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Hayden: Soviet-American Arms Negotiations—1960-68: A Prelude For SALT

Few issues are of such universally recognized significance to the future well-being
of all mankind as is the question of strategic arms control. While we may well be
standing on the threshold of a most far-reaching arms agreement today, the postwar
history of arms negotiations has been marked by few bright spots. The following
analysis of the progress achieved in the sixties and the motivations of the two
supsrpowers which underlie it serve to put today’s SALT bargaining in a more

comprehensible light.

SOVIET-AMERICAN

ARMS NEGOTIATIONS—1960-68:
A PRELUDE FOR SALT

A research paper prepared

by

Lieutenant Eric W. Hayden, U.S. Naval Reserve

As 1968 drew o a close, it scemed
likely that the year ahead would sce
both the United States and the Soviel
Union commitled to delense budgets
which would rival the largest peacetime
military spending of either nation.! For
the United States, whose delense spend-
ing lor the past several years had been
cenlered on the Vielnam war, the year
ahead would most probably be devoted
to further development of its *new
generation”™ of stralegic missiles: Posci-
don, Minuteman 1L, Spartan ABM, and
further refinement of the multiple war-
head technique, For the Soviet Union,
whose increased delense budgets for
each of the previous A years had concen-
rated on missite power, past observed
patterns would most likely persist: de-
velopment of a multiple reentey vehicle,
further modification of the ABM Golash
ind Iractional Orbital Hombardment

System (IPOBS), and a step-up in de-
velopment of the mighty 25 megaton
855-9 mssiles,

On  the horizon, however, wias a
possible alternative to the continuing
arms spiral. Tn signing the Nonprolifera-
tion Trealy on 1 July 1968, President
Johnson announced that the Soviels had
agreed Lo enler inlo discussion on ways
Lo limit and reduce both offensive and
defensive nuelear weapons systems, Yel,
as bright as that horizon appeared, it
was soon  clonded—al  least
tarily—by Lwo separale evenls: a cooler
.S, assessment of the US.S. L. Tollow-
mg the invasion ol Czechoslovakia in
August and the election of  Richard
Nixon, who had throughout his cam-
paign charged the incumbent adminis-
tration with crealing a “sceurity gap for
America.” So as 1968 closed, there
seented no reliel to the mad momentum

mornien-
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of the arms buildup which had been in
progress since 1945,

Certainly the arms race is nol unique
o the post-World War LI era. In 1919
therc was litlle doubt thal a major cause
of the IFirst World War had been a race
to arm. Consequently, the Covenant of
the newly created League of Nations
pledged a “reduclion of national arma-
ments Lo Lhe lowest poinl consistent
wilh national salely and the enlorce-
menl by common aclion of inlerna-
tional obligations.” But the nassive
lircpower unleashed by the Axis in the
first years of World War 11 teatified Lo
the league’s (ailure in realizing the
dream ol ils lounders.

Two and a hall deecades later, the
men who gathered Lo organize  the
United Nations sought (o insure that the
hours of fulile Leaguc debale over
disarmament would not be repeated by
its successor, Instead, the objective of
the new organization was Lo disarm the
cnemy slates, Lo creale a joint securily
force Lo prevenl fulure aggression, and
Lo pledge members against the threat or
use of force. The term “disarmament”
appears only twice in the charter, Ar-
tiele | I grants the General Assembly the
power Lo “consider the principles
governing disarmament and the regula-
lion of armaments,” and article 47
authorizes the Military Stali’ Commillee
lo advise lhe Sceurity Gouncil on the
“regulations of armaments and possible
disarmament.”

The explosion ol alomic weapons in
August 1945 suddenly added an un-
expecled clement Lo the arms equalion,
foreing the United Nations Lo lake
signilicant sleps beyond Lhe vague and
general charter provisions on arms con-
trol and disarmament. In its first resolu-
tion, the General Assembly, on 24
January 1946, unanimously created Lhe
United Natious Atomic Enecrgy Com-
mission (UNALC) Lo eliminate all weap-
ons capable of mass destruclion and Lo
conlrol the peaceful use ol atomic
energy. Buoyed by Greal Power sup-

port, the UN, scemed Lo be embarking
on an active program lo regulate atomic
arms and to scek alomic disarmament,

Yet, over the years which have fol-
lowed, progress in arms negotialions,
both within aud without the United
Nalions, hag been painfully slow and
unproductive. Sinee 1945 the arms issue
has been a matler of almost continuous
debate, with some 60 [ormal disarma-
ment conferences between the United
States and the Sovicl Union. Both sides
realize thal a race for nuclear weapons is
potentially a race for mass exlinelion, a3
well as an cxcessively costly under-
taking. Yel, mankind is in the fourth
decade of Lhe nuelear age without any
real progress loward arms control or
disarmamenl.

In the meantime, the Sovicts have
achicved both an atomic and a nuclear
capability, Both sides have graduated
from reliance on bombers Lo reliance on
missile delivery vehicles, Each nation
has developed sea-bascd missile systems,
multiple  warheads, and antiballistic
missile delense. The peak of hope which
the world experienced in July 1968 and
the valley of disappointment a few
months later have typified the flue-
tualing arms scene sinec 1945,

World War LI came lo a close wilh
the United States in possession of an
alomic monopoly in the face of over-
whelming Russian convealional military
superiority. In the space of a few brief
years, Allied warlime cooperalion dis-
solved and was replaced by increasingly
cold peacclime compelition belween
[ast and West, On the arms front the
Soviel goal was, quile nalurally, lo
overcome  draslic slralegic inferiorily,
The Uniled States, for its parl, sought
lo shifl Lhe control of alomic power Lo
international authority provided, how-
ever, Lthal its own yulnerability in con-
ventional forees eould not be cxploited
by the Soviets. The explosion of Lhe
first Soviel alomic weapon in Augusl
1949 symbolized the unbridgeable gap
in arms goals and posilions
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characterizing the first 7 years following
the war,

In 1953 the Americans pol a new
President, and  the Russians  buried
Stalin. That same yeav the Soviet Union
exploded its first thermonuelear deviee,
only 9 months after the United States
had accomplished the same Teat. Both
nalions soon realized they were like two
scorpions in a boltle, cach capable of
killing the other but only at the risk ol
ils own life. During these years caulious
probing began, the absolule hostility of
the preceding era was modified, and
partial measures of arms control were
sought,  “Peacelul  coexistence™  was
born, as each nation soughl 10 surpass
the other economically, hoping some-
how that the awlol destructive might of
nuelear war might be avoided. The gap
appeared o be narrowing,

The sixties began with the quest {or
general  and  complete  disarmament,
However, it became increasingly obvious
that this broad goal was impossible
because of  the deep suspicions still
harbored by vach side. Yel, these years
saw cousiderable progress in achieving
more limiled measures, among which
were Lhe bauning of nuelear Lests every-
where exeepl underground, the estab-
lishing ol a “hot line” between Washing
ton and Moscow, the renouneing of the
orbiting ol nuclear weapons, und the
signing of the Nonprolileration Treaty.
L appeared as il the gap had hecome, o
a cerlain degree al least, hridgeable.

Belore turning Lo a more detailed
analysis of successes and Tailures of arms
negolialing in the  1900%, however,
there are certain matters which shonld
be touched upon first in order o clarily
the discussion which follows.

