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The Vladivostok Arms Control Agreement 
The announcement of the Vladivostok accords 

agreed to by President Gerald R. Ford and 
General Secretary L. 1. Brezhnev to place certain 
limits on strategic nuclear arms from 1975 to 1985 
has provoked a number of conflicting statements 
from arms control experts who are usually in 
agreement on such matters. In view of this situa- 
tion several members of the American Academy 
suggested that an attempt be made to sort out 
some of the differing opinions about the implica- 
tions of the agreement. Thus, the Academy's 
Committee on Pugwash Conferences and Other 
International Programs joined with Harvard's 
Program for Science and International Affairs in 
co-sponsoring a meeting held at the Academy on 
January 3 at which these problems were ad- 
dressed. Following is a summary of the discussion 
at this meeting. 

The Present Situation: Terms of the Agreement, 
the Senate Resolution, Administration Statements 

As background for the subsequent discussion 
of the agreement's potential costs and benefits, 
the participants reviewed the present situation 
with respect to what is known about the terms of 
the agreement and the possibility of negotiating 
the inclusion of additional arms control measures 
in the formal treaty to be developed from the 

agreement. The terms as announced are based on 
the principle of equality whereby both sides will 
be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate 
number of strategic delivery vehicles as well as 
an agreed aggregate number of ICBMs (Inter- 
continental Ballistic Missiles) and SLBMs (Sub- 
marine Launched Ballistic Missiles) equipped 
with MIRVs (Multiple Independently-Targetable 
Re-entry Vehicles). The original text of the 
agreement also included a provision for further 
negotiations, beginning no later than I980-8I, on 
the question of further limitations and possible 
reductions of strategic arms in the period after 
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1985. However, the latter provision has been 
modified in a supplementary aide-memoire not 

yet made public. It is thought that this revision 
was made in response to intense objection to the 

implication that limitations and reductions could 
not be implemented before I985. A ten-year 
moratorium on arms control was seen by many as 
an unreasonable delay, especially in view of the 

high limits proposed by the agreement- 2400 

strategic launchers and 1320 MIRVed missiles. 

Shortly after the Vladivostok accords were an- 
nounced, Senators Kennedy, Mondale, and Ma- 
thias co-sponsored a Senate Resolution calling for 
efforts to negotiate further nuclear arms limita- 
tions and reduction measures as part of the final 
accord carrying out the Vladivostok agreement; 
they listed as items for negotiation lower overall 
levels, restraints on the pace of deployment of 

strategic delivery systems, limitations on the num- 
ber of strategic ballistic missile flight tests, and 

agreement to continue negotiations on a timely 
and sustained basis. However, apparently in re- 

sponse to pressure from the Administration, the 

sponsors agreed subsequently to separate approval 
of the agreement in principle from their recom- 
mendations regarding areas in which effort 
should be expended in subsequent negotiations. A 

remaining point of difference relates to whether 
the negotiation of the specified items should (i) 
be undertaken simultaneously with the conclud- 

ing negotiations of the treaty based on the agree- 
ment, or (2) be postponed until after the first 

treaty is concluded. 
The latter course is being strongly urged by 

the State Department; it is believed that its 

position on this matter is based on a general 
feeling of precariousness about U. S. relations 
with the Soviet Union. The Russians have 
exhibited displeasure at several recent events, es- 

pecially the setbacks involved in the negotiations 
for trade benefits, and State Department officials 
are anxious to avoid the possibility that the 
Senate Resolution be seen in any way as a re- 

pudiation of the agreement. Their feeling is that 
an instruction to re-negotiate its terms concur- 
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rently may be viewed in this manner. It was also 
pointed out that the State Department sees the 
increasing activity on the part of Congress in the 
negotiation process as a negative element which 
impedes progress because the negotiators cannot 
assure fulfillment of commitments. Most partici- 
pants in the Academy meeting supported the 
need for reasonable Congressional overview; they 
maintained that a desire to commit the United 
States on such matters without consultation with 
the Congress and others impairs the democratic 
process and should not be encouraged. It was also 
suggested that questions relating to detente should 
not be brought to bear on decisions concerning a 
treaty to limit arms. Arms control agreements 
must be based on mutual security interests if they 
are to have any permanence; thus, the relevant 
question, both for the U. S. and the Soviet Union, 
is whether the proposed agreement serves their 
longer term interests. 

