was secured when the four 
Iowa-class battleships built as part of 
FDR's proportional response policy 
were modernized and returned to ser­
vice as part of former Secretary of the 
Navy John Lehman's 600-ship navy. 

Failing to React to Violation 

The British failure to react to compel­
ling evidence of German and Italian 
violations of naval arms control agree­
ments supports the hypothesis that, 
when faced with such evidence of 
arms control violations, a democratic 
society may choose to do nothing. 
This hypothesis has been confirmed, 
of course, by the recent U.S. failure 
to react to Soviet violations until late 
last year. But this seemed a novel con­
cept when first formulated by Fred C. 
Ikle, now undersecretary of defense 
for policy. He suggested in 1961 that 

a potential violator of an arms­
control agreement will not be de-
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terred simply by the risk that his 
action may be discovered. What 
will deter him will be the fear that 
what he gains from the violation 
will be outweighed by the loss he 
may suffer from the victim's re­
action to it. [But] .... democratic 
governments might experience 
serious political difficulties in re­
acting effectively to a detected 
evasion. 16 

Britain's failure to react to German 
naval arms control violations is partic­
ularly striking when placed in histori­
cal context. Germany's naval chal­
lenges to Britain had been a major 
factor in the British decision to oppose 
German hegemony in World War I. 
During the war the German navy had 
demonstrated a significant technical 
edge over the Royal Navy, so that on 
a given displacement a German war­
ship was qualitatively superior to its 
British counterpart. When the war 
ended, Britain had incurred unprece­
dented casualties, including nearly 1 
million killed. 

The 1919 Versailles Treaty then de­
militarized Germany, on paper, and 
set up a Control Commission that su­
pervised this demilitarization, includ­
ing via intrusive on-site inspection, 
until it was disbanded in 1926. The 
commission found, as one of its mem­
bers put it, that 

Germany never was disarmed, 
never intended to disarm, and for 
seven years did everything in her 
power to obstruct, deceive and 
"counter-control" the Commis­
sion whose duty it was to disarm 
her.17 

British civil and military policymak­
ers in the 1930s thus knew that the 
German military threat could become 
a major one if Germany rearmed. 
They further knew that the Weimar 
Republic had clearly violated, on a 

53 



Robin Ranger 

large scale, the arms control provisions 
of the Versailles Treaty. Yet when Hit­
ler announced the establishment of 
the German Air Force and the rein­
troduction of conscription in 1935, the 
British government of Stanley Baldwin 
rushed to conclude the AGNA. 

The British admiralty strongly sup­
ported the AGNA, even though the 
admiralty had recently discovered that 
the last two German pocket battle­
ships being built were actually battle­
cruisers displacing 26,000 tons instead 
of the 10,000 tons allowed, according 
to the Reichsmarine. Winston Churchill 
recorded his amazement that 

in the face of this brazen and 
fraudulent violation of the Peace 
Treaty, carefully planned and be­
gun at least two years earlier 
(1933 ), the Admiralty actually 
thought it was worthwhile making 
an Anglo-German naval agree­
ment.18 

Even more amazingly, the admiralty 
then became advocates of Hitler's 
compliance with the arms control 
agreement that they had helped ne­
gotiate, rejecting evidence of German 
violations. In 1936 Germany laid down 
the famous battleship Bismark and 
provided the British with technical 
data claiming to prove that it was 
within treaty limits. The German sec­
tion of the admiralty's Naval Intelli­
gence Division (NID) questioned this 
claim, particularly the shallow draft 
relative to Bismark's length and 
breadth. But the director of plans, who 
had been heavily involved in the ne­
gotiations for the AGNA, insisted that 
the Bismark complied with the limits 
he had negotiated. He took the same 
view of German pocket battleships 
and battlecruisers. The director of na­
val intelligence agreed, having earlier 
noted that Admiral Raeder, head of 

54 

the Reichsmarine, had "categorically 
denied that Germany is violating " the 
AGNA. 19 

Unfortunately, difficult though the 
admiralty would have found to believe 
it, Admiral Raeder and Hitler were not 
telling the truth. The 10,000 ton pock­
et battleships displaced about 12,000 
tons; the 26,000 ton battlecruisers dis­
placed 32,000 tons; and the 35,000 ton 
Bismark and its sister ship Ti,pitz dis­
placed 42,000 tons. These were vio­
lations of the displacement limits by 
20, 23, and 20 percent respectively. 

Because the admiralty and its polit­
ical masters believed in Hitler's com­
pliance with arms control agreements, 
both wanted the new British battle­
ships to comply with the initial 1936 
treaty limits, which Japan was ex­
pected to accept: 35,000 ton displace­
ment and 14-inch main batteries. This 
British compliance produced the King 
George V class battleships, which 
proved markedly inferior to the Bis­
mark class in combat. Before World 
War I, the idea of the Royal Navy 
building inferior battleships to comply 
with an arms control agreement Ger­
many was violating and Japan rejected 
would have seemed ludicrous. But 
that is exactly what the admiralty's be­
lief in Hitler's compliance led them to 
do. 