IMirst, a definition ol terms. Although
the terms have often been indiserimi-
nately  interchanged, there s a vast
difference between “disarmament” and
“arms control.” The former is the elimi-
vation of all weapons systems and pro-
tdhuction, I is, of course, a utopian goal
which history has shown Lo be virtually

impossible,  ““Arms  contral”  en-
compasses any one ol a broad range of
possible arms agreements secking Lo
reduce or limit arms, therehy decreasing
the likelibood ol armed conflict or
limiting the distinetivencss ol war, The
only arca in which apreement has oc-
curred to date is in Lthe arms control
arca. The [ar broader realm ol dis-
armament remains the ideal, emerging
most olten in N, speeches and in
other forms where the principal end in
sight 1s propaganda gain.

[Lis here that we come Lo the second
arca deserving comment; ie., that the
postwar arms picture has been muddied
and muddled by debate divected at the
public rather than at the opposition,
Agreement has not always been the
primary goal ol arms talks. Too often
stules have sought Lo projeet images ol
themsclves  as peace-loving,  This has
heen especially troe in the years sinee
the emergence of the Third World and
the concomitanl Fast-West struggle 1o
win the allegisnce ol that massive con-
plomerate, Too often a slate’s armns
proposals are so biased o ils own
advanlage that rejection i all bat iu-
evilable, aml with rejection comes the
inevitable decline in the vejector’s inler-
national prestige.

President Fisenhower’s “open skies™
proposal of 1955, while attractive Lo the
world, was bound 0 e¢ncounter the
Russians’  resistance  because ol their
invariable opposition o revealing their
closed socicly and scercl military instal-
lations o the anxions eye of the Ameri-
can camera. No such fear permeates
American thinking because our socicty
and its iilitary installations are a malter
of public record. While the Soviet rejee-
Lion was incscapable, so were the inter-
national  propaganda  pains  for  the
United States,

The West s nol alone in luning its
proposals Lo the car of the world, as the
Soviet effort in the Tate 1960 1o ban
the tlight of nuclear armed aireralt over
inlernational horders iHustrates, Coming
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in the wake of the loss of a U.S, plane
will nuclear weapons in Spanish waters,
this proposal had greal inlernational
appeal bul was patently impossible ftom
the vanlage poinl of the Uniled Stales.

In this same vein, the Sovicls use Lhe
term  “disarmament” to  describe  all
arms Lalks. This despile the lact that,
for the mosl part, Ltheir proposals have
nol been disarmancl per se bul rather
only parlial mecasures al arms conlrol.
The Americans, on Lhe other hand, have
used the terms “limilation, regulation,
and control of arms™ and, since the late
1050%, “arms conlrol,” thercby sub-
jeeling themsclves Lo Soviel asserlions
thal the West is nol really inlerested in
disarmament or arms reduction bul only
conlrol , . . meaning &  reduclion  in
Sovicl nalional sovercignly,

A tlhird poinl is the specious argu-
menl that the possession of arms leads
Lo arms races which, in Lurn, cause wars,
Bertrand  Russell used 1o argue clo-
quenlly in favor ol unilateral disarma-
ment, helieving as he did that the
possesgion ol nuclear weapons would
perforce canse war. Unforlunately, he
overlooked the important facl that it is
nol arms in and ol hemselves which
lead Lo war, bul rather the men who use
them. Pven il the world were Lo disarm
compiclely, nuclear and otherwise, it
would not have eliminated the political
problems, idcological conflicts, and na-
tional mistrusls which sow the sceds of
wilr.

Tourth, we turn Lo the dilferences in
Soviel and Amecrican negoliating prac-
tices, Sinee 1945 the Soviels have had
only seven chief arms negoliators; all
these men have been well versed, profes-
sional arms negolialors, In conlrast, Lhe
U.8. example has been less than meri-
torious, wilh the experlise ol our
numerous negolialors variously waxing
and waning, Bernard Baruch headed a
highly respected and compelent leam of
negoliators, bul his resignation in carly
1947 was Lollowed by 8 years of hap-

hazard coordimation and direclion in

1.5, arms negotiating practice. Not until
Harold Stassen was given Cabinel status
us President Kisenhower’s Special Assis-
tanl on Disarmament did a U.S. negolia-
tor have casy and assured access Lo Lhe
ear of Lhe Presidenl. Prior Sovicl doubts
ag Lo Ameriean sincerity in talking arms
reductions  were  incvilable. Stassen’s
abrupt removal 2 years later and the
lack of any replacement only confirmed
Soviel suspicions aboul US. arms
policy.

The fifth and final point is that for
bolh the Uniled States and the Soviel
Union the pursuil of arms control and
disurmamenl has been a [unclion of
forcign policy. 11 has never been Tor
cither nation a goal within a vacuum; il
has always been intimalely tied Lo
nalional sceurily, as well as inlernu-
tional political issues. The web is Light
and closely Lwined. Throughout the
years the arms positions of both sides
have fluctuated, often draslically, de-
pending on the propaganda perspeclive,
depending  on  the relative  stralegic
slanding, and depending on Lthe parlicu-
lar foreign policy goals al any parlicular
time. Like each nation’s foreign policy,
the arms policy of cach hag been an ad
hoe alfair, ever adaplable to the exigen-
cies of Lhe siluation, As one side has
acled, the other has eeacted; this action-
reaclion phenomenon has oceurred re-
peatedly  throughout the arms scenc—
both politically and technologically.

Perhaps Lthe one consislency through-
oul has been Lhis: the Soviels have
approached arms talks [rom the posilion
ol inlerior power secking Lo reduce the
American superiorily; the Americans,
on Lhe other hand, have had the advan-
lage of superiority and have gencrally
soughl lo persuade the Soviels Lo opl
oul ol the arms race and accepl the
stalus quo. For instance, in 1964 when
the U.S. sirategic delivery force sur-
passed that of the Soviel Union by a
ratio ol some 4 to 1, the United Stales
proposed a [recre on further production
of wnuclear delivery  vebicles.  The
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thoughl was that the deterrent value of
cuch side’s force was adequale to pre-
venl a [lirst strike by the other, Yet the
Soviets reasoned otherwise, unwilling Lo
sellle for a sccond-hesl position, Like
Avis, there has been a greal deal of pride
in the Soviel drive Lo catch and overlake
the number one power,

The pages which Tollow deal with
this pursuit and try 1o assess the impor-
Lanl similarities and dillerences bhelween
cach nation as they have sought to
integrate their nalional interests with
the ideal ol arms control and disarma-
ment over the last decade.,

X X X X X

On lnauguration Day, 1901, Premier
Khrushchev, who had refused Lo have
anylhing to do with President Eisen-
hower aller the U-2 incident, cabled the
new American President expressing his
hopes that there would be a “radical
improvemenl”™ in Soviet-American rela-
tions.2  Clearly, rencwed cfforts  at
achieving a mutually sutislactory agree-
ment on armz limitations would have to
rank high on the list ol priorities in any
genuine attempt o radically improve
relations between Washington and Mos-
cow. In the inilial statement ol his first
press conlerence 4 days alter hecoming
President, John I, Kennedy pave great
evidence of his concern over arms con-
trol by announcing the appointinent of
Jolur McCloy to coordinate the dis-
jointed American arms bureaucracy. By
September, Congress had crealed the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(ACDA), and for the first Lime since the
departure of Harold Stassen from the
scene, the United States had a tull-lime
staff of arms experts. President Ken-
nedy's thoughts behind the creation of
the new agency were cloquently ex-
pressed in his Inaugural Address when
he said:

Let us never negoliate out of fear,

But let us never fear o negotiate,

Let both sides, for the first time,

formulate  scrious  and  precise

proposals for the inspeetion and

control of arms—and  bring Lhe
ubsolute power to destroy other
nations under the absolute control

of all nations.

