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MESSAGE FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE
Throughout the post-World War II era the United States and its allies have responded successfully to successive challenges to their security. As a result, conflict
between the United States and the Soviet Union has been avoided, there has been no
resort to-nuclear weapons, and the industrialized democracies of Europe and Asia have
enjoyed the longest period of peace in their modern history. I During this period of
almost four decades, peace has been based upon the twin pillars of defense and dialogue; upon the maintenance of a military equilibrium coupled with efforts to resolve
differences peacefully and remove sources of conflict. Arms control has been employed
by Western governments to strengthen both these pillars, to stabilize a military balance
at the lowest possible levels, and in so doing to enhance mutual confidence and expand
the area of understanding between adversaries.
The present American Administration has fashioned its security policies upon this
proven basis of defense and dialogue, while giving added emphasis to stability, significant reductions, and verification as objectives for arms control. The continued growth
of Soviet military power has required us to improve. our own defenses but has also led
us to intensify and expand our efforts to reverse the growth in armaments through
negotiation.
As this report illustrates, the United States is now deeply engaged in negotiations to
reduce strategic and intermediate-range nuclear weapons, to cut conventional forces in
Europe, to ban chemical weapons, and to prevent nuclear proliferation. The United
States has also proposed negotiations on nuclear testing and on a range of new
confidence-building measures. In each of the major arms control for, the United States
has on the table a comprehensive set of proposals which would reverse the arms
buildup, establish a more stable military equilibrium at reduced levels, and reinforce
world peace.
These are goals which people of all nations support, goals for which millions have
spoken out. With such support, and with a good faith effort on the part of the Soviet
Union, I feel confident that we can together reach these objectives.

GEORGE P. SHULTZ
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Summary
For nearly four decades, America and its
friends and allies have preserved both peace
and the fundamental values of personal
freedom, human dignity, democracy, and
respect for national independence and
diversity. The pursuit of peace and freedom
has never been easy yet the West has
succeeded because it has remained clear on
its goals and United in the means for
achieving them.
The responsibility to pursue peace and
freedom often has forced the peoples of the
West to make difficult decisions on security
issues. For too long, they have had to bear the
burden of maintaining large, modem military
forces adequate to meet the threat from
potential adversaries who seek political and
military domination. The responsibility to
maintain an adequate defense imposes
sacrifices and requires the West to use
resources that could be spent on improving
the lives of its citizens.
In the nuclear age, any East-West conflict
could have catastrophic consequences for
participants and bystanders alike. Thus, at the
same time that the United States and its allies
have maintained an adequate defense to deter
war, they have also sought to reduce the level
of these forces, to eliminate the possibilities
that a conflict might occur, and to establish a

foundation of mutual restraint and responsibility that will strengthen peace and security.
A critical dimension of this effort is the
pursuit of arms control agreements that would
enhance stability and security, reduce military
capabilities, and ease the defense burden.
Precisely because of the importance of arms
control, it is the subject of intense public
debate in the West.
This paper seeks to contribute to an
informed discussion by setting the record
straight on U.S. arms control efforts since the
end of World War 11 and by providing a
status report on the U.S. arms control agenda
within the context of broader national
security objectives. The paper describes the
factors that have shaped U.S. security policy
and recounts past arms control efforts-those
that worked and those that did not. It sets
forth the principles underlying Western arms
control initiatives. It reports on progress
toward seven critical arms control challenges
and how the United States and its friends and
allies are addressing them. And finally, it
summarizes the prospects for arms control.
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COLLECTIVE SECURITY
For the United States, its friends and
allies-indeed, for the entire world there is an
inescapable relationship among all elements
of security, including defense capabilities,
political commitments, and arms control
agreements It is often falsely argued that
defense and arms control are separate and
competing concepts. Indeed, it is more
accurate to say that arms control and defense
are mutually reinforcing: each bolsters the
effectiveness of the other, in the interest of
greater stability and security.
Security in the nuclear age means collective security. History demonstrate that the
only way to preserve peace and protect the
freedom of the Western democracies is
through their unity and common purpose.
This principle is clearly exemplified by
NATO, committing 16 sovereign nations to
common defense against aggression, and by
similar commitments in which the United
States ha joined in the Pacific region.
Collective security depends on the political
will of the participating states and their
military capabilities. Arms control also can
make a fundamental contribution to security,
if agreements can be achieved that significantly reduce the level of forces while helping
stabilize the military balance and strengthening confidence on all sides.
Individual arms control negotiations
inevitably are complex. But beneath the
technicalities, there are recurring political and
strategic realities that must be recognized if
arms control is to contribute to security. The
most important of these realities are the
common interests of the industrialized
democracies, including North America,
Western Europe, Japan, Australia, and New
Zealand; and the global challenge to those
interests posed by the Soviet Union.
Soviet power and aggressive behavior have
led the United States, in conjunction with its
allies, to organize for collective security-to
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deter and, if necessary, to repel aggression.
This arrangement has been remarkably
successful in protecting the freedom and
security of the West for the past 40 years.
Collective security has been based upon a
policy of deterrence, making clear to any
adversary that the costs of aggression would
far outweigh any possible benefits. This
policy, of which the NATO alliance is a
central element, has prevented any direct
U.S.-Soviet conflict and maintained stability
in the North Atlantic area since 1945, a
period that has witnessed more than 100
armed conflicts elsewhere in the world.
Collective security also provides the basis
upon which the United States has engaged the
Soviet Union in a dialogue aimed at reducing
tensions and fostering responsible international conduct. The pursuit of effective arms
control, in an effort to strengthen stability,
reduce the risk of war, lighten the burden of
armaments, and provide security at the lowest
possible force levels has been an important
part of this dialogue.
THE ARMS CONTROL RECORD
Since the end of World War II, the United
States, working closely with its allies, has
been the leader in serious arms control
proposals, beginning with the 1946 Baruch
plan to eliminate nuclear weapons and place
nuclear energy under an international
authority. This proposal to share the benefits
of nuclear technology was put forward when
the United States held a nuclear monopoly
but was rejected by the Soviet Union.
In 1955, President Eisenhower made his
“open skies” proposal, under which the
United States and the Soviet Union would
have exchanged blueprints of military
establishments and permitted aerial reconnaissance to monitor military maneuvers. The
initiative was one of the first suggested
“confidence-building measures” aimed at
increasing mutual understanding and helping

prevent the accidental outbreak of war. It, too,
was rejected by the Soviet Union.
In 1963, the United States proposed, and
the U.S.S.R. agreed to establish, a “hotline”
for use during international crises to facilitate
high-level communication and reduce the
possibility of misunderstandings that could
lead to conflict. Also coming into force in
1963 was the Limited Test Ban Treaty, a U.S.
initiative prohibiting nuclear weapons testing
by participating states in the atmosphere,
outer space, or under water.
In 1968, years of Western effort to prevent
the spread of nuclear explosives and to
provide for international safeguards on civil
nuclear activities resulted in the signing of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. Since then, the United States has
continued, through the International Atomic
Energy Agency, its efforts to eliminate the
threat of nuclear proliferation while sharing
the benefits of nuclear technology.
Other steps the United States has taken to
ensure a more secure and stable peace
through arms control and related agreements
include the: Antarctic Treaty (1959);
Agreement on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space
(1967); Seabed Arms Control Treaty (1971),
which prohibited the emplacement of nuclear
weapons on the seabeds and ocean floor
beyond a 12-mile coastal zone; Accidents
Agreement (1971), which provides for
U.S.-Soviet measures to reduce the likelihood
of accidental nuclear war; Biological and
Toxic Weapons Convention (1972), which
prohibits the development, production, and
stockpiling of bacteriological and toxin
weapons; ABM Treaty (1972), which
imposed limitations on defenses against
ballistic missile weapons, and the Interim
Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms,
often known as the SALT I agreement (1972),
which froze the number of U.S. and Soviet
strategic ballistic missile launchers.
The U.S. commitment to arms control has

never wavered, even though the global
security environment is a rapidly changing
one. Indeed, many changes have taken place
over the last several decades in the capabilities of the United States and its allies, in the
international system, and in the size and
nature of the Soviet threat.
Today, the challenge faced by those
designing Western arms control policies is
commensurately greater. But the United
States, together with its friends and allies,
remains committed to developing approaches
to arms control that will enhance stability and
sustain the framework of collective security
that has guaranteed the peace throughout the
postwar era.
U.S. ARMS CONTROL PRINCIPLES
AND INITIATIVES
In underscoring his commitment to the
pursuit of arms control agreements that will
strengthen the peace, President Reagan has
stressed the essential principles guiding the
U.S. approach.
* The United States seeks to achieve
agreements that will enhance security while
reducing the risks of war.
Thus arms control is not an end in itself but a
vital means to ensure a secure peace and
international stability.
* The United States seeks to reduce
weapons and forces substantially, not just
freeze them at high levels or legitimize
additional buildups, as has been the effect of
some earlier agreements.
* The U.S. goal is mutual reductions to
equal levels in both sides’ forces. An unequal
agreement that establishes or prolongs an
unequal balance of forces creates instability
and enhances the prospect for conflict.
* Arms control agreements must be
designed to include provisions that ensure
effective verification and reliable means to
deal with issues of compliance.
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Based on these principles, the United
States is pursuing an arms control agenda of
unprecedented scope. Today’s efforts build
upon more than three decades’ experience,
upon the agreements already achieved, and
upon the lessons learned from past successes
and failures.
In all areas, the United States has maintained close and fruitful consultation with its
allies in the development of arms control
positions and the conduct of negotiations.
This consultation grows out of the common
recognition that arms control is an important
instrument of Western policy and an essential
element of Western security.
The primary challenges for U.S. arms
control efforts include:
Strategic Arms: The strategic arms
reduction talks (START), dealing with the
principal elements of the U.S.-Soviet
intercontinental nuclear relationship. In these
talks, the United States has been trying to
achieve significant reductions in the most
destabilizing strategic nuclear systems of both
sides.
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces: The
talks on intermediate-range nuclear forces
(INF), a crucial part of the Soviet threat to
countries on its periphery. In these talks, the
United States has proposed eliminating the
entire category of U.S. and Soviet landbased,
longer range INF missiles. The United States
has also proposed that, as an interim
agreement, the two sides agree to reductions
to equal numbers of warheads on longer
range INF missiles.
Conventional Forces in Europe: The
mutual and balanced force reduction (MBFR)
talks in Vienna, dealing with the massive
imbalance of conventional -military power in
Central Europe in favor of the Warsaw Pact.
The United States, together with its NATO
allies, has proposed a treaty that would
reduce NATO and Warsaw Pact forces in
Central Europe to parity at the levels of
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700,000 ground forces and 900,000 ground
and air force personnel combined. The treaty
also would establish a system of verification
and notification of military exercises. Such an
agreement would contribute to lessening
tensions in Central Europe.
Confidence-Building Measures: Designed
to promote mutual knowledge and understanding of military forces and activities and
to prevent misunderstanding or miscalculation in a crisis. These confidence-building
measures can be applied to virtually all areas
of arms control. The United States has
advanced proposals for such measures
relating to nuclear forces at the START and
INF negotiations. More recently, the United
States also has proposed further measures to
improve communication between the United
States and the Soviet Union in time of crisis.
The United States and its allies have also
advanced such measures to notify and clarify
the activities of conventional forces through
the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (CSCE) process and in the MBFR
talks.
Chemical Weapons: An immediate
challenge is to bring the Soviet Union in to
compliance with existing international
agreements outlawing the use of chemical
weapons while also achieving agreement on
new accords that would impose a verifiable
ban on the production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons. International attention has
been drawn to violations of existing accords
by the Soviet Union and its allies, who have
employed chemical and toxin weapons in
Afghanistan, Kampuchea, and Laos. The
United States has recently advanced detailed
proposals at the Committee on Disarmament
in Geneva for a ban on chemical weapons.
Nuclear Testing: Since conclusion of the
Limited Test Ban Treaty, which bans
atmospheric testing, attention has focused
upon efforts to limit and ultimately ban
altogether underground nuclear testing. An
obstacle has been the inadequacy of measures

to verify compliance. The United States has
presented to the Soviet Union proposals to
enhance the verification provisions of the
unratified Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, which
limit the size of underground nuclear tests.
Achievement of a comprehensive ban on
nuclear testing remains the ultimate U.S.
objective.
Nonproliferation: The United States is
committed to effective implementation of the
1968 treaty on the spread of nuclear weapons.
The United States is working to strengthen
international safeguards on nuclear material
and to control more tightly access to
technology relating to the production of
nuclear weapons.
The scope of the U.S. arms control agenda,
the number and complexity of the issues, and
the range of interests of the many countries
involved, testify to the central importance the
United States attaches to arms control as an
integral part of the effort to strengthen peace
and security.

Acronyms
ABM-antiballistic missile
CSCE-Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
IAEAInternational Atomic Energy Agency
ICBM -intercontinental ballistic missile
INF-intermediate-range nuclear forces
GLCM-ground-launched cruise missile
LRINIF-longer range INF
MBFR-mutual and balanced force reductions
MIRV-multiple independently-targetable
reentry vehicle
NPT-Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
SALT-strategic arms limitation talks
SLBM-submarine-launched ballistic missile
START-strategic arms reduction talks
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The Foundations of Western Security
The United States faces upon two great
oceans and has important economic, political,
and humanitarian interests in every region o t
e o e T e principal threat to American security,
and to that of its friends and allies around the
world, comes from that other
continentspanning nation, the Soviet Union,
which, like the United States, faces toward
both east and west and has access to the
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.
The keystone of U.S. security policy is
close, cooperative ties with the world’s
industrialized democracies in Western
Europe, Japan, New Zealand, and Australia.
With these nations we share more than a
common threat; we share a civilization, a set
of values and political principles to be
protected, fostered, and propagated. The
maintenance of a stable global equilibrium
and the ability of the West to contribute to
peace in other areas of the world depend upon
the quality of cooperation among this group
of like-minded nations.
SECURITY IN ASIA
The enormous size and diversity of the
Pacific region and the proximity of the Soviet
Union-an Asian/Pacific as well as a European
military power-require American efforts to
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maintain an effective structure of security.
Deployments of U.S. land and air forces in
Korea and Japan and the forward deployment
of the Seventh Fleet in the Western Pacific
give substance to the commitments the United
States has undertaken in bilateral and
multilateral agreements with Japan, Korea,
Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, and
Thailand.
The foremost American objective in the
region is to preserve peace and stability. In
that context we are maintaining American
military forces to meet the growing Soviet
military threat as well as supporting our
friends and allies to meet potential threats
from North Korea and Vietnam. We also are
protecting essential sealanes that not only are
strategically important to the countries of the
region but also are crucial to the defense of
the Indian Ocean, East Africa, and the Middle
East and to the maintenance of Western
access to these regions. We are working to
build a longterm, enduring, and constructive
relationship with the People’s Republic of
China.

SECURITY IN THE NEAR EAST AND
SOUTHWEST ASIA
The United States also has vital interests and
important relationships with friendly nations
in the Near East and Southwest Asia. The
significance of the region for world stability
and the health of the global economy cannot
be overestimated. Our objectives are to
protect the independence of states in the
region, including both Israel and friendly
Arab nations, from aggression and subversion
to help secure a lasting peace for all the
peoples of the Mideast; to prevent the spread
of Soviet influence and the consequent loss of
freedom and independence it would entail;
and to protect Western access to the region’s
energy resources by ensuring the security of
key sealanes In view of the proximity of the
Soviet Union and the number of Soviet
military units stationed along the Soviet
border just north of this region, the task of
deterring aggression is particularly challenging. The occupation of Afghanistan, bringing
Soviet forces even deeper into the region,
coupled with Soviet access in South Yemen
and Ethiopia and significant numbers of
Soviet military equipment and personnel in
Syria, further compounds the problem.
U.S. efforts to promote peace and
stability have involved a wide range of
political, economic, and security cooperation
programs with regional states, including
efforts to resolve the Palestinian question and
the destabilizing presence of foreign forces in
Lebanon. We have also provided significant
amounts of economic and security assistance
to many states in the region and have
cooperated in other ways to build local

security forces. We have participated in
multinational peacekeeping activities in the
Sinai and Lebanon.
We have developed our own capabilities
for the rapid projection of power into the
region in an attempt to deter aggression. This
has involved enhancing our mobility and
service support forces and designating a pool
of rapidly deployable forces available for
contingencies. We have also developed, in
conjunction with host governments, a number
of facilities both en route and in the region
that would be available for contingency
deployments subject to host government
concurrence.
SECURITY IN THE WESTERN
HEMISPHERE
America also has important security concerns
in the Western Hemisphere, as do the other
industrialized democracies that rely upon
American strength to bolster their security.
For example, in the event of a European
crisis, about half of the U.S. resupply of its
NATO allies would pass from American gulf
ports through Caribbean Basin sealanes. The
Rio Treaty confirms our longstanding
commitment to the security of Western
Hemisphere nations.
Our objectives in the hemisphere are to
maintain the security of the North American
Continent, the Caribbean Basin, and the
Panama Canal; to promote economic
development and the strengthening of
democratic institutions; to support the
independence and stability of friendly
governments; to counter the projection of
Soviet and Cuban military power and
influence in the Caribbean Basin and South
America; and to strengthen U.S. political and
defense relationships with friendly countries.
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Historically, the Western Hemisphere has
been secure enough to allow the United States
to concentrate on its European, Asian, and
other security commitments. The steady
growth of Cuban military power and the
recent involvement of communist-bloc
countries, radical states, and extrahemispheric
movements in Central American instability
have created a potential crisis We are seeking
to prevent that crisis by promoting equitable
social and economic development, by
strengthening democratic processes, and by
directly bolstering the security capability of
Caribbean Basin nations.
SECURITY IN AFRICA
Developments in Africa are important to the
United States for a variety of reasons.
Western and African interests alike are best
served in an atmosphere of political stability,
economic growth, and physical security. We
are thus concerned with Africa’s political
modernization, social progress, and economic
development. In particular, we are concerned
about those countries friendly to the West
which are threatened by subversion and
destabilization from various quarters. They
need our support and that of our allies. We
have seen in the past decade a massive influx
of Soviet and Soviet-surrogate arms and
personnel into Africa and an attempt to
exploit conflicts throughout the continent.
Our policy is focused on negotiated solutions
to these conflicts. What we and our allies are
attempting to accomplish in southern Africa
exemplifies this approach. At the same time,
we will continue to provide assistance to
friends whose security is threatened.
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SECURITY IN EUROPE
Membership in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, a coalition of sovereign
Western countries formed and sustained to
defend the interests and values of the Atlantic
democracies, is the centerpiece of U.S.
security efforts. The alliance is based on the
principle that Western security is indivisible
and that the defense of the political independence and democratic systems of the
European allies against the threat posed by
the Soviet Union is vital to the health and
even survival of the United States.
Throughout the postwar period, the
central problem of NATO security has been
shaped by two fundamental geographic
realities:

* The nations and defense resources of
the West are divided by the Atlantic Ocean;
* The Soviet Union emerged from World
War 11 in control of a contiguous landmass
extending from Asia into the heart of Europe.
The United States, the single most
powerful Western nation, is separated from
Europe by 3,000 miles of open water. Even
within Europe, the nations of the West do not
form a single contiguous landmass. Although
the United States and its NATO allies together
have more population, larger economies, and
are more highly developed than the Soviet
Union and East European states, the
geographic division and distance always have
posed special challenges to collective efforts
to guarantee Western security. NATO always
has had to contend with the risk that the
Soviet Union’ for military or political
purposes, could bring superior force to bear
on a particular vulnerable point.

