






























































































































































































































































































































































\Vhether encryption of SS-25 flight test 
tele1netry hnpedes verification. This 
report reexa1nines these issues. 

• Findings: 
a. Second 1\'e1JJ 

and Deployn1ent: The U.S. Govennnent 
judges, based on convincing evidence 
about the SS-25, that the thro\V·\\•eight 
of the Soviet SS-25 ICBM exceeds by 
1nore than 5 percent the thro\V·\veight of 
the Soviet SS-13 and cannot 
therefore be considered a pern1itted 
1nodernization of the SS-13 as the 
Soviets clahn. The SS-25 is a prohibited 
second 11ne\v type" of ICB1'.1 and its 
testing, in addition to the testing of the 
SS-X-24 ICBM, thereby is a violation of 
the Soviet Union's political con11nitn1ent 
to observe the "ne\\' type'' provision of 
the SALT II Treaty. The deployment of 
this tnissile during 1985 constitutes a 
further violation of the SAL'r II prohibi· 
tion on a second "ne\\' type" of ICB11. 

b. RV·to-Throw-·u1eight Ratio: 
The U.S. Govern1nent reaffi1·1ns the con· 
clusion of the January 1984 report re· 
garding the SS-25 RV·to·throw·weight 
ratio. That is, if \Ve \\'ere to accept the 
Soviet argu1nent that the SS-25 is not a 
prohibited "ne\v type" of ICB11, it 
\Vould be a violation of their political 
co1n1nittnent to observe the SALT II 
provision \\1hich prohibits the testing of 
such an existing ICB1'.1 \vith a single 
reentry vehicle \vhose \\'eight is less 
than 50 percent of the thro\\'-\Veight of 
the ICBM. 

c. Encl'yption: The U.S. Govern· 
111ent reaffirn1s its judg1nent n1ade in the 
January 1984 report regarding tele1ne· 
try enCIJ'lltion during tests of the 
SS-25. Encryption during tests of this 
ntlssile is illustrative of the deliberate 
hnpeding of verification of con1pliance in 
violation of the U.S.S.R.'s political 
conunitn1ent. 

Despite U.S. requests for explana· 
tions and corrective actions \\rith regard 
to the SS-25 ICB11-related activities, 
Soviet actions continue unchanged, and 
the Soviet Union has proceeded to 
deploy1nent of this 1nissi1e. 

2. Strategic Nuclear Delivery 
Vehicle 

• Obligation: The Soviet Union's 
political conunihnent to abide by SAL 'I' 
II is inte11Jreted by the U.S. Govern· 
n1ent as including an obligation not to 
increase the nutnber of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles (SNDVs) in its arsenal. 
The So.viet Union had 2,504 SNDVs 
\Vhen it signed SALT II. 

• Issue: The February 1985 classi· 
fled report exa1nined the issue of 
\Vhether the Soviet Union has abided by 
its conunihnent not to exceed the level 
of 2,504 SNDVs. This report reexa111ines 
this issue. 

G 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent in· 
te11Jrets the Soviet conunitn1ent to abide 
by SALT II as including the existence 
of a cap on SNDVs-at a level of 2,504 
existing at the tin1e SALT II \Vas 
signed. The Soviet Union has deployed 
SNDVs above the 2,504 cap in violation 
of its political con1n1ihnent under SALT 
II. Such activity is indicative of a Soviet 
policy inco11sistent \Vith this political 
conunihnent. 

3. SS-16 Deployment 

• Obligation: The Soviet Union 
agreed in SAL'I' II not to produce, test 
or deploy ICBMs of the SS-16 type and, 
in particular, not to produce the SS-16 
third stage or the reentry vehicle of 
that 1nissile. 

• Issue: The January 1984 and 
February 1985 reports exantlned the 
evidence regarding \vhether the 8oviets 
have deployed the SS-16 ICBM in spite 
of the ban on its deploy1nent. This 
report reexatnines this issue. 

• Finding: The President's Febru· 
ary 1985 Report to Congress \Vhich 
noted that the evidence is sotne\vhat 
a111biguous and \Ve cannot reach a defini­
tive conclusion, found the activities at 
Plesetsk to be a probable violation of 
the U.S.S.R.'s legal obligation and 
political conunihnent under SAL'I' II. 
Soviet activity in the past year at 
Plesetsk see1ns to indicate the probable 
re1noval of SS-16 equip1nent and in· 
troduction of equipn1ent associated \\rith 
a different ICBM. 

4. Bacl{fire Bo1nber Inter­
continental Operating Capability 

• Obligation: At the signing of 
SALT II, the U.S.S.R. gave the U.S. 
assurances about the BACKFIRE 
bo1nber's intercontinental operating 
capability. The Soviet state1nent of June 
16, 1979, read, in pertinent part, as 
follo\vs: 

The Soviet side informs the US side that 
the Soviet. airplane, called 
11 BACKFIRE" in the USA, is a 1nedimn· 
range bmnber, and that it does not intend to 
give this airplane the capability of operating 
at intercontinental distances. In this connec· 
tion, the Soviet side states that it wi\1 not in· 
crease the radius of action of this aiqJlane in 
such a wav as to enable it to strike targets 
on the of the USA. Nor does it in· 
tend to give it.such a capability in any other 
1nanner, including by in-flight refueling .... 

This unilateral state1nent is an in· 
tegral part of the SALT II agreement 
and the U.S. considers it to be incor· 
porated in the Soviet Union's political 
con11nihnent to abide by SALT II. 

• Issue: The February 1985 
classified report addressed the issue of 

\Vhether ten1porary deploytnents of 
BACKFIRE bombers to Arctic bases 
constitute actions inconsistent \vith 
Brezhnev's June 16, 1979, staten1ent not 
to give the BACKFIRE an increased 
radius of action and the capability of 
operating at intercontinental distances. 
This report reexantlnes this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent 
judges that the ten1porary deploy1nent 
of BACKFIREs to Arctic bases is cause 
for concern and continued careful n1oni· 
toring. By such te1nporary deploy1nent 
of BACl{FIREs, the Soviet Union acted 
in a n1anner inconsistent \vith its 
political con11nit1nent in the June 1979 
BACI{FIRE state1nent not to give 
Backfire the capability to strike targets 
on the territory of the United States. 

5. Backfh·e Bonlber Production 
Rate 

' 
• Obligation: At the signing of 

SALT 11, the U.S.S.R. gave the U.S. 
assurances about the BACKFIRE 
bon1ber's production rate. The Soviet 
state1nent read, in pertinent part, as 
follo\vs: ". , , the Soviet side states that 
it \\rill not increase the production rate 
of this ah1)lane as co1npared to the pre· 
sent rate." Soviet President Brezhnev, 
according to Secretary Vance's SALT II 
trans1nittal letter to the Senate, "con­
firmed that the Soviet BACKFIRE pro· 
duct.ion rate \Vould not exceed thirty per 
year." President Carter stated that the 
United States enters into the SALT II 
Agree1nent on the basis of the co1n1nit­
n1ents contained in the Soviet stale1nent 
and that it considers the carrying out of 
these conunihnents to be essential to 
the obligations under the Treaty. 'I'he 
U.S. considers the Soviet unilateral 
state111ent to be an integral part of the 
SALT II Agreen1ent and, as such, to be 
incoq1orated in the Soviet Union's politi· 
cal conunihnent to abide by SALT II. 

• Issue: The February 1985 report 
exa1nined the question of \vhether the 
Soviet Union has produced 1nore than 30 
BACl{FIREs per year and increased 
the production rate since signing SALT 
II. This report reexantlnes this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent 
judges that the Soviet Union is obli· 
gated to produce no n1ore than 30 
BACl{FIRE bo1nber aircraft per year. 
There are a1nbiguities concerning the 
data. Ho\\'evel\ there is evidence that 
the Soviet BACKFIRE production rate 
\\'as constant at slightly 1nore than 30 
per year until 1984, and decreased since 
that thne to slightly belo\v 30 per year. 

6. Encryption of Ballistic l\1issile 
Tele1neh·y 

• Obligation: Provisions of SALT II 
ban deliberate concealn1ent 1neasures 



that itnpede verification by national 
technical 1ncans. The Treaty pern1its 
each party to use various inethods of 
trans1nitting tele111etric infor1nation dtu·­
ing testing, including encryption, but 
bans deliberate denial of teleinetry, such 
as through encryption, \vhenever such 
denial hnpedes verification. 

• Issue: The Janaury 1984 con1pli­
ance report exa1nined \Vhethe1· the 
Soviet Union has engaged in encryption 
of n1issilc test tele1netry (radio signals) 
so as to in1pede verification. 1'his issue 
\Vas reexa1nined in the February 1985 
con1pliance report and is exa1nined again 
in this report. 

• Finding: The U.S. Governn1ent 
reaffirn1s the conclusion in the February 
1985 report that Soviet encryption prac­
tices constitute a violation of a legal 
oblig1:1tion under SALT II prior to 1981 
and a violation of their political con1n1it-
111ent since 1982. The nature and extent 
of such encryption of tele1netry on ne'v 
ballistic 1nissiles, despite U.S. requests 
for corrective action, continues to be an 
exa1nple of deliberately itnpeding verifi­
cation of con1pliance in violation of this 
Soviet political conunitn1ent. 

7. Conceahnent of 1\Iissile/ 
Launcher Association 

• Obligation: Al-ticle XV of the 
SAL'f II Treaty prohibits "deliberate 
conceahnent n1easures \Vhich i111pede 
verification by national technical n1eans 
of con1pliance \\'ith the provisions of this 
Treaty." This obligation is further clari­
fied in a Con1111on Understanding that 
states that Article XV applies to all pro­
visions of the Treaty and "includes the 
obligation not to use deliberate conceal­
n1ent tneasures associated \vith testing, 
including those ineasures ahned at con­
cealing the association bet\veen 1CB1\1s 
and launchers durh1g testing." 

• Issue: This report exa111ines for 
the first thne the issue of 'vhether the 
Soviets have concealed the association 
bet,veen an ICB1\I and its launcher dur­
ing testing in violation of their obliga­
tion not to use deliberate conceahnent 
111easures \Vhich hnpecle verification. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern111ent 
judges Soviet activities related to the 
SS-25 to be a violation of the Soviet 
Union's political co1n111it1nent to abide 
by the SAL'f II Treaty provision pro­
hibiting conceahnent of the association 
bet,veen a 1nissile and its launcher dur· 
ing testing. 

SALT I Interhn Agreen1ent 

Treaty Status 

The SAL 'I' I lnterhn Agree1nent 
entered into force for the United States 

and the Soviet Union in 1972. Disman­
tling procedures i111ple1nenting the In­
terhn Agreen1ent \Vere concluded in 
1974. The Inter:in1 Agree111ent, by its 
O\Vn ter1ns, \Vas of li111ited duration and 
expired as a legally binding doctnnent in 
1977. The applicability of the Intelim 
Agree1nent to the actions of both parties 
has, ho\\'ever, been extended by the par­
ties by a series of n1utual political con1-
nrit1nents, including the President's 
l\1ay 31, 1982, state1nent that the United 
States \VOnld refrain fron1 actions \Vhich 
\Vould undercut existing strategic ar111s 
agree1nents so long as the Soviet Union 
sho,vs equal restraint. The Soviets have 
told us they would abide by the SALT I 
Intel'i111 Agreen1ent and SALT II. Any 
actions by the U.S.S.R. inconsistent 
'vith this conunihnent are violations of 
its political conunitJnent \\'ith respect to 
the Interhn Agree111ent and its hnple­
inenting procedures. 