The British failure to react to Ger­
man violations of the AGNA, except 
by denying that they existed, is truly 
remarkable. As an experienced U.S. 
Department of Defense arms control 
negotiator put it privately, the British 
knew that the Weimar Republic had 
grossly violated arms control agree­
ments, so they were assuming that the 
Nazis would be more scrupulous in 
their observance of such agreements 
than the Republic's Social Democratic 
governments. 

In addition, the British also knew 
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by late 1936 that Italy's treaty cruisers 
were more than 10 percent over treaty 
limits because Britain had repaired 
and weighed one of them at Gibraltar. 
The admiralty was further assuming 
that Hitler was more honest than Mus­
solini. Having established this clear 
Italian violation, the British govern­
ment deliberated and decided to do 
nothing about it. 

Symbolism Versus Substance 

An earlier naval arms control agree­
ment, the Rush-Bagot Agreement, 
shows the same pattern of violations 
as the interwar naval agreements. De­
spite its substantive failure, the agree­
ment has successfully symbolized the 
emergence of an essentially coopera­
tive political relationship between the 
United States and the United King­
dom (succeeded by Canada in North 
America). 

Following the War of 1812, the 
United States and the United King­
dom agreed to demilitarize the Great 
Lakes to avoid a naval arms race that 
would, as John Quincy Adams wrote, 
"operate as a continual stimulus of sus­
picion and ill will. " 20 The subsequent 
history of the agreement was summa­
rized by the distinguished Canadian 
historian James Eayrs as being 

not the example of successful 
arms control it is popularly sup­
posed to be [ it has] an unknown 
history of almost continuous vio­
lations, and a succession of ne­
gotiations designed to reconcile 
violations with the spirit of the 
agreement. 21 

Both the United Kingdom and the 
United States deployed ships on the 
Great Lakes exceeding the token level 
allowed . In the case of the United 
States, many more ships had been de-
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ployed than were allowed and each 
exceeded, by very wide margins, the 
limits on the displacement and arma­
ment of individual ships. By 1922, Ca­
nadian Prime Minister MacKenzie 
King complained that "our American 
friends have been steadily evading the 
... Agreement which ... has be­
come more or less of a mockery" and, 
in turn, proposed a replacement 
treaty. 22 Yet Rush-Bagot is still in force 
and frequently referred to as evidence 
of the harmonious state of U.S. -Ca­
nadian relations ( despite differences 
on acid rain). How is this possible? 

Because the underlying U.S.-Cana­
dian political relationship was, and is, 
so cooperative, the technical violations 
of the agreement were, and are, irrel­
evant, politically. They had also be­
come, after the U.S. Civil War, mili­
tarily irrelevant because the United 
States had become the dominant mil­
itary power on the North American 
continent. 

So the United States could observe 
or violate the agreement as it chose, 
and its choice would not alter its stra­
tegic dominance. Indeed, what is in­
teresting is that the U.S. violations 
were so small, compared to what they 
could have been, although they were 
large compared to the agreement's 
near-zero limits. 

The Rush-Bagot Agreement thus 
offers a paradoxical lesson for arms 
control. On the one hand, the agree­
ment proves to have been an almost 
complete technical failure. On the 
other hand, it was an almost complete 
political success. The implications of 
this and other lessons of naval arms 
control can now be considered. 

Na val Lessons for Arms Control 

The naval arms control experience is 
clearly a rich one from which much 
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can be learned. If there is a single 
lesson that emerges from this experi­
ence, it is that it is difficult, perhaps 
almost impossible, to get major mili­
tary powers to agree on arms control 
regimes that can function as desired 
by all the parties to them. 

More specifically, the naval arms 
control regime encountered five major 
problems. First, there was the ambi­
guity problem. Even in an era of rel­
atively much simpler weapons tech­
nology, it was difficult for the 
negotiators to draft unambiguous lim­
its on some important weapons sys­
tems. Both the United States and the 
United Kingdom had "differing but 
plausible interpretations"-broad ver­
sus narrow--of the battleship modern­
ization limits. 23 

The ambiguity problems were fur­
ther illustrated by the large U.S. air­
craft carriers, Japan's battleship mod­
ernization program, and Japan's 
activities of potential military value in 
the Mandated Territories. Many of the 
more important treaty limitations that 
looked clear and unambiguous proved 
to be the opposite, rivaling the ABM 
Treaty ambiguities. 