An important aspect of the present situation 
which requires clarification is the President's 
comment regarding an obligation to build up to 
the levels proposed by the agreement. Some felt 
that this comment was made in a moment of 
haste and should not be taken as a firm position. 
However, their belief was that unless this state- 
ment is modified it will be seen as a guideline 
and all governmental agencies involved will pro- 
ceed to implement this perceived "obligation" 
without delay. Others expressed the view that 
the President's statement may not have been a 
slip which he can be persuaded to modify with 
comparative ease, but rather a calculated effort 
to block potential opposition by Pentagon offi- 
cials, and that there may indeed be a real commit- 
ment to build up to the limits. 

An additional element of some concern in the 
current situation was the suggestion from the 
Secretary of State that reductions in numbers 
could only be discussed if it was agreed that 
present programs might be completed. There 
was some difference of opinion as to whether this 
provision implied that a commitment has been 
made to the military that all programs could be 
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completed or simply that the Secretary saw it 
desirable not to preclude the possibility. Concern 
was expressed that Administration officials appear 
to be more interested in securing public support 
for the agreement than in defining their position 
with respect to the further development of stra- 
tegic weapons. The term "present programs" 
might well be interpreted differently by different 
groups; for example, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
might regard the B-i and Trident programs as 
being in that category. In view of the suggestion 
that the President has in fact made a commitment 
to the Joint Chiefs for full deployment of the 
B-i and Trident in order to gain their support, 
the group felt that clarification of this situation 
is essential. It was emphasized that decisions with 
respect to the size and nature of our forces should 
be made on the basis of the country's needs 
within the terms of the agreement and that a 
commitment to the military should not be made 
for other reasons. 

Positive and Negative Elements in the Terms as 
Presently Proposed 

Participants were divided on the question of 
the potential value of the agreement. Although 
many believed that despite its limitations it at 
least will provide a useful basis for further ne- 
gotiations, others viewed it as a stimulant to the 
arms race and suggested that it would have been 
preferable to have had no agreement until better 
terms could be negotiated. 

Specifically, some supported the equal-numbers 
form. They pointed out that equal numbers of 
delivery vehicles aid in eliminating the possible 
political significance of perceived inequality and 
establish a simple basis from which to proceed to 
further negotiations- if 2400 and 1320 represent 
equality, so too must 12oo and 660. However, it 
was noted that there is still no restriction on the 
key element of strength, i.e., the number of war- 
heads. 

It was generally agreed that the numbers pro- 
posed are extremely high, and many members 
of the group maintained that there will be con- 
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tinual pressure for building up to the limits and 
for qualitative improvements, as has already been 
foreshadowed by the Administration's statements. 
On the other hand, others believed that the levels 

specified do represent an actual control in that 
in their view both sides would likely have had 
more MIRVed missiles than will be permitted 
under the agreement. It was also suggested that in 
the presence of such a limit the position of those 

resisting the expansion of the strategic weapons 
arsenal is much stronger. In the absence of limits 
the basis for resisting the completion of programs 
like the B-i and the Trident was not very strong; 
it could always be argued that these systems were 
critical as a hedge against increases on the other 
side as long as no ceiling was imposed. With such 
a ceiling, a re-evaluation of the nature of our 
force posture is in order, and thus, this issue can 
be reopened with some hope of restricting the 

deployment of these systems. 
The suggestion was also made that such high 

levels will increase the reluctance of other coun- 
tries to forego the development of nuclear 

weapons on the ground that the superpowers are 
not fulfilling their commitment to gradually 
eliminate nuclear weapons as an instrument of 

foreign policy, and that therefore the viability of 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty which is scheduled 
for review in the spring is seriously threatened. 
While the basic decision regarding nuclear wea- 
pons will probably be made for other reasons, the 
high numbers will provide a political climate in 
which it is easier to justify their development. 
Others declared that while this perception of the 
superpowers' posture might cause some to with- 
draw from the NPT, it does not make it any 
more likely that any individual country will build 
nuclear weapons. Other actions of the super- 
powers have contributed to the spread of nuclear 
weapons in a much more direct way than will a 
failure to get lower numbers in an arms control 
agreement. 
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Definitional Problems and Verification 
Procedures 