Use of "Reniai11ing Facilities" at 
Fornier SS-7 Sites 

, • Obligation: The SALT I Intel'im 
Agreen1ent and its procedures prohibit 
the Parties frotn using facilities re1nain­
ing at dis1nantled or destroyed ICBl\1 
sites for storage, support, or launch of 
ICBl\ls. Any Soviet actions inconsistent 
\Yith this conunit111ent are violations of a 
political co1nn1itn1ent \\1ith respect to the 
Interhn Agree1nent and its hnpletnent­
ing procedures. 

• Issue: The February 1985 report 
exatnined \Vhether the U.S.S.R. has vio­
lated the SALT I lnterhn Agree1nent 
prohibition against using facilities re-
1naining at dis1nantled for1ner SS-7 
ICBl\I sites for the storage, support or 
launch of SS-25 ICBMs. This report 
1·eexa1nines this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent 
judges that Soviet use of for1ner SS-7 
ICBl\I facilities in support of the deploy­
n1ent and operation of the SS-25 111obile 
ICBl\Is is in violation of the SALT I In­
terin1 Agree111ent. Should the Soviets 
use "re1naining facilities" in the future 
at other fonner SS-7 sites \vhe1·e the 
SS-25 is no\\' in the process of being 
deployed, such use 'vill also constitute 
Soviet violation of its politicul conunit-
1nent under the SALT I Interhn 
Agree1nent. 

Biological \Veapons Convention and 
1925 Geneva Protocol 

Che111ical, Biological, a11d Toxin 
lYenpons 

• Treaty Status: The 1972 Biological 
and Toxin \Veapons Convention (the 
B\VC) and the 1925 Geneva Protocol are 
1nultilateral treaties to \vhich both the 
United States and the Soviet Union are 
parties. Soviet act.ions not in accord 
\\r:ith these treaties and custo1nary inter-

national la\v relating to the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol are violations of legal 
obligations. 

• Obligations: The B"\VC bans the 
developinent, production, stoclqJiling or 
possession, and transfer of n1icrobial or 
other biological agents or toxins except 
for a sn1all quantity for prophylactic, 
protective or other peaceful pu11Joses. It 
also bans "'capons, equipn1ent and 
1neans of delivery of agents or toxins. 
The 1925 Geneva Protocol and related 
rules of custo1nary international la\V pro­
hibit the first use in \Var of asphyxi­
ating, poisonous or other gases and of 
all analogous liquids, n1aterials or 
devices and prohibits use of bacteriologi­
cal inethods of \Varfare. 

• Issues: The January 1984 and 
February 1985 reports exa1nined 
\Vhether the Soviets are in violation of 
provisions that ban the developinent, 
prochtction, transfer, possession and use 
of biological and toxin \Veapons and 
\Vhether they have been responsible for 
the use of lethal chen1icals. This report 
reexan1ines this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Governinent 
judges that ongoing Soviet activities 
confir1n and strengthen the conclusion of 
the January 1984 and li'ebruary 1985 
reports that the Soviet Union has 1nain­
tained an offensive biological \Varfare 
progran1 and capability in violation of its 
legal obligation under the Biological and 
1'oxin \Veapons Convention of 1972. 

Allegations concerning the use of 
lethal che1nicals or toxins in J(a111puchea, 
Laos, or Afghanistan have subsided in 
1985. Ho\\•ever, there is no basis fo1· 
an1ending the February 1985 conclusivn 
that, prior to this ti1ne, the Soviet 
Union has been involved in the produc­
tion, transfer, and use of trichothecene 
n1ycotoxins for hostile pt111)0ses in Laos, 
Ka111puchea, and Afghanistan in viola­
tion of its legal obligation under inter­
national la\\' as codified in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 and the Biological and 
Toxin \Veapons Convention of 1972. 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty 

I\'uc/ear Testing a11d the 150 Kiloton 
Litnit 

• Tt'eaty Status: The Threshold 
Test Ban T!'eaty (TI'BT) "'as signed in 
1974. The Treaty has not been ratified 
but neither party has indicated an inten­
tion not to ratify. Therefore, both Par­
ties are subject to the obligation under 
custo111ary international la\v to refrain 
fro1n actS that \VOtdd defeat the object 
and pu11Jose of the TI'B'l'. Soviet actions 
that \vould defeat the object and ptu·­
pose of the TTBT a1·e therefore viola­
tions of their legal obligations. The 
United States is seeking to negotiate 
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in1proved verification ineasures for the 
Treat.)'. Both Parties have separately 
stated they \vould observe the 150 kilo· 
ton threshold of the TTBT. 

• Obligation: The Treaty prohibits 
any underground nuclear \Veapon test 
having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons at 
any place under the jurisdiction or con· 
trol of the Parties beginnh1g 1Iarch 31, 
1976. In vie\v of the technical uncertain· 
ties a5sociated \\rith esthnating the 
precise yield of nuclear \Yeapon tests, 
the sides agreed that one or t\vo slight, 
unintended breaches pei· year \Votdd not 
be considered a violation. 

• Issue: The January 1984 and 
li~ebrual'j' 1985 reports exan1ined 
\vhether the Soviets have conducted 
nuclear tests in excess of 150 kilotons. 
This report reexatnines this issue, 

• Finding: \Vhile ainbiguities in the 
pattern of Soviet testing and verification 
uncertainties continued in 1985, the U.S. 
Govern1nent reaffir1ns the February 
1985 finding that Soviet nuclear testh1g 
activities for a ntnnber of tests consti· 
tute a likely violation of legal obligations 
under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 
1974, \Vhich banned undergroun l nuclear 
tests \Vith yields exceeding 150 kilotons. 
'fhese Soviet actions continued despite 
U.S. requests for corrective n1easures. 

Lhnited Test Ban Treaty 

Uudergrouncl /\luclear Test Venting 

• Treaty Status: The Treaty Ban· 
ning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the At· 
n1osphere1 in Outer Space and Under 
\Yater (Lilnited Test Ban Treaty­
LTBT) is a multilateral treaty that 
entered into force for the United States 
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and the Soviet Union in 1963 .. Soviet ac· 
lions not in accord \Vith this treaty are 
violations of a legal obligation. 

• Obligations: The LTBT specifical­
ly prohibits nuclear explosions in the at­
tnosphere, in outer space and under 
\vater. It also prohibits nuclear explo· 
sions in any other environment 11if such 
explosions cause radioactive debris to be 
present outside the territorial limits of 
the State under \\'hose jurisdiction or 
control such explosion is conducted." 

• Issue: The February 1985 report 
exa1nined \Vhether the U.S.S.R.'s 
underground nuclear tests have caused 
radioactive debris to be present outside 
of its territorial lhnits. This report re· 
exa1nines this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent 
reaffinns the judginent n1ade in the 
February 1985 report that the Soviet 
Union's underground nuclear test prac· 
tices resulted in the venting of radio· 
active 1natter on numerous occasions 
and caused radioactive n1atter to be pre­
sent outside the Soviet Union's terri· 
torial li1uits in violation of its legal 
obligation under the Lin1ited Test Ban 
Treaty. The Soviet Union failed to take 
the precautions necessary to nllnhnize 
the contan1ination of n1an's environ1nent 
by radioactive substances despite 
nu1nerous U.S. den1arches and requests 
for corrective action. 

Helsinki Final Act 

l/elsinki Final Act /1lotiflcation of 
blilita1·y Exercises 

• Legal Status: The Final Act of 
the Conference on Security and Cooper· 

ation in Europe \Vas sigi1ed in Helsinki 
in 1975. This docun1ent represents a 
political conunihnent and \\'as sigi1ed by 
the United States and the Soviet Union, 
along \\rith inany other States. Soviet ac-­
tions not in accord \\rith that docu1nent 
are violations of theh· political 
conunitn1ent. 

• Obligation: All signatory States 
of the Helsinki Final Act are coinmitted 
to give prior notification of, and other 
details concerning, 1najor nlllitary 
inaneuvers, defined as those involving 
inore than 251000 troops. 

• Issue: The January 1984 and 
F'ebruary 1985 reports exanllned 
\Vhether notification of the Soviet 1nili· 
tary exercise "Zapad-8!11 \\'as inade· 
quate and therefore a violation of the 
Soviet Union's political conunihnent 
under the Helsinki Final Act. This 
report reexa1nines this issue. 

• Finding: The U.S. Govern1nent 
previously judged and continues to find 
that the Soviet Union in 1981 violated 
its political conunihnent to observe pro· 
visions of Basket I of the Helsinki Final 
Act by not providing prior notification 
of exercise 11 ZAPAD-81." While the 
U.S.S.R. has generally taken an ap­
proach to the confidence-building 
ineasures of the Final Act \Vhich mini· 
tnizes the information it provides, Soviet 
co111pliance \vith the exercise·notification 
provisions \Vas hnproved in 1983. In 
1984, the Soviets returned to a 1ninhnal· 
ist approach providing only the bare in· 
for111ation required under the Final Act. 
The Soviet Union continued this ap· 
proaeh during 1985. Ill 
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The United States is conunitted to a 
national sec1o·ity policy 1vhich includes 
both a strong deterrent to agg~·ession 
and an active pursuit of deep, equitable, 
and verifiable reductions in Soviet and 
Anze;·ican nuclear arnzs as 1vell as 
effective ·verification arrange;nents for 
e.i·isting lbnitations on n1tclear testing. 
Under existing conditions, neither a 
coniprehensive ban nor a n101·atoriuni 
on nuclear testing u;ould enhance the 
cause of secu·rity, stability, o;· peace. 
This Special. Report sets forth the 
principles underlying U.S. policy 
to1vard lhnitations on nt(c[ea;· testh1g. 

Recent Developments 

Shortly before this Special Report \vent 
to press, the White House announced 
that the United States and the Soviet 
Union agreed to have experts n1eet, 
\Vithout preconditions, to discuss issues 
related to nuclear testing. An initial 
n1eeting of experts \Vas held in late 
July 1986 at Geneva. 

As this report details, the United 
States has long sought a tneeting \\'1th 
the Soviets to present our concerns 
about the verification provisions of the 
Threshold Test Ban Ti·eaty (Tl'BT) and 
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty 
(PNET). This meeting of experts.allows 
the United States to present its ideas 
and concerns to the Soviets-and to hear 
Soviet concerns. The United States is 
ready to pre8ent and discuss 01u· vie\vs 
on verification hnprove1nents in existing 
agreen1ents \Vhich \Ve believe are 
needed and achievable at this tin1e. If 
\Ve are successful in addressing these 
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verification concerns, \Ve could inove 
for\vard on ratification of these t\vo 
treaties. 