Second, there was the asymmetry 
problem. The asymmetry between 
open, democratic societies and less 
open or totalitarian societies exerted a 
pervasive effect on the way the naval 
arms control regimes functioned. The 
democratic United States and United 
Kingdom usually complied, or over­
complied, with the spirit and letter of 
these regimes. (The U.S. Navy's two 
exploitations of ambiguities in its favor 
were departures from the prevalent 
U.S. and UK pattern of compliance.) 
The less democratic German govern­
ment in the 1920s, its totalitarian suc­
cessor, and the Japanese and Italian 
governments violated the letter and 
spirit of the arms control regimes. 
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These violations were militarily most 
significant in the 1930s. 

Such violations reflected the situa­
tion Ikle noted in 1961: the asymme­
try between democratic and totalitar­
ian societies creates incentives for 
violations by the latter that are likely 
to prove irresistible. The potential vi­
olators can calculate that their viola­
tions may well go undetected or, if 
detected, will fail to incur any mean­
ingful penalties. British failure to react 
to German and Italian violations em­
phasized this point. 

Third, there was the problem of 
proportional response. It is difficult for 
states complying with arms control 
agreements to devise responses to vi­
olations that will reverse these or off­
set their effects. Only the United 
States, under President Roosevelt's 
leadership, was able to devise a pro­
portional response policy to deal, 
mainly, with Japan's breakout from 
treaty limits when they expired. But 
this response was domestically diffi­
cult and took several years to become 
effective. 

Fourth, there was the linkage prob­
lem. Arms control regimes cannot be 
insulated from the broader political 
and military relationships between the 
parties to them. The naval regimes 
never functioned as expected and col­
lapsed as the conflicts between the 
United States and Japan and the 
United Kingdom and Germany, plus 
Italy, intensified. 

Fifth, unrealistic expectations 
caused problems. Arms control re­
gimes were often asked to do more 
than it was reasonable to expect from 
them, especially as international ten­
sions increased. The paradox that 
arms control regimes may be asked to 
do more, precisely when they are able 
to do less, was illustrated by the Bald­
win government's expectation that the 
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AGNA would restrain Hitler when the 
Versailles Treaty failed to restrain the 
Weimar Republic. 

Future Prospects 

This past naval experience helps put 
current U.S. and allied arms control 
expectations in historical perspective. 
Such a perspective is particularly use­
ful as the 1988 presidential election 
campaign begins, and outbreaks of 
arms control fever occur on the Poto­
mac. The basic lessons of the naval 
arms control experience for U.S. pol­
icymakers are the following: 

• do not expect arms control 
agreements to do too much, if 
anything; 

• do not expect arms control re­
gimes to function as adver­
tised; 

• expect violations, noncompli­
ance, and exploitation of am­
biguities in agreements by non­
democratic Qarties to them; 

• anticipate a U.S. need to build 
its forces up to treaty levels, as 
the nondemocratic parties 
build beyond them; 

• and prepare a U.S. propo"rtion­
ate response policy m advance 
to deter nondemocratic parties' 
violations or offset them if they 
occur. 

In concrete terms, these lessons 
suggest that hopes for a comprehen­
sive agreement along the lines sought 
at Reykjavik are illusory. So, too, are 
hopes for some grand compromise on 
strategic defensive and offensive 
forces, or, currently, for a zero-option, 
intermediate-range nuclear forces 
agreement with Soviet acceptance of 
intrusive on-site inspection. How then 
can the prevalent desire for an arms 
control agreement to cap the Reagan 
presidency and to calm domestic U.S. 
and allied public anxieties be met? 
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The answer may be a Rush-Bagot 
style agreement, full of political sym­
bolism and ability to survive, politi­
cally, the most egregious violations of 
any technical limitations it contains. 
To avoid any problems with such vi­
olations, an agreement could take the 
form of a Declaration of Principles 
Governing Future Negotiations for 
Arms Reductions. Symbolic arms con­
trol is, after all, always feasible, even 
if substantial arms control has proved 
historically largely impossible. 
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A United Nations Assessment Project Study 

August 17, 1987 

THE HIDDEN AGENDA FOR THE 
U.N. CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Once again the United Nations is convening to discuss disarmament. Yet 
when the delegates from some 80 member nations gather at U.N. headquarters in 
Manhattan this August 24 to September 11, the U.N. once again will avoid the most 
serious arms questions. Instead, the U.N. effort will be dominated by a hidden 
agenda pushed through by the Soviet Union and endorsed by the Third World bloc 
that dominates the U.N. 

Despite the formal U.N. announcements, this year's real agenda almost surely 
will be an all-out assault on U.S. efforts to develop and deploy a defense against 
nuclear attack. The undeclared but true aim of the U.N. Conference on 
Disarmament and Development (UNCDD) will be to discredit Ronald Reagan's 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) or, as it popularly is known, Star Wars. 