Not only does the Soviet Union maintain
the largest single army in Europe, but its
direct land lines of communication permit it
to reinforce those forces easily and rapidly
from elsewhere on its own territory. Moreover, its internal lines of communication
allow it to choose the point of potential attack
or pressure on the West.
For the United States and other Western
nations, it was clear in the late 1940s that
these geographic realities could be overcome
only on the basis of the closest possible
alliance between Europe and North America.
Memories of the 1930s-when a lack of
effective solidarity prevented the democracies
from checking the rise of aggressive dictatorships without recourse to war-were still fresh.
The Soviets’ seizure of Eastern Europe and
their attempt to starve out the free city of
Berlin were more immediate reminders of the
dangers faced by a prostrate Europe and a
demobilized United States. It was evident that
only a policy of collective security would
preserve the peace and protect the independence of the Western peoples. Only the
commitment by the Western democracies to a
common defense could deter military
aggression or political pressure against any
one of them.
Twice in this century the United States
has intervened to defend democracy in
Europe and restore a stable equilibrium of
power. In the years following World War II,
the test has been to see if American policy
could be formulated and carried out in order
not to win a new war in Europe but to prevent
a conflict from ever recurring.
To this end, NATO was established in
1949 as the formal embodiment of the
commitment to a security partnership of
equals. From the beginning, NATO has been
a defensive alliance, committed never to use
force except in response to aggression.
NATO’s basic strategy has been to demonstrate the political will and military strength
needed to deter aggression or intimidation.

NATO’s STRATEGY OF DETERRENCE
AND FLEXIBLE RESPONSE
Deterrence is the basis of U.S. and NATO
security policy. It requires that a potential
aggressor be convinced that the costs of
aggression outweigh any possible gains it
might hope to achieve. Maintaining deterrence for more than three decades has been a
difficult and dynamic process. The United
States and the other members of the alliance
have had to adapt to technological progress,
to the growth and modernization of Soviet
military power, and to political and economic
change at home and abroad. In particular,
they have had to offset repeated Soviet efforts
to exploit their geographic advantages and
divide NATO in order to dominate Western
Europe.
At the outset, deterrence depended
heavily on America’s superior strategic
nuclear power. The U.S. lead over the Soviet
Union in nuclear capabilities allowed the
West to offset substantial Soviet advantages
in conventional strength, maintain the peace,
deter aggression, and insulate Europe from
Soviet intimidation.
As the Soviet Union developed its own
nuclear forces, however, it became apparent
that the threat of nuclear retaliation alone
would not suffice to provide credible
deterrence under all circumstances. Increasingly, on both sides of the Atlantic, it was
recognized that stability could be assured
only if the nuclear deterrent was supplemented by a more robust conventional force
capability. Thus, in the 1960s, the alliance
developed the military strategy of “flexible
response,” which continues to this day.
The basis of this strategy is that NATO
must deter and, if necessary, counter military
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aggression of varying scales in any region of
NATO, This objective can be secured only
through the maintenance of a wide range of
forces. The purpose of this balance of forces
is to permit a flexible range of responses
capable of meeting any aggression by direct
defense at a level judged appropriate to defeat
the attack and of escalating the level
deliberately if defense at the first level
selected is not effective. This strategy relies
on strong conventional and nuclear forces,
and the linkage between them, to convince
the Soviet Union that NATO could and would
counter any aggression and that the risks to
the Soviet Union would far outweigh the
potential gains from an attack at any level.
NATO TRIAD OF FORCES
To implement this strategy, NATO fields an
interlocking array of forces:
Conventional forces, including, for
example, armored and mechanized divisions,
tactical aircraft, and naval forces;
Intermediate-range and shortrange
nuclear forces, based in Europe, with
delivery systems operated by the United
States and by its allies; and
Strategic forces, including intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs);
submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs); and heavy bombers, based in the
United States.
This triad confronts a potential aggressor
with great uncertainty as to the level and
nature of a Western response. This uncertainty is essential to effective deterrence,
since any aggressor must assume that an
attack on NATO would incur incalculable
risks, up to and including strategic nuclear
retaliation.
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All three elements of the triad play
essential roles in the maintenance of an
effective deterrent. They provide NATO with
the capability to counter aggression at a
variety of levels, threatening an aggressor
with escalation if that is necessary to restore
the peace and cause the aggressor to
withdraw. The effect of the three elements
working together is more than the sum of the
individual parts. Conventional defense alone
would not provide political confidence or
military deterrence against the Soviet Union.
Similarly, a nuclear force by itself would not
be a credible deterrent in all possible
contingencies and might, in fact, invite
political pressure and limited military
adventure. Together, however, this combination of conventional and nuclear forces has
proved to be an extremely effective mechanism for preserving peace.
The key is the firm links among the
elements. An aggressor must never be given
the impression that risks could be safely
limited in a conflict and, therefore, that an
attack against NATO might be an attractive
proposition.
Ultimately, the most important link is
that between forces in Europe-both conventional and nuclear-and the U.S. strategic
deterrent. It is this crucial coupling which
gives concrete form to the indivisibility of
American and European security and which
ensures that the Soviets could not attack
Europe without risking strategic retaliation
against their own territory. Given its importance, it is not surprising that the way to
maintain the linkage between Europe and
North America has been the single most
discussed element of NATO strategy over the
years and that weakening the link has been a
consistent Soviet objective.

THE CURRENT DEBATE
In recent years, the U.S. strategy of deterrence has been criticized from a variety of
perspectives. For some, the cost of maintaining conventional forces has seemed too great,
particularly in a time of economic difficulty.
To these critics, it has appeared far easier to
move back toward the simple strategy of an
earlier era, relying on the threat of massive
nuclear retaliation to provide an inexpensive
deterrent.
For others, the risks of nuclear weapons
have appeared too great. They believe that the
effectiveness of nuclear weapons as a
deterrent is less important than their unquestioned destructiveness if they were ever
employed. They argue that the answer lies in
reducing the role of nuclear weapons and
perhaps even in renouncing their first use.
Some of the proponents of such a course say
that they would be prepared to increase
sharply the expenditures for conventional
defense to offset this change.
The United States and its allies cannot
return to a doctrine based solely on massive
nuclear retaliation, such as existed more than
two decades ago. In an era of reciprocal
nuclear vulnerability, the threat of massive
nuclear retaliation alone is not suited to all or
even most contingencies. A solely nuclear
posture would leave the West able to respond
only to one contingency-the worst one-and
with no credible means of dealing with all the
other possibilities, from political and
economic pressure to various forms of limited
aggression.
Conversely, to remove nuclear weapons
from the deterrent, or to declare a policy of
no-first-use, would allow an aggressor to plan
actions with the certainty that risks could he
limited. It would, in practice, make Europe
safe for conventional war by guaranteeing to

the Soviet Union that the West would not
escalate to the nuclear level if faced with
defeat by conventional forces. Renouncing
the nuclear component of the NATO triad
would gravely undermine the West’s ability to
deter conflict or intimidation.
Such a limitation also would be
profoundly damaging to the unity of the
alliance. It would mean that the commitment
to defend all areas of the alliance, including
those most exposed to Soviet threats, could
not b e effectively implemented. It is not
surprising that the Soviet Union has made the
question of nuclear no-first-use a primary
propaganda theme over the years. And it is
equally unsurprising that NATO has consistently rejected it while maintaining its own
substantive arms control agenda.
There are some in the West who
maintain that the defense of Europe is
unnecessary or impossible. Those who hold
the former view no longer consider the Soviet
Union even a potential threat and do not
believe that Soviet military advantage in
Europe could be translated into political
gains. Those who accept the latter believe
opposition to the Soviet Union to be futile
and suicidal and support, instead, a process of
onesided accommodation.
Clearly, however, recent history shows
that the Soviet Union has no hesitation in
translating military power into political
pressure: witness, for instance, its behavior
toward Poland since 1981. Nor are the
Soviets averse to using force to achieve their
political objectives, as demonstrated in East
Germany, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and most
recently in Afghanistan. On the other hand,
more than three decades of tranquillity in
Western Europe demonstrate that through
their collective efforts, the Western democracies can secure both peace and freedom.
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The Role of Arms Control in U.S. Security
A fundamental principle of U.S. security
policy is that peace and security rest both
on the maintenance of effective defense
and deterrence capabilities and on the
negotiation of effective measures for arms
control.
Steps by the United States and its allies
to sustain and modernize military forces
traditionally have been accompanied by
initiatives to control, limit, and reduce
those forces in order to guarantee security
and stability at the lowest level. Just as
U.S. responsibilities are global, so its arms
control agenda is worldwide in reach.
Nevertheless, much of this effort inevitably
has focused on enhancing European
security because of the proximity of the
Soviet Union, the concentration of Soviet
forces, the geopolitical and military
advantages accruing to the Soviets there,
and Moscow’s continuing attempts to
divide the Atlantic democracies and
dominate Western Europe.
RECENT WESTERN ARMS
CONTROL INITIATIVES

The West has consistently taken the
initiative to shape realistic arms control
negotiations. Today, the basic framework
and concepts of the five arms control
negotiations of greatest concern and
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immediacy are the result of Western
initiatives:
* The strategic arms reduction talks
(START);
* The negotiations on intermediaterange nuclear forces (INF);
* The mutual and balanced force
reductions (MBFR) talks;
* Negotiation of confidence- and
security-building measures within the
CSCE framework; and
* The effort, in the Committee on
Disarmament, to negotiate a verifiable ban
on chemical weapons.
This is also evident in U.S. proposals
to establish significant U.S.-Soviet
confidence-building measures and in
Western proposals for similar multilateral
measures to strengthen confidence and
crisis stability in Europe.
Given the rapid growth of Soviet
military power, the United States and its
allies have had a direct security interest in
removing, through arms control if possible,
the emergence of dangerous imbalances in
both conventional and nuclear forces. As
democratic societies, they also have a basic
responsibility to their people to maintain
defense expenditures at the lowest level
consistent with national and alliance
security.
Western governments have developed
and analyzed potential arms control
agreements in terms of concrete

security implications. They have engaged in
extensive preparatory work, public debate,
and intra-alliance coordination to ensure that
eventual agreements would preserve and
enhance security and stability and would
enjoy public support. The results of this work
are evident in today’s negotiating agenda.
WESTERN ARMS CONTROL
OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA
Western peoples and governments have over
the years looked to arms control to achieve a
number of differing objectives, including:

* Limiting the horrors of war;
* Lessening political tensions;
* Reducing the economic burden of
armaments; and
* Ensuring a stable military balance.
Given the devastation that would result
from a nuclear war, clearly the priority for
arms control is to help assure that such a
conflict will never occur. Thus, over time, the
primary aim of American arms control policy
has been to secure an equitable, stable
military balance at significantly reduced
levels of armaments. This effort has been
combined with the intensification of a
dialogue with the Soviet Union to resolve
differences and remove sources of potential
conflict.
For arms control to meet these objectives, agreements must be based on certain
critieria:
Security. Arms control agreements
cannot be considered in isolation as ends in
themselves. Their priority objective is to

enhance the security of all parties. Although
such agreements may contribute to reduced
tension and greater international understanding, those effects, desirable as they may be,
should not replace enhanced security as the
benchmark for judging arms control.
Militarily Significant Reductions. To
enhance security, arms control agreements
should actually constrain the military
capability or potential of the parties.
Agreements providing only promises or
statements of intent, without constraining the
parties’ ability to undertake military action,
are of illusory benefit and can be destabilizing.
The United States and its allies have
sought agreements to reduce and limit forces
and have discouraged the negotiation of
measures, such as nonaggression pacts, that
merely reiterate existing precepts of international law without adding any useful
constraints. If agreements are to strengthen
stability and lower the level of military
confrontation, they should provide for more
than token reductions or a freeze of forces at
levels that perpetuate existing imbalances.
Arms control should achieve a significant
lowering of the level of current forces.
Equality. Arms control agreements
should bring about mutual reductions to equal
levels in the important measures of military
capability. Equality is an essential condition if
arms control agreements are to fulfill the
requirements of strengthening stability and
maintaining effective deterrence at reduced
levels.
Verifiability and Compliance. Since
arms control agreements are directly related
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to the security of participants, it is vital that
they incorporate measures to permit effective
verification and ensure compliance by all
parties. Without such provisions, agreements
can be circumvented and endanger the
security of participants. Experience has
shown that accords lacking adequate
provisions for verification and compliance
become a source of suspicion, tension, and
distrust, rather than reinforcing the prospects
for peace.
THE SOVIET APPROACH
TO ARMS CONTROL
Despite strong rhetorical support for arms
control, the Soviet Union and the other
Warsaw Pact countries have rarely advanced
concrete ideas for practical negotiations
designed to limit the forces of both sides.
Instead, they usually have preferred to react
tactically to specific Western proposals and to
Western efforts to establish a meaningful
arms control framework. Eastern initiatives
characteristically have been declaratory in
nature, focusing on unenforceable promises
of good will and pacific intent.
The Soviet Union seems to approach
arms control less as a tool for achieving
stability and balance and more as a political
instrument to be used to secure advantages
either through actual agreements or through
the politics of the negotiating process itself.
This has been evident in Soviet conduct on
INF: Soviet proposals seem to have been
designed not to narrow differences between
East and West but to generate tensions among
members of NATO, to stimulate public
concern, and to achieve a limitation on
Western forces without accepting reciprocal
limits on Soviet forces.
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Traditionally, the Soviets have been
defensive about the scope of real arms
control, particularly verification and enforcement. The U.S.S.R. is the only European
country, for example, that refused to allow its
full European territory to be covered under
the confidence-building measures in the
CSCE Helsinki Final Act. For years the
Soviet Union has resisted a serious discussion
of the size and composition of its forces in
Central Europe. It has resisted the introduction of adequate verification measures in an
agreement banning chemical weapons and has
worked to impede international investigation
of chemical and toxin weapons use in
Afghanistan, Kampuchea, and Laos. Such
behavior may be attributed to the
longstanding Soviet penchant for secrecy; but
in an arms control context, it is unacceptable
for the West to enter into agreements without
firm assurance of Soviet compliance. Thus,
this Soviet pattern has been a major barrier to
concluding significant arms control agreements.
Achieving fair and balanced arms control
agreements with the Soviet Union is not
impossible, however. When the Soviet Union
has seen its own interests clearly served by
such agreements, outcomes that strengthen
security and stability have been attained.
Such successes require Western patience and
resolve in upholding the requirements for
effective arms control and convincing the
Soviet Union that it will not be allowed to
maintain or achieve unilateral advantage.

CONCLUSION
The record suggests that it is possible to
conclude arms control agreements that will
contribute to peace and stability. This has
been achieved, however, only when the
United States and its allies have had a clear
concept of their security objectives and
agreed upon the contribution that arms
control can make to them. When such a
concept is present, the West has been able to
shape the arms control agenda in constructive
ways. Otherwise, discussion of arms control
becomes formless and rhetorical.
Obviously, equitable and effective arms
control agreements can be reached only if the
Soviet Union is willing to accept such

outcomes. The United States and its allies
cannot deliver agreements alone. What we
can do is to develop well-designed and
equitable proposals, explain their rationale,
and negotiate seriously. The process may be
long. But we cannot allow ourselves to fall
victim either to excessive optimism or
unwarranted pessimism. We must always
evaluate realistically the prospects for
agreement, looking at the issues at stake, the
objectives of the Soviet Union, and our own
goals. It is only on this basis that the West can
pursue an approach to arms control that will
truly enhance our common security and
promote international peace.
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Counterclockwise:

Bernard Baruch (center) presents proposal to
outlaw nuclear weapons to the first UN Atomic
Energy Commission meeting, New York, June 14,
1946.
President Eisenhower announces the “atoms for
peace” program before the UN General Assembly,
December 8, 1953.
President Kennedy signs the instruments of
ratification for the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,
Washington, D.C., October 7, 1963.