There is considerable uncertainty about the 
terms of the agreement, and many members of 
the Senate have pointed out the difficulty of as- 

sessing its value since there is so little specificity. 
In an effort to clarify the complex definitional 
and verification problems, the group discussed 
whether such detail could actually be incor- 

porated in the treaty itself. 
Several examples were cited to illustrate some 

of the difficulties of definition. If an airplane can 

carry a number of missiles, how many delivery 
vehicles do6s it represent? If a large transport 
plane or tanker is tested as a launching platform 
for a long-range missile, how is it to be counted 
toward the limits specified in the agreement? If 
such a plane can carry more than one missile, 
how is the system to be counted? How would 
such provisions be verified? 

A number of participants emphasized the need 
for specificity with respect to new systems; an 
overt loophole might permit the building of thou- 
sands of new weapons in a ten-year period. For 

example, when one system which is limited is 

replaced by another which does not have the 

specific technical characteristics of the system 
being limited but which performs the same func- 
tion, it could be argued that exceeding the speci- 
fied number is not a violation. Since the defini- 
tional problems are so far-reaching, specificity 
is essential in order to avoid creating a climate in 
which both sides are tempted to take advantage 
of a lack of well-defined guidelines. 

Those supporting increased specificity called 
attention to the necessity for protection against 
the possibility of controversy regarding question- 
able activities which, for various reasons, the 

respective governments are not prepared to re- 
gard as denunciations of the agreement but which 
others view as clear violations. Recent events 
have also underlined the need for clearly defining 
verification requirements for agreements. The 

importance of the verification provisions of this 
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treaty is greater than might be apparent because 

they will serve as precedents for any subsequent 
agreements involving reductions. At reduced 
force levels, sensitivity to verification capability 
is increased. The ABM treaty, in which difficult 
verification problems were dealt with in a practi- 
cal manner, was cited as an appropriate model. It 
was pointed out that, in view of the complexity 
of the definitional and verification problems, it 
would be extremely difficult to settle all critical 
issues in a matter of several months. Thus, it was 

questioned whether the proposal to conclude the 

treaty at the summit meeting scheduled for late 

spring is reasonable. 
Others in the group questioned whether all 

such definitional problems must be resolved be- 
fore the conclusion of the treaty. Their view 
was that at this stage one need only determine if 
the enterprise is feasible - whether it will be 

possible to specify workable definitions and satis- 

factory verifiability when these are required, 
whether a procedure can be devised to adjust 
definitions when necessary because the tech- 

nology has changed. Their model would be the 
NATO agreement, a brief presentation of terms 
and goals on the basis of which specific items 
would be negotiated subsequently. It was further 

suggested that if the treaty were viewed as an 

agreement for joint management of strategic pro- 
grams, rather than one of a series of agreements 
negotiated at specified intervals, one might at- 

tempt to design some permanent machinery to 
deal with problems as they arise in the adminis- 
tration of the treaty. 

There was, however, considerable opposition to 
this proposal in that it would require numbers to 
be subject to continued negotiation; hence, no 
numbers would be specified in the treaty itself. 

Many participants felt that the issue of numbers 
should not be a variable at the disposal of the 
Administration because it would prevent pre- 
cisely the kind of overview the Congress wants. 
Those proposing the omission of numbers sug- 
gested that one could ensure that negotiations 
proceed in a responsible manner by insisting on 
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a commitment from the Administration for full 
consultation with the Senate during the negotiat- 
ing process, but others maintained that experi- 
ence has shown that it is extremely difficult to 

gain information on subsequent negotiations. 