U.S. Warning. Reinforcing this assault will be a distortion of the way the 
U.N. decided to hold the UNCDD, a decision so dubious that the U.S. warned 
before it was finally taken that American delegates could not attend a conference 
falsely linking two separate issues--disarmament and development.1 This U.S. 
warning, given as long ago as last year, is now being obscured by the U.N. 
Undersecretary of Disarmament's office decision to stress "consensus" as the key 
word behind the UNCDD. The U.N. claims that the decision to hold it was taken 

1. The current U.S position is given in U.S. Department of State, International Organizations Bureau, 
"LO. Contingency Press Guidance, U.N. Conference on Disarmament and Development," p. 1. "We are 
not participating because we believe disarmament and development are not issues which should be 
considered inter-related." 

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an 
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress. 
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by "consensus" and that UNCDD will arrive at "consensus" decisions. The U.N., 
apparently, is willing to redefine "consensus" in a way that pretends that Washington 
r8.1Ses no objections to the conference. 

The State Department should be forcefully and publicly refuting the U.N.'s 
anti-U.S. rhetoric and be preparing to deal with attacks on the U.S. at the UNCDD. 
The U.S. Information Agency {USIA) should be preparing an active diplomatic 
campaign against these attacks. . 

Ignoring Third World Arsenals. What is almost certain to happen at this 
month's U.N. conference is that SDI will be branded as the world's major arms 
problem and threat to peace. Ignored will be the massive buildup of conventional 
arms arsenals in Third World countries, the crucial Soviet role in support of 
regional aggression and the enormous resource drain that this represents. Ignored 
too will be the fact that every one of the more than 100 wars smce the U.N.'s 
founding in 1945 has been fought with conventional arms. And ignored will be the 
threat posed by the two-decade buildup of Moscow's nuclear arsenal. 

Instead, the UNCDD will accept the longstanding Soviet assertion that there 
exists a "disarmament dividend" that could fund Third World economic development 
if only the U.S. and its allies would accept the latest Soviet disarmament proposals. 
The Soviets first enunciated this line with their 1959 proposal for General and 
Complete Disarmament. Their 1987 variant will be proposals to halt the U.S. SDI 
program, a binding U.S. commitment to abide by a "narrow" interpretation of the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile {ABM) Treaty, and a ban on U.S. development of Anti­
Satellite (ASA'I) systems. Similar, but much larger Soviet programs would, of 
course, be left free to continue their intensive buildup. 

Soviet proposals to the U.N. Conference will identify SDI and what Moscow 
calls the U.S. "militarization of space" as the chief roadblocks to disarmament and 
hence to Third World development. These Soviet arguments will appeal, as they 
are designed to do, to three groups: Western leftists, non$ovemmental organizations 
(NGOs) supporting arms control and disarmament, and Third World governments. 

American Counteroffensive. To counter this Soviet propaganda offensive, the 
Reagan Administration and State Department should develop a counteroffensive built 
around three main themes: 

1) That the main arms buildup draining resources away from Third World 
development is the Third World's conventional arms buildup and the wars fought 
with them. Since 1945, this buildup has cost many hundreds of billions of dollars 
and these wars have killed some 13.5 million Third World citizens.2 These costs in 
economic resources and human lives have been sharply increased by huge Soviet 
arms sales and transfers to Third World nations. • 

2. For casualty estimates, see Gerard Chaliand and Jean-Pierre Rageau, Strategic Atlas: A Comparative 
. Geopolitics of the World's Powen, second rev. ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1985), p. 47. 

• 
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2) That it is Soviet militarism in general, and Soviet militarization in 
particular, that is the real threat to world peace and to Third World development. 

3) That the Soviet propaganda argument about an alleged "disarmament 
dividend" is not supported by--indeed is refuted by--the analytical evidence. So 
advocates of this argument are simply scoring cheap political debating points against 
the U.S. To drive home this point, the U.S. should identify those nongovernmental 
organizations or NGOs functioning as Soviet front organizations plus other NGOs 
and individuals with a track record of supporting Soviet disarmament positions. 

TIIE 1HIRD WORLD CONVENTIONAL ARMS BUIIDUP 

The massive buildup and use of conventional arms in the Third World has 
been largely ignored in the U.N. debates about arms and disarmament. These 
debates instead have focused almost exclusively on the dangers of the continued 
buildup of nuclear weapons by the two superpowers. In the debates, the U.S. is 
always blamed, wrongly, for this buildup. Here, as elsewhere, what former U.S. 
Ambassador to the U.N. Jeane Kirkpatrick called the blame-America approach has 
served Third World and Soviet interests well. Third World nations do not mention, 
much less criticize, China's or India's nuclear arsenals, and only rarely are the 
British or French nuclear arsenals plus the reason for them noted--the need to 
counter the Soviet threat. 