A Collective Security Issue 

The 1naintenance of a strong nuclear 
deterrent has for four decades ensured 
the security of the United States and 
the freedo1n of ow· allies and friends. 
Therefore, \vhile a co1nprehensive test 
ban re1nains a long·te11n objective of the 
United States and \Vhile \Ve are actively 
investigating technologies that could one 
day reduce and ulthnately elhninate our 
dependence on offensive nuclear anns 
for 01u· security, nuclear \Veapons \vill 
ren1ain the key element of deterrence 
for the foreseeable future. During such 
a period, \Vhere both the United States 
and our friends and allies 1nust rely 
upon nuclear 'veapons to deter aggres­
sion, nuclear testing 'vill continue to be 
required. 

A carefully structured nuclear testing 
prograin is necessary to ensure that our 
'veapons are safe, effective, reliable, and 
survivable. The directors of both the 
Los Alamos and Liver1nore national 
'veapon laboratories have stated that, 
'vhile non-nuclear tests so1netin1es 
detect proble1ns 'vith the nuclear co1npo­
nent of 'varheads, the n1ost serious 
proble1ns 'vith the nuclear "'eapons 
stockpile are only revealed and solved 
by actual nuclear testing. Even a see1n­
h1gly ininor modification in a 'veapon 
design could seriously unde11nine confi-
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dence in the 'veapon's effectiveness 
unless the n1odifled design can be tested 
"rith a nuclear yield. Testing also allo,vs 
us to take necessary steps to inodernize 
our forces to counter the continuing 
Soviet niilitary buildup, particularly in 
offensive nuclear capabilities. 

The United States has long sought 
to achieve agree1nent 'vith the Soviet 
Union on nuclear testing 1in1itations that 
could strengthen security for all nations. 
In 1963, both sides ratified the Litnited 
Test Ban Treaty, 'vhich prohibits 
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, 
outer space, and under "'ate!'. The 
LTBT also prohibits the release of 
radioactive debris outside the bound­
aries of the state conducting a nuclear 
explosion. In 1974 and 1976, respec­
tively, the United States and Soviet 
Union signed the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaty. These treaties prohibit under­
ground nuclear explosions having a yield 
that exceeds 150 kilotons. Neither side 
has ratified the 'ITBT or PNET, but 
each has stated that it 'vould respect 
the 150 kiloton limit. 

Verification Proble1ns 
and Soviet Violations 

The United States is not currently 
seeking ratification of the 'ITBT and 
PNET because 've cannot effectively 
verify Soviet con1pliance 'vith the 
150-kiloton threshold on underground 
nuclear explosions. The re1note seis1nic 
techniques 've nntst rely on today to 
n1onitor Soviet nuclear tests do not 
provide yield estitnates 'vith the accu-



racy required for effective verification of 
co1npliance. Nor \v:ill the treaties' 
verification provisions solve this 
proble1n. The TTBT itself provides only 
for an exchange of data. This data 
\vould be of lhuited value in verification 
and, in any event, cannot be independ­
ently validated by the U.S. Gove1111nent. 
This n1eans, for exan1ple, that \\'e \Vould 
have no \\'ay of kno,ving \\•hether the 
Soviets \Vere providing data for all 
geophysically distinct testing areas. Yet · 
if the Soviets \\ithheld such kno,\•ledge 
fron1 us, they could conduct high-yield 
tests in excess of 150 kilotons that, fron1 
the perspective of a seisn1ic observer 
outside Soviet boundaries, could appear 
to fall \Vithin the 150 kiloton lhnit. 

'l'he verification provisions of the 
PNET Protocol \Voulcl not resolve the 
proble1n of TTBT verification because 
they are not applicable to \Veapons 
tests. They "'oulcl penuit 1nandatory on­
site inspection only of peaceful nuclear 
explosions-and then only in very re­
strictive circutnstances. Specifically, on­
site inspection is n1a1Hlatory only for a 
group of explosions \Vhose aggregate 
yield exceeds 150 kilotons. In fact, since 
1976 the Soviets have not conducted any 
group nuclear explosions of the size 
\Vhich \Vould have required the1n to pe1·­
n1it such inspection. Thus, even if \Ve 
\Vere to ratify the treaties and hnple-
1nent their verification provisions today, 
our concerns regarding Soviet cotnpli­
ance \vith the TIET \Vould not be 
resolved. 

These verification deficiencies have 
becoine a n1atte1· of great concern in 
light of the pattern of Soviet noncon1pli­
ance \v:ith existing al'!ns control agree-
1nents, including existing lhnitations on 
nuclear testing, As stated in the Presi­
dent's Decen1ber 1985 "Report to Con­
gress on Soviet Noncoinpliance With 
A11ns Control Agree1nents,11 the Soviet 
Union's testing practices have resulted 
in the release of radioactive debris and 
caused radioactive matter to be present 
outside the Soviet Union's territorial 
liinits in violation of its legal obligation 
under the LTBT. The report notes that 
Soviet venting has occurred on ntuner­
ous occasions. In his 1984 report, the 
President concluded that "'vhile the 
available evidence is an1bigi.1ous1 in vie\v 
of a1nbigi.1ities in the pattern of Soviet 
testing and in vie\v of verification uncer­
tainties, and hvhile] \Ve have been una­
ble to reach a definitive conclusion; this 
evidence indicates that Soviet nuclear 
activities for a ntunber of tests consti­
tute a likely violation of legal obligations 
under the TfB'I'.'1 In his 1985 reports 
the President reiterated this concern, 
finding "that Soviet nuclear testing 
activities for a nu1nber of tests consti-
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PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT; 
l\larch 14, 1986 

I want to n1ake an announcefnent today 
concerning the question of linlitations on 
nuclear testing, an important arms control 
area \vhich has been the subjec~ of special 
correspondence which I have had recently 
'vi th Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev, 
the leaders of six nations known as the 
Ne\v Delhi Group, and Senate hiajoritY 
Leader Dole. 

I have conveyed to General Secretary 
Gorbachev today a new, very specific, and 
far-reaching proposal concerning nuclear 
testing limitations, a proposal which could 
be impletnented iln1nediately. In this new 
initiative, I urged the Soviet Union to join 
us \vithout delay in bilateral discussions 
on finding ways to reach agree1nent on es· 
sential verification improve1nents of the 
Threshold Test Ban Tt·eatv (TTBT) and 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosio;1s Treaty 
(PNET). 

In the field of nuclear testing, as in 
arms control generally, effective verifica­
tion is a central element. It has also l011g 
been one of the 1nost difficult problenls to 
resolve. 'Ve are seriously concerned about 
the past pattern of Soviet testing as well 
as current verification uncertainties and 
ha\•e detern1ined that a nun1ber of Soviet 
tests constitute likely violations of obliga· 
tions under the Threshold Test Ban 
Tt·eaty of 1974. The inadequacy of the 
n1onitoring reghne provided for in that 
agree1nent is underscored by the Soviet 
Union's 0\\'11 questions concerning the 
yiefds of particular U.S. tests, all of 
\Vhich, in fact, have been below the 
150-kiloton threshold. 

The United States places the highest 
p1iority in the nuclear testing area on 
finding ways of ensuring effective verifica· 
tion of the ITBT and PNET. I have 
already n1ade several specific suggestions 
to the Soviet Union in this regard. :bly 
new initiative is a further atte1npt to 
build the necessary basis for confidence 
and cooperation between our nations 
regarding such linlitations. 

As a reflection of our resoh•e to n1ake 
tangible progress, in 1ny new proposal I 

tute a likely violation of legal obligations 
under the TTBT of 1974 .... " 

U.S. Presidential Initiatives 

President Reagan has long advocated a 
dialogue \v:ith the Soviet Union to arrive 
at the required hnproven1ents in 1noni­
toring procedures for effective verifica· 
tion of the TTBT and PNET, wlrich are 
the necessary first steps if there is to 
be progress in the area of nuclear test· 
ing lhnitations. The United States has 
taken the follo,ving initiatives: 

• On several occasions in 1983, the 
United States unsuccessfully sought to 
engage the Soviet Union in discussions 

identified to hir: GorbaChev a specific new 
technical method-k110\\'1l as CORRTEX­
\vhich we believe v,rill enable both the 
U.S. and U.S.S.R. to in1prove veiification 
and ensure co1npliance with these t"'O 
treaties. This is a hydrodynainic yield 
nteasuren1ent technique that nleastu·es the 
propagation of the underground shock 
wave fron1 a nuclear explosion. I provided 
to hlr. Gorbachev a technical description 

' of CORRTEX designed to demonstrate 
how this niethod \\rill enhance ve1ification 
procedures. 

To allow the Soviet Union to exa1nine 
·the CORRTEX systen1 nlOl"e fully, I fur­
ther proposed that :rtlr. Gorbachev send 
his scientists to our Nevada test site dur­
ing the third 'veek of Aplil 1986. At that 
time, they could also monitor a planned 
U.S. nuclear weapons test. I "'ould hope 
this would provide an opportunity for our 
experts to discuss verification 1nethods 
and thus pave the way for resolving the 
serious concerns which have arisen in 
this area. 

In n1aking this offer, I made clear to 
General Secretary Gorbachev that, if 've 
could reach agree111ent on the use of an ef· 
fective verification system incorporating 
such a 1nethod to veiify the 'l'TBT, I 
\\'ould be prepared to 1nove forward on 
ratification of both the ITBT and PNET. 

\Vhat is unique about this ne\\' initia· 
tive is its specificity and concreteness and 
the detailed ne\v technical infonnation we 
have provided to the Soviet Union in try­
ing to solve these verification uncertain­
ties. It is huportant that the Soviet Union 
engage "'ith us no"' in this first practical 
step lo ilnprove the confidence \Ve each 
1nust have in treaty co1npliance \\rith the 
150-kiloton threshold on underground · 
tests. If this can be achieved, we believe 
\\'e will have significantly hnproved the 
prospects for velif)ring other anns control 
agree1nents as \\'ell through in1proved 
verification regi1nes. 

NOTJ.:: The President's :rtiarch 7 letter to 
Senate 1.Iajmity Leader Dole, to which 
reference is made in the above state1nent, 
is included in Appendix 2. 

on verification hnprovetnents to these 
treaties. 

• In Septe1nber 1984, the President 
proposed, in an address to the UN 
General Asse111bly1 that the United 
States and the Soviet Union find a \Vay 
for Soviet experts to coine to the U.S. 
nuclear test site and for our experts to 
go to the Soviet test site to 1neastu·e 
directly the yields of nuclear \veapons 
tests. 

• In J~tly 19851 the President invited 
Soviet experts to cotne to the U.S. test 
site to 1neasure the yield of a U.S. test 
\Vith any insfrlnnentation devices they 
deen1ed hecessUry· for 1neasuring yield. 
There \Vere no conditions or require-



1nents for <t reciprocal visit. The Presi­
dent's pu!'pose \\'as to begin a process to 
huild l'onfidence and cooperation 
lH·lwl•en our nations regarding limita­
tions on nuclear we<1pons testing. 

• In Dece1nber 1985, the President 
proposed to General Secretary 
Gorbachev that U.S. and Soviet experts 
on nuelea!' testing li111itations 1neet in 
February to <liscuss our respective 
veriflcalion approaches and to address 
initial tani.riblu steps to resol\'e this 
j,::.,::.lll'. 