The Proposed Treaty as a Framework for Future 
Negotiations 

The majority view appeared to be that, while 
the agreement by no means represents a signifi- 
cant breakthrough, it does have the virtues of 

providing a useful framework for further negoti- 
ations and of dispensing with several important 
obstacles. Thus, an effort was made to define 
how the agreement might be interpreted opera- 
tionally so that it could make its maximum con- 
tribution to arms control. Some maintained that 
an attempt should be made to include considera- 
tion of additional arms control measures in the 

negotiations leading to the conclusion of the 

present treaty, but it was generally felt that, 
while desirable, this might not be politically 
feasible and that the agreement should be viewed 
as a point of departure for future negotiations. 

A general outline was proposed as a means of 

focusing on arms control measures in terms of 
their contribution to stability. In the negotiations 
that ensue, there might be two separate task 
forces, one to be concerned with clarifying the 
terms of the present treaty and the other to begin 
work on additional agreements. The negotiations 
of the latter group should be directed toward 
three objectives: reductions in numbers, limita- 
tions on flight testing, and a comprehensive test 
ban. In the meantime, there should be continual 
pressure for restraint with respect to the further 
development of U.S. programs. 

There was general agreement that reductions 
in numbers should be continually negotiated, al- 
though the levels likely to be reached may not, 
at least in the near future, be of great strategic 
importance. In this connection it was emphasized 
that the question of equal warhead levels should 
be addressed at an early stage. At one time the 
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Secretary of State viewed the MIRV issue as 
the key element in negotiations; no reason has 
been advanced for its abandonment and the group 
expressed the view that it should be reintroduced 
in future negotiations. It was suggested that an 

emphasis on reductions of land-based systems 
would be most desirable, since these are becom- 

ing more and more vulnerable and therefore may 
be perceived as a source of instability. A major 
effort to produce greater symmetry with respect 
to total missile throw-weight also was proposed. 

Explicit clarification was suggested with re- 

spect to FBS (forward-based systems - U.S. nu- 
clear weapons, other than central strategic sys- 
tems, deployed within range of the U.S.S.R.). 
Although the Soviets have withdrawn their in- 
sistence that FBS be included in the total number 

permitted under the agreement, one cannot dis- 
count the possibility that in the future they will 
revert to their original position. Some partici- 
pants felt that the United States should not permit 
them to reintroduce this issue in order to gain 
some further advantage, especially since their 
withdrawal was a concession in name only in that 
nothing fundamental was sacrificed. Others sug- 
gested that the Soviet Union could take the posi- 
tion that they had only agreed to concede this 
issue with the present numerical levels, but if the 
number were to be reduced, FBS could become 
an important factor and must be reconsidered. It 
was pointed out that a position of inflexibility 
with respect to FBS may be undesirable in any 
case, since the U.S. may wish to change the 

composition of those forces or to deal with them 
in a different way in the future. 

Several participants expressed the view that 
the primary concern should not be reductions in 
numbers. Lower numbers might in fact provide 
a stronger argument for the development of larg- 
er, more complex systems, and therefore subse- 

quent negotiations should focus on ways of 

restricting the development of new programs. 
Attention was called to the fact that while tech- 

nological advances like PGM (Precision Guided 
Munitions) have been previously regarded as ap- 
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plying to tactical or general purpose forces, they 
may during the years covered by the proposed 
treaty alter the strategic situation in a fairly 
revolutionary manner. Certainly throw-weight 
and even number of warheads may be of second- 

ary concern compared with the kinds of per- 
formance parameters to be achieved by the 

application of technologies now being developed. 
It would therefore be useful to determine the 

degree of destabilization which would occur as a 
result of higher yields and greater accuracy in 
order to determine where the major arms control 
effort should be focused. 