Hayving criticized Eisenhower’s adminis-
tration lor failing to bridge the gap with
the Saviets, Kennedy was determined 1o
build such a bridge himself,

Despite Lhese flickers ol hope, he
beginning of the new era in postwar
arms negolistions was {ar from bright.
The international political climate re-
mained Lense even though the U-2 inei-
dent had heen all but forgotten, The
turmoil in Laos was reaching its peak.
The Congo was ablaze. Even the most
casual observer of international events
knew where the Bay of Pigs was. The
Kennedy-Khrushehey mecting in Vienna
in July 1961 showed that neither leader
would back down over the mounting
problem of Berlin, The next month the
Soviets broke the test moratorium and
began flexing their muscles with explo-
sions of over 30 megatons. Meanwhile,
the Berlin Wall had gone up—a symbaolie
btockade 1o agreement on more than
the divided cily.

Developments at the arms level only
heightened the tensions. Elected on a
platform atlacking the Republicans Tor
having permitted a “missile gap” to
develop, the Democratic administration
quickly sct about to reverse the tide and
regain  the undispuled American stra-
tegic lead. Delense spending wenl up,
the Minulewan  progrimn was  aceel-
crated, the production of Polatis sub-
narines was intensified, and, Tollowing
the Soviet example, testing was re-
sumed. On the conventional Tront, the
“llexible response™ strategy tor NATO
was  supported by larger American
slanding lorees in Burope.

The action-reaction  phenomnenon
which had prompied this concentrated
American response to the Soviet 1CBM
and sputnik achievements led the Rus
stans, in turn, to renewed eflorls to
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regain the strategic momentum, Besides
resuming nuelear Lesting, they incrcased
their defense budget, halted the de-
mobilization steps taken in 1960, and
conducted large-scale  conventional
operations in 1961, For both sides the
age of salellite reconnaissance had be-
gun, with the United States launching
its first Samos satellite in carly 1961
and the U.8.5.I, its [irsl Cosmos scrics a
year later.

In the midst of these developments,
the lwo sides econtinued Lo reafflirm
their support for the concept of General
and Complete Disarmament (GCD) that
Khrushchev  had  advocated 2 years
eatlier. For example, on 25 September
1961, the President addressed the U.N,
General Assembly, warning that:

Today, cvery inhabitant of the

planel musl contemplate the day

when this planet may no longer be
habitable. Every man, woman and
child lives nnder the sword of

Damocles, hanging by the slen-

derest of threads, capable of being

enl at any momenl by aceident,
or miscalculation or by madness.

The weapons ol war must be

abolished before they abolish us.?

While GCD was imposgible to realize
in light of the prevailing political and
military tensions, pnblic commitment Lo
the eoncept was necessary in the cam-
paign for political support in the Third
World. Consequently, 5 days belore
Kennedy'’s U.N. speech, the Americans
and the Russians had tssued a joinl
stalement outlining a sct of Agreed
Principles, pledging both nations to the
achiecvement of GCD at the carliest
possible date,* The cight-point program
called {or the climination of all nuclear
and nonnuclear weapons, forees, pro-
duction, and dclivery vehieles, plus the
end of military spending. The various
stages to be agreed npon would be
balanced to insurc that neither side ever
gained the upper hand before both had
complelely disarmed; furthermore, cach
stage would be supervised by an interna-

tional control authorily within the U.N.
framework.

By March the next ycar, the cam-
paign for GCD carricd to the ereation ol
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com-
mittee (ENDC), composed of five West-
ern, live Communist, and cight non-
aligned  countrics. Over the following
months of 1962, both major powcrs
presented at the Eighteen Nation Die-
armament Committee  claborate  and
complex threc-stage plans for GCD.*
Despite the joint slatement of the previ-
ous {all, however, major dilferenees
were 1o prevent any conflucnee ol views
leading lo an agreement on GCD,

The essence ol the Sovicl approach
was thal all nuelear delivery vehicles and
all foreign bascs be eliminated in Lhe
lirst stage. This would, naturally, crase
the Wesl’s superior strategic delivery
capability and insure the U.S.S.R. ex-
tremely favorable odds in case of a
conventional war in Enrope over Berlin,
Their sccond stage provided for the
destruction ol all remaining nuelear
weapons, This provision eame Lo he
modified later in the talks, however, as
the Sovicts accepted the US. logie of
continued mutual strategic deterrence in
the disarmament process; accordingly,
the Sovicts conceded the American
argument that 4 limited number of
gtralegic weapone oughl to be retained
as a nuclear “umbrella” until the end of
the third and final stage in any disarma-
menl accord.

The Amectican GCD platform cen-
tered on frecring—rather than immedi-
ately climinating—existing stralegic
weapons. The [irsl stage called for a
reduction by 30 percent in all such
weapons, with 50 percent of the re-
mainder to be deatroyed in the second
stage, and the test eliminated as the
final step. This method of disarmament
would, quite obviously, insurc the per-
petuation of U.S. swrategic might
throughout the process. One is re-
minded of the Soviets® carlier advocacy
of an across-lhe-board, one-third cut in
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armed Torces to insure their own con-
tinued conventional superiority.

The differences between  the two
sides in 1902 over disarmament were
basically the same as they had been for
15 years. As always, the Soviets’ main
interest was Lo get the United States Lo
relinquish  as soon as possible  those
weapons in which it was strongest and
the U.S.5.R. retalively weak; 10 wit,
stralegic  weapons. ln o contrast, e
Americans still preflerred Lo streleh the
process oul over a longer period of Lime,
during which a viable system ol inlerna-
Lional control inspection might be estab-
lished and pul imto operation. Tlere an
old problem was raised. The United
Stutes wanted such a syslem set up carly
in the game; lurther, it wanted inspec-
tion of nol only those weapons being
destroyed  (“verilicalion  of  disarma-
menl’™ bul also of all those remaiming
(“verilication of remainders™). Only this
way, il was argued, could it be certain
that weapons were, in fact, heing de-
stroyed  and, most importantly, not
being replaced. Bul the only inspeclion
the Sovicls would even agree Lo discuss
was of those weapons aclually Deing
destroyed; anylhing more, such as a

sarch for concealed weapons, would be
Lantamnount Lo a breach ol national
sovercignly.

In addition o the uwsual disagree-
ments, there was anolher. The joint
Russo-American stalement ol Agreed
Principles of 20 Scptember had called
for the assigning of national forces lo a
U.N. wilitary {oree which would, as the
charter had originally intended, insure
world peace. However, the Russians
objected Lo such a provision in the
American GCD proposals al the Eigh-
leen Nalion Disarmamenl Commillee in
the spring of 1962, Despite the mflux of
new U.N. members which had begun
carly in the 1960%, the USSR, was
still a minorily on the world body. It
had no inlention of risking itls own
sccurily by abolishing its delense estal-
lishment and relying on an inlernational

one which would e dominated by the
United States and its allies,

[ short, despite the elforts made, no
agreement on GCD was possible. Politi-
cal differences and strategic disparitics
woull have prevented agreement even
without the [undamental differences in
both sides’ proposals. Those differences
only underscored the Taet that there was
no real convergence of mutual interest
by cither the United States or USSR,
exeepl on the broad and ulopian prin-
viple of General and Complete Disacma-
menl,

