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Ever since the first nuclear weapons were exploded at the end of

World War II, the nations of the world have been seekinz ways by which these

catastrophic weapons could be brought under control. uclear weapons have

never been used again in war, but otherwise success has been virtually non-

existent. The United States and, shortly thereafter, the Soviet Union built

their nuclear arssnals up tc awesome levels, The explosive power of the
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original Ziroshima bomb, which was already enough to kill 1C0,9000 pecple and
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destroy a city, has bsen multiplied mors than a thousand-73ld with ths
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ment of thermonuclear wesapons., Yore than 1,000 nuclear tests have been conductsd
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Fiston bombers have been replaced by Jets, and land-based and submarine-launched

long-ranze ~issiles have added a totally new dimension Yo the means of deliver-
ing such weavons. Ferhaps of even greater danzer has been the spresd of nuclear
weapons capabilities to five and maybe even seven nations, since India and
Israel probatly also have small capabilities. The record does act provide any
basis for complacency with cur efforts ftoward arms control,

Until 1963 no arms coatrol agreements of any sort were negotiated.
For atout two years betwsen 1357 and 1361, there was a moratorium oa nuclear -
testing, but in September 1361 the Soviet Unicn rscommenced on a very large scale,
and ths United States followed suit shortly thersafier, In the summer of 1363,
the U.S., the U.3.5.2. and the U.K, succeeded in negoillating a treaty banning

nuclear wezpons tests in the atmasphere, under water, and in outer space, and

more than 10C nations have subseribed to this treaty, &
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ance and mainland
China, howevsr, were nciztls bystanders; they havs continued to test on many

99

cccasions in the atmosphere since that date, Zut the hopes that the Lixited
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Test 2an Treaty of 1963 would te a useful step toward the control of nuclear
weapons were rapidly dashed by ithe actions of the two prime participants, 3Zoth
the U.S. and the U.S.5.R., instead of cutiing back on their nuclear test
programs, only moved them underground and continued testing at a rate even
higher than before the agreement. Thus, the best that can be said for the
Limited Test Ban Treaty is that it was an environmental rather than an arms -
control agreement, The politics of getting wi%e support for the Treaty forced
President Kennedy to permit extensive underground testing, which had not been
banned, and similar considerations probatly forced the Soviet Union to do the
same,

The next major attempt was aimed at stopping the further spread of
nmuclear weapons to additional nations. These efforts in the mid-sixtiss
culminated in the signing of the on-Srolifsration Treaty (.PT) ia 13768, the
U,8., and the Soviet Union coorsrated very cleosely in the negotiation of this
Treaty, but it required major diplomatic efforts to insure that the interests :
of our allies and those of many non-nuclear weapons nations arcund the world
were adequately taken into consideration, Despite these efforts, the JPT was
still widely criticized in many quarters as discriminatery. A rnumber of key
countries have not subscribed, and others took many years to go through the
ratification process, In order to soften the political criticism that the
Treaty was a one-sided restriction on non-nuclear countries, articles were in-
serted by which the nuclear nations committed themselves to on the one hand
exercise restraint and on the other provide peaceful muclear benefits to the non-
nuclear states, Such peaceful‘programs, however, run the risk of providing
opportunities for nuclear explosives becoming more widely available around the

world,
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It is too early %o evaluate the success of the llon~Proliferation
Treaty. Yore than 100 nations have now become parties and thereby agreed to
place all their nuclear materials under internaticnal safeguards. On the
other hand, many key countries have stayed cut, and India and perhaps Israel
as well have acquired a nuclear explosive capability since the Treaty was
signed. The U.3. and the Soviet Unlon have not fulfilled their obligations
to 1limit their nuclear programs and therefore have made it politically difficult
for them to urge restraint on the others.

The only Treaty negotiated to date by which the J,S. and Soviet
Inion haﬁe irmited their nuclear arsenals is the AE! Treatyvsigned in Yoscow
in 1372, This limited ballistic missile defenses on both sides to sufficiently
low levels that a mutual deterrent posture was zuaranteed, The AZY deployments
of both countriss waere halted and, in fact, a proiocol sizned two years later
still further reduced the number of allowed AZM sites from two to one. Al
though some tyres of ressarch wers allowed to continue, restrictions on new
developzents werse agrsed to, which should have set a ussful precedent for con~

trols on other weapons as wsll., Thus, the AR Ireaty should have reducsd

o

incentives for the procurement of additional offensive systems because these

were no longer needed in order to te sure of overvhelminz an ARM, Jafortunately,
this was not the case., Since offensive systems were not satisfactorily limited