USIA

Seated beside President Johnson, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk signs the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, Washington, D.C., July 1, 1968.
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WHITE HOUSE

WHITE HOUSE

WHITE HOUSE

Counterclockwise:

President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev
shake hands after signing the SALT I Interim
Agreement on offensive strategic arms and ABM
Treaty in Moscow, May 26, 1972.
President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev
exchange toasts in Vladivostok where they discussed
further limitations in strategic offensive weapons,
November 24, 19 74.
At a May 1978 NATO summit meeting in Washington,
D.C., President Carter remarks that “Arms control
can make deterrence more stable and perhaps less
burdensome-but it will not ... eliminate the need for
nuclear forces. “
Vice President Bush speaks in West Berlin on peace
and security in Europe, January 31, 1983.
President Reagan delivers an address on arms
control and the future of East-West relations at
Eureka College, Peoria, Illinois, May 9, 1982.
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Seven Challenges for Arms Control
STRATEGIC ARMS
REDUCTION TALKS
The unique element of the U.S.-Soviet
relationship is the capability of the two
countries to destroy each other and much of
civilization in the process. Negotiations on
strategic arms address this central fact of the
nuclear age. Between 1969 and 1979, the
United States and the Soviet Union engaged
in the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT).
While that process yielded some benefits, it
failed to meet the hopes generated in the early
1970s. Indeed, the Soviet military buildup
reached its peak during negotiation of SALT
II and was not curtailed by that accord. The
United States and the Soviet Union are now
engaged in the strategic arms reduction talks
(START), in which the United States has
proposed steep reductions designed to reach a
more stable nuclear balance at much lower
strategic levels. The Soviet side has accepted
the concept of reductions but has not yet
agreed to the substantial cuts the United
States is proposing.
Introduction
The basic role of U.S. strategic forces is to
maintain the peace by deterring attack or
intimidation against the United States or its
allies. The strategic balance is critical to any
calculation by a potential enemy of the
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relative opportunities and costs of aggression
against the West.
The strategic balance reflects not only an
assessment of weapons numbers but also of
comparative capabilities, command and
control structures, and overall force trends. In
considering the balance, it is particularly
important to weigh qualitative factors such as
a system’s survivability and its ability to
reach its target against potential defenses. A
stable deterrent requires diversified strategic
forces that could survive a first strike and
then successfully retaliate against
well-defended targets.
This sort of strategic stability minimizes
the pressures to use strategic weapons in a
crisis and has, therefore, been an area of
particular emphasis by the Reagan Administration. With their differing capabilities and
characteristics, various weapons systems can
either enhance or undermine stability. Those
systems that threaten the other side’s strategic
forces with preemptive destruction create,
when deployed in sufficient numbers,
instability by under.mining the other side’s
confidence in its own deterrent. This can raise
the fear a devastating first strike.
Enhancing offensive capabilities or
increasing vulnerabilities can threaten to
undermine the strategic balance. Ballistic
missiles, particularly land-based interconti-

nental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), given their
short flight times, improving accuracies, and
high yields, can undermine strategic stability
if deployed in numbers which create the
possibility of launching a disarming first
strike. Larger and more accurate than
submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs), ICBMs are increasingly effective
against hardened targets, such as the missile
silos of the other side’s ICBM force. When
deployed in sufficient numbers, they can pose
a threat to the other side’s strategic forces.
Bombers and cruise missiles, in contrast,
have long flight times (7-10 hours), which
make them inappropriate for a surprise,
first-strike attack.
Thus, the strategic balance is neither one
dimensional nor static. Over the past 15
years, the cumulative effect of various
political, military, and technological developments on the overall balance has favored the
U.S.S.R. In particular, the increasing
capability of Soviet forces to attack and
destroy hard targets provides the Soviet
Union with a troubling margin of advantage
in one critical area of the overall strategic
equation.
Changes in the U.S.-Soviet Strategic
Balance
In the mid-1960s, the United States held
unquestioned superiority in strategic nuclear
forces.

* While the U.S.S.R. deployed a sizable
ICBM force, its numbers were fewer than the
American force of slightly more than 1,000
ICBMs.
* The United States had 656 SLBMs in
41 nuclear submarines while the Soviets were
only beginning to deploy modern ballistic
missile submarines.

* The U.S. B-52 force was superior in
both numbers and capabilities to its Soviet
Bison/Bear counterparts.
By 1972-when the SALT I agreements
were signed-the Soviet Union had caught up
to the United States in several measures of
strategic capability and had taken the lead in
the number of strategic ballistic missiles (2 ‘
000 to 1,700). The U.S. advantage in strategic
bombers, however, provided for a rough
equality between the two sides in total
numbers of strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles. Furthermore, because of its more
advanced multiple independently-targetable
reentry vehicle (MIRV) program, the United
States still held a substantial lead in the
number of ballistic missile warheads as well
as certain qualitative advantages.
Today, however, the Soviet Union equals
or surpasses the United States in most
quantitative measures of strategic capability.

* The total number of Soviet ballistic
missiles has climbed to some 2,350, while the
U.S. total has fallen to about. 1,600.
* The Soviets have closed the gap in
ballistic missile warheads, with each side now
possessing about 7,500; however, the Soviets
far exceed the United States in the destructive
power of their ballistic missiles.
* The B-52 force has continued to age
and decline in numbers. The Soviets have
introduced the Backfire bomber, gaining a
numerical advantage in bombers , and
improved their massive air defenses (unconstrained by SALT), which challenge U.S.
bombers.
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the
United States decided not to contest Soviet
efforts to attain equality in strategic forces.
American strategic thinking had concluded
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that superiority would be difficult and costly
to maintain and, in any case, was not
necessary to support a U.S. defense posture
based on deterring war. Further, it was
believed that strategic parity could provide
the basis for a more stable and mutually
beneficial East-West relationship.
During the 1970s, therefore, the United
States exercised unilateral restraint. Once the
MIRV programs for the Poseidon SLBM and
Minuteman III ICBM were completed in the
first half of the 1970s, the United States
slowed or canceled a number of new strategic
programs. The cruise missile program was cut
back and delayed, as was, construction of the
Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine.
Development of the MX ICBM was slowed,
and the B-1A bomber program was canceled.
U.S. restraint was not reciprocated. Since
1972, the Soviets have introduced three new
ICBM types (the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19,
all with MIRV capabilities); four new SLBMs
(the SS-N-8, SS-N-17, SS-N-18 and, in
development, the SS-NX-20); three
Delta-class ballistic missile submarine types;
the new large Typhoon ballistic missile
submarine; and the Backfire bomber.
By any objective measure, the Soviet
Union achieved rough equality in strategic
nuclear forces in the early to mid-1970s. The
Soviet buildup, however, continued unabated.
Today their testing and development
programs for new classes of strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles (missiles and bombers) are
moving forward with no evidence of
diminished momentum. This massive,
unrelenting buildup of Soviet strategic arms
capabilities goes beyond any reasonable
defense needs and raises serious questions
about Soviet intentions.
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The Failed Promise of SALT
In October 1969, in an effort to bring the
strategic arms competition under some
measure of control, the United States and the
Soviet Union began the 21/2-year series of
strategic arms limitation talks, known as
SALT 1.
After initial attempts to achieve a
comprehensive agreement led to stalemate,
the sides agreed to concentrate on a treaty of
indefinite. duration limiting defensive
antiballistic missile (ABM) systems and a
5-year interim agreement setting out certain
limitation on strategic offensive weaponry.
At their summit meeting in Moscow on
May 26, 1972, President Nixon and Soviet
General Secretary Brezhnev signed the two
resulting agreements. The U.S.-Soviet ABM
Treaty set precisL limits on the deployment of
ABM systems, allowing each side two sites
with 100 ABM missile launchers each
(subsequently modified in 1974 to allow each
side only one ABM site). The In. terim
Agreement essentially froze at existing levels
the number of strategic ballistic missile
launchers while permit. ting some increase in
SLBMs if a corresponding number of older
ICBM or SLBM systems were dismantled.
SALT 1, however, was intended only as
a stopgap, providing for some restraints until
a more comprehensive agreement was
reached. It deferred many difficult questions
to later negotia tion. SALT II, an effort to
attain a longer term comprehensive treaty,
began in late 1972. A major develop
ment occurred in November 1974, at the
Vladivostok meeting between President, Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev,

when both sides agreed to a basic framework
for the future agreement. This accord
established certain equal aggregate limits on
the overall numbers of strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles allowed each side. After
Vladivostok, however, important issues
remained to be settled, including how to
handle emerging systems such as the cruise
missile and Soviet Backfire bomber.
In May 1977, shortly after the Carter
Administration assumed office, the United
States offered a new proposal entailing steep
reductions in the numbers agreed at
Vladivostok. The Soviets quickly rejected this
proposal. Subsequent negotiations returned to
the Vladivostok formula and eventually led to
agreement on a general framework for SALT
II, including:
* A treaty entailing equal aggregate
ceilings on various categories of strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles as well as certain
constraints on development and construction;
* A 3-year protocol with certain
temporary constraints on mobile ICBMs and
cruise missiles; and further A joint statement
of principles for negotiations.
This agreement was signed by President
Carter and General Secretary Brezhnev in
Vienna in June 1979. It included a number of
specific limits but little in the way of genuine
reductions.
* Each side would be allowed 2,400
(2,250 after 1981) ICBMs, SLBMs, and
heavy bombers.
* Each side accepted equal sublimits on
MIRVed ICBMs, on MIRVed ballistic
missiles, and on MIRVed ballistic missiles
plus bombers armed with cruise missiles.
* Each side agreed to various constraints
on modernization.

Senate ratification of SALT II was
deferred indefinitely following the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan. In the national
debate preceding that event, considerable
doubts were raised within the Senate and
elsewhere about the degree to which the
agreement could serve as an effective arms
control measure or adequately addressed U.S.
security needs.
Although the SALT process brought
certain benefits in the SALT I agreements, its
final result as embodied in SALT 11 was a
clear disappointment to the hopes generated
in the early 1970s. In essence, SALT 11 failed
to achieve actual arms reductions. Its basic
fault was that it would have permitted
substantial growth in the strategic forces of
both sides.
Evidence of the inadequacy of the SALT
process lay in the fact that, during the period
of U.S.-Soviet negotiations the massive
Soviet buildup and the resulting adverse
changes in the strategic balance accelerated.
Far from inhibiting these developments,
SALT II tended to codify the asymmetries.
Thus:
* Limitations were applied to launchers
but not to the growing number of warheads, a
more meaningful unit of account;
* The Soviet Union was granted a
unilateral right to deploy some 300 heavy
ICBMs; and
* The Soviet Backfire was not counted
under the aggregate despite its intercontinental capabilities.
A New Beginning–The U.S.
START Approach
When the Reagan Administration took office
in January 1981, it undertook an in-depth
review of U.S. security and arms control
policies. President Reagan concluded that
because of SALT II’s inadequacies, it would
be inappropriate to seek ratification. Renego
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tiation of SALT 11 was considered, but the
President decided that it would be better to
confront the problem of significantly
reducing existing numbers of strategic forces,
rather than simply making another attempt to
limit their further growth.
To this end, the United States proposed
the strategic arms reduction talks or START.
At the same time, the United States underscored that it would take no action to
undercut existing agreements, including the
SALT II agreement, provided the Soviets
exercised comparable restraint, in order to
create a positive atmosphere for START and
build upon the SALT process.
The START negotiations with the Soviet
Union began in Geneva in the summer of
1982. The basic U.S. objective is to enhance
stability and achieve major reductions in the
level of strategic nuclear weaponry on both
sides. If successful, it would be the first
agreement of its kind in the postwar era.
In emphasizing significant reductions,
the United States seeks an agreement that not
only reduces the burden of armaments but,
more importantly, that reduces the risk of war.
Given differing characteristics, certain types
of strategic weapons are more destabilizing
than others. For this reason, the President
decided to place an initial emphasis on
ballistic missiles and particularly land-based
ICBMs, whose multiple warheads, improving
accuracies, and high yields-when combined
with large numbers-make them capable of
being used in a preemptive strike against an
adversary’s nuclear forces. In announcing the
U.S. position in May 1982, the President
made clear that nothing was excluded from
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the negotiations and that the United States
would consider any serious Soviet proposal.
The U.S. approach to START, was
outlined by President Reagan shortly before
the opening of the negotiations in the spring
of 1982. U.S. proposals reflect the judgment
that the approach taken in SALT-limits
focused primarily on the number of strategic
delivery vehicles (ballistic missile launchers
and heavy bombers)-had failed to ensure real
reductions in strategic forces or to redress
dangerous asymmetries in the U.S.-Soviet
strategic relationship.
Thus, the U.S. START approach has
adopted a broader set of units of limitation,
including direct constraints on the number of
ballistic missile warheads, along with efforts
to reduce the destructive potential of U.S. and
Soviet strategic forces. Its central features
include:
* Reductions in the number of ballistic
missile warheads by about one third, to a
level of 5,000 for each side;
* Additional restrictions to ensure
substantial cuts in the most destabilizing
categories of ballistic missile systems;
* Constraints designed to reduce the
capacity of missiles to carry warheads to
targets;
* An equal ceiling on heavy bombers
below the U.S. level in SALT II; and
* Equitable limits and constraints on
other strategic systems, including limits on
the number of cruise missiles that could be
carried by bombers.
The United States introduced these
proposals in the START negotiations, which
began in Geneva on June 29, 1982, and
further elaborated them in early 1983 in the
form of a package of “basic elements.” These
basic elements constituted the outline of an
agreement that would provide for comprehensive limitations.

The Soviet START Proposal
The Soviet response has been disappointing.
They have publicly leveled several criticisms
at the U.S. approach.
* The Soviets charge that the U.S.
proposal’s focus on land-based ballistic
missiles discriminates against the Soviet
Union, which has a higher proportion of its
nuclear warheads on ICBMs. In fact,
however, there now exists a rough equality in
the number of ballistic missile warheads, so
the U.S. proposal would force both countries
to make equal reductions in this area.
Although the Soviet Union would have to
make proportionally greater reductions in its
ICBM systems because a larger proportion of
Soviet warheads are on ICBMs, the United
States would have to make relatively greater
reductions in warheads on
submarine-launched ballistic missiles.
* The Soviets also charge that the U.S.
proposal would force them to restructure their
strategic forces. It is true that the Soviets
would have to rely less on land-based
ICBMs. However, in view of advancing
technologies, current land-based systems are
increasingly vulnerable to attack, a fact
recognized by a number of Soviet experts. A
shift away from excessive reliance on
landbased ICBMs would be in the interest of
both countries because it diminishes the
incentive and ability to launch a first strike.
The Soviet proposal retains the SALT II
framework. Under it, the United States and
the U.S.S.R. each would be allowed an
aggregate of 1,800 strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles (ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers,
and strategic bombers). The Soviets also have
proposed an aggregrate limit on nuclear
charges (by which they mean missile

warheads and bomber weapons). They have
yet to provide a number for either of these
proposed levels. In addition, the Soviets
propose a number of modernization constraints and to ban deployment of all types of
cruise missiles with a range in excess of 600
kilometers.
This-proposal contains a few positive
elements. The Soviets, apparently in response
to the dramatic reductions proposed by the
United States, are prepared to consider much
steeper reductions than they were willing to
discuss in SALT Il. However, the Soviet
proposal does not provide an adequate basis
for the kind of far-reaching, stabilizing, and
equitable agreement the United States seeks.
* It does not go far enough to reduce the
two countries’ forces. It would reduce
strategic delivery vehicles by only 25% from
the high level of 2,400 that would have been
established by SALT II.
* The Soviet proposal does not focus
reductions on the most destabilizing class of
strategic systems: ballistic missiles and,
especially, land-based ICBMs. Although the
Soviet proposal would result in an unspecified reduction of the number of nuclear
warheads, it fails to distinguish between the
more destabilizing nature of accurate,
MIRVed ballistic missiles with short flight
times and slow-flying systems such as
bombers.
* Some modernization constraints
proposed by the Soviets appear to be no more
than one-sided efforts to restrict modernization of the submarine-based leg of the U.S.
deterrent.
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The Scowcroft Commission Report:
Forging a New Consensus
President Reagan took the initiative to
establish in January 1983 the Special
Commission on Strategic Forces to review the
U.S. strategic modernization program,
particularly the future of the land-based
ICBM deterrent, and to provide specific
recommendations on paths to greater stability
in the strategic field. The commission,
popularly known as the Scoweroft commission after its chairman, retired General Brent
Scowcroft, delivered its report to the
President on April 6, 1983; President Reagan
endorsed the commission’s recommendations
and sent the report to Congress on April 12.
The report, which provides the basis for
a revitalized bipartisan consensus on
American strategic security policy, makes
three basic recommendations:
* First, it urges continued modernization
of U.S. strategic forces-improvements in
command, control, and communications and
continuation of our bomber, submarine, and
cruise missile programs.
* Second, it urges modernization of U.S.
ICBM forces, including deployment of 100
new “MY’ Peacekeeper missiles, and
initiation of developmental work on a small,
single-warhead ICBM that could ,be ready for
deployment in the early 1990s.
* Third, the commission recommends
major research efforts in strategic defense and
ways to harden-and thus make more
secure-U.S. land-based forces.

26

Equally important, the report also
underscores the need for arms control
negotiations that would lead to balancec
agreements that would promote stability in
times of crisis and result in meaningful,
verifiable reductions. The commission noted
that, in time, the United States should try to
promote an evolution toward forces in which
each side would be “encouraged to see to the
survivability of its own forces in a way that
does not threaten the other.” The commission
said that its approach toward arms control
was compatible with the basic objective and
direction of Administration arms control
policies.
President Reagan, in endorsing the
commission report, said that the modernization effort recommended by the re port
“would provide clear evidence to the Soviet
Union that it is in their best interest to
negotiate with us in good faith and with
seriousness of purpose.” The President also
called on Congress to join him in supporting
the bipartisan program set forth by the
commission “to pursue arms control
agreements that promote stability, to meet the
needs of our ICBM force today, and to move
to a more stab ICBM structure in the future.”
President Reagan has further addressed
the concept of a “guaranteed build-down” of
American and Soviet strategic nuclear
weapons, under which older weapons of both
nations’ stockpile would be retired as new
weapons were deployed. The President has
said that this concept, if formulated and
implemented flexibly, and negotiated with the
context of a modified U.S. START proposal,
“would be a useful means to achieve the
reductions that we all seek.