Avoiding Awkward Questions. For Third World governments, focusing U.N. 
debates on the nuclear arms buildup avoids awkward questions about their 
conventional arms buildup, their neglect and oppression of their citizenry, and the 
wars they have fought with these arms. This focus also diverts attention away from 
the Soviet military buildup, the most massive and sustained in world history. 
Ignored too are Moscow's arms transfers to the Third World to further Soviet 
military and political objectives. 

This U.N. linkage, making American spending on nuclear weapons responsible 
for the Third World's poor pace of economic development, is not only false but the 
reverse of the truth. To the extent that slow Third World development can be 
blamed on an arms buildup, it can be blamed on the Third World conventional 
arms spending. This becomes clear by looking at the numbers. Third World arms 
outlays in 1986 amounted to an estimated $150 billion.3 By contrast, U.S. spending 
for nuclear arms in that year was a much smaller $38 billion.4 The fact of the 
matter is that for all their potential devastating power, nuclear weapons are much 
cheaper and consume much fewer resources than do conventional arms. If anything, 
the West's reliance on nuclear arsenals has freed resources for economic 
development. 

3. See Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 1986 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1986). 

4. The costs of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems are difficult to calculate precisely, partly 
because of the accounting problems posed by dual-capable nuclear and conventional systems. But an 
average of under 20 percent, or less, of the U.S. defense budget is a reasonable estimate of the costs 
of the nuclear forces. 
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More than 100 Wars. The Soviet bloc, moreover, has consumed many more 
resources for weapons in absolute terms and as a proportion of the economy than 
have the U.S. and its allies. Pentagon spending for this year, for example, will be 
about 6.5 percent of U.S. gross national product. In contrast, Soviet defense 
spending is now estimated, conservatively, by both the U.S. Central Intelligence 
Agency and Defense Intelligence Agency at 15 to 17 percent of Soviet GNP.5 The 
real burden may be much higher. 

Third World countries not only have spent huge sums on massive conventional 
arms buildups but have suffered the even larger costs, human and economic, of 
conventional wars. The causes of wars in the Third World are the classic ones: 
conflicts over economic and territorial assets and over ideological, national, religious, 
and tribal differences, and they are reinforced by the expansionist impulses of 
communism and Muslim fundamentalism. A French study concluded that between 
1945 and 1983, the Third World fought 100 significant conflicts, including 13 major 
interstate and 17 secondary conflicts, 16 conflicts over secession, and 37 civil wars to 
change regimes. Just ten of these wars accounted for over 10 million victims: 
" ... the two Indochina wars (1946-1975), the lndo-Pakistan wars (1947-1949 and 1971 
Bangladesh), the Korean War, the Algerian war, the civil war in Sudan, the 
massacres in Indonesia (1965), and the Biafran war."6 

The two largest and longest running Third World conflicts currently are the 
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan (since 1979) and the Iran-Iraq war (since 1980). 
The Soviet-Afghanistan war has killed some 1 million Afghanistanis and displaced 
over 4 million more, while Soviet casualties now exceed 35,000 killed. The Soviets 
now spend over $15 million per day on the war.7 The Iran-Iraq war has lasted as 
long as World War I and inflicted proportionately comparable casualties on both 
societies, including a combined total of 1 million killed. 

India's Huge Defense Spending. In such a conflict-ridden environment, it is 
not surprising that such non-elected and quasi-military Third World governments give 
priority to spending on defense over spending on economic and social development. 
The costs of the Third World conventional arms buildup and wars, plus their drain 
on development, are so large that they can be illustrated only by some 
representative figures. The Iran-Iraq War has been costing Iraq over half its entire 
GNP.8 India, a leader of the Third World at the U.N. and a vocal critic of U.S. 
arms expenditures (though nearly silent on Soviet outlays) spends about 20 percent 

5. See Soviet Military Power 1987 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printin~ Office, 1987), p. 108, 
plus the sources cited in The Military Balance 1986-1987 (London: The International Institute for 
Strategic Studies, 1986). 

6. See "Conflicts in the World Since 1945," Chaliand and Rageau, op. cit., pp. 47-5., quoting p. 47. 

7. See Chaliand and Ra~eau, op. cit., pp. 136-137; Stategic Survey 1986-87 (London: International 
Institute for Stategic Studies, 1987), p. 134. 

8. Table 4, "Comparisons of Defense Expenditure and Military Manpower 1981-86," The Military 
Balance 19~87, op. cit., p. 213. 
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of its government's budget on defense forces, which include the third largest army in 
the world.9 Economically anemic Vietnam fields the world's fourth largest army. 
Cuban forces, meanwhile, have been dispatched far from home, to distant Angola, 
Mozambique, and Ethiopia in a modem version of the Afrika Korps. It is near 
certain that the U.N. Conference on Disarmament will be silent about these Third 
World arms costs. 