at that time, the funds saved on AZIs were frequently diverted toward offensive

programs, Azain, the polities of arms control reguired approval of new pro-

Yy

grams 1n exchange for support for an arms control agreement,

Just Lo complste the nistory, reference should be .nade %o two other
nuclear arms contrel agreements, the Outer Space Treaty and the Sea-Zed Arms
Control Trsaty. T“he former, signed in 1367, and the latter in 1371 respectively

banned the emplaczement of weapons of mass destruction in cuter space and on the

Ty
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sea bted., 1« nation had any plans for such deployments since they do not appear

militarily or economically practical, but the Ireaties did at least ssrve as
stabilizing influence by bringing to an end many design studies %o develop
such systems. T[his was particularly true of the Cuter Space Ireaty, which in
the mid-sixties halted many fanciful schemes being proposed by almost every
aerospace group. The politics of arms control in this case made it easisr to
get an agreement because neither the U.3. nor the Soviet governments had any

real desires for the weapons they were foregoinz,

a

This gloomy history does not provide much hope that the nuclear arms

race will ever be brought under control btefore civilization is destroyed by
the weapons man has created. Arms conirol agreements havs rarely limited

nuclear arms, and, in faect, have often fueled the continued arms race, In ma

cases, as for example the Limited lest Zan Ireaty, an arms control agreerment

s et

has been the basis for expvanded programs, rerhaps even more imporiantly how-
ever, the very process of achieving agreements has become a justification for
initiating or continuing advanced weapons programs, Since the negotlations
are generally very time-consuming, the technological deveslopment has outpaced
the controls,

Bargaining chips for the nsgotiating table have begome the most
effective justification for a weapon, particularly when its military value ha

become questionable. In some cases, these bargaining chips have bean needed

oy

s

to

get widespread national support for an arms limitation, and in others they are

needed for the international negotiating table. As an example of the first,
President dxon reporitedly endorsed the acceleraiion of the Irident submarins
program in order to get approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for trhe 5417 I

ARM Treaty., An example of the second was the J.3. ¥IaV program. ~hsn the

Soviet

Union halted AL deployment and the ASY Treaty guaranteed that this would remain

at a low lawvel, the sscurity need for placing MIEVs on U.3, SLEYs and IC03s
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vanished; the Defense Departmeant then Justified MIRVs as bargaining chips to
persuade the Soviet Unicn to ban them in SALI. Of course, just the opposite
occurred, C{nce the U.S. had begun large-scale deployment of /Z/s, then it
became absclutely impossible to persuade the Soviets to forego such programs.
T™is bargaining chip charade culminated in the Vladivostok Accords, which al-
lowed the Soviet Union to aequire 1,320 YIAVed delivery vehicles sven though
they had none at that time. Thus, our bargaining chip forced us to endorse a

Soviet build-up that could only end in providing a countsrforce threat to our

Another classic bargaining-chip fiasco was the strategic cruise
missile, The U.S. had not had any program for stratezic cruise missiles
since the =mid-13750s, since these were considered inferior to ballistic missiles,
but immediately after >oscow, Secrestary Laird started dsvelcpment of submarine-
launched cruise missiles since these were not specifically banned by the Interim
Agreement on aoffensive weapons. [he failure te include everything in a given

agrecment becomes a common excuse for proceeding with progran

..

wnieh could not

otherwise be Justified., Yowever, Zecratary Zissinger : sa3d that ne

2 ser has s2id thalt he supperted
this program to provide a bargaining chip for 3ALT IT z2nd exsressesd sursrise

that the Pentagon would "fall in love™ with this sweapon.
hard to understand even though admittedly submarine-launchs2 cruiss missiles are
vastly inferior to ballistic ones, They are not only sasizr %o sacot down with

Soviet anti-aircraft defenses, which are unconstrained by any reaty, but they

require the launching submarine to operate close to Soviet zhore

5
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nacause of

their limited range. .ow, however, instead of being a bargasining chip for

SALT ITI, cruise missiles have become the\major barrier towsrd ths achisvement of
any agreemznt, “he military do not wish Lo include these ia the alrecady astronomi-

cally high 7ladivestolr ceilings on stralczic delivery vehiclies, and yel without

their inclusion the c2ilings are meaningless.