GCD had alwuys been more a Rus-
sian  than an American project. The
United States had responded 1o the
intial Soviet proposal with one of its
own because of the overriding political
necessily, To have remained silent on
this popular il impractical—lopic
would have been to leave itsell open Lo
Soviel charges that the United Stales
was nol, after all, interested in peace
and disarmament. By late 1962, how-
ever, GCIDY was no longer the major
Soviel arms priority, After a briefl inter-
lude, the emphasis shilled once again
back Lo the more practical scarch for
partial measures en roule Lo “eventual”
General and Complele Disarmament,

That brief interlude was Moscow’s
altempl 1o redress the arms imbalance
by placing Soviet missiles and  heavy
hombers in Cuba where they would be
aimed at the underbelly of the United
States, By mid-1962 the Americans had
demonstrated their ability lo oulspend
and oulproduce the Russians; any pos-
sible “missile gap™ had been overcome,
and our stralegic arseaal surpassed thal
ol the Soviet Union by a ralio of about
4 to 1.5 There was only one way the
Kremlin could regain the momentum,
and that was by an all-out elforl 1o
increase ils nuclear delivery production;
but that meant problems. Soviel agricul-
tural outpul was below its projected
levels; consumer production was falling,
Khrushchev had promised the capilalists
he would bury them through peacelul
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coexislenee, specilically, through cco-
nomic compelilion. Could the cconomy
respond in meeling that goal at e same
lime Lhal a tlotal cfforl was being
mounlted to produce more 1CBM’s?
Yiven il it could, would not the Uuited
States do the same, keeping the existing
ralio the same?

Yet something had to be done. In the
Soviet syslem an imporlanl measure of
success in forcign policy is viclory—
military, diplomatie, or psychological,
As one author has noted, “Without a
conlinuing serics ol foreign policy suc-
ecsses . .. Lhe  dynamie drive of the
Communist movemenl might threalen
Lo stall.”” The Russian leaders were no
doublt asking themselves il the Congo,
Laos, and persistent strategic inferiority
were nol evidenees of such slalling,

They had hoped Lo regain some of
the losl impetus through the scries of
nuclcar Lests conducled in lale 1961,
The pressure on Berlin was another way.
Nevertheless, the Wesl coulinued Lo
oulproduce them strategically, and the
new President had made his commil-
menl lo the German cily unequivocal.
To muke mallers worse, Communisl
China and Cuba were becoming more
and more vocal in Lheir criticism of
Moscow’s Ieadership of the Communist
wotld, The only allernalive to  the
shoddy perlormanee of the past lew
years seemed Lo be the emplacement of
long-range  ballistic missiles and heavy
bombers on the doorstep of the Ameri-
cans,

The evenls Laking place in October
1962 [all oulside the range of this
paper. What is imporlant for us are the
cllccts of Lhese cvenls on subscquent
arms hegolialions.

As Khrushchey said of the erisis
shortly afler it was over, “There had
been a amell ol burning in the ait.” This
odor convineed both sides Lhat il was
lime lo lake steps o bridge Lhe gap
which had separated them sinec 1945,
GCD was put aside, and a sincere cliort
was nade lo eome up wilh measures al

partial disurmament, The most impor-
lanl area of progress was in the banning
ol Lests in Lhe atmosphere, under the
waler, and in ouler spacc,

The Lesting ol nuelear weapons be-
came a maller ol acule international
concern by the midfliflics. The intense
political mancuvering of both sides over
the latter hall of the decade wag not
much more than window dressing de-
signed Lo cover up Lheir hallhearted
atlempls Lo achicve an aclual agreement
Lo cnd tesls. An initial problem had
been the American refusal o consider
Lesling separalely from a comprehensive
“package™ deal including convenlional
and steategie arms  level safeguards
againgl surprise attack, and control of
objects enlering space. Bul world pres-
sure for a ban proved loo much, and
Washinglon'’s stance was modificd the
nexl ycar,

However, once  again, inspeelion
blocked agreemenl. A multitude of
questions further complicated mallers.
How were inspeclion posts lo be
manned, by nalional or inlernalional
leams of scienlists? Was Lhe number of
inspeclion stations Lo be proportional to
the number of wnexplained  scismie
gignals deteeted yearly, or should there
be a lixed number based on Lhe nation’s
geographie size? How many on-sile in-
speclions per year were appropriate? Or,
in the evenl manned inspeelion slalions
were tejecled, what aboul sclling up
black boxes in cach nation? In Lthat ease,
what kind ol device should be used;
how many were necessary; who weuld
decide where cach was Lo be installed;
and how oflen throughout the course of
a year would they be activated? Finally,
regardless  of  whalever  syslern was
adopled, whal method of punishmenl
ought lo be accorded the violators?
Rising above these many queslions was
the Ioud Russian voice elaiming thal any
inspeclion amounled Lo an execssive
degree of interference with the national
sovercignly ol Russia.

The particular detail which finally
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kept the discussions from bearing lruil
wus the debate over the number of
on-sile inspections. As long as the jnler-
nalional climate opposed any tesling,
there was no chanee for a partial treaty
permitling  only  underground  tests,
Henee, some type of ingpection seemed
inevilable, By March 1961 the Soviels
had indicaled their willingness Lo aceeplt
three onssile inspections per year; the
United  Stales, pressing for 20, then
reduced ils requirements Lo 12, Bul a
détente was not in the making, as the
Russians then withdrew their offer of
three and said they would tolerale no
on=sile inspections, Further, they added
a new demand which had been made
lamous in the LN, dispute over the
[fulure of the Seerctary Generals office:
thal a troika commission be established
o administer any test ban  treaty.®
When they also shilted ground by saying
that a test ban could only be discussed
as parl ol a total GCN package, it was
obvious Lhal stalemate had overlaken
the issuc, The talks were ndefinitely
Sllﬁl)(?l“lcll.

Agreement might have been reached
throughout these Irusteating years, how-
ever, on an uninspeeled partial Lest ban
trealy in which underground testing
would be permitied. But such an acconl
was pol fortheoming, The LS, Alomic
Energy Commission had already decided
that it prelerred open air 1o under
ground tests.? Further, there was still
the matter of principle. The United
Stales was lrying Lo loree the Soviel
Union into acquicscing Lo some sorl ol
inspeetion meiasure,

Both sides resumed Lesting in the Fall
ol 1961, The iuternational pressure for
a ban, however, persisted, and ouce cach
side had satislied itself of s latest
strategic  advances, the talks resumed
that winter of 1961,

To civeumseribe the thorny ingpec-
tion issue, the Sovicls suggested a ban
on all excepl underground tests, But the
West balked, still determined that it
would have ils way: a complele ban

with inspection, But by the late summer
ol 1962 frustration had persuaded the
United States Lo accept the earlier
Sovicl proposal lor o limited test ban
trealy. It was then the Soviels’ turn 1o
resist, arguing that they wanted a total
Lan. Perhaps they were unconvineed
that their level of technology would
insurc Lthat they could detect all Ameri-
can tesls. More likely they simply did
not want a trealy and were maneuvering
Lo prevent agreement, When the issuc of
ingpection was  then raised, as it in-
cvitably had to be in discussing a total
ban, the differences centered on the old
guestion ol the number of on-site in-
spections, The Russians revived their
previons figure of three, 'The West, now
more confident ol ils deleclion capa-
bility, dropped its requirement Lo seven,
plus 10 vumanned posts.'©

AL this point the Cabuan missile criais
intervencd. 'The long-leared nuclear war
almost became a reality, and both nu-
tions saw  the  immediate need 1o
sltadulize the helterskelter arms spiral
which had come so perilously close lo
pushing the world to the brink of
disaster. Fach side reswmed its unilateral
iest moralorium  carly in 1963, The
possibility of some kind of {ormal limil
on Lesting looked better than ithad ina
long lime, Besides the near war Lhe
previous Oelober, there were other rea-
sons for this turn of events,

First, no lechnological hreakthrough
appeared imminent for cither side, Their
respective tests in late 1961 had brought
cach Lo ils strategic peak, and any
limitation on further tests would not he
damaging,

Second, an cnd o lesting was pro-
pilious for both nations, although for
different reasons, Yor the United States,
a test ban would mean that her un-
disputed lead in the ars race could nat
iz risked by [uture Soviel develop-
ments. The Soviels, resigned momen-
trily at least to their absolule strategic
inferiority, could still draw satislaction
from the fact that twirs was an
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adequate deterrent capability. 1 the
Inited States could be kept from iest-
ing, perhaps Russia might somehow be
able to achicve a breakthrough in the
meantime,

Third, ¢cconomics made a Lesl ban a
welcome prospect Tor both nations; it
was lime Lo lurn Lo buller, especially in
the U.5.8.R., and lcave guns for a later
day.