START and NATO
The United States has kept its allies fully
informed of its arms control approach and of
the specifies of the U.S. START position. The
U.S. proposal was endorsed by NATO foreign
ministers at the May 1982 NATO ministerial
in Luxembourg and by the heads of government at the June 1982 NATO summit in
Bonn. In both meetings, NATO leaders called
upon the Soviet Union to join the United
States in pursuing substantial reductions in
strategic forces with a focus on the most
destabilizing systems.
The process of alliance consultations is a
traditional and vital one. Soviet strategic
weapons threaten America’s allies as certainly
as they do the United States; thus, the
reductions we seek would enhance the
security of other Western nations just as they
would that of the United States. Since the
opening of the talks in June 1982, the
President’s START negotiators have met
periodically with the NATO ambassadors, a
practice that will continue.
Conclusion
The START negotiations touch upon issues
central to the national security interests of
both the United States and the Soviet Union.
The United States is committed to fair and
balanced arms control and has made a good
faith proposal while remaining open to
serious Soviet counterproposals. The United
States is convinced that implementation of its
START proposals would enhance not only
U.S. and allied security but that of the Soviet
Union as well.
The United States is making every effort
to achieve an agreement bringing about
meaningful reductions. If the Soviets

reciprocate, both sides will have the opportunity to halt and dramatically reverse the
competition in strategic nuclear arms.
INTERMEDIATE-RANGE
NUCLEAR FORCES
In the latter half of the 1970s, the United
States and its NATO allies increasingly
became concerned over the growing imbalance in intermediate-range nuclear forces in
Europe. The large and growing advantage
held by the Soviet Union in this area could
threaten security and stability by calling into
question the credibility of NATO’s deterrence
strategy. The alliance’s answer was the
December 1979 dual-track decision, in which
NATO agreed to deploy U.S. longer range
INF missiles while simultaneously offering
U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations on INK
The INF negotiations have been
underway in Geneva since November 1981,
centering on the systems of greatest concern
to the two sides-landbased, longer range INF
missiles. The United States has proposed to
eliminate this entire class of U.S. and Soviet
INF missiles or, if the Soviets are not
prepared now to accept such an outcome, to
agree to substantial reductions to equal levels
of warheads on U.S. and Soviet longer range
INF missiles. In contrast, the Soviets have put
forward an approach that would preserve the
Soviet monopoly in longer range, landbased
INF missiles.
Introduction
U.S. short- and intermediate-range nuclear
systems in Europe, together with U.S.
strategic systems, are essential to deterrence.
These systems link NATO’s conventional
forces and the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent. They couple the United States to
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Western Europe and ensure that the entire
spectrum of U.S. power is available to deter
any potential aggressor.
The Soviet Union has long deployed
missiles on its territory with sufficient range
to strike targets in Europe but not in the
United States. In the late 1950s and early
1960s, the Soviet Union deployed some 600
SS-4 and SS-5 missiles against Europe. The
United States deployed roughly equivalent
types of missiles in Western Europe in the
early 1960s, though in lesser numbers-the
Thor and Jupiter, based in the United
Kingdom, Italy, and Turkey. During the
1960s, however, the United States unilaterally
withdrew and retired these systems.
Thus, from the mid-1960s to the present,
the Soviet Union has held a monopoly over
the United States in this type of missile. The
Soviet lead was tolerable in an era when U.S.
strategic nuclear superiority permitted the
imbalance in these intermediate-range
systems to be offset by superior U.S. strategic
forces, which provided an adequate deterrent
to Soviet aggression or intimidation.,
However, two critical developments
-Soviet achievement of strategic parity with
the United States and Soviet deployment of
the SS-20-came together in the 1970s to alter
the situation.
The SS-20 Buildup. As part of an
unprecedented peacetime military buildup,
the Soviet Union also began strengthening its
intermediate-range nuclear forces-an area in
which it already was clearly superior to
NATO-with the introduction of highly
capable new systems. Of particular concern
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was the deployment of the SS-20, begun in
1977.
* The SS-20 is more accurate and has a
greater range than the SSA and SS-5 missiles
it is replacing. From Soviet territory it can
strike targets throughout Europe, the Middle
East, North Africa, and much of Asia and the
Pacific.
* The SS-20’s mobility and transportability allow it to be redeployed’ quickly from
present locations to any corner of the
U.S.S.R.
* Moreover, the SS-20 carries three,
independently targetable warheads, as
opposed to the single warhead of the earlier
missiles, and its launchers are capable of
firing two, three, or more rounds of missiles.
As a result of continuing SS-20 deployments (about one per week), the Soviet longer
range lNF missile force has been substantially
improved both qualitatively and quantitatively. As of March 1983, the Soviets had
deployed 351 SS-20 missiles with 1,053
warhead. (not counting refires) as well as
several’ hundred older SS-4 and SS-5
missiles. Thus, the Soviets have increased
from 600 to some 1,300 the total number of
warheads deployed on longer range INF
missile launchers. Deployment of Soviet
SS-20s continued throughout 1982 despite a
Soviet declaration of a unilateral moratorium”
on the further deployment of new missiles in
or within range of Europe. Construction of
new SS-20 bases in the eastern U.S.S.R. a]!”
continues.
By the late 1970s, the Soviet Union, had
attained parity in strategic nuclear forces,
increased its advantage in intermediate-range
nuclear forces in- cluding a monopoly in
longer range INF missiles), and retained its
advantages conventional forces. Strategists

and political leaders in Europe and America
were concerned that these trends, if unchecked, might lead Soviet leaders to
conclude, however mistakenly, that the
evolving military balance made aggression
feasible or intimidation worthwhile. The U.S.
commitment to the defense of its allies had
not changed, but it was feared the Soviet
Union might perceive the linkage between
European and North American security as less
than credible. Such a Soviet perception would
undermine deterrence and could threaten the
peace.
European concerns were exacerbated by
the SALT Il process, which many Europeans
believed did not take adequate account of
European security interests. Specifically, the
SS-20 was not limited by the SALT 11
agreement emerging in the late 1970s, yet
cruise missiles-which offered a potential for
countering Soviet SS-20 deployments against
Europe-would be, at least temporarily,
constrained.
The December 1979
“Dual-Track” Decision
These concerns-first expressed by European
members of NATO-led to intensive
NATO-wide consultations, as a result of
which the alliance decided to redress the INIF
imbalance through deployment in Western
Europe of 108 single-warhead Pershing 11
missiles, as a replacement for the U.S.
Pershing Is, and 464 ground-launched cruise
missiles (GLCMs). This was the modernization track of the decision, as a part of which
the United States also withdrew 1,000 nuclear
warheads and pledged that for every Pershing
11 or GLCM warhead deployed, an additional
older nuclear weapon would be withdrawn.

Development and testing of the Pershing
II and GLCM are proceeding, as are basing
preparations in accordance with the schedule
agreed by NATO. In the absence of a concrete
arms control agreement making deployments
unnecessary, these will begin at the end of
1983.
The second element of the 1979 decision
is the arms control track. While agreeing to
modernize its nuclear forces, NATO concurrently offered U.S.-Soviet arms control
negotiations on INF.
The alliance agreed the negotiations
should proceed on a step-by-step basis toward
comprehensive limitations. Experience has
shown that arms control negotiations have a
better chance of success if the subject matter
is clearly defined and limited in scope. A
step-bystep process offers the best possibility
for progress toward an agreement. Such an
accord would create a constructive framework
and generate momentum for further progress
in subsequent negotiations.
It was, therefore, decided that the talks
should focus initially on longer range INF
missiles, specifically the SS-20, SS-4, and
SS-5 on the Soviet side and the Pershing II
and GLCM on the U.S. side.
The dual-track decision also established
criteria for INF arms control that were further
developed within NATO’s Special Consultative Group, a body established by the alliance
to serve as the forum for consultations on INF
arms control matters. Although while in some
cases unique to the INF negotiations, these
criteria derive from and are fully consistent
with the basic principles that the United
States believes essential for sound arms
control.
There must be equality of rights and
limits. The principle of equality, by ruling out
unilateral advantage, is fundamental to sound
arms control, stability, and a U.S.-Soviet
relationship based on reciprocity and mutual
restraint.
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The negotiations should encompass
U.S. and Soviet systems only. In bilateral
negotiations, it would be inappropriate to
negotiate limits on, or discuss compensation
for, the independent strategic nuclear forces
of any third country.
Limitations must be applied on a global
basis. Because of the long range, mobility,
and transportability of modern longer range
INF missile systems, regional limits would be
insufficient. Soviet SS-20s based in Central
Asia can strike most targets in NATO Europe.
Those farther to the east could be moved
readily to locations from which they also
could do so. An agreement limited in
geographic scope to Europe could be easily
undermined and would not be militarily
meaningful, either to America’s European
allies or to those in Asia.
There must be no adverse effect on
NATO’s conventional defense and deterrence capability. NATO could not, for
instance, accept Soviet demands virtually to
eliminate from Europe U.S. aircraft with
important conventional missions.
Any agreement must be verifiable. The
need for effective measures to verify
compliance has been demonstrated in past
arms control negotiations. When those
measures are truly effective, they enhance
confidence between the parties, allowing
them to enter into agreements affecting their
vital security interests. In the absence of such
measures, uncertainty is increased, and an
agreement could become a source of
contention rather than a step toward greater
security.
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From Decision to Negotiations
(1980-81)
As a result of the NATO decision, the United
States immediately offered to begin bilateral
negotiations with the U.S.S.R. The Soviets
refused, stating they would not enter talks
until NATO renounced its decision to
modernize its longer range INF forces. At the
same time, the Soviets proposed a bilateral
,’moratorium” on deployment of
intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe.
This offer was rejected by NATO for three
reasons:

* First, the moratorium would codify the
Soviet advantage in INF, particularly its
monopoly over the United States in longer
range INF missiles-,
* Second, it would not halt the buildup in
the eastern U.S.S.R. of Soviet missiles
threatening Asia, many of which were also
within range of Europe, while others, being
mobile and transportable, could be moved
within range; and
* Third, by preventing NATO’s deployment, a moratorium would remove the very
incentive the Soviets had to negotiate genuine
reductions.
Prospects for opening the talks thus
remained stalemated through the first half of
1980. It was only after Moscow recognized,
in the summer of that year, that NATO was
determined to proceed with its own deployments in the absence of an arms control
agreement, that the Soviets dropped their
precondition and agreed to negotiations. A
month of preliminary exchanges took place
between the United States and the Soviet
Union in Geneva in the fall of 1980.

31

When President Reagan assumed office
in January 1981, he ordered a comprehensive
review of U.S. security and arms control
policies. As early as March the Administration reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to
pursue both tracks of the 1979 decision-arms
control as well as modernization.
At the May 1981 meeting of NATO
foreign ministers in Rome, it was announced
that the United States would open formal
negotiations with the Soviet Union in the fall.
That summer, contacts between U.S. and
Soviet officials took place regarding the
arrangements.
At the same time, NATO’s Special
Consultative Group, formed in early 1980,
began intensive deliberations on the specifics
of the U.S. negotiating position, meeting on
five occasions between the May NATO
ministerial and the November 30 opening of
the INF negotiations in Geneva. A second
NATO body, the High Level Group of
NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group, also met to
address questions raised by the prospective
deployment of U.S. longer range INF
missiles.
These activities continue. Taken as a
whole, they represent one of the most
intensive intra-alliance consultations in
NATO’s history. They are aimed at ensuring
that the U.S. negotiating position fully
reflects allied views and that the implementation of both tracks of the 1979 decision
proceeds on the basis of full coordination
among the allies.
The Course of the Negotiations
The U.S. delegation, led by Ambassador Paul
Nitze, first met with Soviet Ambassador Yuli
Kvitsinskiy and his delegation in Geneva on
November 30, 1981.
U.S. Position. In the initial round of
talks, extending into early 1982, the United
States proposed that the negotiations focus on

32

longer range INF missiles. The United States
offered to forego deployment of the Pershing
II and GLCM if the Soviet Union would
eliminate its SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5 missiles.
This initiative, unique in the history of
nuclear arms control, would result in the
abolition of an entire class of nuclear
weaponry: the Soviet INF systems of greatest
concern to NATO and the corresponding U.S.
systems whose prospective deployment was,
according to Soviet statements, causing great
concern to the U.S.S.R. The United States
emphasized that it would negotiate in good
faith and consider any serious Soviet
proposal.
Soviet Position. The Soviet Union
responded with two proposals. The first was a
renewed call for a moratorium on so-called
medium-range nuclear missiles and aircraft in
Europe (this was deemed unacceptable by
NATO for reasons discussed earlier). The
second proposal was a plan for NATO-by
which the Soviets meant the United States,
United Kingdom, and France-and the
U.S.S.R. each to reduce to 300 mediumrange
missiles and aircraft in or “intended for use”
in Europe. The Soviet proposal, while
permitting the U.S.S.R. to retain a substantial
number of SS-20s in the European U.S.S.R.
and to continue its buildup of SS-20s in Asia,
would prohibit deployment of the Pershing II
and the ground-launched cruise missile in
Europe.
Central Issues. As the negotiations
progressed, several areas of disagreement
between the two sides emerged.
LRINF Missiles. While the United States
proposed the reciprocal elimination of the
class of U.S. and Soviet longer range INF

missiles, the Soviet proposal would legitimize
a Soviet monopoly in these systems. It would
prevent the deployment of any U.S. longer
range INF missiles while allowing a large
force of modern SS-20s in Europe and an
unlimited number in the eastern U.S.S.R.
The Balance. The Soviets base their
proposal on the assertion that a balance in
“medium-range” forces in Europe already
exists. However, this claim is based on a
selective use of data. In fact, the Soviet Union
holds an advantage in every category of INF
systems. The Soviets include in their
“balance” independent British and French
systems and some U.S. aircraft not located in
Europe. At the same time, they ignore
missiles in the eastern U.S.S.R. that can strike
NATO targets and exclude thousands of their
own nuclear-capable aircraft with characteristics similar to those of the U.S. aircraft they
do include.
The Soviets first claimed that there was a
balance in October 1979, when there were
100 SS-20s deployed. They repeated this
claim in 1981, when there were 250 SS-20s,
and continued to assert it in early 1983, when
there were 351 in place. As of March 1983,
the Soviets deployed some 1,300 warheads on
longer range INF missiles with the number
still growing; the United States deploys none.
Geographic Scope. The issue of area of
coverage of an agreement on longer range
INF missiles also divides the sides. The
United States argues for limitations on the
basis of capability regardless of the missile’s
location. This position reflects the range,
mobility, and transportability of modern
LRINF missile systems. The Soviets propose

limits only on systems in or “intended for
use” in Europe, leaving the increasing
number of systems in the eastern U.S.S.R.
unconstrained and allowing them to transfer
missiles presently in Europe to Asia. Soviet
missiles in the eastern U.S.S.R. pose a
growing threat to U.S. friends and allies in
Asia. Moreover, such missile systems are
within range of NATO Europe or could
readily be redeployed to areas from which
they could strike all of Europe.
Aircraft. The Soviet proposal for the
inclusion of aircraft would seriously undermine the alliance’s conventional defense and
deterrent capabilities while leaving untouched
a large number of Soviet nuclear-capable
aircraft. In addition, introducing aircraft into
the talks could delay and perhaps even
prevent agreement on the systems of greatest
concern to both sides-longer range INF
missiles.
Third-Country Forces. The Soviets have
sought to “take into account” the independent
forces of the United Kingdom and France.
The United States maintains that bilateral
negotiations should encompass limits only on
U.S. and Soviet systems for the following
reasons.
*Britain and France are sovereign
countries, each with strategic security
interests of its own. The United States does
not determine the composition or control the
employment of these independent forces.
*British and French forces represent
minimum national deterrents, designed to
deter attack against Britain and France, not
against the other members of NATO.
*If Soviet SS-20s are to be retained,
only U.S. INF missiles can offset them and
ensure the necessary link between American
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strategic power and European security.
*British and French forces are different
in role and characteristics from the U.S. and
Soviet LRINF missiles.
*British and French forces are small
compared to the total size of the Soviet
nuclear arsenal. E ven if all Soviet longer
range INF missiles were removed from
consideration, the Soviet Union would still
have thousands of INF aircraft and other
nuclear systems (including substantial
strategic nuclear forces) arrayed against
Britain, France, and other West European
allies.
* In essence, the Soviet position amounts
to a demand that the U.S.S.R. be granted the
right to have nuclear forces equal to those of
all other powers combined. Such a demand is
tantamount to a request to legitimize global
Soviet military superiority and political
domination.
*The Soviets sought compensation for
U.K. and French forces in the SALT I and
SALT 11 negotiations. Like the SALT talks,
the INF negotiations are bilateral, and neither
Britain nor France would permit its forces to
be included. It should be noted that in SALT
the Soviets accepted agreements applying
limits only to U.S. and Soviet systems.
Recent Developments. In December
1982, General Secretary Andropov disclosed
a new Soviet proposal, elements of which had
been raised during the previous round of INF
talks. He announced that the Soviet Union
would agree to a subeeiling on its longer
range INF missiles in Europe equal to the
number of such missiles it ascribes to Britain
and France, within the context of reductions
on each side to 300 missiles and aircraft
combined. More recently, the Soviets also

have suggested that they would be prepared
to limit the number o f longer range INF
warheads rather than just missiles.
These proposals incorporate the same
shortcomings as the original Soviet position.
They would preserve the Soviet monopoly in
LRINF missiles. It would Allow the Soviets
to maintain worldwide, at a minimum, more
SS-20s than when the talks began in
November 1981 and about twice the number
of SS-20s deployed in late 1979, when NATO
took the dual-track decision. There would be
a substantial number of SS-20s in the
European U.S.S.R. (and an unlimited number
in the eastern U.S.S.R.), but deployment of an
offsetting U.S. deterrent would be prevented.
Moreover, these proposals made more
explicit than before the unacceptable Soviet
demand that the forces of third countries be
included in bilateral U.S.-Soviet negotiations.
U.S. Interim Proposal. In late 1982 and
early 1983, the United States and its allies
consulted on the course of the negotiations
and on prospects for moving them forward. It
seemed that the Soviets were not yet prepared
to accept an outcome as radical as elimination
of the class of longer range INF missiles. In
February 1983, the United States enumerated
the criteria by which the United States and
NATO would evaluate any alternative Soviet
proposal:
* Equality of rights and limits between
the United States and U.S.S.R.;
* No negotiation of or compensation for
third-country forces;
* Limits on LRINF missiles without
regard to location and no transfer of the
security threat in Europe to other regions
such as the Far East;
*No adverse impact on NATO’s
conventional defense and deterrent capability;
and
*Effective measures for verification.
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The United States and its allies also
began to consider whether the United States
should propose an interim agreement if the
Soviet Union declined to do so. After close
alliance discussions, including direct
communications between President Reagan
and European heads of government, a new
proposal was tabled by the U.S. delegation in
Geneva on March 29.
On March 30, President Reagan
reaffirmed that the elimination of U.S. and
Soviet longer range INF missiles remains the
U.S. negotiating objective. He also announced that Ambassador Nitze had been
authorized to make an interim proposal.
Under such an agreement the United States
would accept global limitations at some
agreed level of warheads on longer range INF
missiles, provided the Soviet Union reduced
its warheads to the same level.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED
FORCE REDUCTIONS
The negotiations in Vienna on mutual and
balanced force reductions (MBFR) began in
1973. These talks result from a NATO
initiative to reduce the unequal levels of
military manpower of East and West in
Central Europe to equal, significantly lower
levels. They are part of broader efforts by the
United States and its allies to reduce the
likelihood of conflict in Central Europe and
to strengthen East-West stability generally.
Although the Warsaw Pact nominally accepts
this goal, Eastern unwillingness thus far to
address its present manpower superiority, or
to accept adequate measures to ensure
compliance with an MBFR agreement,
remains the main obstacle to progress. The
West continues to seek ways to move the
negotiations forward.