=
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SALT provides a graphic illustration of how the political negotiating
process has failed tc bring the arms race under control, It has not only con-
tributed toward the procurement of new weapons--such as the cruise miszile al-
ready referred to=--but it has also failled to slow any of the vrograms already
in the pipeline, ‘hen positions were first being prepared for SALT in 1368,
the U,S, had halted its deployment of additional missiles and bombers, [TIRVs
were still in the design stage, but since then they have been tested aAd
deployed on both ICEis and submarine-launched missiles, At the opresent, the
J.8. has aporoximately 1,000 ¥IRVed delivery vehicles, and the only arms control
agreement which limits these is the Vliadivostok Accords which permits expandin
this nurter *o 1,320, This Accord has nel even yet come into ¢fF
SALT II has now been stalled for more than two years. =ighit years of negotia-
tion have thus failed to produce any limitations on offensive weavons which have
not already teen in effect when the talks first began. In fact, several re-
placement missile systems=-~such as the MX{ or the Mark 12A inuteman--are either
being developed or about to be deployed., o program, no =atter how ~arzinal its
military value, can avparently be stooped while negotiaticns are in grozress.

The record is no better with respect to the Sovieit Union, Iuri
SALT I they expanded their ITEY force to about 1,800 missiles which was ap-
parently the limit of thelr desires. About a year after they had reached this

limit, they sigred in 1972 the Interim Agreement which froze them at that level

-

X

and then turned their attenticn to replacing the already deployed weapons with
more advanced models, several of which contained MIRVs., The Vladivostol ceiling,
which was set at 1,320 in loverber 1974 when the Soviets had as yet no deployed
MIzVs, only served as an authorization for them to continue their grozram, and
they are now stariing to build up to this level, Similarly, since the SALT

- &

Agresements of 1372, they are expanding their submarine missils fore
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about 400 to 350 missiles.
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The process of continued expansion of armaments oftsn Zoss not even
stop when an agreement has been reached, since in scme czsas rmonths or even
years pass between the signing of a treaty and its coming into effect, A
particularly bad example of this was the Threshold Tzst Zan Treaty, a relatively
limited arms control agreement at best. Although it was signed by President
fixon and Secretary Erezhnev in July of 1974, it contained an article which
postponed the ban on tests above 150 KT until the 3lst of ‘arch, 1976, This
delay was then used as an excuse by both the U.S. and Soviet devzlopers to
accelerate their testing of high-yield weapons. In the previcus three years,
the United States had only conducted three tests above 150 ZI, tut in the 20-

month interim periocd, it carried out 15 such tests, The Ireaty was sven used
> 14 ¥

successfully as an excuse to sesk supplementary testinzg fuads from the Zonzress.

This sorry history of arms control negotistions proviiss us with sz

- o 7 < -
number of lessons which must be learned if we are ever to bring i
arms race under control. TFirst the entire process of nezotia“tinz azreements
must be spesded up, ITight years on SALT negotiations with mest of ihe key
weapons still unconstrained and six years on muitual Salanced Zsres raduction
negotiations with almost no visible progress are luxuriss whizsh *his world
cannot afford. Yonths on end without any serious atlempis to resclve lssues

because one or ths other nation is caught up in an internal pelitical crisis

must not be allowed *to happen. The national political decicion-maiing process

E4 S At¥—

has got to be streamlined with stronger leadership at tze top. The sroblems
which will inevitably arise in any such negotiation do noi necessarily bescome
easisr with prevarication., In fact, they usually become rore diffd
as technology advances, the specifics of an agreemsni become lass and less simple.,
The tendency to fall back on artificial deadlines, such as a sarii meeting, to
force a decision do net work for the optimum solutions nor do they necessarily

save time., furthermore, thie tactic usually resultes in providiaz zrxmaniticn to
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those opposed to an agreement and thus make it more difficult to implement,

However, even under the mest of circumstances treaties cannot bs
negotiated cvernight., 3Zven in bilateral situations, such as SALT, time is re=~
quired to develop national positions and allies must be consulted: when rulti-
national negotiations are involved, then the coardination process will be
inevitably stretched out even longer, Thersfore, it is essential that if real
progress is to be made toward meaningful arms control, negotiated treaties must
be supplementsd by somes other mechanism., Arms build-ups cannot be allowed to-
procsed while every "i" in an interrational agreement controlling them is being
dotted and nations ars going through the ratification process, Jational restraint
durinz the negotiations is an essential if the trend toward more and more '
sophisticated and dangercus armaments is to be turned around. The order of the
processes must be reversed. e must stop a program or cut back on devg}opment
and then try to negotiate an agreement to perpetuate the action already taken,