The President's Proposal 
of ~larch 1986 

In his 111ost recent initiative, on ~larch 
14, 1986, the President urged the Soviet 
Union to begin bilatel'al discussions to 
find \\'ays to reach agree1nent on essen­
tial verification ilnprove1nents of the 
'ITBT and PNET. The President pro­
vided General Secretarv Gorbachev \Vith 
a leehnical description ~f a specific 
1nethod kno\\'n as CORRTEX, \\•hich is 
an accurate 1nethod for measuring the 
yield of a nuclear explosion (see Appen­
dix 1). The President also proposed, on 
a unilateral basis, that Soviet exp~rts 
visit our Nevada test site in April to 
di:-;cuss verification 1nethods, examine 
the CORRTEX systen1 1nore closely, 
and 1nonitor a planned U.S. nuclear 
weapon test. The President stated that 
if the United States and the Soviet 
Union could reach ai,rreement on the use 
of an effective verification systen1 incor­
porating CORRTEX, the United States 
\\'ould he prepared to n1ove for\vard 
\\'ith the ratification of the TIBT and 
PNET. 

The President's proposal offers an 
opportunity for the Soviets to demon­
strate that they take testing limitations 
seriously and recognize that compliance 
\\'ith such agreen1ents is necessary. The 
United States n1ust stand by its stand­
anl of effective verification \vith respect 
to the TIBT. Anything less \Vould harm 
U.S. security interests, unde11nine our 
ability to den1and effective verification 
in other ar1ns control areas, and under­
cut the objectives of the TTBT. 

Co111prehensive Test Ban 

A Con1prehensive Test Ban (CTB) 
ren1ains a long-tenn objective of the 
United States. As long as the United 
States ctnd our friends and allies 1nust 
rely upon nuclear \\'eapons to deter ag­
gression, ho\\'ever, so1ne level of nuclear 
testing \Vill continue to be required. \Ve 
believe such a ban must be vie\ved in 
the context of a tin1e \Vhen \Ve do not 
need to depend on nuclear deterrence to 
ensure international security and stabil· 
ity and \Vhen \\'e have achieved broad, 

deep, and verifiable arms reductions, 
substantially in1proved verification capa­
bilities, expanded confidence-building 
1neasures, and greater balance in con· 
ventional forces. fl'or our part, the 
United States is energetically pursuing 
negotiations and discussions \vith the 
Soviet Union on concrete steps in all of 
these areas. We have n1ade clear our 
strong and continuing vie\v that Soviet 
calls for an in1mediate and unverifiable 
nuclear testing n1oratorium are not a ba­
sis for 1neaningful progress to this end. 

At the same thne, the United States 
has supported inte111ational discussion of 
verification and co1npliance problems 
related to nuclear testing li1nitations. 
Discussions have taken place in past 
years at the nniltilateral Conference on 
Disa1·111an1ent (CD) in Geneva, in both a 
technical-level ad hoc group of scientific 
experts and in the Nuclear Test Ban 
\Vorking Group. \Ve continue to support 
consideration of scope, verification, and 
co1npliance issues related to a CTB in 
these t\vo groups at the CD. 

Appendix 1 

CORRTEX System of 
Direct Yield l\teasuremcnt 

CORR'l'EX (Continuous Reflectometry 
for Radius versus Thne Experilnent) is 
a hydrodynan1ic yield measurernent 
technique that measures the propagation 
of the unden,,11·ound shock wave from an 
explosion. This technique uses a coaxial 
cable \Vhich can be e1nplaced in a hole 
parallel to the device emplacement hole. 
Precise 1neasurements are 1nade of the 
length of the cable by timing the return 
of lo\v energy electrical pulses sent 
do\vn to, and reflected fro1n, the cable 
end. \Vhen the nuclear device is deto­
nated, a shock \Vave en1anates through 
the ground, crushing and shortening the 
cable. The rate by which the cable 
length changes is recorded via measure· 
ments of the changing pulse transit 
thnes. This rate is a n1easure of the 
propagation rate of the explosive shock 
\\'ave through the ground \Vhich is, in 
tu111, a measure of the yield of the 
nuclear explosion. 

COHRTgx has been shown to be 
accurate to \Vithin 15% of the 111ore 
accurate, radio-chen1ical yield 1neasure· 
1nents for tests of yield 1:,11·eater than 50 
kilotons and in the geologic 1nedia of the 
U.S. test site in Nevada. Use of 
CORRTEX-n1easured yields at the 
Soviet Shagan River test site should 
provide accuracies to within 30o/o, The 
U.S. estin1ate is based on its use in over 
100 tests \Vith the sensing cable in the 
device e1nplacen1ent hole and four tests 

\Vith cables in a satellite hole. The accu· 
racy of the technique is believed to be 
relatively, but not \\•holly, independent 
of the geologic n1ediun1, provided the 
satellite hole 1neasuren1ents are nuule in 
the "strong shock" region near the 
nucll•ar device explosion. At greater 
separation distances, the properties of 
the 111edium heco1ne n1uch n1ore in1por· 
tant factors. A satellite hole separation 
clistance of 14 meters (46 feel) is appro­
priate for a test near 105 kilotons. 

Thu electronic device that provides 
the timing signals is a hattery-po\vered, 
suitcaHe-sizcd unit that 1nay be re1notely 
contl'olled. All equipn1ent fo1· JHl\\'er, 
recording, and data reduction can be 
contained in a s1nall trailer. 

Appendix 2 

The President's Letter to ~Iajority 
Leader Dole, ~larch 7, 1986 

In early 1986, the U.S. Congress 
debated a joint resolution "To Prevent 
Nuclear Testing.'' The President 
expressed his reservations \\'ith regard 
to this resolution in a letter dated 
~larch 7, 1986, to Senate ~Iajority Lead­
er Robert Dole. Referring to provisions 
of the resolution, the President noted: 
uThey \vould undercut the initiatives I 
have proposed to 1nake progress on 
nuclear test limitations issues, and they 
\\'ould set back prospects on a broad 
range of ar1ns control efforts, inc"luding 
the achieve1nent of deep, stabilizing, and 
verifiable arins reductions." Follo\\'illg is 
the full text of that letter. 

Dear Bob, 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
'VASHINGTON 

March 7. !!!Xii 

As vou know, on l<'ehruarv 2H t ht• House nf 
Rl•1;resentath•es passed H· .. J. R(':-;. :l, "To Pn•­
Vt'llt Nuclear Testing," ancl this is;;ue is now 
before the Unitefl States Senate. The resolu­
tion calls for the immediat(' n1tificatio11, 
without Jl('('detl V('lification improvements, of 
both the Threshold Test Bau Treat\' tTIDT) 
and the Peaceful Nucletll" Explo;;imls Tr('l\ty 
(PNETJ. It also calls for thl' l't'l'ltlllption of 
negotiations with tht> SoviC't Union toward a 
Comprehensi\•e Test Bim (C'l'Hl, despitl' till' 
fad that the U.S. Govt>rnnwnt has madt> 
dl'ar its very serious l'l'l'l'l\'ations in taking 
,::.uch a ;.;t('p under present conditions. 

Any limitations on nucll'ar tl•sting must 
he compatih!C' with our security intere:;ts and 
must bl' C'ffecth•elv verifiable. Because of the 
continuing threat i.hat \\'l' fatl' now and for 
the forl'seeab!e future, tht• st•curity of the 
Unit<.'ci States, its friends and its Alli<.';; mu;.;t 
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rely upon a credible and effective nuclear 
deterrent. A limited level of testing assw·es 
that ow· weapons are safe, effective, reliable 
and survivable and assures our capability to 
respond to the continued Soviet nuclear a11ns 
buildup. Such testing, \Vhich is conducted 
underground, is pennitted under the existing 
agree1nents on nuclear test lhnitations, all of 
which the United States fully co1nplies 
"rith-the TIBT1 the PNE'f1 and the Lin1ited 
Test Ran Treaty (LTBT). 

A CTB re1nains a long-tenn goal of the 
U.S. llowever, it n1ust be viewed in the con· 
text. of achieving broad, deep and verifiable 
nuclear ar1ns reductions, substantially 
in1proved verification capabilities, a greater 
balance in conventional forces and at a ti1ne 
when a nuelear deterrent is no longer as 
essential an ele1nent as currently for interna· 
tional securitv and stability. 

1\ first, pi·iority step toward this goal is 
the pursuit of equitable and verifiable anns 
reductions in the current negotiations in 
Geneva Oil nuclear and space anns. 'Ve are, 
at the san1e tilne, seeking Soviet agreen1enl 
to enhanced verification 1neasures for the 
TTBT and PNET and are discussing verifica­
tion proble1ns of a CTB at the Conference on 
Disal'lnainellt in Geneva. Our conce111s are 
heightened by the patte111 of Soviet. noncmn· 
pliance with its arms control obligations, 
including current agreen1ents on 1in1iting 
nuclear testing. 

Ow· efforts to achieve essential verifica· 
tion improve1nents include three approaches 
to the Soviets in 1983 to engage in discus· 
sion. In 1984 I proposed an exchange of 
Soviet and U.S. experts to n1easure directly 
the yields of tests of nuclear weapons at each 
other's test sites. In inid-1985, I uncondition­
ally invited Soviet experts to n1easlll'e such a 
test at the Nevada Test Site, bringing with 
then1 any instnm1entation devices they 
dcen1ed ;wcessary. In Dece1nber, 1985, I pro· 
posed to Secretary General Gorbachev that 
U.S. and Soviet experts Oil nuclear testing 
lin1itations 1neet in February, 1986, to discuss 
our respective verification approaches <'lld to 
address initial tangible steps to resolve this 
issue. 

Regrettably, the Soviet Union has thus 
far not responded either to the serious U.S. 
conce111 in this area or to any of our initia· 
tives to address these conce111s in a construc­
tive manner. 

The actions called for by H.J. Res. 3 do 
not serve the interests of the United States, 
our Allies and otu· friends. Thev would under· 
cut the initiatives I have propo.sed to make 
progress on nuclear test lin1itations issues, 
and thev would set back prospects on a broad 
range of arn1s control efforts, including the 

·achievement of deep, stabilizing, and verifia· 
· ble a1111s reductions. 

Sincerely, 

RON 

Appendix 3 

Lessons of the 1958-61 Moratorium 

The United States does not believe that 
a testing nloratoriti1n is a prudent, effec· 
tive, or constructive step along the path 
to\vard our goal of a safer \Vorld. A look 
back at the 1958-61 testing 1noratoritnn 
detnonstrates \Vhy the United States 
believes that nloratoria are never 
acceptable substitutes for negotiated, 
equitable, and effectively verifiable anns 
control agreetnents. 

There \Vere three unilateral, volun· 
tary pledges to suspend testing in the 
late 1950s: the United States and the 
United Kingdon1 acted in 1958, follo\ved 
by the Soviet Union in 1959 (although 
u;e Soviets suspended testing in 
Noven1ber 1958). These suspensions 
an1ounted to a de facto 1noratoriurn. 
There \Vas, ho\vevei\ no joint fonnal 
agreernent. Thus, given a de facto 
111oratoriun1 by the United States, the 
United IGngdo1n, and the Soviet Union 
beginning in late 1958, the question is: 
\Vho \\•as the first to resume testing? 
The verdict of history is clear: it \vas 
the Soviet Union. 