The Soviet contribution to the Third World conventional arms buildup is so 
huge that estimates of its total value are nearly impossible. Harvard Professor of 
Political Science Samuel P. Huntington calculates that " ... Soviet arms deliveries to 
non-communist developing countries amounted to ... over $8 billion" by 1979.10 It is 
Moscow's more than $5 billion per annum aid to Havana, moreover, that allows 
Fidel Castro to keep his troops in Africa. Soviet subsidies of $4 billion per annum 
also have enabled Nicaragua to create Central America's largest armed force. 
Other Soviet subsidies have included $5 billion to Angola (1975-1987), $1 billion to 
Mozambique (1975-1983), and $3.5 billion to Ethiopia (1975-1986).11 

Another Moscow Forum. In a familiar phrase used in U.N. debates, if only a 
small fraction of the resources spent by the Third World and the Soviets on 
conventional arms and on conventional wars were devoted to economic development, 
the world would be much better off. Why, then, does the U.N. choose to ignore 
the link between this conventional Third World arms buildup and development? 
The answer is that the true agenda of these U.N. conferences is not to probe the 
relationship between economic development and global arms spending. The true 
agenda is to create yet one more forum at which Moscow, its allies, and willing 
Third World nations can attack the U.S. 

UNCDD: INSTITUTIONAllZING TIIE SOVIEr llNE 

In 1959, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev addressed the U.N. and unveiled his 
plan for "General and Complete Disarmament." In this, he implicitly recognized the 
new propaganda possibilities at the U.N. opened up by the emerging Third World, 
composed of newly independent countries. Because most were former Western 
colonies, their governments often were inherently anti-Western. They were interested 
primarily in securing as much development aid as possible from their former 
colonial masters and from the U.S. 

9. Ibid., p. 214. 

10. Samuel P. Huntington, "Patterns of Intervention: America and the Soviets in the Third World," 
The National Interest, No. 7 (1987), p. 43. 

11. See Soviet Military Power 1987, op. cit., pp. 128, 141-142 and Table, "Major Soviet Equipment 
Delivered to the Third World 1981-86," p. 134. Soviet economic aid to Cuba has recently averaged $4 
billion per annum plus $1 billion per annum for military aid; Soviet aid to Nicaragua includes economic 
and military aid. See Timothy Ashby, The Bear in the Back Yard: Moscow's Caribbean Strategy 
(Lexington: D.C. Heath and Co., 1987); additional information provided by the author. For Soviet aid 
to Angola, Mozambique, and Ethiopia, see U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military 
Expenditures and Anns Transfers 1986, pp. 106, 116, 128, 143-146. 
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To appeal to the Third World's anti-Western, pro-aid biases, the Soviets 
introduced the idea of the disarmament dividend: huge sums available for economic 
development in the Third World if only the West would accept the sweeping Soviet 
proposals for "General and Complete Disarmament." The propaganda success of 
this first Soviet use of the disarmament dividend led them to refine the concept and 
lobby for its acceptance as valid by the U.N. bureaucracy. 

Controllin2 the Bureaucnu:y. This was easy because the Soviets then and now 
control much of the U.N. bureaucracy. In addition, through inducements or 
coercion, Moscow has the support of many Third World nationals working for the 
U.N.12 A number of West European nationals, moreover, were sympathetic to the 
disarmament dividend concept. Thus in 1978, at the First U.N. Special Session on 
Disarmament (UNSSOD I), the concept was accepted. Said Alfonso Garcia Robles, 
Mexico's Permanent Representative to the U.N. Committee on Disarmament: "the 
U.N. philosophy on disarmament [asserted] 

that there is a close relationship between disarmament and development and 
that any resources that may be released as a result of the implementation )f 
disarmament measures must urgently be used to reduce the economic 
imbalance between developed and developing countries .... 13 

UNSSOD I accomplished nothing and, of course, avoided any scrutiny of Third 
World and Soviet arms outlays. At the Special Session, predictably, the U.S. was 
denounced repeatedly. UNSSOD I was followed, in 1982, by UNSSOD II, which 
even Ambassador Robles described as a hopeless failure. At this Special Session, 
however, the Reagan Administration was much more forceful than the Carter 
Administration in defending legitimate U.S. interests and identifying Soviet and Third 
World propaganda arguments for what they really were. 