Prospects
The Origins of MBFR
The United States and its allies remain
convinced that the proposal to eliminate the
entire class of U.S. and Soviet longer range
INF missiles is the optimal arms control
outcome and the best result for both sides.
But as the interim proposal indicates, the
United States and NATO are willing to
consider a range of possible negotiating
outcomes. Progress will continue to depend
on whether the Soviet Union is willing to
negotiate seriously in Geneva and address the
legitimate Western security concerns that led
to the adoption of the December 1979
decision.
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Central Europe is the scene of the most
massive concentration of conventional
military power in the world: the ground
forces of East and West in this area total some
1.75 million men. These forces constitute a
burden on Eastern and Western societies that
is in the interest of both sides to reduce.
Eastern manpower superiority of some
170,000 ground force personnel in this region
is an element of instability in the EastWest
balance. Reductions to equal levels of
conventional forces would do much to
strengthen political and economic stability
and to decrease the burden of maintaining
such large numbers of troops.
NATO’s attempt through negotiations to
reduce these troop levels began in 1967, with
the adoption by NATO of the Harmel Report
on “The Future Tasks of the Alliance.” This

report declared that relations with the Soviet
Union should be based on a strong defense
and deterrent capability as well as a readiness
for dialogue and detente. The report examined the prospect for force reductions in
Central Europe and concluded that as long as
balanced reductions in Warsaw Pact forces in
Central Europe could be obtained, NATO
could safely make limited cuts in its own
conventional strength there.
The NATO allies, at their June 1968
ministerial meeting at Reykjavik, Iceland,
expressed interest in “a process leading to
mutual force reductions” in Europe. “Balanced and mutual force reductions,” the
declaration stated, “can contribute significantly to the lessening of tension and to
further reducing the danger of war.” (France,
which is not a member of NATO’s integrated
military structure, did not participate in this
initiative or in the subsequent MBFR
negotiations.)
Negotiations were delayed, however by
the Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia.
Just 2 months after the Reykjavik meeting, 32
Warsaw Pact divisions invaded Czechoslovakia. Five Soviet divisions remained permanently behind when the other forces departed.
By increasing the number of Soviet divisions
in Central Europe from 22 to 27-an addition
of 70,000 Soviet soldiers-the invasion made
an agreement establishing force parity harder
achieve.
The NATO allies, at their Rome ministerial on May 27, 1970, renewed the offer to the
Warsaw Pact. For 2 years, however, the
Soviet Union insisted that the “reduction of
foreign troops” could be considered only in

the context of its own proposal for a
European security conference. Finally, in May
1972, Soviet leader Brezhnev dropped this
condition and agreed to begin exploratory
negotiations. (The Soviet proposal for a
security conference eventually evolved into
the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe, which convened at Helsinki in
1973.) That month, at the signing of the
Interim Agreement on strategic arms
limitation (SALT I), Brezhnev and President
Nixon endorsed “the goal of ensuring
stability and security in Europe through
reciprocal reduction of forces.” Representatives of 12 members of NATO and the 7
Warsaw Pact members met in a preparatory
conference on January 31, 1973, to determine
the terms of reference for the negotiations. On
October 30 of that year, the first negotiating
round of the MBFR began.1
The Nature of the MBFR Talks
The MBFR negotiations are the longest
continuous multilateral arms control talks in
history. They were 5 years in gestation and
have been going on for 10 more. The goal is
the reduction of each side’s military manpower in the “zone of reductions” to parity at
a level of 700,000 ground force personnel
and a maximum of 900,000 air and ground
force personnel combined. The zone of
reductions consists of the Federal Republic of
Germany and the Benelux countries on the
Western side, and East Germany, Poland, and
Czechoslovakia on the Eastern side. In
addition to these reductions, the West seeks
certain “ associated measures” that would
enhance stability and facilitate verification.
These measures would give each side

1

NATO participants include all members
of the alliance except Spain, Portugal,
France, and Iceland; all Warsaw Pact
member countries are represented.
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confidence that the other is observing the
agreed manpower limits and is not assuming
a threatening posture with residua) forces.
Beyond the highly technical issues that
have characterized the MBFR negotiations
from the beginning is the more fundamental
question of whether the Soviet Union is
prepared to accept a verifiable agreement
guaranteeing EastWest manpower equality in
the zone of reductions. Despite stated Soviet
acceptance of the principle of parity, the
Soviet Union has steadfastly resisted
agreement on the data relating to its force
levels. This has raised serious questions about
Soviet willingness to accept reductions to
genuine and verifiable equality.
Geographical Asymmetry and Force
Disparity
Fundamental to the question of the conventional force balance in Central Europe is the
geographical asymmetry between the United
States and the U.S.S.R., an asymmetry that
works to the advantage of the Warsaw Pact.
The western border of the Soviet Union
is only 360-420 miles from the eastern border
of the Federal Republic of Germany. In the
West, however, the Atlantic Ocean lies
between the United States and the European
allies. In the event of severe tension or actual
conflict, the Soviet Union, drawing on its vast
manpower reserves, could quickly move
forces forward over an excellent railway and
paved road network. To reinforce NATO, the
United States would have to transport troops
by sea and air from bases over 3,500 miles
away-and in doing so would have to
overcome the logistical problems such a
movement entails.
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The geographical compactness of
Western Europe makes defense in depth
difficult and undesirable: one-quarter of West
Germany’s industrial production and 30% of
its population are less than 60 miles from the
border between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
The geographical realities of Western
Europe and NATO’s commitment to preserve
the territorial integrity of its members make a
policy of “forward defense” imperative, but
the distance separating Europe from the
United States complicates the implementation
of such a policy.
The Soviet Union and its allies have
sought to wrest maximum advantage from
these geographical disparities. This is
graphically demonstrated by the 2.2–1
superiority they maintain in main battle
tanks–a weapon perfectly suited to exploit,
militarily and psychologically, Western
Europe’s lack of strategic depth and the
difficulties involved in rapid reinforcement
from the United States.
Backing up this tank force is an impressive array of other weapons such as
self-propelled artillery, armored personnel
carriers, and mobile air defense systems, as
well as an increasingly offense-oriented
tactical air force. It is revealing that during 10
years of the MBFR negotiations, the Soviets
have consistently sought to strengthen forces
whose posture can only be viewed as
offensive in nature.
Western Objectives in MBFR
NATO draws its strength from the fact that it
is a coalition of free nations, joined together
to ensure their common security. The Western
position is based on a consensus, arrived at in
NATO headquarters in Brussels and transmitted to the allied negotiators in Vienna.

The United States does not recognize the incorporation of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
into the U.S.S.R. Boundary representation is
not necessarily authoritative.

NATO is a defensive alliance, not merely
in declared policy but in its military posture
and, most importantly, in the minds of its
people and their leaders. What NATO seeks at
Vienna is greater security from aggression
and, by extension, a lessening of the risk of
war for all the peoples of Europe. The
keystone of this effort is the search for parity;
the West has never sought in MBFR to alter
the European conventional balance to achieve
superiority over the Warsaw Pact.
The geographic, military, and political
disparities between the two alliances have led
NATO to set certain standards for an MBFR
agreement.

Parity. The current force disparity
threatens stability, poses a significant threat to
NATO security, and potentially, lowers the
nuclear threshold. The MBFR negotiations
are intended to eliminate this disparity.
Reductions. In view of present in
equality, parity can be achieved only through
asymmetrical reductions, i.e., with the East
reducing more than the West. But the West
also seeks parity at a lower level and would
thus make sizable reductions of its own.
Associated Measures. To be effective,
arms reductions agreements must contain
provisions to ensure and verify compliance
and to inhibit assumption of a threatening
posture by the forces still left in the area. The
Western package of aassociated measures
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would serve these objectives.
Collectivity. The concept of collective
responsibility for security is basic to NATO.
The Soviets long have resisted this principle,
which they correctly understand to be the
source of NATO’s strength and cohesion. For
this reason, the West has always rejected
Soviet demands for limits on national force
ceilings within the broader agreed levels for
the two sides.
The Course of the Negotiations: Eastern
and Western Positions
In MBFR’s 10-year existence, both East and
West have made a variety of proposals. On
both sides, however, there has been a strong
continuity in negotiating objectives.
The West has consistently sought parity
of forces at a reduced level. The East, with
equal consistency, has resisted effective
acceptance of parity. Initially, it rejected
equality explicitly; later, it did so implicitly,
accepting parity as a goal but refusing to
admit to the size of its current forces and,
consequently, to the size of reductions that
would be needed to arrive at parity.
On November 8, 1973, the East tabled a
draft agreement calling for overall reductions
of about 17% for ground and air forces of
both sides. The reductions were to take place
in three consecutive phases: each side was to
withdraw 20,000 men in 1975, followed by
reductions of 5% of residual forces in 1976
and 10% in 1977. Forces not indigenous to
the area of reductions would be withdrawn to
their national territories. These equal
reductions called for by the East would have
perpetuated the force disparity already
existing in the East’s favor.
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On November 22, 1973, the West tabled
its proposal, calling for reductions in two
phases to an equal level on both sides. The
first phase would be limited to U.S. and
Soviet personnel, involving 29,000 U.S. and
68,000 Soviet troops, along with withdrawal
of 1,700 Soviet tanks. The Soviet reduction
was to entail withdrawal of a complete Soviet
tank army, representing the most threatening
offensive force in the area. In the second
phase, reductions would continue on both
sides until a common ceiling of 700,000
ground forces and 900,000 ground and air
forces combined was reached.
By 1975, it was clear that the East was
not prepared to accept the Western proposal
as it stood. Following the December 1975
NATO ministerial, the West sought to give
new impetus to the talks. In exchange for
Eastern agreement to the basic principle of its
treaty (two-phase asymmetrical reductions to
parity, including a five-division Soviet tank
army in the first phase), NATO offered to
withdraw 54 nuclear-capable F-4 aircraft and
36 Pershing I missiles, together with 1,000
nuclear warheads.
The East again failed to agree, however.2
It followed this Western move by tabling a
new MBFR proposal in February 1976.
Withdrawals were expressed solely in
percentage terms; forces would be withdrawn
in regiments and brigades; and-picking up on
the idea of including nuclear forces-54
nuclear-capable aircraft and ballistic missile
systems would be withdrawn on each side.

2
The proposal eventually was superseded by
NATO’s decision in 1979 to offer separate
negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces,
while unilaterally withdrawing 1,000 nuclear
warheads from Europe before those negotiations
began.

The latter offer ignored the Western call for
reductions in Soviet tanks.
In June 1976, the East changed its tactics
while yielding nothing of substance. Hitherto,
it had tabled no figures for the size of its
forces. Now, it declared that it had 987,300
ground and air force personnel, 805,000 of
them ground troops. These figures were
designed to suggest that the East had a
numerical superiority over the West of no
more than about 14,000 troops in the zone of
reductions.
From this point on, the Soviet Union’s
argument shifted to acceptance for the first
time of the principle of parity but contended
that, given the alleged rough equality of
forces, reductions of the two sides to reach
parity could be almost equal. The East
followed up its data figures in 1978 with a
new proposal calling for equal ceilings of
700,000 for ground forces arrived at through
substantially equal reductions: 105,000 from
the Warsaw Pact and 91,000 from NATO.
The West’s quarrel with the new Eastern
position was not with the proposed common
ceiling of 700,000, which had been the
centerpiece of its own proposal of 1973;
rather, it was with the Eastern contention that
the current level of forces on the two sides
was roughly equal and that the common
ceilings would thus be reached by roughly
equal reductions of the kind the Soviets had
proposed. In fact, Western intelligence has
consistently indicated that Eastern ground
forces were larger by some 157,000 men than
the tabled Eastern figures.

The Soviet Union has refused ever since
to cooperate with Western efforts to identify
the source of the manpower discrepancy.
Eastern negotiators allege that Western
probing is solely for the purpose of extracting
secret information about Eastern forces that
the Soviet General Staff considers essential to
national security. Comparable information on
Western forces is public knowledge.
The question of the actual level of Soviet
and other Eastern forces in the area has been
one of the most important unresolved issues
in MBFR; since 1976, the data dispute has
been the central stumbling block in the
negotiations.
Despite the Soviet Union’s apparent
unwillingness to resolve the data question and
accept parity as a genuine goal, the West is
committed to making progress toward an
agreement. In 1978, the West offered to
guarantee that European NATO forces would
be reduced following an initial U.S. and
Soviet reduction. In December 1979, the West
scaled back its demands for initial reductions
in the hope that this would facilitate early
progress. Under this new Western proposal,
the first phase would entail reductions of
13,000 U.S. and 30,000 Soviet soldiers (the
latter in the form of three divisions), a
considerable modification of the original
Western demand for the first-phase removal
of a complete Soviet tank army. At the same
time, the West proposed a comprehensive
package of associated measures designed to
ensure that a treaty would be effective and
verifiable.
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In June 1982, President Reagan, speaking
to the West German parliament, reaffirmed
that an MBFR agreement remained an
important objective of his Administration. A
month later, the West tabled a new draft treaty
that represented another major effort to
address Eastern concerns while preserving the
Western requirement for parity and adequate
associated measures.
The Western Draft Treaty
The 1982 draft treaty was in some respects a
significant departure from previous Western
approaches, although the fundamental
principle- reductions to equal ceilings of
700,000 ground force personnel and 900,000
ground and air force personnel combinedremained unchanged.
The major innovation of the Western
draft is that it would bind all direct participants in one agreement to undertake the

reductions required to reach the ceiling. This
provision seeks to address the frequently
expressed Soviet concern that initial Soviet
reductions might not be followed by
reductions in the forces of the United States’
NATO allies.
Consistent with previous Western
approaches, the draft treaty calls for associated measures intended to give each side
confidence in the other’s compliance. These
measures provide for:
* Prenotification of activity by one or
more division formations outside its garrison
area;
* Provisions to permit observers at such
activities;
*Prenotification of major movements of
ground forces into the area of reductions;
* An annual quota of on-call inspections;
*Designation of permanent entry and exit
points, with observers;