And fourth was the prolilcralion
issuc. Too many slales were on Lhe
verge ol realizing a strategic capabilily.
An end o Llesting might keep the
nuctear club  small. O  parlicular
coneern were China, yel Lo detonate her
first alomic device and whose likely
refusel Lo agree Lo a Lesl ban would at
leasl be a propaganda gain for the Soviel
Union and Furope, in the midst of
negoliating with the United Stales [or a
Multilateral Nuelear Foree (MLIT). Here
the Soviels musl have hoped thal the
appearance ol détente mighl reduce
pressures withink NATO for a nuclear
capability. This could even aggravate the
already strained NATO alliance. The
British had just been vetoed by the
I'rench  Irom  joining  the Common
Market, and France was al odds with
her alties, especially the United States,
over her role within NAT(O and her
aspirations for a Uniled Burope.

By July all of these [actors had
become reason enough for both super-
powers Lo reach a limited agreement.
Both sides mcl in Moscow and within
O days had drafted and signed the
Moscow Trealy prohibiling alt nuclear
explosions in Lhe almosphere, under
waler, and in ouler space, The question
ol inspection prevented any prohibilion
ol underground Llesting; to this day, il
conlinucs as the one stunbling block Lo
any lurther enlargenient of 1he Moscow
Treaty, Otherwise, the treaty repre-
senled the grealest converpence of in-
lerests belween Lhe lwo nalions yel
achieved in poslwar arns negoliations,
Both had relented on their previous
demands that any Llest ban he compre-

hensive. While the trealy provided lor
no reduction in arms per se, il was
unigue in providing al least a partial
frecze on arms levels. Above all, it was
the first formal agrcement since 1945
requiting nuclear nations to reduce
some on-going military activily.

The trcaly had many crilics, in-
cluding the American nuclear scicnlist
Edward Teller. Among the arguments
used against Lhe trealy were firsl, Lhal it
would keep the nited States {rom ever
overcoming Lhe higher Russian level ol
megatonnage, This argument, however,
[ailed to take into account the facl that
we alrcady had a greater varicly and
latger numher of smaller and more
accurale weapons Lhan did the Sovicls.
Il they were cver Lo caleh us, il would
only be by enduring the higher cosls of
undcrgrouml Lesling.

Second, it was argued that while the
United States would be scrupulous in
adhering to lhe trealy, the U.S.S.R.
would probably end up Lesling a frac-
tion of a fool beneath the ground,
therelyy [ullilling the letter ol the law
but, in effect, violating the Lreaty. Bul
this objecction overlooked the interna-
tional pressure which would keep both
gides [rom violating the conditions of
the ban,

Third, it was claimed that the trealy
was weak in failing Lo cul stockpiles and
in lailing Lo deal adequately with pro-
liferalion, But stockpiles were Loo sensi-
tive a subject to be dealt with at this
poinl, and the possibility of prolifera-
lion was reduced cvery time another
nation agreed Lo the Lekms of the trealy,

Well over 100 nations have gigned the
trcaly., As was inilially leared, China
and lrance have refused Lo do so. For
I'rance, the refusal goes back o De
Gaulle’s scarch for “grandeur.” As part
ol his internal policy, he sought unily
aller years of lurmoil; by expressing his
independenee from Lhe United Stales—
both by refusing Lo sign and by develop-
ing the force de frappe--he hoped Lo
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persuade his countrymen ol that inde-
pendence. As parl of his conlinental
poliey, he hoped to sway Germany {rom
its loyally to the United States and Lo
fall in with his plans for Kuropean
unily. The French-German wrealy of
cooperation of carly 1963 had been part
of that design. Finally, on the inlerna-
tional level, De Gaulle’s refusal Lo sign
was parl of his policy of giving France
an independent Latking point.

Khrushchev  had  hoped, however
(utilely, that China could e convinced
lo sign the trealy. Bul Peking balked,
arguing that Khrusheheyv was selling ont
to the West and, not incorreetly, that
Ruassia was trying Lo pul China under its
own stralegic dominance. In rejecling
the treaty, China continued its search
lor nuclear parity and political leverage
againsl the USSR, and the United
States. Lts bhehavior was reminiscent of
that of the Soviel Union 13 years carlicr
in ils relusal o agree to American
allempls Lo keep iU from aceuiring a
stralegic capability.

Another area of partial agreement
which came in the wake of Caba was
the deeision in June 1903 1o join
Moscow and Washinglton by a “hot
line.” [t was hoped that this would
provide rapid communicalions 1o reduce
the risk of a preemplive attack in a
{uture erisis sitwation. The idea had
been suggested in the spring of 1902 hy
the United States, bul it was not until
the near disaster over Cuba that agree-
menl was possible,

The “hot line™ was an oulgrowth of
the obscrver concepl which had bLeen
bantered around Tor years by both sides
in conneclion with the inspection issac.
Observers had been proposed o help
verify that neither side was preparing a
surprise allack against the other. ere-
lofore there had been no  progress,
largely  because of the national sover-
cignly problem. The 1902 missile crisis,
however, provided the necessary i
pelns, A simple communicalions proh-
lem could have thrown the world into

nuclear war, As Lhe Greck Xenophon
told his Persian counterpart back in the
A1h century 13.C,,
[ know of eases . .. when people,
somelimes as a result of slander-
ous information and somclimes
merely on the strength ol sus-
picion, have become frightencd of
cach other und then, in their
anxiely Lo strike first before any-

Lthing is done lo them, have done

irrcparable harm 1o those who

neither intended nor even wanted

lo do them any harm at all, T have

come Lo the conviclion that mis-

understandings of (his sorl can
best be ended by personal con-
tael. ... !
Technology and the arms race made
imperative in 1963 the “personal con-
tacl’” which had so concerned this
gencral 2,500 years ago.