The follo\ving is a chronology of key 
staternents and actions related to the 
1958-61 inoratoritnn: 

1958 
l\larch 31. The Soviet Union 

unilaterally suspends testing after a 
tnajor test series but just prior to an 
announced U.S. test series. The United 
States and the United IGngdo111 reject 
the Soviet call to suspend testing, but 
President Eisenho\ver proposes a tneet­
ing of technical experts to study the 
practical problen1s regarding interna· 
t.ional control of an agreed disar1nament 
progran1. 

July 1. An exchange of letters 
bet\veen Eisenho\ver and Soviet leader 
Klu·ushchev results in the convening of 
a Conference of Experts in Geneva to 
study the proble1ns of verifying a test 
ban. 

August 21. The Conference of 
Experts reports that it is technically 
feasible to establish a \Vorkable and 
effective svste1n, using available capabil· 
ities to tnOnitor con1pliance \vith a 
\Vori'chvide suspension of nuclear testing. 

August 22. Based on the experts' 
report, Eisenho\ver proposes trilateral 
negotiations on a verifiable test ban. He 
also expresses \villingness to suspend 
testing for 1 year (on a rene\vable basis) 
beginning October 31, 1958, the date of 
the opening of the Geneva Conference 
on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons 
Tests. The United J{ingdo1n follO\\'S suit. 

September 23. The United Kingdom 
ends testing series begun in Atay 1958. 

Septen1ber 30. The Soviet Union 
resu1nes testing. 

October 30. As prontlsed in August, . 
the United States ends testing. The 
Geneva Conference on Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Testing convenes the follo\\ring 
day. 

Nove1nber 3. The Soviet Union ends 
testing. 

Noven1ber 7. Eisenho\ver states 
that, in light of Soviet tests after the 
opening of the Geneva conference, the 
United States considers itself free fro1n 
its pledge. He adds that the United 
States, nevertheless, \vould continue the 
testing suspension and hopes the Soviet 
Union \\rill do the sa1ne. 

1959 
January 5. The United States 

reopens the verification issue based on 
the finding by U.S. seistnic experts that 
earlier assess1nents by the Geneva 
experts regarding verification of under· 
ground tests \Vere too optitnistic. The 
Soviets refuse to consider the ne\V U.S. 
data. 

August 26. Eisenho\ver extends U.S. 
tnoratorhun until the end of the year. 
T\vo days later, the Soviets pledge "not 
to restune nuclear tests ... if the 
Weste111 Po\vers do not resu111e the test· 
it1g of ato111ic and hydrogen \Veapons. 
Only in the case of resu1nption by then1 
of 1iuclear \Veapons tests \\rill the Soviet 
Union be free frotn this pledge." It 
should be noted that given the Soviet 
en1phasis on "resutnption/' the ter1n 
"\Vestern Po\vers" can only refer to 
the United States and the United 
IGngdo1n-the only 'Vestern Po\vers 
to have tested at that tilne. 

Decen1ber 29. Eisenho\ver 
denounces the intransigence of Soviet 
technical experts in Geneva, \Vho refuse 
to address deficiencies in seis1nic 
nlonitoring of underground nuclear 
explosions. He announces that uthe 
voluntary n1oratoriun1 on testing \\rill 
expire on Decetnber 31. Although \Ve 
consider ourselves free to restune 
nuclear testing, \Ve shall not resu1ne 
nuclear \\'capons tests \vithout announc· 
ing our intention in advance of any 
resutnption. Dtu·ing the pe1iod of volun· 
tar:.'i' suspension of nuclear \Veapons 
tests the United States \\rill continue its 
active progra1n of \Veapon research, de· 
velopn1ent and laboratory-type ex­
periinentation.'' 

Dece1nber 30. l{hrushchev states 
that the Soviet Union \vould not resun1e 
testing until the 11\Vestern Po\vers" 
res tune. 

5 



1960 
February 13. France, 'vhich had 

indicated its intention to become a 
nuclear po,ver as early as March 1957, 
conducts its first test. 

April 1. France conducts a second 
test. 

Decen1ber 27. France conducts a 
third test. 

1961 
April 25. Fl'ance conducts a fourth 

test. 
I\"lay 15. 'l'he Soviet Union states 

that "if France continues" testing, the 
Soviet Union \VOuld be co1npel1ed to 
test. 

August 30. Although the French 
have not conducted another test1 the 
Soviet Union announces it \Vould 1·esu1ne 
testing-contrary to its statetnents of 
August 28, 1959, and May 15, 1961. 

August 31. l{hrushchev tells visiting 
British parlia1nentarians that he decided 
to restnne testing \vith a bo1nb of 
unprecedented proportions to shock the 
\Vestern Po\\'ers into negotiations on 
Ger111any on his terins, and into accept­
ing his den1and that Geneva test-ban 
negotiations be inerged \Vith those on 
general and con1plete disarman1ent. 

6 

Septen1ber 1. The Soviet Union 
resumes atn1ospheric testing. 

Septentber 5. President Kennedy 
authorizes underground testing, \Vhich 
resumes on September 15. 

Noven1ber 4. The Soviet Union con· 
eludes its test series, of over 40 tests, 
including the largest single explosion in 
history. 

Nove1nber 7, Seven nionths after 
the Soviet \Yarning against continued 
testing, France conducts a fifth nuclear 
test. 

The preceding chronology clearly 
demonstrates that the Soviets broke 
their O\Vl1 pledges as \Veil as the tnorato· 
riu1n then still being observed by the 
United States and the United Kingdom. 
In addition, Khrushchev's candid ad1nis· 
sion of August 1961, and the size of the 
ensuing test se1ies, undercuts argu· 
inents that French testing or Eisen­
ho\\•er's Decen1ber 1959 state1nent in 
any \Vay "justified" the Soviets' break­
ing of the n1orato1iun1. Indeed, Soviet 
evidence of bad faith \Vas so clear that, 
in an address to the American people in 
~larch 1962, l{ennedy stunmed up the 
experience as follo\vs: 

(O}n Septen1ber 1st of last year, while 
the United States and the United King<lmn 
were negotiating in good faith at Geneva, the 
Soviet Union callously broke its 1noratorhnn 
with a 2-inonth se1ies of 1nore than 40 
nuclear tests. Preparations for these tests 
had been secretly undenvay for 1nany 
n1onths. Accon1panied by ne\\' threats and 
new tactics of terror, these tests-conducted 
mostly in the atn1osphere-represented a 
nutjoi· Soviet effort to put nuclear weapons 
back into the anns race. , .. 

So_me may lU'ge us to try it (a morato· 
riu1n] again, keeping our preparations to test 
in a constant state of readiness. But in actual 
practice, particularly in a society of free 
choice, we cannot keep topflight scientists 
concentrating on the preparation of an 
expeti1nent \vhich may or n1ay not take place 
on an uncertain date in the future. Nor can 
large technical laborato1ies be kept fully alert 
on a standby basis waiting for some other na· 
tion to break an agreement. This is not mere· 
ly difficult or inconvenient-\\'e have explored 
this alte11iative thoroughly, and found it 
impossible of execution, Ill 
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Arms Control: Chemical and Biological Weapons July 1986 

Background: The US is party to two existing international arms 
control agreements affecting chemical and biological weapons. 

- The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use in war of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons, but not the development, production, 
possession, or transfer of such weapons. Most maj~r states that are 
party to the protocol have recorded reservations retaining a right 
to retaliate in kind if such weapons are used against them. 

- The 1972 Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons Convention 
(BWC) bans development, production, stockpiling, or possession and 
transfer of biological agents or toxins "of types and in quantities 
that have no justification for prophylactic, protective, and other 
peaceful purposes," and also the weapons, equipment, and means of 
delivery for agents or toxins. 

Spread and use: In February 1985, the President's report on 
noncompliance with arms control agreements indicated that the Soviet 
Union had been involved in the production, transfer, and use of 
trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile purposes in Laos, Kampuchea, and 
Afghanistan. This was in violation of soviet obligations under 
international law as codified in the Geneva Protocol and the BWC. The 
December 1985 report indicates that although allegations concerning 
the use of lethal chemicals or toxins in Kampuchea, Laos, or 
Afghanistan subsided in 1985, there is no basis to amend the February 
1985 conclusions. In the Iran-Iraq war, Iraq has used chemical 
weapons against Iran for the last 3 years. 

In 1963, the US believed that five countries possessed chemical 
weapons. The US now believes at least 15 countries have them and that 
others are trying to acquire the capability. 

Proposed chemical weapons ban: The primary US objective in chemical 
weapons negotiations is to eliminate such weapons through a 
comprehensive and verifiable global ban. us-soviet negotiations on a 
chemical weapons ban began in 1977 but lapsed in 1980, primarily over 
differences regarding verification issues. 

In 1981 efforts to extend legal restraints on chemical weapons shifted 
to the 40-nation Conference on Disarmament at Geneva. In 1984 the US 
gave an important impetus to these talks when Vice President Bush 
presented a draft treaty text for a comprehensive chemical weapons 
ban. The US proposal would prohibit the development, production, 
stockpiling, acquisition, retention, transfer, or use of chemical 
weapons and would require the destruction of all existing chemical 
weapons stockpiles and production plants. It seeks a complete and 
verifiable global ban on such weapons. Verification would be 
accomplished by a combination of national and international measures, 
including ·systematic international onsite inspection and mandatory 
challenge inspection. 



Pending agreement on a complete ban on chemical weapons and to 
complement efforts to achieve that goal, the US has consulted 
informally with other countries to discuss ways to optimize existing 
export control programs on chemicals useful in the manufacture of 
chemical weapons. 

At the November 1985 summit, President Reagan and General Secretary 
Gorbachev agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on a chemical 
weapons treaty in Geneva and to begin a dialogue on preventing 
proliferation. We have since held two sessions in Geneva on the 
chemical weapons ban and one session in Bern, Switzerland, on chemical 
weapons proliferation. We anticipate further us-soviet discussions on 
both topics. 

The 1984 US draft chemical weapons treaty and our continuing active 
participation in both multilateral and bilateral talks on a 
comprehensive chemical weapons ban reflect the US commitment to 
negotiate a verifiable treaty. 

Biological Weapons Convention Review Conference: The 1972 BHC 
mandated a review conference 5 years after the convention entered into 
force. The first such conference, in 1980, called for a second review 
conference between 1985 and 1990. It will be held September 8-26, 
1986, in Geneva. The US objective is to ensure a serious review of 
the operation of the BWC since 1980. The US publicly has raised 
concerns about Soviet noncompliance. In addition, we expect the 
conference to address new sc.ientific and technical developments and 
the impact of these issues on the BWC. The US feels that the norm 
established by the BWC against the use or possession of such weapons 
should be strengthened, and it will encourage other states that are 
parties to the BWC to join us in this effort. 

Harriet Culley, Editor (202) 647-1208 
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US and NATO Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Reductions 

November 1984 

Background: For more than 35 years the NATO alliance has preserved 
the peace in Europe. Because NATO faces massive Soviet conventional 
and nuclear forces, the alliance must have the capability to defend 
itself and deter possible aggression. It must have credible 
conventional and nuclear forces. At the same time, the allies are 
committed to maintaining NATO's stockpile of nuclear weapons at the 
lowest possible level needed for an effective deterrent. 