President Reagan receives a standing ovation following his address to the German Bundestag in
Bonn in which he called for progress in nuclear and conventional arms control and foreshadowed a
new Western initiative at the MBFR talks in Vienna, June 9, 1982.
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*Exchange of information on forces to be
withdrawn and continuing periodic exchanges
of information on residual forces; and
* Noninterference with national technical
means of verification.
Requirements for Progress
The Western treaty is a major initiative
intended to enable the MBFR talks to move
forward. The East has yet to respond
constructively. It has criticized various
aspects of the Western draft treaty both
privately and publicly. On the other hand, it
has shown a willingness to discuss it in some
detail rather than reject it outright.
In February 1983, the East made a new
proposal, the principal elements of which are:
* U.S./Soviet reductions by “mutual
example,” that is, outside the context of an
agreement;
* An agreed freeze on all forces and
armaments in the MBFR area subsequent to
these U.S./Soviet withdrawals; and
* Subsequent negotiation of a treaty
binding all direct participants to reductions in
a single phase. The East suggests that such a
treaty should be based on its 1982 draft.
The West continues to study this
proposal for positive elements; however, it is
clearly inadequate because of its failure to
address the crucial question of data and the
verification problems it would pose.
Although the lack of concrete results is
disappointing, the West has made some
progress. The principles of collectivity and
parity seem finally established; associated
measures have been advanced that would
contribute substantially to stability and

confidence in Europe; and a better understanding of the two sides’ security concerns
has evolved.
The MFBR talks began because the
United States and its NATO allies believed
that a satisfactory solution to the problem
posed by Eastern conventional force
superiority was a negotiated agreement
leading to force parity at lower overall levels.
The West remains committed to that goal,
convinced that such an agreement would
ultimately increase the security of all the
peoples of Europe.
CONFIDENCE-BUILDING
MEASURES
Confidence-building measures are an
important part of the Administration’s efforts
to achieve greater security and stability.
Although these measures do not themselves
reduce forces or armaments, they can, by
providing for more effective and timely
exchange of information and greater
reciprocal “transparency,” help reduce the
possibility of an East-West confrontation
arising by accident or miscalculation.
U.S.-Soviet confidence-building
measures include the “Hotline” Agreement
and the “Accidents Measures” and Incidents
at Sea Agreements. Multilateral measures in
force are contained in the CSCE Final Act,
signed in Helsinki in 1975. The principal
feature of the latter measures is the agreement
of both East and West to prior notification of
large military maneuvers. This concept has
also been incorporated in the Western
proposal at the MBFR negotiations, in which
“associated measures” are- being negotiated
along with troop reductions.
President Reagan last year proposed a
new set of bilateral confidence-building
measures, including prior notification of
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ballistic missile launches, prior notification of
major military exercises, and expanded
exchange of forces data. These proposals
have been tabled at the START and INF
negotiations. In addition, other proposals are
being developed to improve the hotline,
establish a U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Military
Communications Link, improve embassy
capital communications, and a multilateral
agreement on consultations concerning
nuclear terrorism.
Nature and Purpose
Confidence-building measures are designed
to enhance mutual knowledge and understanding about military forces and activitiesunlike arms reductions provisions, which
seek to constrain the size, weaponry, or
structure of military forces. They can have
various objectives, but their overall purpose
is to reduce the possibility of an accidental
East-West confrontation, miscalculation, or
failure of communication; to inhibit opportunities for surprise attack; and to increase
stability in times of calm or crisis.
Contribution to Stability
The United States has proposed
confidence-building measures on nuclear
forces in relevant bilateral negotiations with
the Soviet Union. In addition, the United
States and its NATO allies have advanced a
broad range of initiatives dealing with
conventional forces in Europe.
Multilateral discussion of confidence
building measures focusing on conventional
forces in Europe has proven complex and
lengthy. The experience with such measures
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in Europe has generated interest in-and
provided a test of their potential value
for-application to other regions.
From the Western viewpoint, a principal
task of confidence-building measures in
Europe is to reinforce military stability there.
The great concentration of manpower and
weapons on the continent increases the
potential that war would be devastating.
Moreover, a European war would involve a
danger of escalation to nuclear weapons.
Thus, a main security objective has been to
improve stability through agreements to lower
the level of confrontation and through
negotiated procedures for maintaining
stability in periods of tension.
The chief source of potential military
instability in Europe is the presence and
offensive orientation of strongly equipped,
numerically superior, geographically
advantaged Warsaw Pact forces in Central
Europe and the western U.S.S.R. Western
military planners must assume that the Soviet
Union and its Warsaw Pact partners are
capable of rapidly launching a substantial
attack with forces directly facing NATO and
quickly reinforcing them with forces from the
Soviet Union. Although NATO has considerable defensive forces in the area, it must
implement a forward defense on a broad front
and widely separated flanks. The Warsaw
Pact would have the tactical advantage of
choosing the time and place of attack.
Moreover, the primary source of NATO
reinforcements is the United States, some
3,500 miles from the area of confrontation.
A related problem is that many routine
peacetime military activities are identical to
those which would take place in preparation
for an attack. This increases the danger of

miscalculation in a political crisis whose
military dimension was as yet uncertain. For
instance, one side or the other could mistake
a normal training exercise as preparation for
military action.
Confidence-building measures cannot
be expected by themselves to end these
problems or redress the imbalances in
military power. They may, however, be able
to strengthen stability, if they can achieve one
or more of the following objectives:
* Reduce uncertainty about the size,
structure, and activities of a potential
adversary’s military forces;
* Impede shows of force or other acts of
military intimidation during periods of
tension;
* Establish clear guidelines for conducting and reporting military operations; and
* Enhance warning by providing
indications of hostile intent.
Bilateral Agreements: Nuclear
Forces and Crisis Stability
Over the last two decades, the United States
and the Soviet Union have reached agreement
on several measures designed to reduce the
risk of accidental nuclear war.
* The “Hotline” Agreement, signed in
1963, established a direct communications
link between Washington and Moscow, in the
form of a teletype circuit. A second agreement, signed in 1971, provided for upgrading
the hotline by adding satellite circuits to the
land line already in use. These circuits began
operation in 1978.
* The “Accidents Measures” Agreement,
signed in 1971, requires each side to maintain
safeguards against the accidental or unautho-

rized use of nuclear weapons; to notify the
other side before planned missile launches
beyond the territory of the launching party in
the direction of the other party; and to notify
each other immediately in the event of an
accidental, unauthorized, or any other
unexplained incident involving a possible
detonation of a nuclear weapon that could
create a risk of nuclear war.
* The Incidents at Sea Agreement, signed
in 1972, enjoins the two sides to observe
strictly the letter and spirit of the International
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea;
to refrain from provocative acts at sea that
could increase the risk of war; and to notify
mariners of actions on the high seas that
represent a danger to navigation or to aircraft
in flight.
*In addition, Article XVI of the SALT 11
agreement contained a provision requiring
notification in advance of all multiple ICBM
launches (more than one ICBM in flight at
the same time) or single ICBM launches
planned to extend beyond the national
territory of the notifying side, regardless of
direction.
As part of President Reagan’s efforts to
strengthen stability through an integrated set
of arms control proposals, the United States
over the past year has taken the initiative to
expand confidence-building measures
covering U.S. and Soviet nuclear and
conventional forces. President Reagan
addressed this desire in a June 11, 1982,
speech in Berlin. He followed up this
initiative-and expanded its scope-in subsequent speeches in June and November 1982.
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The President’s Initiative
In his Berlin speech in June 1982, at the UN
Special Session on Disarmament on June 17,
1982, and in his speech of November 22,
1982, the President pledged to leave no stone
unturned in the effort to reinforce peace and
lessen the risk of war. Recognizing the need
to improve mutual communication and
confidence, he suggested various ways in
which the United States and the Soviet Union
could deal with this problem. These included
reciprocal exchanges in such areas as advance
notification of major exercises, an expansion
of agreed advance notification of ICBM
launches, and an expanded exchange of
strategic forces data. As the President stated
in Berlin:
Taken together, these steps would represent
a qualitative improvement in the nuclear
environment. They would help reduce the
chances of misinterpretation in the case of
exercises and test launches. And they would
reduce the secrecy and ambiguity which
surround military activity.

After thorough study of ways to
implement and expand the President’s
proposals, the United States has proposed to
the Soviet Union in Geneva those measures
mentioned by the President as well as two
additional ones: advance notification of
launches of submarine launched ballistic
missiles and of landbased, longer range INF
ballistic missiles. The United States also
believes that both the INF and START
negotiations should result in an expanded
exchange of data on nuclear forces. These
measures are briefly outlined below.
Notification of ICBM Launches.
Several U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreements provide for
advance notification of certain ICBM
launches. The 1971 “Accidents Measures”
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Agreement requires each side to. notify the
other before any planned missile launches if
such launches will extend beyond its national
territory in the direction of the other party. In
accordance with standard maritime practice,
the United States and Soviet Union also issue
notices to airmen and mariners listing impact
areas for those tests where missiles will land
in international waters. Article XVI of SALT
II would have obligated each party to notify
the other well in advance before conducting
multiple ICBM launches or single ICBM
launches planned to extend beyond its
national territory. There was no obligation to
notify single launches not intended to extend
beyond national territory.
The previous agreements do not cover all
ICBM launches, since none covers single
launches that impact within the territory of
the launching nation. Because any launch
could, under certain circumstances, create
uncertainty, the United States has proposed in
START that the sides provide notice of all
ICBM launches, whether they occur singly or
in multiples, whether their flights remain
within national boundaries or extend beyond
them.
Notification of SLBM Launches.
At present, the United States and U.S.S.R. do
not notify each other of sealaunched ballistic
missile launches, although they do issue
standard notices to airmen and mariners,
announcing 11 closure areas,” if an SLBM is
expected to impact in international waters. To
reduce any possibility of misinterpretation,
the United States has proposed that the sides
provide advance notification of all their
SLBM launches, including any launches that
impact within national territory. Along with

the ICBM notification measure, this will
mean that for the first time advance notification will be required for all launches of
strategic ballistic missiles in the arsenals of
both sides.
Notification of Longer Range INF
Ballistic Missile Launches. The United
States also has proposed in the Geneva INF
negotiations that advance notification be
provided for all launches of landbased, longer
range INF ballistic missiles. These include
the Soviet Union’s SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5
missiles, and the U.S. Pershing II.
The United States continues to believe
that eliminating all longer range INF missiles
remains the most desirable outcome for the
negotiations. At present, however, despite the
fact that Soviet INF missiles are deployed in
large numbers, and the Pershing II is in
advanced development, there is no provision
for advance notification of launches of such
missiles.
Prior Notification of Major Nuclear
Force Exercises. Each year the United States
and U.S.S.R. conduct large-scale military
exercises for their nuclear forces that are
intended to develop, perfect, or-refine plans,
procedures, or operations, and to provide
training. Such exercises potentially are
subject to misinterpretation. The United
States has proposed that each side provide
notification in advance of major exercises that
could raise the concerns of the other side.
This would complement the reciprocal
notifications on conventional maneuvers
covered by the Helsinki Final Act.
Expanded Exchange of Forces Data. As
the President has stated, the United States
will seek an expanded exchange of data on

nuclear forces. Implementation of this
proposal is already underway in Geneva,
where the U.S. START delegation has
proposed to the Soviets a reciprocal exchange
of many specific types of information. In
addition, in the INF negotiations, the United
States is pursuing the same expanded
exchanges in the area of intermediaterange
nuclear forces. The detailed exchange of
information on each side’s forces will help
reduce the risk of misinterpreting actions
involving them and enhance the understanding each side has of the other’s capabilities.
Moreover, such exchanges will be important
to the successful negotiation of any START or
INF agreement, since those agreements will
entail substantial reductions and restrictions
on many systems. The expanded exchange of
data will be an important step in the verification of those agreements.
Further Measures
The President has strongly endorsed a recent
Department of Defense report to Congress
that recommends additional proposals to
strengthen stability and reduce the risk of
accident or miscalculation. The proposals
result from more than a year’s study, in close
consultation with Congress, on a broad range
of measures. The specific proposals are:
*Addition of a high-speed facsimile
capability to the U.S.-U.S.S.R. hotline, which
would permit more complex data including
full pages of text, maps, and graphs. This
capability would increase the speed and
reliability of communications, thereby
improving both sides’ ability to clarify
ambiguous situations;
*Establishment of a Joint Military
Communications Link, which would be a
high-speed facsimile link between the U.S.
National Military Command Center in the
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Pentagon and its Soviet counterpart. This mechanism would supplement the
hotline and existing diplomatic channels. Its
primary purpose would be to facilitate rapid
communication regarding the military aspects
of nuclear or other military crises;
*Establishment by the U.S. and Soviet
Governments of high-rate data links with
their embassies in each other’s capitals. This
communications link could serve as a useful
supplement to both the hotline and the Joint
Military Communications Link. Each
government would install and control its own
system. Introducing the system, however,
would require host government consent
pursuant to the 1961 Vienna Convention on
Diplomatic Privileges and Immunities;
* An agreement, open to all states, under
which signatories would consult with each
other in the event of a nuclear incident.
Multilateral Negotiations:
Confidence-Building Measures on
Conventional Forces
CSCE. Certain confidence-building
measures are now in effect throughout Europe
as a result of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act.
Negotiated between 1973 and 1975 at the
35-nation CSCE, they provide for notification
of major maneuvers involving more than
25,000 troops; voluntary notification of
smaller scale maneuvers; and invitation of
observers to these activities. The Final Act
also notes the value of notification of other
large-scale troop movements, below the
25,000 level, without requiring such a step.
As arms control devices, the
confidence-building measures in the Final Act
have made only a modest contribution. They
are limited in the activities covered, in the
specificity of their provisions, and in their
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geographic applicability. The Soviet Union
has agreed to apply them only to a narrow
strip of Soviet territory, 250 kilometers wide,
bordering the territory of other participants
even though all other participating states
accepted their application throughout their
European territory.
Soviet and Warsaw Pact implementation
of the measures has been grudging. Furthermore, Soviet conduct of a number of
large-scale exercises around Poland during
1980-81-some without proper notification
under CSCE-made clear the inability of the
Final Act measures to restrain Soviet military
pressure during periods of political tension.
Despite these shortcomings, Western
countries have viewed the Final Act measures
as a valuable starting point for further efforts.
MBFR. The next phase in the evolution
of Western thinking on the potential of
confidence-building measures centered on the
MBFR negotiations. During the late 1970s,
the West began to consider in greater depth
the military and verification implications of
an MBFR agreement that would reduce and
limit NATO forces. In particular, concerns
arose about the possibility of a situation
following conventional force reductions in
which the activities of residual Warsaw Pact
forces might appear so threatening as to
unravel MBFR restraints against a military
buildup. These concerns prompted an
exhaustive discussion among NATO’s MBFR
participants on ways in which provisions
similar to confidence-building measures
might contribute not only to verification of
troop cuts and limitations but also to greater

military stability following reductions.
The result was a NATO initiative in 1979
to negotiate, concurrently with an MBFR
reductions agreement, a package of stringent
new verification and stabilization measures.
These measures called for a detailed inspection regime, controls on exit and entry of
manpower into the zone of reductions,
exchanges of information on the size and
structure of military forces, and notification
of movements of major military formations
into and within Europe. Since then, there has
been some progress on clarifying the issues
on associated measures, but the Eastern
participants have strongly resisted key
elements on the Western package.
Conference on Disarmament in
Europe. The next stage in the evolution of
Western efforts to exploit the potential
security value of confidence-building
measures resulted from the French proposal
in May 1978 for a conference on disarmament in Europe. This proposal called for
negotiation of European-wide measures
intended to facilitate later negotiations on
reductions of armaments and manpower
throughout the European continent. Such
measures were to represent a “qualitative
leap” over existing Final Act measures. The
35 states participating in the CSCE would
attend the conference.
Unlike MBFR, the disarmament
conference proposal calls for a confidence
building agreement that would be independent, at least initially, of force reductions or
limitations. Over nearly 2 years of extensive
consultations bilaterally and in NATO, a
preliminary package of illustrative measures

was developed that borrowed heavily from
previous work in MBFR
In addition, the proposition of an
“independent” confidence-building measures
agreement, while not entirely new, generated
a lengthy discussion among the NATO allies
over the appropriate framework for an arms
control negotiation involving these measures
alone. What emerged was agreement among
the NATO allies on a draft European
disarmament conference mandate, to be
proposed at the Madrid CSCE review
meeting that began in late 1980. The draft
mandate stipulated that, before a conference
on disarmament could take place, there would
have to be agreement among all prospective
participants that the measures to be negotiated would meet the basic criteria of military
significance, verifiability, obligatory
implementation, and application throughout
Europe.
The disarmament conference mandate
was tabled at Madrid in December 1980. The
United States and its allies have continued to
work for adoption of this mandate as part of a
balanced concluding document that would
result in significant steps forward in other
aspects of the Final Act, including human
rights. Since then, discussion of military
security issues at Madrid has focused almost
exclusively on this mandate. Western
participants have maintained that stringent
criteria for new confidence-building measures
are essential if they are to make a genuine
contribution to European security. The
Soviet Union long resisted these criteria but
has now accepted the Western demand that
measures negotiated in a conference on
disarmament apply throughout Europe,
including the European U.S.S.R.
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The Soviet Approach to
Confidence-Building Measures
The Soviet Union has expressed support in
principle for progress in confidence building
measures both in the CSCE context and in
START. However, Western negotiating
experience suggests that the Soviets have a
different view of these measures from that of
the West. Under the Soviet concept, such
measures should provide, at most, voluntary
expressions of good will rather than impose
genuine constraints on military activities.
Thus, the West has encountered difficulty in
turning expressed Soviet interest into
concrete measures. Frequently, Soviet
proposals have involved declaratory devices,
such as nonfirst-use of nuclear weapons,
which would add nothing to European
security or to commitments already undertaken in the UN Charter or the Helsinki Final
Act. In other instances in which the Soviets
have advanced proposals regarding specific
military activities, the measures have been
vaguely defined or designed to inhibit U.S.
and allied military activities critical to
maintaining an effective deterrent, while
leaving Soviet forces and activities unconstrained.
Conclusion
The United States has proposed, in START
and INF, a broad range of new Measures
aimed at strengthening mutual confidence and
reducing the risk of nuclear conflict as the
result of accident or miscalculation. The
Reagan Administration has under consideration additional initiatives aimed at strengthening and supplementing existing crisis
prevention mechanisms. The United States
also continues to work with its allies in the
MBFR talks and through the CSCE process
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to identify and negotiate agreements on
measures that will reduce the risk of conventional conflict. Achievements have been
modest, but the West is putting additional
emphasis on confidence-building measures as
a necessary complement to arms reductions.
Much now depends on Soviet willingness to
work out a mutually acceptable regime of
bilateral and multilateral measures.
CHEMICAL WEAPONS
The use of chemical weapons in warfare is
prohibited by the Geneva Protocol of 1925
and by customary international law, but there
are no restrictions on the production and
stockpiling of such weapons. Moreover, the
Geneva Protocol lacks provisions for
verifying or enforcing compliance-a deficiency highlighted by use of chemical and
toxin weapons by the Soviet Union and its
allies since the mid-1970s in Southeast Asia
and in Afghanistan since the Soviet invasion
in 1979. The United States is seeking to
improve compliance with existing agreements
and to negotiate a more effective instrument.
In the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva,
United States and its allies are seeking a
complete and verifiable ban on chemical
weapons production and stockpiling. Progress
will depend largely on whether the Soviet
Union is willing to accept effective provisions
for verification and compliance.
Introduction
Chemical weapons were first used in World
War I in an attempt to break the stalemate on
the Western Front. By the time the war ended,
chemical warfare had claimed more than 1
million casualties. To prevent a recurrence of
this tragedy, the 1925 Geneva Protocol
was negotiated. This treaty prohibits the use

in war of “asphyxiating, poisonous or other
gases, and of all analogous materials, liquids
or devices,” as well as “bacteriological
methods of warfare.” It is one of the oldest
arms control agreements still in force.
Although outlawing the use of both
chemical and biological weapons, the Geneva
Protocol places no limits on their production
and stockpiling. Moreover, the convention
has no provisions for ensuring verification
and dealing with issues of compliance. It has
proven tragically inadequate to prevent use of
chemical weapons against defenseless people.
The United States is committed to
seeking a complete and verifiable prohibition
of chemical weapons production and
stockpiling and the destruction of existing
chemical weapons stock and production
facilities. This goal is being pursued in the
40-nation Committee on Disarmament in
Geneva, where the United States has tabled a
paper outlining its “detailed views” on the
principal elements of a treaty banning
chemical weapons. Central to the U.S.
position is insistence that a chemical weapons
treaty contain strong verification and
compliance measures, including onsite
inspection.
The Soviet Union, though stating that it,
too, seeks a complete ban on chemical
weapons, has not shown itself willing to
accept such measures. The Soviet Union
maintains a large chemical weapons production and military training program, and there
are more than 80,000 chemical weapons
specialists in the Soviet ground forces alone.
This far exceeds the chemical weapons
posture of all other states together and,
combined with the use of chemical weapons
in Afghanistan and Southeast Asia, raises
serious questions regarding Soviet intent to
comply with a chemical weapons ban.