Stacked Against the U.S. This more forceful U.S. approach to disarmament 
diplomacy served to blunt the impact of the Soviet and Third World propaganda in 
American public opinion. So the Soviets and the Third World sought an alternative 
U.N. forum for advancing the disarmament dividend idea. They devised an 
International Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament and 
Development (shortened to UNCDD). It was authorized by the U.N. General 
Assembly in 1984 and originally scheduled for 1986. It was then delayed for one 
y_ear. Named Secretary-General of the UNCDD, was Undersecretary-General for 
Disarmament, Jan Martenson of Sweden, a longtime critic of the U.S. and of the 
Reagan Administration. He has since been replaced as Under-Secretary and 
Secretary-General of the UNCDD by Yasushi Akashi of Japan. 

12. This Soviet penetration of the U.N. has been extensively analyzed and documented in The Heritage 
Foundation's United Nations Assessment Project studies and by the former Soviet U.N. Under-Secretary 
General who defected to the U.S., Arkady Shevchenko. See Breaking with Moscow (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, Inc., 1985), especially p. 225. As former U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Jeane Kirkpatrick 
recently noted " ... Soviet bloc nationals working in the U.N. Secretariat remain employees of their own 
government." "Will the U.N. Knuckle Under Again?" The Washington Post, June 1, 1987, p. All. 

13. Alfonso Garcia Robles, Introduction to Homer A. Jack, Disann-or Die: The Second U.N. Special 
Session on Disannament (New York: World Conference on Religion and Peace, 1983), p. 11. Dr. Jack 
is Secretary-General of the WCRP and head of the New York-based NGO Committee on Disarmament. 

• 
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Preparatory work for the UNCDD reveals that the conference will be stacked 
against the U.S. Example: the impressively entitled glossy pamphlet Disarmament 
and Development: Declaration by the Panel of Eminent Personalities contains not one 
"eminent personality" from the U.S. Its theme is the alleged interrelationship 
between the Triad of Peace: Disarmament, Development, and Security.14 

"Not Borne Out by the Facts.• An earlier U.N. report is entitled The 
Relationship between Disarmament and Development. This study was conducted under 
the chairmanship of one of the "eminent personalities," Sweden's longtime 
Ambassador to the U.N. Committee on Disarmament, Inga Thorsson, with the 
assistance of Undersecretary-General Martenson. The report, endorsing the Soviet 
theme that Third World development depends on disarmament, has been widely 
circulated through the U.N.'s global information network. Ignored have been the 
many protests that the report is seriously flawed and biased. The Western experts 
participating in the study, for instance, attached numerous reservations, noting 
repeatedly that "Statements are made which do not appear to be borne out by the 
facts .... "15' The U.S. expert, Daniel Gallik, added that many important findings were 
" ... adopted under the majority rule procedure ... adopted after the growing number of 
reservations by experts .... "16 Soviet bloc and Third World countries ignored facts 
that conflicted with the disarmament dividend idea and then used their voting 
majority to make this U.N. report endorse the idea. 

NGOs: DISTINGUISIDNG SOVIET FRONTS FROM INDEPENDENT GROUPS 

Many nongovernmental organizations, widely known as NGOs, long have been 
involved with arms control and disarmament issues. These NGOs fall into three 
distinct, although overlapping, categories: 

1) Soviet front NGOs which clearly can be documented as such. The most 
transparent of these is the World Peace Council (WPC). Others include the Afro­
Asian People's Solidarity Organization (AAPSO), the International Association of 
Democratic Lawyers (IADL), International Organization of Journalists (IOJ), 
Women's International Democratic Federation (WIDF), World Federation of 
Democratic Youth (WFDY), World Federation of Trade Unions (WFTIJ), and the 
Christian Peace Conference (CPC), which is associated with the U.N. Department of 
Public Information. In addition, the Women's International League for Peace and 
Freedom (WILPF) although not a direct Soviet front organization, collaborates 
actively with the WPC.17 

14. Disannament and Development: Declaration by the Panel of Eminent Personalities (New York: 
United Nations, 1986), pp. 1-2. Not surprisingly, one of the personalities was Ambassador Robles. 

15. The Relationship between Disannament and Development, Department of Political and Security 
Council Affairs, U.N. Center for Disarmament, Report of the Secretary-General (New York: United 
Nations, 1982), Appendix III Reservations ... , pp. 181-189. 

16. Ibid., p. 183. 

17. Juliana Geran Pilon, "At the U.N., Soviet Fronts Pose as Nongovernmental Organizations," Heritage 
Foundation Backgrounder No. 549, December 1, 1986, pp. 15-17. 
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2) Genuine groups of non-aperts led by leftists. One of the most Qrominent 
of these groups is Homer Jack's World Conference on Religion and Peace.18 
Others include the International Fellowship of Reconciliation, the U.K Campaign for 
Nuclear Disarmament (CND), and Physicians for Social Responsibility. 

3) Groups of experts that draw upon qualified analysts' aid to make serious 
arguments. The most influential NGO in this category is the Washington-based 
Arms Control Association. Others include the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace, the Pu~ash Conference on Science and International Affairs, 
and the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI). 