The purpose of US nuclear forces is to deter war. The US nuclear 
arsenal is designed to provide a strong, militarily effective, and 
survivable deterrent force, also at the lowest possible level. The US 
has made proposals to negotiate substantial, equitable, and verifiable 
reductions in the US and Soviet nuclear arsenals. The US has also 
reduced the number and megatonnage (yield) of nuclear weapons in its 
arsenal. Over the years, the number of weapons in the US stockpile 
has fluctuated, but the number and yield today are s11stantially lower 
than they were 20 years ago, and they are expected to remain well 
below the peak level of the 1960s. 

In contrast, the Soviet Union has consistently increased the size of 
its nuclear stockpile. The number and total yield of its weapons have 
exceeded those of the US for some time. 

Reductions in the NATO nuclear stockpile: In December 1979, faced 
with a major and continuing Soviet buildup in intermediate-range 
land-based nuclear forces (INF), the NATO allies agreed to deploy 572 
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs) and Pershing II ballistic 
missiles beginning in 1983 and, at the same time, to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union to try to establish an INF balance at the lowest 
possible level. The 1979 "dual track" decision also called for the 
removal of 1,000 warheads from the NATO nuclear stockpile and, in 
addition, stipulated that for each GLCM and Pershing II deployed, one 
nuclear weapon already in the NATO arsenal would be withdrawn. 

The withdrawal of 1,000 warheads was completed in 1980. In addition, 
NATO agreed to study the alliance's defense needs further to determine 
whether additional nuclear weapons could be removed without 
undermining NATO's ability to deter war. This study laid the 
groundwork for the October 1983 decision in which NATO defense 
ministers meeting at Montebello, Canada, agreed to withdraw an 
additional 1,400 warheads from Europe. 

Thus, when these latest withdrawals are completed, five nuclear 
weapons will have been withdrawn from the NATO nuclear stockpile for 
every GLCM or Pershing II deployed and, as a result of the 1979 
dual-track and 1983 Montebello decisions, NATO will have cut its 



nuclear arsenal by about one-third, to its lowest level in 20 years. 
In contrast, the Soviet buildup in intermediate-range and shorter 
range nuclear weapons continues unabated. 

Reductions in the US nuclear stockpile: The number of weapons in the 
US nuclear stockpile was about one-third higher in 1967 than it is 
today. Moreover, its total detonation energy, measured in megatons 
(millions of tons), has declined even more dramatically because the US 
has withdrawn many large, high-yield weapons. Total US megatonnage 
today is only one-quarter of what it was in 1960. 

Most weapons in the US stockpile were built during the 1960s, and they 
are now becoming obsolete. It is necessary to modernize our forces in 
order to improve the safety and security of the weapons and to ensure 
the continued viability of our nuclear deterrent. Greater safety, 
survivability, and effectiveness are the goals of our nuclear force 
modernization program. In some cases, we can achieve those ai~s with 
fewer--but more modern--weapons than those we now have. As new 
weapons are produced, old ones will be disassembled. The US nuclear 
arsenal will thus remain below the peak level of the 1960s. 

Arms control efforts: As an integral part of our national security 
policy, the US seeks effective and verifiable arms control 
agreements. Our principal objective is to establish a stable nuclear 
balance at substantially lower levels of weaponry. We have made 
proposals for significant reductions in nuclear arsenals to the Soviet 
Union. We have negotiated flexibly and in good faith and are ready to 
do so again. We are prepared to engage the Soviet Union in 
far-reaching discussions for verifiable and substantial reductions in 
nuclear forces. Such reductions would be in the interests of both 
sides and would strengthen the foundation of international stability 
and peace. 

Harriet Culley, Editor (202) 632-1208 
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ABM 
ALCM 
ASAT 
BMD 
c•r 

List of Acronyms 

-anti-ballistic missile 
-air-launched cruise missile 
-anti-satellite 
-ballistic missile defense 
~command, control, communications, 

and intelligence 
CONUS -continental United States 
DEW -direeted-<>nergy weapon 
DSA T -defensive satellite 
GLCM -ground-launched cruise missile 
ICBM -intercontinental ballistic missile 
IR ~ -infrared 
IRBM -intermediate-range ballistic missile 
KEW -kinetic-<>nergy weapon 
KKV -kinetic-kill vehicle 
LWIR -long-wave infrared 
MaRV -maneuverable reentry vehicle 
MIRV -multiple independently targeted 

reentry vehicle 
MILSAT-military satellite 
MPS -multiple protective shelters, once to 

be used for basing MX 
MWIR -medium-wave Infrared 
MX -experimental missile, newest addi· 

PBV 
RV 
SDI 
SDIO 

SLBM 
SLCM 
SWIR 
UV 

tlon to U.S. ICBM arsenal, also 
called '1Peacekeeper'' 

-poet-boost vehicle 
-reentry vehicle 
-Strategic Defense Initiative 
-Strategic Defense Initiative Orga· 

nlzation 
-submarine-launched ballietlc missile 
-sea-launched cruise missile 
-ehort·wave infrared 
-ultraviolet 





Glossary 

This glossary hos been designed to 
provide a reference to the acronyms, 
words, and phroses associated with the 
strategic arms limitation negotiations 
and to clarify concepts and answer ques­
tions which arise in this context. It is 
intended for quick reference only, not as 
a basis for adjudicating definitional 
problems that might arise in negotiation 
or in final treaty or agreement language. 
This glossary was released by the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency In 
April 1979. 

Aggregate. The SALT II agreement 
provides for several "aggregate" nu­
merical limits on various categories of 
strategic offensive arms. The term 
11aggregate" refers principally to the 
overall aggregate of ICBM launchers, 
SLBM launchers, heavy bombers arid 
ASBM's. The SALT II agree;.,ent 
places an initial ceiling of 2,400 on this 
a~gregate with reductions to 2,250 be· 
gtnning in early 1981 to be finished by 
the end of that year. There are also 
11ggregate sublimits of 1,320 on 
MIR V'ed ICBM launchers, MIRV'ed 
SLBM launchers, MIR V'e~ ASBM's, 
and heavy bombers equtpped for 
cruise missiles capable of a range in 
excess of 600 km; 1,200 on MJRV'ed 
ICBM launchers, MIRV'ed SLBM 
launchers, and MIRV'ed ASBM's· and 
820 on MIR V'ed ICBM laun~hers 
through 1985. See also Quantitative 
Limitation. 

Alr-LaunchedCruiseMisslle(ALCM), 
A cruise missile designed to be 
launched from an aircraft. See also 
Cruise Missile (CM), Cruise Missile 
Carrier (CMG), and Cruise Missile 
Range. 

Alr-to-Surrace Ballistic Missile 
(ASBM), A ballistic missile launched 
from an airplane against a target on the 
Earth's surface. For the purpose of 
SALT II, an ASBM is considered to 
be such a missile capable of a range in 
excess of 600 km. when carried by an 
aircraft. See also Ballistic Missile. 

Air-to-Surface Balllstle Missile 
(ASBM) Carrier. An airborne carrier 
for launching a ballistic missile capable 
of a range in excess of 600 km agamst a 
target on the Earth's surface. Bombers 
equipped for ASBM's are considered 
to be heavy bombers which them· 
selves are not counted in the aggregate 
limits imposed by the treaty (unless 
they are also equipped with gravity 
bombs or long-range ALCM's), al· 
though each ASBM is so counted. See 
also Air-to-Surface Ballistic Missile 
(ASBM), Ballistic Missile, and Bomber. 

Alr·to-Surface Missile (ASM), A 
missile launched from an airborne car­
rier against a target on ·the Earth's 
surface. See also Air-Launched Cruise 
Missile (ALCM) and Air-to-Surface 
Ballistic Missile (ASBM). 

Antlballistlc Missile (ABM) Treaty, 
Formally entitled the "Treaty Be· 
tween the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics on the Limitation of Anti-Bal· 
listic Missile Systems,11 this treaty is 
one of the two agreements signed at 
Moscow on May 26, 1972, known col­
lectively as the SALT I agreements. 
The ABM Treaty entered into force 
on October 3, 1972, and is of unlimited 
duration. The original ABM Treaty 
limited each side to two ABM deploy­
ment areas (one national capital area 
and one ICBM silo launcher area) 
with restrictions on the deployment of 
ABM. launchers and interceptors (100 
of each per area) and ABM radars at 
these areas. A protocol to the treaty 
signed in 1974 further restricted each 
side to only one ABM deployment 
area. 

Backfire. The NATO designation of 
a modern Soviet two·engine, swing­
wing bomber. It is currently being 
deployed to operational units for use 
in a theater or naval strike role as a 
replacement for older Soviet medium 
bombers. Backfire has characteristics 
which fall between the characteristics 
generally attributed to existing heavy 
bombers and those of medium bomb­
ers. Under certain flight conditions, 
the Backfire is assessed to have an 
intercontinental capability. 

Ballistic Missile. Any missile de· 
signed to follow the trajectory that 
results when it is acted upon predomi­
nantly by gravity and aerodynamic 
drag after thrust is terminated. Ballis· 
tic missiles typically operate outside 
the atmosphere for a substantial por­
tion of their flight path and are 
unpowered during most of the flight. 
See also Air-to-Surface Ballistic Missile 
(ASBM), Intercontinental Ballistic Mis­
sile (ICBM), and Submarine-Launched 
Ballistic Missile (SLBM). 

Bomber. An aircraft designed to de­
liver bombs or missiles. See also Air-to­
Surface Ballistic Missile (ASBM) Carri­
er, Cruise Missile Carrier (CMC), and 
Heavy Bomber. 

ClrculAr Error Probable (CEP). A 
measure of the delivery accuracy of a 
weapon system. It is the radius of a 
circle around a target of such size that 
a weapon aimed at the target bas a 
50% probability of falling within the 
circle. 

Cooperative M.....,.,._ Measures 
taken by one side in order to enhance 
the other side's ability to verify com· 
pliance with the provisions of the 
agreement. Such measures can be vol· 
untary or negotiated. 

. Cruise Missile (CM), A guided mis· 
sile which uses aerodynamic lift to 
offset gravity and propulsion to coun· 
teract drag. Thus, a cruise missile is 
very much like an unmanned airplane. 
A cruise missile's flight path remains 
within the Earth's atmosphere. See 
also Air-Launched Cruise Missile 
(ALCM), Cruise Missile Carrier 
(CMG); Cruise Missile Range, Ground· 
Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM), and 
Sea-Launched Cruise Missile (SLCM). 

CIUlse Mlsaile Curltt (CMC). An 
aircraft equipped for launching a 
cruise missile. The limitations of 
SALT II apply to · those CMC's 
equipped for cruise missiles capable of 
a range in excess of 600 km. See also 
Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), 
Bomber, and Heavy Bombu. 

CIUlse Missile Ruge, SALT II pro­
vides that the range capability of a 
cruise missile is the maximum distance 
which can be covered by the missile in 
its standard deaign mode flying until 
fuel exhaustion, determined by pro­
jecting its flight path onto the Earth's 
sphere from the point of launch to the 
point of impact. Thus, range capability 
IS, in effect, defined in terms of the 
odometer distance traveled by the 
cruise missile. See also Cruise Missile 
(CM). 