In this regard it was pointed out that it is 
incorrect to view high accuracy as destabilizing, 
in a strategic sense, when both sides have sub- 
stantial submarine and bomber forces, and that if 
destabilization from increased accuracy is un- 

likely, there is no realistic possibility of a strategic 
first strike. Attention should be directed toward 
defense decision procedures to ensure that they 
reflect this reality so that systems on which funds 
are expended are those which might make a mean- 

ingful contribution to the country's security. 
Reservations were expressed with regard to the 

possibility of limitations on flight tests because of 
the asymmetry in this area; the flight programs 
of the two superpowers are very different and to 
define an equivalent number of tests would be a 

complex task. There was considerable feeling 
that while in many ways this recommendation is 
the most attractive of the proposals in the Senate 
Resolution, there would be more resistance to it 
than to the other measures. However, others be- 
lieved that reductions of flight testing are a 
negotiable item. Tests for various purposes are 
now being differentiated and the total number of 
long-range tests per annum is known. One should 
not try to specify the nature of tests in detail 
because the asymmetry would then become an 
insuperable barrier, but there could be an agree- 
ment for a proportional reduction of the number 
of tests over time which could provide for a good 
deal of internal flexibility, so that if one side saw 
an urgent need to make a certain test it could be 

I3 

This content downloaded from 198.91.32.137 on Tue, 31 Mar 2015 14:30:58 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


included in the specified number. One might also 

proscribe testing missiles in a certain mode or 
limit testing to pre-announced ranges or existing 
sites. While these might not be very significant 
arms control measures, they would at least impose 
some initial control in this area, although they 
probably would be met with substantial resistance 
from the military. 

A comprehensive test ban was generally agreed 
to be a meaningful arms control measure. It 
would greatly limit the role of nuclear weapons 
as an instrument of foreign policy and has the 

possibility of providing a basis for going beyond 
the bilateral relationship: once the two super- 
powers have undergone a period of self-denial on 
nuclear testing, it would be increasingly difficult 
for the other nuclear club members to justify 
continuing their programs. 

Conclusion 

In view of the ambiguities surrounding its 
terms and the manner of its subsequent imple- 
mentation, no attempt was made to reach a con- 
sensus on any specific recommendations with re- 

spect to support for or rejection of the agree- 
ment. In the end, the value of the agreement will 

depend on the subsequent actions of the respec- 
tive governments - whether they will use it as a 

point of departure for a serious effort to negotiate 
further controls on nuclear weapons or whether 

they will see it as a justification for continuing 
existing programs to the limits prescribed as well 
as for developing new systems. The hope is that 
in the context of this evaluation of the present 
agreement the necessity for more meaningful 
arms control measures has been clearly demon- 
strated, and that as a result Administration offi- 
cials will be persuaded to direct their actions 
toward this end, both in negotiations for further 
limitations and by exercising unilateral restraint. 

I4 

This content downloaded from 198.91.32.137 on Tue, 31 Mar 2015 14:30:58 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Participants in the Discussion of the Vladivostok 
Arms Control Agreement 

Paul M. Doty, Chairman 
Harvard University 

Graham Allison 
Harvard University 

Robert Bowie 
Harvard University 

Harvey Brooks 
Harvard University 

Albert Carnesale 
Harvard University 

Abram Chayes 
Harvard Law School 

John Deutch 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Richard Garwin 
Harvard University 

Morton Halperin 
Washington, D. C, 

George B. Kistiakowsky 
Harvard University 

Michael Nacht 
Harvard University 

Uri Ra'anan 
Tufts University 

George Rathjens 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Thomas Schelling 
Harvard University 

Herbert Scoville 
Washington, D. C. 

Marshall D. Shulman 
Columbia University 

Walter Slocombe 
Caplin and Drysdale 

John Steinbruner 
Harvard University 
Kosta Tsipis 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

John Voss 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences 

15 

This content downloaded from 198.91.32.137 on Tue, 31 Mar 2015 14:30:58 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p.4
	p.5
	p.6
	p.7
	p.8
	p.9
	p.10
	p.11
	p.12
	p.13
	p.14
	p.15

	Issue Table of Contents
	Bulletin of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Vol. 28, No. 5, Feb., 1975
	Front Matter [pp.1-2]
	The 1556th Stated Meeting. House of the Academy. Boston, Massachusetts. February 12, 1975 [p.3]
	The Vladivostok Arms Control Agreement [pp.4-15]
	Workshop on the Historical Development of Modern Mathematics [pp.16-25]
	Stated Meeting Report
	The Life and Thought of Edmund Wilson [pp.26-41]