In dealing with these NGOs at such U.N. conferences as the UNCDD, the 
U.S. faces a series of problems. If U.S. delegates identify Soviet front organizations 
for what they are, these delegates are accused of McCarthyism. The second group 
of NGOs, by and large, is immune to rational arguments and ignores data that 
undermine its preconceptions. These are emotionally committed advocates of 
disarmament who will embrace nearly any movement or proposal that invokes the 
correct buzzworcs. In dealing with NGOs in the third category, the U.S. is dealing 
with groups that at least listen to facts and understand how difficult, perhaps 
impossible, general and complete disarmament is. But this third group is very 
reluctant to break ranks with the groups the other two categories. 

A U.S. STRATEGY FOR UNCDD 

At other United Nations conferences and gatherings, the Reagan 
Administration has pursued an effective strategy: explain the real problems of 
international peace and security clearly and refute Soviet propaganda claims very 
forcibly. 

Stress Real Problems 

At the UNCDD this approach will require the U.S. to stress that the real 
arms impediments to economic and social development result from the Third World 
conventional arms buildup and the wars which Third World countries · have been 
fighting. The U.S. must stress repeatedly that Third World development problems 
are increased by Soviet arms transfers to the Third World and Soviet interventions, 
including those via surrogates, in Third World conflicts. Similarly, the U.S. 
forcefully must refute Soviet, Third World, and NGO attacks on the U.S. Strategic 
Defense Initiative. No logical or plausible link' can be made between U.S. spending 
on SDI and Third World economic problems. The U.S. should warn that it is 
inappropriate for SDI to be discussed at UNCDD. 

18. There is, it should be added, nothing amateurish about these non-expert NGOs' ability to conduct 
effective public relations. Homer Jack's position is typical of the genuine idealists in these NGOs, 
blaming the U.S. for escalating the arms race and willing to work with NGOs supporting Soviet 
positions, yet prepared to recognize the WPC as a Soviet front. See John Buckman, "The U.N. and 
Disarmament: The ~econd Special Session," Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 186, May 26, 1982, 
pp. 9-10. 
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Remember Real Audience 

The U.S. must remember the real audience to which its arguments are to be 
addressed. It is not the Soviet government, nor Third World governments, nor 
those NGOs committed to the disarmament dividend-for-development idea. They 
are not going to change their minds because of rational U.S. arguments. 

The real audience for U.S. arguments are those few Third World governments 
seriously interested in development and the citizens of the U.S. and its democratic 
allies. The citizens of industrial democracies are decent and well-meaning and want 
to assist Third World development in affordable, effective ways; they will want to be 
reassured that the U.S. is not blocking development by its refusal to accept Soviet 
and Third World disarmament proposals. For this audience, the reasons why the 
U.S. rejects the Soviet-inspired disarmament dividend will have to be spelled out, yet 
again. Similarly, this democratic audience will want to be reassured that the U.S. 
SDI program is not blocking Third World development, is not militarizing space, 
and will create a more stable balance of deterrence. 

CONCLUSION 

Even though the U.S. quite rightly has declined to participate in so futile a 
discussion as the UNCDD, it will be important for the U.S. to refute the Soviet and 
Third World propaganda arguments that will be made at the conference. In 
particular, the U.S. will have to refute the false, but superficially appealing, idea 
that there is a disarmament dividend that is available from general and complete 
disarmament for use for Third World development. 

The U.S. further should stress that Third World governments are poorly 
serving their populations and themselves by blaming their lack of development on a 
false problem instead of facing the real problems, particularly the Third World 
conventional arms buildup. 

The basic U.S. means of dealing with the anti-U.S. propaganda offensive to be 
conducted at the UNCDD thus should be a public diplomacy campaign stressing 
seven themes: 

1) The UNCDD is going to unfold according to a hidden Soviet agenda. 

2) This agenda aims to blame the West, and mainly the U.S., for the 
economic problems of the Third World. 

3) The key atlprit will be identified by the Soviets as U.S. spending on 
nuclear arms and U.S. plans for the Stategic Defense Initiative. 

4) Ignored will be 1113.WVe Soviet military spending and even more massive 
Third World conventional arms outlays. 

5) The U.S. is not prepared to accommodate what is certain to be the strong 
anti-U.S. mood at UNCDD. 
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6) If the conference really is concerned about disarmament, then it will look 
at how to reduce Third World and Soviet arsenals. 

7) And if UNCDD is really concerned about economic and social 
development, then it will look hard at and repudiate those policies pursued by Third 
World nations which have impeded growth for a quarter century. 

Prepared for The Heritage Foundation by 
Robin Ranger, 
a Washington-based consultant 