Data 8-. As an adjunct to SALT 
II, the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. have 
agreed on a Memorandum of Under­
standing Regarding the Establishment 
of a Data Base on the Numbers of 
Strategic Offensive AIT15 which lists, 
for each side, the numbers of strategic 
offensive arms by category subject to 
the limitations provided for in the 
treaty. This data base will be periodi· 
cally updated in the Standing Consul· 
!alive Commission (SCC). 

Deliberate Concealment, SALT II 
provides that verification of compli· 
ance with the provisions of the agree­
ment shall be by national technical 
means (NTM). The sides have agreed 
not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification 
by NTM of compliance with the pro­
VlBions of the agreement. Deliberate 
concealment measures are measures 
carried out deliberately to hinder or 
deliberately to impede verification of 
compliance with the provisions of the 
treaty. Deliberate concealment meas­
ures could include, for eiample, cam-
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ouftage, use of coverings, or deliberate 
denial of tele1netric information, such 
as through the use of telemetry en· 
cryption, whenever such measures im­
pede verification of compliance with 
the provisions of the agreement. See 
also Encryption, Interference, National 
Technical Means of Verification 
(NTM), and Telemetry. 

Development, Development is the 
first stage in the process of producing 
a particular weapon system. Subse­
quent stages include testing (or night­
testing), production, and deployment. 

Encryption. Encryption is encoding 
communications for the purpose of 
concealing information. In SALT II, 
this term has been applied to a practice 
whereby a side alters the manner by 
which it transmits telemetry from a 
weapon being tested rendering the in­
formation deliberately undecipherable. 
See also Deliberate Concealment and 
Telemetry. · 

Fixed Intercontinental Balllstlc Mis· 
slle {ICBM) Launcher. There are two 

· categories of ICBM launchers-fixed 
and mobile. Fixed ICBM launchi;rs 
have-11'aditionally been referred to as 
either 11soft," whereby the missile and 
n1ost of its launch equipment remain 
above ground, or "hard.'' whereby the 
missile and most of its launch equip­
ment are contained in a hardened 
underground silo. In both cases 
the launcher-the equipment which 
launches the missile-is in a fixed loca­
tion. See also Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missile (ICBM) Silo La11ncher and 
Launcher. 
· Fll!lht·Test. For the purposes of 
SALT II, a flight-test of a missile is an 
actual launch of the missile (as distinct 
from a static test) conducted for any 
purpose, including for development of 
the missile, for demonstration of its 
capabilities, and for training of crews. 
See also Launch and Test Range. 

F.-.ctlonal Orbital &mbardment 
Syetem (FORS), A missile that 
&ehieves m orbital trajectory but fires 
a set of retrorockets before the com· 
pletion of one revolution in order to 
slow down, reenter the atmosphere, 
filld release the warhead it carries into 
a ballistic trajectory toward its target. 
While a normal ICBM follows an 
arcltlng, elliptical path to target, and is 
ltlghly visible to defending radars, a 
weapon in low orbit (e.g., 100 niiles 
altitude) can make a sharp descent to 
Earth, cutting radar warrung time sub­
•t..ntial!y. A FOBS path accordingly 
would consist of a launch into low 
01bi~ a partial circle to the Earth tar· 
ge~ and a rapid descent. 

FnctloMtlon, The division of the 
payload of a missile into several war­
heads. The use of a MIRV payload is 
an example of fractionation. The term 
11fractionation limits" is used to de­
scribe the treaty limitations on the 
maximum number of reentry vehicles 
per missile. See also Payload and 
Reentry Vehicle (R VJ. 

Funct!onally Role.led Obgervable 
Differences (FROD'a). The means by 
which SALT II provides for distin­
guishing between those aircraft which 
are capable of performing ccrtaln 
SALT-limited functions and those 
which are not. FROD's are differences 
in the observable features of airplanes 
which specifically determine whether 
or not these airplanes can perform the 
mission of a heavy bornber, or wheth-· 
er or not they can perfor1n the 1nission 
of a bomber equipped for cruise mis­
siles capable of a nmge in excess of 600 
km, or whether or not they can per­
form the mission of a bomber equipped 
for ASBM's. See also Heavy Bomber 
and Observable Differences (OD's). 

Ground-Launched Ci'ulse Missile 
(GLCM), A cruise missile launched 
from ground installations or vehicles. 
See also Cruise Missile (CM), Cruise 
Missile Range, and Protocol. 

Heavy CBalllstic) Missile. For the 
purposes of SALT II, ballistic missiles 
are divided into two categories 
according to their throw-weight 
and launch-wei~ht-light and. heavy. 
Heavy missiles (ICBM's, SLBM's, and 
ASBM's) are those missiles which 
have a launch-weight greater or a 
throw-weight greater than the launch­
weight or throw 0 weight of the Soviet 
SS-19 ICBM. 

Heavy Bomber. The term used in 
SALT II to describe those aircraft 
included in the aggregate limitations 
of the agreement. Heavy bombem con· 
•lst of fout categories of airplanes: 

• Current types ore the B-52 and 
B-l for the U.S. and the TU-9S (Bear) 
and Myasishchev (Bison) for the Sovi­
ets· 

; Future IYJl"S of bombers whlch 
con carry out the mission of • heavy 
bomber in a manner similar or superior 
to that of the bombers listed above; 

• TYJl"S of bombers equipped for 
cruise missiles capable of a range in 
exceas of 600 km; and 

• Types of bombers equipped for 
ASBM's. 

lnterront!nental &lllolic Missile 
aCBM), A land-based fixed or mobile 
rocket-propelled vehicle capable of 
delivenug a warhead to intercontinen· 
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ta! ranges. Once they are outside the 
atmosphere, ICBM's fly to a target on 
an elliptical trajectory. An ICBM con­
sists of a booster, one or more reentry 
vehicles. possibly penetration aids, 
and, in the case of a MIRV1ed missile, 
a postboost vehicle. For the purposes 
of SALT II, rui ICBM is considered to 

. be a land-based ballistic missile capable 
of a range in excess of S,500 km (about 
3,000 nautical miles). 

h:itercontlnental Ballistic Mlsslle 
aCllM) Silo Launcher. An ICBM silo 
launcher, a 11hard11 fixed ICBM · 
launcher, is an un-derground instaJla­
tion, constructed primarily of steel and 
concrete, housing an intercontinental 
ballistic missile and the equipment for 
launching it. See also Fixed lnterconti· 
nental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) 
V.mncher and Launcher. 

h:iterference. The SALT II treaty 
provides that each party shall use 
national technical means (NTM) of 
verification at its disposal .to pro­
vide assurance of compJiance with the 
treaty. In this connection, each party 
has undertaken a commitment not to 
interfere with the NTM of the, other 
party. This means that neither side Can 
destroy or attempt to negate the func· 
tioning of the NTM of the other side 
(e.g., blinding of photoreconnaissance 
satellites). See also Deliberate Conceal­
ment, National Technical Means of 
Verification (NTM), 1elemeiry, and 
Verification. 

Interim A~ment. Fonna1!y en· 
titled the 11Interim Agreement Be· 
tween the United States of America 
""d the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republica on Certaln Measures With 
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms," this agreement com· 
prises one of·two agreements signed at 
Moscow on May 26, 1972, and known 
collectively as the SALT I agree· 
ooent.s. The Ir.terim Agreement eD· 
tered into force on October 3, 1972, 
ond formally expired on October 3, 
1977. In September 1977, the U.S. and 
t11e U.S.S.R. reparately stated that 
they did not rlan to take any action 
incoruiistent with the provisions of the 
Interim Agreernent pending conclu· 
aion of the SALT II negotiations. 

Join! Statement of Prlnclples. SALT 
II consists of three parts: a treaty 
which will last through 1985, a pro· 
tocol which will last through 1981, 
and a Joint Statement of Principles 
ond Basic Guidelines for Subsequent 
Negotiations on the Limitation of 
Strategic Anns. The joint statement qf 
principles provides a general statement 
of objectives for negotiation in SALT 
m. 



Launch. For the purposes of SALT 
II, a launch includes a flight of a 
missile for testing, training, or anr, 
other purpose. The tenn "launch , 
would not encompass so-<:alled pop-up 
tests which are tests of the launcher 
and ejection mechanism. See also 
Flight-Test and Launcher. 

Launch-Weight. The weight of the 
fully loaded missile itself at the time of 
launch. This would include the aggre­
gate weight of all booster stages, the 
postboost vehicle (PBV), and the pay­
load. See also Hea•y (Ballistic) Missile, 
Light (Ballistic) Missile, and Throw­
Weight. 

Launcher. That equipment which 
launches a missile. ICBM launchers 
are land-based launchers which can be 
either fixed or mobile. SLBM launch­
ers are the missile tubes on a ballistic 
missile submarine. An ASBM launcher 
is the carrier aircraft with associated 
equipment. Launchers for cruise mis­
siles can be installed on aircraft, ships, 
or land·based vehicles or installations. 

Light (BalUstlc) Missile. For the 
purposes of SALT II, ballistic missiles 
«re divided into two categories ac­
cording to their throw-weight and 
launch-weight-light and heavy. The 
Soviet SS-19 ICBM is acknowledged 
by both sides as the heaviest of the 
existing light ICBM's on either side. 
See also Hea•y (Ballistic) Missile, 
Launch· Weight, and Throw- Weight. 

MobUe ICBM Launcher. Equipment 
which launches an ICBM and which 
can move or be moved from one loca­
tion to another. Mobile ICBM launch­
ers could include ICBM launchers on 
wheeled vehicles, launchers on vehi­
cles which travel on rails, and launch­
ers which are moved among launch­
points which might themselves be 
11h8fd 11 Qf 11S0fi, 11 

Modernlutlon, The proce,. of 
modifying a weapon system such that 
its characteristics or components are 
altered in order to improve the per· 
formance capabilities for that weapon 
system. SALT II provides that, sub­
ject to provisions to the contrary, 
modernization and replacement of 
strategic offensive arms may be car­
ried out. See also Qualitatfre Limita­
tion. 

Multiple lndependently-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. A MIR V'ed missile employs a 
postboost vehicle (PBV) or other war· 
head-dispensin~ mechanism. The dis-

penslng and targeting mechanism 
maneuvers to achieve successive de· 
sired positions and velocities to dis­
pense each RV on a trajectory to 
attack the desired tasget, or the RV's 
might themselves maneuver toward 
their tasgets after they reenter the at­
mosphere. For the purposes of SALT 
II, MIRV'ed ICBM's, SLBM's, and 
ASBM's are defined as those which 
have been flight-tested with two or 
more independently-tasgetable reentry 
vehicles, regardle83 of whether or not 
they have also been flight-tested with 
a single reentry vehicle or with multi­
ple reentry vehicles which are not 
mdependently tasgetable. See also Pay­
load and Postboost Vehicle (PB V). 

Multiple Reentry Vehicle (MRV). 
The reentry vehicle of a ballistic mis· 
sile equipped with multiple warheads 
where the missile does not have the 
capability of independently tasgeting 
the reentry vehicles-as distinct from 
a missile equipped for MIRV's. See 
also Multiple Independently-Targetable 
Reentry Vehicle (MIR VJ. Payload, and 
Reentry Vehicle (RV). 