The remainder of the 1961-68 period
conlinned Lo see a greal lueey ol
aclivity on the edge of the disarmament
question, GCD conlinued on oceasion
lo raise ils head, bul military and
political relations  between  the  Lwo
superpowers precluded any rapproche-
ment on this broad topic. In addition,
cerlain fuclors were working against the
Soviels” pushing GCD as they once had,
For one, the Sino-Soviel dispute was
worsening, and the USSR did not
wantl Lo add fuel o the Chinese argn-
ment that the Soviets were colluding
wilth the Americans. For another, the
anti-Khrosheliey faction which assumed
power in 1964 was not about 10 adopt
the tallen leader’s shibboleth, Neverthe-
less, while GCI was taking the back
seal, considerable atlention was devoled
o achieving some partial measure of
arms reductions, [ach side was very
much aware that the threat of nuclear
war still had Lo be contained,

Guiding Soviet military thinking at
this Lime was the paramounl concern
that the Amevican strategic lead be
overtaken, The Cuban crisis had dra-
matically demonstraled the bargaining
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power provided by a superior nuclear
arscnal.  Conscquently, the USSR
turned its allenlion to developing its
own slralegic [orces by improving ils
ICBM’s, by developing an ABM system,
and by planning a flect of ballistic
missile nuclear-powered  submarines,
While these sieps were going on, the
U.5.8.R. was advocating, among other
things, the withdrawal of forcign troops
Irom foreign territory, a NATO-Wursaw
Pacl nonaggression lrcaty, the ercation
of a nuclear lvee wonce iu contral Europe,
the climination of heavy bombers, and
the expansion ol the test han treaty to
cover underground explosiona.’? Most
ol these proposals were old hat. The
realization of any of them would help
rednee Soviet vulnerability. They might
alse halt the proliferation of nuclear
weapons to NATQ allics, particularly
West Germany.

The United Stales, in contrast, [elt
no such military insceurity. Diespile the
brink to which Cuba had bronght us, we
were clearly the number one nuclear
power, Once the Minuteman expansion
plans were compleied by the midsixties,
there would be no need Lo enhanee our
already impressive 1CBM might. No
Sovict missile cxpansion appeared immi-
nenl, Besides, our attention was [ocused
on a nonnuclear engagement in South-
cast Asia,

As the scarch [or partial measures
went on, hopes for agreement in certain
areas such as a limit of delivery vehicles,
a ban on the use of nuclear weapons,
and a nonaggression  pact between
NATQO and the Warsaw Pact were cva-
sive, In others, however, some accord
wus possible: a cutback on the prodne-
tion of certain [issionable materials, the
prohibition of nueclcar weapous in orbit,
and agreement on curlailing prolilera-
tion. A discussion of cach of these six
itcms lollows,

The chances of reducing nuclear
weapons per se were so slight that the
limitation of delivery vehicles was
turned to as perhaps a more attractive

alternative. In January 1964 at the
Fighteen Nation Disarmament Com-
mittee in Geneva, the United States
urged a production freceze on all such
vehicles, specilically bombers and mis-
siles, as well as on ABM’s, A freczc at
current levels would be clearly advan-
tagecons lo the United Slales, con-
sidering our sizable lead in hombers and
missiles, Likewise, an agreement limiting
ABM’s would also be in the interest of
the United States, in view of tLhe
Sovicts” developing  capability in Lhis
regard und the American lag in pro-
ducing any counterpart. Nol unsur-
prisingly, therefore, the US.S.R. rejeted
this American proposal.!?® For the rest
of the period, the two sides never even
came elose to any agrcementl on the
limiting of delivery vehicles.

The Sovict elfort to ban the use of
nuclear weapons at this lime was an-
otber version of the carlier campaign to
“ban the bomb.” By the 1860%, as the
GCD talks were showing, any elfort to
climinate nuclear weapons was fulile.
But banning their use migbt yield better
results; at least world opinion thought
8o, A 1961 General Asgembly resolution
deelared that the use of nuclear weap-
ons would violate the spirit of the U.N.
and its charter, Five years later another
General Assembly resolntion ealled for a
world disarinament conferenee to ban
ithe use of these weapons. In the fall of
1967, a Sovicl dralt convention was
passed by the Assembly prohibiting the
usc of weapons of mass destruction.
Despite thege three attempts, however,
no convention was ever agreed to by the
United States and the USSR, The
primary obstacle was U8, oppaosition to
snch a ban. We were not about to erasc
a basie pillar of the NATO alliance—the
use of tactical nuelear weapons againat a
Wargaw Pact army.

Sovict hopes ol a nonaggression
ircaty [ared no better. Such a NATO-
Warsaw Pact trcaly would have been
morc a symbolic viclory for the Soviets
than a military gain, For il would have
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meanl American negotialions with Last
Germany, thereby cntailing a possible
modification Lo the adamant U.S. re-
fusal o recognize Walter Ulbricht’s gov-
cruomenl,

In July 1966 Brezhnev and Kosygin
wenl one step [urther and suggested
that both NATO and the Warsaw Pacl
be abandoned. The independent aclions
of Franee vis-a-vis the Weslern alliance
had probably encouraged the Russians
lo beliecve thal the crack in the NATO
superstructure was widening, NA'TO is
far more of a thorn in the Soviets® side
than the Warsaw Pact is in the Wesl’s.
The former brings American Lroops pre-
carionsly ¢lose Lo Russia, while the
latler does nol reciprocale in kind for
the Sovict Union, The end of NATO
would be a military coup for the
U.S.5.1L., to say nothing of the psycho-
logieal gaing it would also bring. Olwi-
ously, Lhe Uniled States would not
acquiesee Lo any such abandomnent ol
its allies. Yet, the Soviet Union persisted
in its hosl of demands designed to
weaken or  destroy NATO, demands
ranging tom the withdrawal ol all U.8.
troops [rom Europe lo the abolition of
the pact.

All ellorts aimed at a partial agree-
ment on arus conlrel were not cnlircly
lutile during this period, however, In
January 1904 at the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Conference, the United
States proposcd the halt of produetion
of lissionable materials lor weapons use;
short ol this measure, the 1U.S. proposal
also suggested an interim step by which
suich a reduction could be realized
“through both sides closing comparable
production facilitics on a plant-by-plant
basis, with mutual inspection.™? Sovict
oljection was incvitabte. Such a [lrecze
would put them al a disadvantage in
light of their own smaller stockpiles of
fissionable material. As il thal were not
cnough, there was the old inspeclion
quagmire again. Bul 3 months later a
dramatic change occurred, with both
pides announcing simultancously

respective unilateral reductions in lhe
production of certain ol these materials,
speeilically  plutonium,  Besides  the
propaganda value of such declarations,
there was the added [facl that cach
nation had already produced more than
suflicient quanlities of plutonium for its
owil usage.

Any additional and more substantive
agreement  belween Washington  and
Moscow appeared dim as the Russians
conlinually eited Vielnam as a road-
black Lo mcaninglul accord. Nonethe-
less, the end of the 190168 period raw
two ol the most meaningful arms agree-
menls yel achieved by lhe two coun-
tries, Together, the Ouler Space
Treaty'® of 1967 and the Nonprolilera-
tion Treaty'® signed the nexl year
combined with the carlier Antarclic
(1959) and Moscow (1963) T'reatics Lo
form the erux ol the poslwar arms
accords.

The question ol ouler space wenl
back to the middle of the previous era.
In carly 19537, with the Soviet carth
salellite breakthrough just around the
corner, lhe United States urged the
peacelul wse ol outer space by all
nations.’? 'The UN, General Assembly
in 1901 adopled Lhis same tack, de-
elaring Lhat space ought 1o be restricted
to only peacctul purposes. Two years
later, on 17 October 1963, a joinl
Soyiel-American slalement was adopted
by the Assembly, calling on all states Lo
“refrain rom placing in orbil around
the carth any objeets carrying nuelear
weapons or any other kinds of weapons
of mass destruction,” ? This joinl reso-
lution was possible once the Americans
had dropped their insistence that space
launchers be inspeeted and onee the
Soviets had abandoned their demand
that all military activity in ouler space
be prohibited.