Soviet Chemical Weapons Use
Reports of the use of lethal chemical weapons
began to emerge from Laos nearly 8 years
ago. Three years ago similar reports started to
come from Afghanistan. Early reports were
infrequent and fragmentary, reflecting the
remoteness of the scene of conflict and the
isolation of the victims. In the summer of
1979, the U.S. Department of State prepared
a detailed compilation of interviews with
refugees from Laos on this subject. That fall,
a U.S. Army medical team visited Laos to
conduct further interviews. By the winter of
1979, the United States felt it had sufficient
evidence to raise the matter with , the
Governments of Laos, Vietnam, and the
Soviet Union.
Dissatisfied with their responses, the
United States began to raise the issue publicly
in the United Nations, before the Congress,
and in other forums. In 1980, U.S. experts
initiated a review of all reporting back to
1975. In mid-1981 these experts began to test
physical samples from Southeast Asia for the
presence of toxins-biologically produced
chemical poisons whose production,
stockpiling, and use are prohibited by the
1972 Biological Weapons Convention.
On March 22, 1982, the Secretary of
State submitted a report to Congress (Special
Report No. 98) setting forth the results of the
U.S. investigation. This report was updated
by Special Report No. 104, issued in
November 1982. The two reports drew upon
the following evidence:
*Testimony of those who saw or
experienced chemical weapons attacks;
* Testimony of doctors, refugee workers,
journalists, and others who had the opportunity to question witnesses or victims;
*Testimony of those who had engaged in
chemical warfare or were in a position to
observe those who did;

51

*Scientific anaylsis of physical samples
taken from sites where attacks had been
conducted;
*Documentary evidence from open
sources; and
*Intelligence derived from national
technical means.
In the words of Special Report No. 98:
... taken together, this evidence has led the
U.S. Government to conclude that Lao and
Vietnamese forces, operating under Soviet
supervision, have since 1975 employed lethal
chemical and toxin weapons in Laos; that
Vietnamese forces have, since 1978, used lethal
chemical and toxin agents in Kampuchea; and that
Soviet forces have used a variety of lethal chemical
warfare agents, including nerve gases, in
Afghanistan since the Soviet invasion of that
country in 1979.

In December 1980, the UN General
Assembly initiated an international investigation into the use of chemical weapons. In
December 1982, the Experts Group directed
by the General Assembly to conduct the
investigation issued its report. The report
supported U.S. claims in more than a dozen
specific technical areas and faulted in strong
language the Soviet “scientific explanation”
for the presence of toxins in physical samples
from Southeast Asia. The Experts Group
concluded that it “could not disregard the
circumstantial evidence suggestive of the
possible use of some sort of toxic chemical
substance in some instances.” The General
Assembly was sufficiently concerned that it
decided to establish permanent UN machinery to permit further investigation of
allegations of chemical weapons use.
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Arms Control Implications of Soviet
Chemical Weapons Use
Soviet involvement in the use of chemical
and toxin weapons violates the 1925 Geneva
Protocol and the 1972 Biological Weapons
Convention. It calls into question the good
faith that the Soviet Union would bring to
adherence to a ban on chemical weapons
production and stockpiling and highlights the
limited effectiveness of treaties lacking
effective provisions for verification and
compliance.
This activity underlines the central place
that effective verification and compliance
mechanisms must occupy in any chemical
weapons ban. The Soviet Union has consistently described U.S. insistence on such
mechanisms as an attempt to block progress
toward prohibiting chemical weapons use. In
fact, this U.S. insistence reflects a desire to
ensure that a treaty prohibiting chemical
weapons production and stockpiling could be
effective.
Soviet use of toxin weapons also
demonstrates the need to strengthen the
inadequate compliance mechanisms contained
in the Biological Weapons Convention. In
late 1982, the UN General Assembly, by a
vote of 124-15 and 1 abstention, supported
convening a conference of the states parties to
the Biological Weapons Convention. The
purpose of such a meeting would be to
discuss ways to make the convention more
effective. The initiative came from a number
of neutral and nonaligned nations, led by
Sweden; virtually its sole opponents were the
Soviet Union and its allies. The United States
strongly supports the proposal for a conference and hopes that significant progress
toward holding such a meeting can be made
this year.

The United States and Control of
Chemical Weapons
U.S. opposition to chemical warfare is as old
as such warfare itself: in May 1915, a month
after the first use of poison gas, President
Wilson proposed the discontinuance of such
use. The offer was rejected by both sides. In
1922, chemical warfare was on the agenda of
the U.S.-sponsored Washington Disarmament
Conference. It was at American initiative that
a prohibition on “the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all
analogous liquids, materials or devices was
included in the text of a treaty negotiated at
the conference but which never entered into
force due to the failure of other states to
ratify.
This language was repeated in he 1925
Geneva Protocol, with the inclusion of
language prohibiting bacteriological. warfare.
The protocol grew out of a U.S. suggestion
that the 1925 Geneva Conference for the
Supervision of the International Traffic in
Arms address the task of banning chemical
weapons. Unfortunately the protocol, lacking
any provisions dealing with issues of
compliance, did not offer adequate guarantees
against the threat of illicit chemical weapons
use by others.
What prevented use by Hitler’s Germany
of its large stocks of nerve gas in World War
II was deterrence. The United States and
Great Britian made clear that they would not
use chemical weapons first but would
retaliate on military objectives if the Axis
Powers employed them. In 1943, President
Roosevelt stated that t e United States would
regard a chemical attack upon any of its
allies as an attack upon itself. Faced with this
resolute policy of deterrence, German poison
gas stocks were left unused.
In 1969, the United States renounced first
use of chemical weapons and use, under any

circumstances, of biological and toxin
weapons. Subsequently, the United States
played a leading role in the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament-forerunner of the
Committee on Disarmament-in negotiating
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972.
From 1977 to 1980, the United States
engaged in bilateral negotiations with the
Soviet Union in an effort to find common
ground for progress toward a chemical
weapons treaty. The effort proved fruitless
due to Soviet unwillingness to accept
effective verification and compliance
measures.
Current U.S. policy on chemical warfare
is to maintain a limited deterrent capacity and
to seek an effectively verifiable chemical
weapons ban. Deterrence is, of course,
fundamental to NATO’s defense strategy.
Under present conditions, faced with a
significant Soviet offensive chemical warfare
capability, it is necessary for the United States
to maintain a limited chemical weapons
retaliatory capacity. Without such capacity,
NATO would be forced to rely upon the threat
of escalation to nuclear conflict to deter
chemical weapons use. At the same time, the
United States always has preferred to replace
the need for a chemical warfare deterrent with
a complete and effective chemical weapons
ban.
U.S. efforts to ban chemical weapons are
focused in the Committee on Disarmament in
Geneva. For the past 3 years, the United
States has been active in the committee’s
Chemical Weapons Working Group, helping
to elaborate the elements for an adequate
chemical weapons prohibition. On February
4, 1983, Vice President Bush announced a
major new U.S. initiative in this field: a paper
outlining “detailed views” of U.S. requirements for an effective chemical weapons ban.
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* Declaration and systematic international onsite inspection of chemical weapons
stocks and production facilities and declaration of plans for destruction of the stocks;
* Systematic international onsite
inspection of the destruction of both chemical
weapons stocks and production facilities;
* Declaration and onsite inspection of
the operation of other facilities for legal
production of chemicals that pose a specific
risk of being diverted to chemical weapons
production; and
*A multilateral complaint mechanism for
dealing with compliance issues.

White House

These “detailed views” are practical ideas
intended to focus the working group’s efforts
on the most important issues that an effective
treaty prohibiting chemical weapons would
have to address. The main elements are:

Vice President Bush addresses the 40 nation
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva
February 4, 1983.

Prospects
As Vice President Bush made clear in his
February 1983 address, the United States is
fully committed to working toward a
verifiable prohibition on chemical weapons
production, stockpiling, and transfer, But
experience makes clear that such a prohibition must include an effective means of
verifying compliance and investigating
suspected cases of noncompliance. Provision
for onsite inspection must be among them.
“National means” suggested by the Soviets
are equivalent to self-inspection, and
“national technical means,” such as satellite
photography, cannot do the job, because
clandestine production of chemical weapons
could take place in a factory with no special
outward characteristics, while clandestine
chemical weapons stocks could be stored
almost anywhere.
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The United States, together with other
Western and developing countries will
continue to press in the Committee on
Disarmament for an effective chemical
weapons ban. The “detailed views” tabled in
Geneva will help keep efforts concentrated on
the issues of verification and compliance. It is
our hope that this effort will result in a treaty
that will permanently abolish the practice and
the threat of chemical weapons use.
NUCLEAR TESTING
Restraint in nuclear testing has long been
considered an important step toward
controlling nuclear arms competition, Since
the 1950s, successive U.S. Administrations
have sought verifiable limitations on nuclear
testing that would contribute to arms control
while providing the means to maintain an
adequate deterrent. These efforts have been
pursued in a variety of channels, including

UN bodies and tripartite negotiations
involving the United States, the Soviet Union,
and the United Kingdom. In 1963, the United
States and the Soviet Union agreed to halt
nuclear tests in the atmosphere, under water,
and outer space. In 1974 and 1976, the
United States and Soviet Union also agreed
on treaties limiting the size of underground
nuclear explosions. Agreement on more
comprehensive limits, however, has been
inhibited by concerns about the proper
relationship of a nuclear test ban to other
arms control issues as well as to the overall
East West military balance. ast an West also
disagree over how best to guarantee compliance with specific testing limitations and
prohibitions. The United States is nonetheless
seeking to strengthen two of the existing
treaties.
Introduction
Except for negotiations on strategic nuclear
forces, no arms control endeavor since World
War II has generated such sustained,
international interest as has the issue of
nuclear testing. Rising concern about
radioactive fallout in the 1950s spurred
efforts to halt testing, as the nature and effects
of fallout became better understood and as it
became apparent that no region was untouched by radioactive debris.
Efforts to negotiate an international
agreement ending nuclear tests began in the
UN Disarmament Commission in May 1955.
For the next 6 years, progress was frustrated
by differences among the five participants-the
United States, United Kingdom, Canada,
France, and the USSR -whether a nuclear test
ban should be negotiated by itself or whether
it should be contingent upon progress on
other arms control issues, particularly a cutoff

in production of fissionable materials for
weapons and safeguards against surprise
attack. Another important factor was the role
of testing in maintaining an effective nuclear
deterrent. The central and most persistent
barrier to a treaty limiting tests, however,
was-and is today-the means of verifying
compliance that could guarantee against
testing in secret.
The Soviet Union historically has taken
the position that national scientific means,
combined with mutual pledges that limits
would be observed, are sufficient to verify
compliance. The West consistantly has sought
means of assuring that any agreement would
not be vulnerable to clandestine violation. In
particular, the West long has been concerned
that we could not rely solely on pledges or
scientific instruments; rather we required a
system of international control and inspection, given the difficulties of detecting
underground tests and distinguishing tests
from other seismic events.
As negotiations proceeded in the 1950s
and early 1960s, the issues became clear:
Onsite Inspection. The West maintained
that an effective regime for onsite inspection
would be required to monitor nuclear testing.
Although the Soviet Union eventually
accepted the concept in principle, it has
differed with the West over key questions of
how and when such inspections would be
conducted.
The Veto. The U.S.S.R. generally sought
to have all substantive operations of an
inspection system subject to national veto.
The West has insisted that inspections should
be as automatic as possible.
The danger–both to Western security
and to progress toward genuine arms
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control-of failing to support arms control
agreements having effective means of
verification was underscored by the fate of an
international testing moratorium. Implemented unilaterally by the United States,
Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom in
1958, the moratorium held until 1961.
Although the United States complied fully
with the terms of the suspension, the Soviet
Union was secretly preparing for the largest
series of nuclear explosions ever conducted.
On August 30, 1961, the Soviet Union
announced that it would resume testing and,
on the following day, began the first of 40
tests conducted over a 2-month period, all in
the atmosphere. The United States and the
United Kingdom proposed on September 3,
1961, that all atmospheric tests be ended
without any requirement for international
control. On September 15, with Soviet tests
continuing, the United States resumed testing.
The Soviet tests not only ended the
moratorium but represented a clear breach of
faith. This prompted President Kennedy to
note: “We know enough now about broken
negotiations, secret preparations and long test
series never again to offer an uninspected
moratorium.”
Limited Test Ban Treaty
Nevertheless, efforts continued to achieve a
test ban. A three-power (United States, United
Kingdom, U.S.S.R.) conference adjourned in
January 1962, unable to complete drafting of
a treaty because the Soviets insisted that
national means of detection were sufficient to
monitor testing. Further efforts in the
18-nation Disarmament Committee also
ended in frustration. Nevertheless, by the
summer of 1963, three-party negotiations
resumed.
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The Soviets began to shift toward a Western
proposal, advanced the year before, for a ban
on testing in the atmosphere, under water, and
in outer space- environments in which both
sides agreed that existing verification systems
were adequate. Because long years of
discussion had clarified the issues, a treaty
was negotiated within 10 days. It was
initialed on July 25, signed at Moscow on
August 5, and ratified by the U.S, Senate on
September 24, 1963.
The parties to the Limited Test Ban
Treaty- originally, the United States, United
Kingdom, and Soviet Union agreed not to
carry out any nuclear weapon test or any
other nuclear explosion in the atmosphere,
under water, or in outer space, or in any other
environment if the explosion would send
radioactive debris beyond the border of the
country conducting the test. The treaty is of
unlimited duration.
Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful
Nuclear Explosions Treaty
An important follow-on to the Limited Test
Ban Treaty came with the negotiation in the
1970s of the U.S.-Soviet Threshold Test Ban
Treaty. In this treaty, both parties agreed not
to conduct nuclear-weapons tests of any type
with planned yields exceeding 150 kilotons.
The 150-kiloton threshold was designed to
help maintain the strategic balance between
the United States and the U.S.S.R. by
inhibiting the development of new, high-yield
warheads that could be fitted to new, highly
accurate missiles.

Concurrently with the negotiation of the
threshold test ban, the United States and the
Soviet Union also agreed to apply a similar
threshold of 150 kilotons to their underground nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes. This agreement was formalized in
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty,
which also set various aggregate limits on
multiple underground nuclear tests for
peaceful purposes. It is a necessary complement to the threshold test ban, for there is no
essential distinction between the technology
used to produce a nuclear weapon and that
used for explosions for peaceful purposes.
The Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty were
submitted to the U.S. Senate on July 29,
1976, for advice and consent on ratification.
The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
conducted hearings on the two treaties during
the summer of 1977, but the treaties have
never been acted upon by the full Senate.
President Reagan has since decided to seek
verification improvements prior to ratification.
There is continuing uncertainty
regarding Soviet observance of the 150-kiloton limit in the Threshold Test Ban and
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties. Many
Soviet underground tests are conducted in
areas where the geology is complex and the
seismic signals received from underground
events are not well understood. A number of
Soviet nuclear tests since 1976 have produced
monitoring estimates whose “central
value”-the mid-point between the minimum
and maximum possible yields-exceeded the
permitted threshold, some by large margins.
In response to formal U.S. queries, the
Soviets have stated that they were continuing

to observe the 150-kiloton limit. Nevertheless, in view of the level of uncertainty that
“national technical means” of verification still
permit, there is reason to doubt that the
Soviet Union is limiting its tests to 150
kilotons. The inadequacy of existing
verification arrangements is further underscored by the fact that during this same
period, the Soviet Union itself inquired about
the yields of several U.S. tests, all of which
were below the threshold.
Thus, President Reagan has decided that
the United States should seek verification
improvements that would significantly
enhance our ability to monitor Soviet
compliance with the Threshold Test Ban and
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties. To this
end, we have informed the Soviet Union that
we believe negotiation of such improvements
would represent an important step toward
ratifying the two treaties and building a solid
foundation for further steps in the 30-year
effort to limit nuclear testing.
Comprehensive Test Ban
From 1977 through 1980, the United States,
the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union
met periodically to negotiate a comprehensive
test ban but failed to reach agreement-again
mainly because of East-West differences over
the verification issue. The specific issues
involved the conditions for carrying out
onsite inspections and the use of seismic
equipment on the territory of each monitored
party.
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President Reagan decided in July 1982
that the United States would not resume
trilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test
ban at this time. A treaty banning all nuclear
testing remains a long-term U.S. objective. In
order to secure progress toward this goal, the
United States agreed to the formation o a
working group in the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva to discuss issue related to
verification of and compliance with any
future comprehensive test ban. The United
States also has made clear that any consideration of a complete cessation of nuclear tests
must be related to the West’s ability to
maintain credible deterrent forces; a test ban
cannot by itself end the nuclear threat.
Conclusion
Achieving a ban on all nuclear weapons tests
remains a long-term U.S. goal. It is important,
however, that such a ban be verifiable and
that it come into force in circumstances in
which it can contribute to peace and stability.
The United States has given priority to
discussions of the verification aspects of such
an agreement, to the strengthening of existing
agreements in this field, and to the reduction
of existing nuclear stockpiles.
Controversy continues over the verification of nuclear testing limitations-not only a
comprehensive ban on nuclear tests but
limitations already in place. Today, as in the
1950s, it is imperative that states agreeing to
limit or ban their own tests have the ability to
detect and identify nuclear tests conducted by
others.
Limitations on underground tests pose a
difficult verification challenge. Efforts to
improve our ability to verify a ban on
underground nuclear explosions have
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continued since the Limited Test Ban Treaty
entered into force, and the United States has
invested more than $300 million in research
and development to improve seismic and
other monitoring techniques. Other nations
have made similar efforts. Even so, the need
for effective verification measures beyond
national means alone was underscored by a
report of the UN Secretary General on the
comprehensive test ban to the Committee on
Disarmament, March 24, 1980, which noted
that:

... secret underground testing may provide a
military advantage to a violator, and it may not be
possible to obtain, through the parties’ own means
alone, assurance that the prohibition is being
observed. Provision for verification by both
national and international means must, therefore,
be made in a treaty banning all underground
nuclear tests.
NUCLEAR
NONPROLIFERATION
The international community long has
recognized that an increase in the number of
states possessing nuclear weapons could lead
to increased risks of conflict. For this reason,
just as the United States has long been
committed to stemming the “vertical”
proliferation of nuclear weaponry (that is, the
increase in the arsenals of states that already
possess nuclear weapons), it has, since 1945,
been dedicated to preventing the “horizontal”
proliferation of nuclear weapons among
non-nuclear-weapons states.
U.S. concerns took concrete form as early
as 1946 when the United States, then the
world’s only nuclear power, proposed the
Baruch plan for the international control of
nuclear technology. Under this plan, the
United States would have given up all its
nuclear weapons. However, this initiative was
rejected by the Soviet Union. U.S. ef-

forts today center on strengthening the
international nonproliferation regime at three
levels: the institutions of the International
Atomic Energy Agency; the legal framework
of the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty and
the Treaty of Tlatelolco; and the legislative
and policy structure of the U.S. Nuclear
NonProliferation Act. President Reagan
underscored his Administration’s commitment
to preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons-and to working with all other
nations toward that end-in his March 31,
1983, arms control speech in Los Angeles.
Introduction
No arms control agenda could effectively
limit the risk of conflict and the danger of
nuclear escalation if it did not include a
well-thought-out program to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Recognition
of this fact has led the United States and
many other nations to seek acceptable means
for controlling the dissemination of nuclear
technology while preventing, to the extent
possible, the spread of nuclear weapons.
Indeed, halting the spread of nuclear weapons
and guiding nuclear development toward
peaceful ends have been central policy
objectives of every U.S. administration since
1945.
Development of U.S.
Nonproliferation Policy
At the end of World War II, the Truman
Administration and the American scientific
community knew that the Manhattan Project
to develop atomic weapons had been based
upon concepts in theoretical physics
understood by scientists for some time. Thus
the uncertain and highly dangerous

prospect of nuclear proliferation inserted
itself as a priority item on the political agenda
of the United States and all other nations.
As a result, the United States in 1946
proposed the Baruch plan, which offered to
surrender U.S. nuclear technology to an
international authority that would develop its
peaceful applications and prohibit military
uses through a system of control and
inspections. The Soviet Union rejected this
offer. Faced with the necessity to address the
dangers of proliferation through other means,
the United States imposed strict controls on
nuclear exports with the Atomic Energy Act
of 1946.
President Eisenhower made a dramatic
innovation in this policy in December 1953
when, in a famous UN speech, he inaugurated
his “atoms-for peace” program. The President
offered other countries assistance in developing nuclear energy in return for pledges to use
nuclear technology solely for peaceful
purposes. This assistance took the form of
research reactors, hardware, technical
assistance, and training for thousands of
scientists and engineers. Subsequently, the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 eliminated the
U.S. Government monopoly on nuclear
technology and opened the way for the
domestic use of nuclear energy for generating
electricity and for industrial and medical
applications by private firms and citizens
under a formal licensing process.
Key Elements of the
Nonproliferation Regime
International Atomic Energy Agency.
The atoms-for-peace proposal was the
precursor of a new international organization,
the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), which the United States worked hard
to establish and through which the ideas
contained in President Eisenhower’s initiative
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were developed. The IAEA, formed in 1957,
had two complementary purposes:
* To promote the peaceful application
and uses of atomic energy; and
* To establish and administer safeguards
designed to ensure that these technologies
were not used for military purposes.
IAEA safeguards are applied at the
request of the 110 member states. They agree
to file regular reports with the agency about
the use of nuclear materials and equipment
and to allow the use of containment and
surveillance devices, such as seals and
cameras, at the safeguarded facilities. There
are periodic onsite inspections conducted by
international officials employed by IAEA to
confirm that nuclear materials are not being
diverted to nonpeaceful applications.
The United States regularly contributes
about one-third of the IAEA’s operating
budget through voluntary and assessed
contributions. In September 1982, however,
after an irregular and illegal vote denied the
credentials of the Israeli delegation to the
IAEA General Conference, the United States
withdrew from participation and conducted a
reassessment of its role in the agency. The
Reagan Administration decided to resume
participation in February 1983, while making
clear that it expected the IAEA to conduct
itself in accordance with the provisions of its
charter, including the principle of universality. The U.S. goal is to strengthen IAEA and
make its safeguards system comprehensive
and universal.
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Reflecting
shared and growing concern about the
dangers of nuclear proliferation, the
Government of Ireland proposed at the
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United Nations in 1961 an international
agreement to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons. With the support of both the United
States and the Soviet Union, this initiative
evolved into the Nuclear NonProliferation
Treaty, which was completed in 1968 and
went into force in 1970.
To date, the treaty has been ratified by
119 countries, including the United States,
the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R.
Nuclear-weapons states that ratify the treaty
are pledged to give no aid to
non-nuclear-weapons states to develop
nuclear weapons or explosives. The
non-nuclear-weapons states in turn renounce
manufacture or acquisition of nuclear
weapons and agree to place all of their
nuclear facilities and installations under
international safeguards and to open them to
international inspection. The United States
continues to encourage nonsignatory
countries to sign the treaty.
Although the combination of NPT and
IAEA safeguards worked satisfactorily, by the
mid-1970s technological developments led to
heightened concern about the adequacy of the
existing safeguards regime. This concern,
together with the Indian nuclear explosion in
1974, led the United States to begin discussions with other nuclear suppliers (including
the Soviet Union, several West European
countries, and Japan) to tighten the rules and
procedures for the export of nuclear supplies,
components, and technology. In 1977, the 15
nations involved in what became known as
the London Suppliers Group agreed to a set
of general principles governing future trade.
These norms have continued to be refined and
broadened. While they are certainly imperfect
today, much progress has been made in their
coverage and specificity in recent years. The
United States will continue consultations

with other supplier countries to develop rules
and restraints for the export of sensitive
nuclear technologies, material, and equipment.
Treaty for the Prohibition of
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
(Treaty of Tlatelolco). In addition to the
NPT, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, signed in
Mexico City in 1967, is a mainstay of the
international nonproliferation regime in Latin
America and the Caribbean. The treaty, the
only one to provide for a nuclear-weaponsfree
zone in a populated region of the world, is
now in force for 22 Latin American and
Caribbean countries. In addition to the main
provision prohibiting development or use of
nuclear weapons by states within the region,
two additional protocols call on states outside
the region to respect the denuclearization
provisions of the zone:
* Protocol I applies to nations outside
the treaty zone that have possessions within
it. It is currently in force for the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the
Netherlands.
*Protocol II applies to nuclearweapons
states. They specifically undertake not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against
parties to the treaty. It is the only post-World
War II arms control agreement in force to
which all five nuclear-weapons states are
parties.
The United States fully supports the
goals and objectives of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco and hopes that those few states
which have not yet adhered to it will do so.

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act was
signed into law by President Carter on March
10, 1978. It established specific criteria for
nuclear exports and strict procedures for the
approval of exports and subsequent arrangements. By extending the reach of U.S. law,
the act ensures much stricter U.S. controls on
nuclear commerce between third countries
and states receiving U.S. exports. It also
provides a stronger congressional role in U.S.
export policy, by requiring congressional
approval for some actions and by allowing
congressional vetoes over certain executive
branch decisions. Under the act,
non-nuclear-weapons countries seeking U.S.
nuclear cooperation or U.S. exports of
nuclear facilities, fuel, or technologies, must
accept IAEA safeguards on all of their
peaceful nuclear facilities-the so-called
full-scope or comprehensive safeguards.
Current U.S. Nonproliferation Policy
On July 16, 1981, President Reagan outlined
his Administration’s approach to international
nuclear cooperation and reaffirmed the U.S.
commitment to nuclear nonproliferation. The
United States would:
* Seek to prevent the spread of nuclear
explosives to additional countries as a
fundamental national security and foreign
policy objective;
* Strive to reduce the motivation for
acquiring nuclear explosives by improving
regional and global stability and promoting
understanding of the legitimate security
concerns of other states;
*Continue to support adherence to the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and the
Treaty of Tlatelolco by countries that have not
accepted them;
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* View a violation of those treaties or an
international safeguards agreement as having
profound consequences for international
order and U.S. bilateral relations and view
any nuclear explosion by a
non-nuclear-weapons state with grave
concern;
* Cooperate with other nations to
strengthen the IAEA and its safeguards
system;
* Work with other nations to combat the
risks of proliferation; and
* Continue to inhibit the transfer of
sensitive nuclear material, equipment, and
technology, particularly where the danger of
proliferation demands, and seek agreement
requiring IAEA safeguards on all nuclear
activities in nonnuclear-weapons states as a
condition for any new nuclear supply
commitment.
At the same time, the President announced that the United States would not
inhibit civil reprocessing and breeder reactor
development in countries with advanced
nuclear power programs where this would not
constitute a proliferation risk. In addition, he
ordered an intensive interagency review of
the policies under which the United States
exercises its consent rights over reprocessing
of U.S.-origin fuel and plutonium use in other
countries. As a result, the United States is
attempting to work out procedures with Japan
and the European Atomic Energy Community
for advance long-term consent to retransfers,
reprocessing, and use of nuclear material over
which the United States has consent rights.
The President again underscored the
linkage between arms control and nuclear

nonproliferation in a March 31, 1983, address
in Los Angeles:
For arms control to be truly complete and
world security strengthened ... we must also
increase our efforts to halt the spread of nuclear
weapons. Every country that values a peaceful
world must play its part.

He then renewed his call for comprehensive
safeguards by all nuclear suppliers as a
condition for future nuclear exports.
Conclusion
Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons
will remain one of the U.S. Government’s
most urgent national security priorities. The
United States, through the maintenance and
strengthening of the existing international
nonproliferation regime, is working to secure
this objective. The United States will
continue to seek the cooperation and support
of the Soviet Union and other countries in the
effort to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons.

President Reagan presents the broad range of
U.S. arms control initiatives in a speech before
the Los Angeles World Affairs Council,
March 31, 1983.
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The Road Ahead: Prospects and Problems
This review of U.S. arms control efforts and
objectives provides ample basis for both hope
and caution. Major strides have been
achieved over the last 30 years in securing
international agreements restricting the
development, stockpiling, and use of various
forms of armaments. These include the
Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968, the Seabed
Arms Control Treaty of 1970, and the SALT I
agreements of 1972.
However, the growth of nuclear and
conventional arms continues, and the
potential for the emergence of dangerous
quantitative or qualitative imbalances is
serious. Arms control negotiations designed
specifically to avert or correct this process
have either been disappointing as in SALT 11,
or, as in the negotiations on conventional
forces in Central Europe and on chemical
weapons, failed so far to produce substantive
results.
Where there has been genuine success,
the record suggests that this has resulted from
Western patience, persistence, and unity.
Failure or disappointment has been occasioned when Western governments succumbed to confused objectives, divided
counsel, and pressure for quick results.
The Soviet Union is a closed society
depending heavily on military force to

sustain its international position. This makes
meaningful arms control difficult. At the same
time, the enormous destructive capacity of the
United States and the Soviet Union makes
arms control all the more necessary. We
cannot assume that the Soviet Union shares
our perceptions or our objectives. Experience
has shown, however, that careful, patient
negotiations directed toward specific,
well-defined ends can lead to constructive
agreements that enhance the security of the
parties to these accords and mankind as a
whole. The United States has led in these
endeavors for more than 30 years. Together
with our allies, we are sustaining these efforts
today in the START, INF, and MBFR talks;
in efforts to develop confidence-building
measures; and in negotiations to reduce or
eliminate other types of armaments. The
pursuit of a more stable peace through a
vigorous arms control program is an essential
part of collective efforts to strengthen
Western security and will remain among the
highest priorities of this and future administrations.
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ARMS CONTROL GLOSSARY

ABM system- Anti-ballistic missile, a
system to counter strategic ballistic missiles
or their elements, e.g. warheads.
ABM Treaty-One of two agreements
signed at Moscow on May 26, 1972, known
collectively as the SALT I agreements. The
original ABM Treaty limited each side to two
ABM deployment areas with restrictions on
the deployments of ABM launchers and
interceptors and ABM radars at these areas. A
protocol to the treaty signed in 1974 further
restricted each side to only one ABM
deployment area.
Arms stability-The condition of greater
predictability and restraint which lessens the
incentives for reactive force buildups.
Assured destruction-The ability of a
country, after absorbing a first strike, to inflict
an “unacceptable” degree of damage upon an
aggressor.
Biological warfare- Employment of
living organisms, toxic biological products,
and plant growth regulators to produce death
or casualties in people, animals, or plants; or
defense against such action.
Cooperative measures- Measures taken
by one side in order to enhance the other
side’s ability to verify compliance with the
provisions of an agreement. Such measures
can be voluntary or negotiated.
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Cruise missile-An unmanned, selfpropelled, guided, weapon-delivery vehicle
that sustains flight through use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path (a cruise
missile’s flight path remains within the earth’s
atmosphere).
Counterforce-The employment of
strategic nuclear forces in an effort to destroy,
or render impotent, selected military
capabilities of an enemy force.
Crisis stability-A strategic relationship
in which neither side has an incentive to
initiate the use of strategic nuclear forces in a
crisis.
Dual-capable weapons- Weapons,
weapons systems, or vehicles capable of
selective equipage with different types or
mixes of armament (sometimes restricted to
weapons capable of handling either nuclear or
non-nuclear munitions).
Encryption- Encryption is the encoding
of communications for the purpose of
concealing information.
Equivalent megatonnage-A measure
used to compare the destructive potential of
differing combinations of nuclear warhead
yield.
Escalation-An increase in scope or
violence of a conflict.
Flexible response-A strategy to deter
and, should deterrence fail, to counter
aggression at varying levels with appropriate
forces.

Guided missile-An unmanned vehicle
moving above the surface of the earth, whose
trajectory or flight path is capable of being
altered by an external or internal mechanism.
Hardened site-A site constructed to
withstand the blast and associated effects of a
nuclear attack.
Intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM)-A land-based fixed or mobile
rocket-propelled vehicle capable of delivering
a warhead to intercontinental ranges (i.e., to
ranges in excess of 5,500 kilometers).
Intermediate-range nuclear forces
(INF)-Land-based nuclear systems with a
range capability greater than that of
short-range nuclear forces but less than that
of intercontinental range (5,500 kilometers).
Kiloton weapon-A nuclear weapon, the
yield of which is measured in terms of
thousands of tons of TNT explosive equivalents.
Megaton weapon-A nuclear weapon, the
yield of which is measured in terms of
millions of tons of TNT explosive equivalents.
Mobile ICBM launcher-Equipment that
launches an ICBM and that can move or be
moved from one location to another.
Modernization -The process of
modifying a weapon system such that its
characteristics or components are altered in
order to improve the performance capabilities
for that weapon system.
Multiple independently-targetable
reentry vehicle (MIRV)-Multiple reentry
vehicles carried by a ballistic missile, each of
which can be directed to a separate and
arbitrarily located target.

Multiple reentry vehicle-The reentry
vehicle of a ballistic missile equipped with
multiple warheads where the missile does not
have the capability of independently targeting
the reentry vehicles.
Mutual assured destruction
(MAD)-The condition in which both opposing sides have the capability, after
absorbing a first strike, to inflict an
14 unacceptable” degree of damage upon
an aggressor.
Mutual and balanced force reduction
talks (MBFR)-An ongoing negotiation
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact
countries on the reduction and limitation of
military forces in Central Europe.
National technical means
(NTM)-Assets under national control for
monitoring compliance with the provision of
an agreement. NTM include photographic
reconnaissance satellites, aircraft-based
systems (such as radars and optical systems),
as well as sea- and ground-based systems
such as radars and antennas for collecting
telemetry.
Nuclear yield-The energy released in the
detonation of a nuclear weapon, measured in
terms of kilotons or megatons of TNT.
Payload-The weapons and penetration
aids carried by a delivery vehicle.
Qualitative limitationsRestrictions on
capabilities of a weapons system as distinct
from quantitative limits (e.g., on numbers of
strategic delivery vehicles).
Quantitative limitationsNumerical
limits on the number of weapons systems in
certain categories, as distinct from qualitative
limits on weapons capabilities.
Reentry vehicle (RV)-That portion (or
portions) of a ballistic missile, containing a
nuclear warhead, which reenters the earth’s
atmosphere in the terminal portion of the
missile’s trajectory.
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Standing Consultative Commission-A
permanent U.S.-Soviet commission established in accordance with the SALT I
agreements. Its purpose is to promote the
objectives and implementation of the
provisions of the various treaties and
agreements achieved between the United
States and the U.S.S.R. in the SALT negotiations.
Submarine-launched ballistic missile
(SLBM)-A ballistic missile carried in and
launched from a submarine.
Telemetry- Telemetry refers to data,
transmitted by radio to the personnel
conducting a weapons test, which monitor the
functions and performance during the course
of the test.
Throw-weight-The useful weight placed
on a trajectory toward the target by the boost
or main propulsion stages of the missile.
Verification-The process of determining,
to the extent necessary to safeguard national
security, that the other side is complying with
an agreement.

Vulnerability- The susceptibility of a
nation or military force to an action by any
means through which its war potential or
combat effectiveness may be reduced or its
will to fight diminished.
Warhead-The part of a missile, projectile, torpedo, rocket, or other munition
containing either the nuclear or the thermonuclear system, high explosive system,
chemical or biological agents, or inert
materials intended to inflict damage.
Yield-The energy released in an
explosion. The energy released in the
detonation of a nuclear weapon is generally
measured in terms of the kilotons or megatons of TNT required to produce the same
energy release.
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