National Technical Means or Verlft· 
cation (NTM), Assets which are under 
national controJ for monitoring com· 
pliance with the provisions of an 
agreement. NTM include photograph· 
ic reconnaisance satellites, aircraft· 
based systems (such a.s radars and opti· 
cal systems). as well a.s sea- and 
ground-based systems (such as radars 
and antennas for collecting telemetry). 
SALT II provides that the sides un· 
dertake not to interfere with the NTM 
of the other party nor to use deliberate 
concealment measures which impede 
verification by NTM of compliance 
with the provisions of the agreement. 
See also Deliberate Concealment, Inter· 
ference, Telemetry, and Verification. 

New Type of ICBM. The U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. have agreed, for the peri· 
od of SALT II, to limit each side to 
only one new type of ICBM. Specific 
technical criteria have been estab­
lished to distinguish between new 
types of ICBM's and existing types of 
ICBM's. These criteria Include such 
physical parameters a.s missile length, 
maximum diameter, throw-weight, 
launch-weight, and fuel type. See also 
Launch· Weight, Modernization, and 
Throw- Weight. 

Nonclrcumvention. SALT II pro· 
vides that each party undertakes not to 
circumvent the provisions of this trea· 
ty through any other state or •tales or 
in any other manner. This provision 
simply makes explicit the inherent ob· 
ligation any state assumes when party 
to an international agreement not to 
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circumvent the provmons of that 
agreement. This provision will not af. 
feet existing l.'attems of .collaboration 
and cooperation with our allies, in­
cluding cooperation in modernization 
of allied forces. . 

Obsenable Dltrerenees <OD's). Ex·· 
temally observable design features 

. used to dlitinguish between those 
heavy bombers of current types which 
are capable of performing a particular 
SALT-limited function and those 
which are not. These differences need 
not be functionally related but must be 
a design feature which iB externally 
observable. See also Functionally Re­
lated ObseNOble Differences (FROD's) 
and Hea•y Bomber. 

Payload. Weapons and penetration 
aids carried by a delivery vehicle. In 
the case of a ballistic missile, the RV(s) 
and antlballistic missile penetration 
aids placed on ballistic trajectories by 
the main propulsion stages or the 
PBV; in the case of a bomber, those 
bombs, missiles, or penaids carried in­
ternally or attached to the wings or 
fuselage. See also Multiple Indepen· 
dently-Targetable Reentry Vehicle 
(MIR VJ, Multiple Reentry Vehiclts 
(MR V's), Penetration Aids (Penaitb), 
Postboost Vehicle (PBV), and "Reentry 
Vehicle. ' 

Peaetration Aids (Penalds). Devices 
employed by offensive weapon sys­
tems, such a.s ballistic missiles and 
bombers, to increase the probability of 
penetrating enemy defenses. They are 
frequently designed to simulate or to 
ma.sk an aircraft or ballistic missile 
warhead in order to mislead enemy 
radar and/or divert defensive antiair­
craft or antimissile. fire. See also Pay­
load. 

Postboost Vehicle (PBV). Often· re· 
ferred to as a "bus," the PBV iB that 
part of a missile which carries the 
reentry vehicles, a puidance pack.age, 
fuel, and Ihnat devices for aiterlns the 
ballistic flight path so that the reentry 
vehicles can be dispensed sequentWly 
toward different tasgets (MIR Y's). 
Ballistic missiles with single RV's also 
might use a PBV to increase the accu· 
racy of the RV by placing it more 
precisely into the desired trajectory. 
See also Multiple lndependently-Targtl· 
able Reentry Vehicle (MIR VJ, Paylaad. 
and Reentry Vehicle (R VJ. 

Production. Series manufacturing a 
particular strategic nuclear delivery 
system following its development and 
testing. 

Protocol. The SALT II agreement 
consists of three parts: a treaty which 



will last through 1985, a protocol 
which will last through 1981, and a 
Joint Statement of Principles and Ba­
sic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotia· 
tions on the Limitation of Strategic 
Arms. The protocol establishes tempo­
rary limitations on mobile ICBM 
launchers, grounda and seaalaunched 
cruise missiles, and ASBM's. 

Qualitative Llmitatlon. Restrictions 
on capabilities of a weapon system v._s 
distinct from quantitative Jiroits (e.g., 
on numbers of strategic delivery vehia 
cles). In SALT II, such qualitative 
limitations include, inter alia, a prohia 
bition on n1ore than one nev; type of 
ICBM for each side, restrictions on 
missile launchaweight and throw 0 

\Veight, and limitations on the nutriber 
of reentry vehicles a 1nissilc may cnra 
ry. See also Fractionation, Launc/tm 
Weight, Modernization, and Throwm 
Weight. 

Quantitative Llmltatlon. Numerical 
limits on the number of weapons sysp 
terns in certain categories. as distinct 
froin qualitative limits on weapons ca· 
pabilities. For the purposes of SALT 
II, such limitations include the varip 

.ous d_aggregate limits. See also 
Aggregate. 

Rapid Reload. The capability of a 
launcher to lire a second missile within 
a short period of tin1e after an initial 
missile firing. See also Launcher. 

Reentry Vehicle (RV). That portion 
of a ballistic missile which carries the 
nuclear warhead. It is called a reentry 
vehicle because it reenters the E.arth's 
atn1osphere in the terminal portion of 
the missile trajectory. See also Multi· 
pie /11depende11tly-1'argetab/e Reentry 
Vehicle (MIRV), Multiple Reentry Ve· 
hlcle (MR V), Payload, and Postboost 
Vehicle (PBV). 

Sul-Launched Crule-e Mlm!Ue 
(§LCM), A cruise missile launched 
from a submarine or surface ship. See 
also Cruise Missile (CM), Cruise Missile 
Range, and Protocol. 

Standing Cow;ultatlve Comml!llllon 
(SCC), A permanent U.S.-Soviet com· 
mission first established in accordnnee 
with the provisions of the SALT I 
ngreentents. Its purpose is to pron1ote 
the objectives and in1ple1nentation of 
the provisions of the various treaties 
and agreements achieved betv1cen the 
U.S. and the U:S.S.R. in the SALT 
negotiations. l'hc sec 1neets at least 
t\~ice a year. The conunission deals 
~th matters such as questions of corr1-
~l1ancc with the provisions of the trea­
lles and agreements and the \Vorking 
out of procedures to hnplentent the 
SALT agree1nents. 'fhe SCC \Viii con-

tinue these fuHcf-ion.s v1ith respect to 
SALT II. 

§trnteg!e Arnu Llm!(!;tfon TvJ!w 
(SALT). A series of negotiations be­
tween the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. which 
began in November 1969. 'f1ie negotia­
tions seek to limit and reduce both 
offensive and dcfc11sive strategic arms. 
The first round of negotiations, known 
as SALT I, concluded in May 1972 
and resulted in t\VO agree111ents-the 
ABM Treaty o.nd the lntedm Agree· 
n1ent on Certain ~,Jfeasures vvith Re~ 
spect to the Lin1it{1tion of Strategic 
Offensive Arms. SALT II, begun in 
Noven1ber 1972, includes a treaty, a 
protocol of shorter duration, and a 
Joint St.aten1ent of Principles and Ba­
sic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotia­
tions on the Lhnitation of Strategic . 
Arms. 

Suhmodne·L•unehed !lnllfa!lc Mis· 
olle (SI.BM). A ballistic missile carded 
in and launched fro111 a subn1arine. For 
the purposes of SALT II, SLBM 
launchers are launchers installed on 
any nuclear~po\vercd subn1arine or 
launchers of n1odern ballistic missile--s 
installed on any submarine, regardless 
of its type. "Modem" SLBM's are, for 
the TJ.S., 1nissile--s installed in all nu­
clear-po\vered eubrnnrhtesi for the 
U.S.S.R. missiles of the type installed 
in nuclear-powered sub1nadnes n1ade 
operational since 1965; •nd for both 
parties, any SLBM first flight-tested 
since 1965 and installed in any subnia· 
rine, regardless of its type. See also 
Ballistic Missile. 

Teteme:try. 1--e1e1netry refers to data., 
transmitted by radio to the personnel 
conducting a v1cn1mns test, v1hich 
1nonitor the functions and pcrforrn­
ance during the course of the test. See 
also Deliberate Conceabnent and En­
cryption. 

T&•t ond 'freJnmg YAm,cbor. !'or tho 
purposes of S/'tL;r II, the'je ttre 
launchers of I<:R~A's or SlJlM's us:.ed 
only for test l'IJ1d tri\ining purposes. 
Nevi test and trajning launchers r11ay 
be constructed only et t°'t ronges. 
TEst and training lau11chers rnay be 
rflplic~.s Oi' parlinJ launchers \Vithout 
an actual launch ceprrbility, or they 
inay be huinchers used to launch mis~ 
siles for test nnd tu1i11ing purposes. See 
also Launcher a11d 'Jl;st ltange. 

'fca!: It.Ange. l"or the purpows of 
§ALT ll, "'' ICBM Wit rMge is a 
facility where !CBM's arc flight· 
t<osted. The sides have agreed that such 
existing test ranges nre located as fol 0 

lov1s: for the U.S., neAr Santa Maria.1 
CvJifomiA, ond at Co.pe CDnaveral, 
Florido; nnd for the U.S.S.R. in the 

areas of Tyul'Otam and Plesetskaya. 
Any future additional test ranges will 
be specified by notification in the 
SCC. See also Flight-Test, Launch, and 
Test and Training Launcher. 

Thrtiw-Welg!it, Ballistic missile 
throw-weight is the useful weight 
which is placed on a trajectory toward 
the target by the boost or main propul­
sion stages of the missile. For the pur­
poses of SALT II, throw-weight is 
defined as the sum of the weight of: 

0 The RV or RV'si 
• Any PBV or similar device for 

releasing or targeting one or more 
RV's· and 

o Any antiballistic missile penetra­
tion aids, including their release de­
vices. 

See also Heavy (Ballistic) Missile, 
Launch-Weight, Light (Ballistic) Mis· 
sl/e, and Postboost Vehicle. 

Verlftcatlon, The process of deter­
n1ining, to the extent necessary to ade­
quately safeguard national security, 
that the other side is complying with 
an agreement. This process of judginj! 
adequacy takes into account the mon1· 
toling capabilities of existing and. fu· 
ture intelligence-collection systems 
and analysis techniques and the ability 
of the other side to evade detection if 
it should attempt to do so. This proc­
ess also assesses the potitipal and mili­
tary significance of potential violations 
and the costs, risks, and gains to a side 
of cheating. It also takes into account 
the degree to which advantages con­
ferred on the United States by a 
particular provision outweigh the 
disadvantages caused by problems of 
rnonitoring. See also National Techni­
cal Means of Verification (NTM) and 
Standing Consultative Commission 
(SCC). 

Wuhead. That part of a missile, pro­
jectile, torpedo, rocket, or other muni· 
tion v1hich contains either the nuclear 
or thermonuclear system, the high~ex­
plosivc system, the chemical or bio­
logical agents, or the inert materials 
Intended to inflict damage. See also 
Payload and Reelllry Vehicle (RV). 

ll!•ld. The energy released in an 
explosion. The energy released in the 
detonation of a nuclear \'leapon is gen­
eraJly measured in terms of the kilo­
tons (kt) or megatons (Mt) of TNT 
required to produce the same energy 
release. 

), 
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