The 1967 space treaty belween the
United States, U.S.S.R., and Dritain,
like the 1903 resolution on which il was
basced, did nol outlaw reconnaissance or
communications satellites nor did it

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1972

13



78 NAVAL WAR LOLLEGE BEY]

prohibil polential use of outer space for
other military purposes, Like the resolu-
tion preceding il, il concentraled on
banning weapons from ouler space. But,
in addition, it wenl onc step lurther,
prohibiting mililary inslallations of any
kind on planclary bodies. Bolh sides
had recognized the potentially disas-
trous resulls of a frenzied race Lo orbit
nuclcar weapons, and they sought to cut
it off before il began. Furthermore,
they songhl lo guarantee thal outer
space be free for exploration and use by
all stales,

Along with the Antarctic Treaty,
banning all nuclear and nonnuelear mili-
lary aclivily in lhal conlinenl, the
Outer Space Trealy is Lhe only Soviel-
American arms accord yel achieved
covering bolh nuclear and nonnuclear
weapons,

The third substantive arms agrcement
between 1901 and 1968 was the Non-
prolileration  Treaty, Although some
sorl of nonprolileration agreement had
been mentioned as carly as the mid-
lillics, il remained secondary Lo a tesl
ban arvangement. Still, the one arca in
which the two superpowers had been in
almost unbroken agrecruent sinee the
1940°s was Lheir respeclive unwilling:
ness Lo share nuclear secrcls with their
allics, This despite the massive quanli-
tics of military assistance—funds, ad-
visers, and equipmenl—which both had
lavished on Lheir [riends. The only U.S.
exceplion was its 1958 agrecruent with
Britaiu Lo share nuclear knowledge; the
only Russiau exceplion was its carly
alomic assistanee to China in  the
1950°s, believed to have been with-
drawn in 1960, These deviatious aside,
the basic consensus has been thal the
smaller  the nuclear elub the helter.
Otherwise, there would be no guarantee
againsl a catalylic war  with small
powers setting off a conflicl belween
the superpowers; likewise, there would
be no way ol keeping nuclear weapons
rom being used in local wars among
third nations,
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A central issuc of the meetings of the
Eightcen Nation Disarmament Con-
ference in the midsixtics was how Lo
halt the spread ol nuelear weapons,
Many similar drafts were presented by
both sides, yet there was no agreement
until 1968, The problems were several.
I'or one, the Sovicls insisted that plans
for the MLI' be dropped before any
nonprolileralion agreement would  be
posgible, Although the MLF was in-
tended to keep nuclear weapons from
Germany, the Russians’ {ear was a pos-
sible German hegemony over Lhis Lype
ol inlernational uuelear foree. Auother
arca ol difference was the unature ol
protection Lo be given those nonnuelear
nations who sigued the treaty, Third
was Lhe malter of inspection. Both the
Uniled Stales and U.S.8.R, favored In-
Lernational Atomic Encrgy Associalion
(IALLA) inspeelion of planls to insurce
Ltheir oulpul was [or only peacelul use.
But while the superpowers werc
agreeing on the principle of inspection
(because Sovict territory was nol in-
volved!), the members ol Euratom were
protesling against 1ALA  inspeclion,
arguing that the chances for espionage
within such a large international body
were loo greal. Fourth, as the Soviels
were striving with the Americans for a
nonprolileration accord, their en-
thusiasrn was al times diluted by the
chilling Chiuese allacks against their
allcged conspiracy with the Wesl,

Despile Lhese obstacles, Lhe events of
June 1967 inspired progress. The 6-day
war raised the specter of nuclear war in
the Middle 1%ast. The Chincse nuclear
lest that same month underseored Lhe
possibilily of Japan and India turning Lo
indepeudent uuclear sell-defense capa-
bilitics.

The iuspeclion issue was quickly
resolved, as il was agreed Lhal the IAEA
would conducel inspection, eonlingenl
on cach ualion’s ncgolialing scparalcly
with thal organ. An atlemplt Lo mecl the
securily lears of Lthe nounuclear powers
was made in a U.N, resolution proposed
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jointy Dby the United States, the
U.S.S.R., and Britain calling for prompt
aclion againsl any nuclear aggression,
This was Lhe [irsL real postwar example
of Greal Power cooperation designed to
implement the Sceurity Couneil’s theo-
retical unily of purpose in the lace ol
aggression,

The simultancous signing in Washing-
ton and Moscow of | July 1968 ol the
Nonproliferation Trealy was possible
only because thal rare phenomenon in
postwar polilics had occurred:  the
prime anlagonists had become the prime
collaborators. The linal success was a
product of the conjunclure ol inlerests
between both  mations. Despile  Uheir
outstanding political dilferenees, mosl
notably Victnam and the Middle Fast,
there was cnough room for agreement
on the need Lo halt proliferation, The
MLE was dead. There was no threat
posed Lo Soviel nalional sovercignly.
The Sino-Soviel dispule was al its mosl
bitter level, and, no doubt, the Soviels
needed Lhe semblance of  [riendship
from somcbody, And Lhe possibility of
other nalions soon feeling the need o
develop Lher own wuclear eapabililics
had become all Loo real.

Despite these hopelul signs of partial
agreement along the road lo disarma-
ment, the stralegic race had far [rom
leveled ofl, For the Soviels, the years
alter Cuba were years of substantial
development in ABM, Fractional Orbit
Rombardment Systems, and LUBM capa-
bility. For the United States, despile the
guicksand ol Vietnam, these ycars were
not wilhioul stralegic signilicanee, par-
ticularly i the development of a multi-
ple warhcad, the Minuteman 11, and the
inilial conyersion Lo Poscidon,

In January 1968 the American Seere-
tary of Delense Robert 5. MeNamara
said Lhal, “In terms ol numbers of
separalely Largelable, survivable, aceu-
rale, reliable warlicads, our slrategic
forees are superior 1o Lhose of the
Soviel  Union,”™®  Meanwhile, Lhe
Soviels were striving valiunlly Lo surpass

the United States, “From Sovicl writers
and from Sovict behavior, , . it scems
clear thal superiority in all realms . . . is
a value cherished by the Soviel political
and military leadership and a value
worlh greal investmenl and effort.”?®
As this arms spiral went on, the Insli-
wte for Strategic Studics observed for
1967 what could well be said of the last
several years ol the 196168 period:
“Undoubledly, the greal missed oppor-
tunily ... was...a Sovicl-American
understanding on mulual reslraint in
new stralegic  lechnological  develop-
ments, ... 2!