Such restraint can te exercised by individual gowvernmenis as a normal
part of their security planning, and reciprocal actions, which nsed not neces-
sarily te identical, can be attained as a second step, Thls provides much
greater flexibility so that national security can be maintained and enhanced in
a situation where the forces and requirements of the two sides are not neces-
sarily syrmetrical, For example, the U.S. might now forego programs to acquire
counterforce capabilities through more accurate !I2Vs while the Soviet Union
could reciprocate by foregoing the deployment of additional very large missiles
which could provide them with a counterforce capability. This type of action
would be almost impossible to formalize in an agreemen£ but might still be the
best way of insuring the security of both sidss,

Unilateral actions can be much easier to reverse than would be the

abrogation of formal treaty; thus the period until such actions have been put
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into treaty form can be used as a trial one. The final agreement might profit
tremendously from the experience~gained during this period., PMurthermore, a
government mizht be less constrained to take some action if it inew that this
could be more easily reversed in the event of some unforeseen difficuliy.

The second lesson which must be learned from history is that bargaining
chips are a pitfall, not a step along the path to arms control. They only raise
the stakes at the negotiating tatble and inevitably produce less satisfactory
agreements, The MIRY bargaining chip has only resulted in a MIRV ceiling so high
that it threatens the survivabiliiy of our *nuteman force, The cruise missilae
bargaining chip haé only resulted in placing almost insurmountable roadblocks
in the achievement of any SALT IT agreement, History has shown that unilateral
restraint has, on the contrary, resulted in successful moves toward arms control,

President Xennedy unilaterally halted U.$. atmospheric testing and two months

~ x

later succesdad in nezotiating a imited Tesi Zan Irealy banning all such tests.
President ixon unilaterally halted U,S. tiological warfare prozrams in 1363,

and in 1972 an International Convention was signed by which all nations agreed to
give up such weapons.

The third lesson to be learned is that agresments must be more all

inclusive to awvoid leaving loopholes which

o

rovide opportunities for diverting
efforts from banned to unbamned programs, If all aspects of a given military
field cannot be coversd in a single initial agreement, specific prohibitions
should e included to force restraint in those areas which may have to be
negotiated later. We cannot aliow a repetition of the Limited Test Zan Ireaty
where failurse to tan underground tests was used as an excuse for accelerated
programs, If all the details on such tests could not have been worked out, then
at the very least, underground tesiing should have been frozen at existing or
low levels, The cruise missile loophasle should never have been left on the

SALT I Interim Agreement on offensivs weapons since such programs were not then
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in existence. There is no public evidence that such weapons were discussed
seriously, and we are now paying for this oversight, It should have been a
relatively easy matter {0 have stopped them before the programs developed a
momentum of their own and to have avoided the avy from starting a new mili-
tarily unsound cruise missile program because they had nothing else to work
on. In some cases, it may ve difficult to close all these loopholes in for-
mal agreement, but if reciprocal unilateral restraint is the order of the day,
then this tactic would simplify dealing with the problém.

Finally, one should avoid making political concessions which might
undercut an agreement in order to get support for it., The Joint Chiefs of
Staff insistence on a program to maintain technical superiority should not have
been acquiesced just fo get their concurrence with the AZM Treaty. Very often
such sc-called "safeguards" can completely negate the value of the agreement
since the concession can become more damaging than the zains from the agreed-
upon limitation, ZFeciprocal resiraint is a much more satisfaclory way of in-
suring sscuriiy in the aftermath of an agreement than unilateral or bilateral
initiation of new, uncontrolled crograms.

Thus altering the politicai process aimed at achievinz arms limita-
tion from one which places primary reliance on negotiation to one involving
reciprocal unilateral restraint backed up by treaty negotlations could overcome
the major difficultieg of the past. Actions could be taken rapidly so that arms
control for the first time can ouirace technology. Scarce funds no longer need
be wasted on bargaining chips which can never be dispensed with once they have
been bouzht, Treaty loopholes will no longer becoms a mechanism for end-running
limitations which have alrsady been achieved. Since the mutual deterrent balance

is not delicate Gut instead wvery stable, both the U,35., and the U,3.5.R. can

afford to adopt this aporoach without risk to their security. _he overvwhelming
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deterrent force which both nations have procured in recent years at least has
the advantags or permitiing them to safely begin exercising restraint, The
opportunity should not te lost because unless real arms limitations are achieved
in the near future, the new weapons programs could seriocusly erods the current

stable posture.