Still, as the period closed, Lhere were
some signs that perhaps the bridge of
agreement which had been spanned dur-
ing the 1960 in limited areas might be
further enlarged lo include other more
significanl arcas. A nine-point Soviel
stalemenl al the signing ol the Non-
prolileration Trealy suggested in gencral
terms a wide range ol subjects for
lurther discussion, including a Compre-
hensive ‘Fest Ban Trealy, a ban on
chemical and biological warlare, and the
demilitarization ol the scabed. Whal was
mosl significant in Lhis polpourri of
themes was the expression Cor the [irst
Lime of a willingness Lo discuss measures
lo limil nuclear weapons and slralegic
delivery vehieles.,

The years 1961-68 covered the spee-
trum from the campaign for General
and Complele Disarmament Lo the near
oulbreak of nuelear war, In belween
were sandwiched several arcas of partial
agrcement. These included the “hol
line,” the agreement Lo limil production
of certain  fissionable materials, Lhe
Ouler Space Trealy, and the Nonpro-
liferation ‘Trealy, While nol as sweeping
or encompassing as the more oplimislic
would have hoped, these accords atill
represented a considerable  degree  of
progress loward arma conlrol [rom the
expericnee ol carlier years,

These several arcas of agreement
were possible for various reasons. One,
their limited natore; all lefl the United
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ava aIr‘ Eogegé E%Ee‘v[vl
States and the Soviet Union f[ree Lo
pursue Lheir respective programs of mili-
tary expansion. Two, the fact thal none
involyed aclual arms reduclions or al-
l[ecled the military capabilily of cithor
nalion; none reduced (1.8, superiorily,
and nonc limited Sovict cfforts to re-
dress Lhe imbalance. Three, while cach
dealt with a malter ol nol inconsequen-
tial importance, they still dealt wilh
malters peripheral to the arms race,
Space was still of moot military value in
1967, and ncither the test ban nor
nonproliferation arrangements afllecled
the production or deployment of nu-
clear weapons. Four, no international
inspeclion organizalion was created by
any ol the agreements,

The willingness of the Soviots in July
1968 to discnss limils on strategic weap-
ons systems presaged a new chapler in
the struggle Lo reach a mulually salis-
factory arms limitalion agreement. The
invasion ol Cucchoslovakia the next
month and the 1968 American Presiden-
tial campaign delayed but could nol
postpone that chapler popularly known
as the Stralegic Arms Limilation Talks
(SALTY,

XX XXX

Despite Lhe facl thal this cssay has
focused on Sovicl-American arms nego-
tiations of the 1960°%, some ohscrva-
lions on progress of the SALT lalks to
dale secm appropriate, cspecially in
view of the fact that SALT represents
the lirst real cllort Lo tackle the vilal
maller ol slralegic weapons.

Parity had made the Strategie Arms
Limitation Talks paossible. Our Polaris-
Poscidon submarine flecl and grealer
progress on mulliple warhcads were
balanced by hoth the more sophisti-
caled Russian ABM syslem and massive
25 megalon S85-9 missile eapability,
While the United States surpassed the
Soyicl Union in 1969 in sheer numbers
ol missiles, il appeared likely that the
Russian defense system  could  limit

y:on [1972], No. 1, Art. 8

considerably the number of American
missiles ullimately reaching target; in
addition, the 38-9 could probably wipe
out even our hardened Minuteman IH
gilos.

In agreeing to the SALT talks, both
sides decided nol Lo let political ques-
tions interfere with progress. Further, il
was itially agreed that limils on both
offensive and delensive weapons were Lo
be sought.

Despile these encouraging signs,
progress in the [ive conlerenees™ Lo
date has been negligible.

The basic U.S. proposal has called for
a numerical ceiling on nuelear delivery
systems—land-based 1CBM’s, submarine
carried missiles, and airborne bombs—
that cither side would be allowed to
maintain, Changes would be permilted
in the offensive [lorces within that
ceiling; for example, substituling sca-
bascd for land-based missiles. In addi-
tion, concerned with the rapid rale al
which the 589 is being produced, we
have urged a sublimit on deployment ol
that particular weapon, As a [lurther
part of the U8, package, Washinglon’s
chiel negoliator, Gerald Smith, has
stressed Lhat Lhe United Stlates wanls
cither a ban or limit on both nations’
ABM systems, mcluding a contro} on
migsile defense radars.

The Sovicls have, from the American
peinl of view, been somewbal less than
cooperalive. In the fall of 1970 i
Helsinki and the spring of 1971 in
Vienna, they counlered the entire U.S,
package by proposing an AlLM-only
agreement. In making this suggestion
the Sovicts sought Lo conline the respee-
Live ABM syslems Lo Moscow and Wash.
ington, restricling cach nelwork Lo
about 100 missiles. But as President
Nixon said in his slate of the world
message in February of this year, the
U.S. position was still that any agree-
menl al the SALT tlalks oughl lo cover
not only delensive, but also olicnsive
weapons,

The White House insislence on a
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simultaneous treatment of both weap-
ons stems from at least two factors. One
is the concern that Soviet upgrading of
the SA-5 surface-to-air missiles sur-
rounding western Hussian cities could
make them integral components of any
ABM network. Another is the argument
that an ABM-only agreement would
remove the main American bargaining
chip. The hope has been that the
nascent U.S. Safeguard system might be
used in getting the Russians to limit
their own SS-9 production. The fear is
that if an ABM-only accord were
achieved, the Soviels might balk further
SALT negotiations and go back home to
concentrate on increasing theiwr ICBM
capability which already outnumbers
ours by some 1,500 to 1,054,

There has been another major area of
disagreement as well that centers on the
definitions of “strategic™ and “tactical.”
On the one hand, before shifting to its
ABM-only stand, the U.S.S.R. had in-
sisted that all nuclear weapons systems
capable of reaching Soviet soil be in-
cluded in any agreement on offensive
weapons. To the United States this
meant only bombers and land- and
sea-based missiles; but to the Soviets it
meant that the 500-0dd U.S, aircraft on
NATO bases and on 6th Fleet carriers in
the Mediterranean be included. Accord-
ing to the U.S. argument, these are only
tactical weapons and fall outside any
strategic limitations agreement, On the
other hand, the Soviets had refused to
concede that their 700 intcrmediate-
range missiles aimed at the heartland of
Western Europe ought to be limited.
They argued that these, too, are only
tactical weapons for use in the event of
a NATO invasion of Russia.

Yet, the road has not been all rocky
despite these problems, For one, Soviet
and American experts agreed in Vienna
this past spring to improve the “hot
line” joining Moscow and Washington
by using two communications satellites,
one American and one Russian. For
another, agreement was also reached for

joint planning to avoid World War III by
an accidental missile launch by either
superpower or by a third nation. As a
result, data on the more sophisticated
American foil-safe and electronic locks
are being passed to the Soviets so that
they might improve their own command
and control safeguurds on nuclear sys-
tems.

By far the most hopeful sign was the
20 May 1971 joint statement issued a
week before the e¢nd of the fourth
SALT round. That stalement continued
to be reflected in the fifth round. In
essence, both countrics said they would
concentrate on lmiling ABM’s aend
agree Lo ‘“‘certain measures” with respect
to the limitation of offensive strategic
weapons. Perhaps the Soviets have
recognized that the cost and marginal
effectiveness of such systerns make
them less vital than was once believed.
From the U.S. point of view, the politi-
cal pressure of an upcoming election
year may well force the President’s
hand. With his trip to China hopefully
soon to become a rcality, he would
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certainly like to have in his back pocket
an agreement with the Soviels by the
fall of 1972,

In any cvent, optlimism rings lhe air.
As one correspondent wrote [rom Hel-
ginki last July:

Conferenee sources  confidently

speak of the possibility of a par-

tial SALT agreement  being
rcached before the end of the
year, They note that both delega-
tions arrived in Helsinki with in-
structions to work for “concrete”
results and that the fifth round
has made a good running start
with ad hoc technical groups al-

ready working on Lhe complete

details  involved in  a speeilic

chaly.za

Agssuming thal some ABM agreement
is forthcoming, that still leaves the most
prickly issnes for a sccond slage SALT
agreement, one which would pre-
sumably scck those “ecrtain measures™
with respect to offensive weapons; spe-
cifically, this would be some kind of
limit on bombers, missile submarincs,
1CBM’s, and, above atl, MIRV systcms,
The handling ol these questions awails
the writing of a eoncluding and, hope-
fully, [linal chapler in these intricate
poslwar arms negoliations.
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