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ABSTRACT

A realistic assessment of the prospects of arms control
must take into account the full range of "factors affecting the
susceptibility of military instruments and activities to inter-
national regulatidn." What arms control theory presently lacks
is the explicit and systematic analysis of these key factors,
in general and applied to specific cases. This paper offers a
typoldgy of such factors, drawn from the existing body of arms
control theory, and applies it to a concrete historical case-—
the Soviet-American Strategic Afms Limitation Talks of 1969-
1972..It is hoped thereby to throw light on both the initiation
and success of negotiations, and the specific form which agree-
ments are likely to take-—that is, the types of weapons systems
or activities most susceptible to international regulation, and
why.

The diversity and abundance of conceivable factors, together
with the general paucity of "hard data" available, cautions
against a premature attempt at precise quentification or rigor-
ous comparative analysis. Instead, for the moment, the method
must be used as a mere guide to the aeeper understanding of
given historical phenomena;

The factors fall into four broad categories: (1) the ™na-
ture of the system (instrument or activity) to be regulated;"
(2) the "characteristics of the strategic landscape;" (3) the
"characteristics of the'political environment;" and (4) the

"nature of the arms control system envisaged." The initial
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analysis and the subsequent case study concentrate on categories
(1), (2), and (4), viewed as constants, promoting or hindering
efforts toward agreement regardless of the alignment of domestic
political interests at a given moment. The holding of given ne-
gotiations or the successful conclusion of given agreements may
owe more to gquite transitory political circumstances than to any
of these more "intrinsic" variables. Yet the latter will shape
the form and content of agreements reached, if not provide the
underlying impetuse.

While it is not possible to compare the relative saliency
of the factors identified, the case study approach can be used
to generate general hypotheses relevant to this end. First, the
ways in which SALT may be an atypical example of arms control
are discussed. Then, conclusions are tentatively advanced, based
on the detailed analysis of SALT, with respect to: (1) the en-
hancement of strategic stability as a prime criterion for regu—
latory efforts; (2) the costs of weapons systems as an increa-
singly salient factor; (3) the decreased concern with problems
of verification; (4) the importance of "parity" between adversa-
ries; (5) the possibility of "trade—offs" within the armaments
field, as well as from outside of it; (6) the significance of
disparities in the cost-effectiveness of defense and offense;
(7)) the not necessarily negative influence of rapid technological
development; (8) the apparent strength of mutual interests in
arms control among political adversaries; and (9) the type of

restraints most likely to be achieved.
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Analysig of the "factors affecting the susceptibility of
military instruments and activities to international regula-
tion" may be useful in explaining the success or failure of
past efforts, identifying areas of likely or possible future
agreement, and assessing the prospects of particular proposed
measures. Ultimately, by drawing upon a sufficiently large
nuvmber of case studies, it may be possible to develop more

rigorous (perhaps even quantitatively-based) theory.
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INTRODUCTION

A distreésingly large proportion of the existing litera-
ture on arms control and disarmament--apart from purely hisfori—
cal or journalistic studies—-is confined either to exposing and
lamenting the manifest shortcomings of past measuresAor agree—
ments; or to formulating "ideal" programs and policies, without
much regard to the realistic chances of their being implemented.
Little effort has been devoted explicitly and systematically to
identifying and analyzing the key vériables affecting the ini-
tiation and success of attempts at international "arms" regula-
tion. The lack of such analysis, crucial to any realistic
assessment of the limitations of international action, may
parfly account_for the surfeit of'disillusionment“and cynicism
concerning the subject.

Thié paper represents an attempt to help fill the apparent
void in theory. By definition ("international" and "regulation"),
it will not be concerned with measures of unilateral disarma-
ment, whether voluntary or (as at Versailles) imposed from
without; nor (directly, that is) with the very important sub-
jects of "tacit" arms control and war limitation,* Our anaiysis
shall be restricted to those agreements reached as the result
of two or more independent and seif—reliant Parties (the equi-
valent on the international political plane of "consentlng

adults") freely negotiating and bargaining on a basis of mutual

* Which is not to say that some of the same variables will not
be applicable in both areas.
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respect and equality. We shall also assume a certain degree of
"genuineness" on the part of the states concerned in entefing
into such negotiations and agreeing to abide by such limita-
tions, the presumption being that in its absence there can be
no hope whatsoever for "successful" measures of arms control.
It is the latter with which we are concerned, not the phenome-
non of arms control negotiations per se.

The paper will comprise two parts. Part I is a general
discussion, based on the existing body of arms control theory,
of the "factors affecting the susceptibility of military instru-
ments and activities to international regulation." In Part II
the individual factors identified in the preceding section
will bé applied to a concfete historical case, namely the'So—
viet-American Strategic Arms Limitation Talks of 1969-1972 and
the agreements which they spawned. Throughout, we will focus on
both the factors influencing the initiation of arms control ne-
gotiations (given that these may also bear upon the prospects
of subsequent regulation), and the qualities of particular
military "systems" which affect their susceptibility to agree-
ment. It is assumed that much the same factors will be opera-
tive in either case--for example, the high cost of weapons
systems generally, and the exorbitant price-tag of a given.
system; the threat to strategic stability of unregulated "arms
racing” in general, and the destabilizing characteristics of a
particular type of weapon. Consequently, no attempt will be
made in Part I to disfinguish between those factors affecting

the initiation of negotiations, and those shaping their uvltimate
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success. In dealing with a particular.case study as in Paft 11,
however,’it becomes convenient to make such a distinction--as
we will by considering separately the initiation of SALT and
the specific agreements reached therein.

The typology of variables presented in Part I will be used
merely as a guide to the deeper understanding of a given his-
torical phenomenon, not as a framewofk susceptible to either
precise quantification or rigorous comparative analysis. Any

attempt at the latter would be self-defeating in view of the
| bewildering array of conceivable factors and the general pau-
city of "hard data" on the subject available at the present
time. Yet it may be hoped that, however unsophisticated, a sys-—
tematic analysis such as follows will prove more useful than
the haphazard--though undeniably enthusiastic and well-inten-

tioned-—expositions with which we are, sadly, most familiar.
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PART T

The various "factors affecting the susceptibility of mili-
tary instruments and activities to intermational regulation"
can be grouped into at least four broad categories: (1) the
"nature of the system (instrument or activity) to be regulated;"
(2) the "characteristics of the strategic landscape;® (3) the
"characteristics of the political environment;" and (4) the
"nature of the arms control system envisaged." Each of these
categories embodies all three of the traditional "levels of
analysis," i.e. the systemic, the natidn—state, and the indivi-
dual. For example, the "nature of the system to be regulated"
can refer to the (individually-perceived) moral repugnance
associated with the use of a particular type of weapon; to its
utility, in terms of national goals; or to its effect upon the
international balance of power. Similarly, the "characteris-
tics of the political environment” include the general tenor of
relations between states, in terms of trust or hostility; the
relative power and influence of domestic bureaucracies involved
in national decision-making; and the personalities and predis-
positions of key individuval decision-makers.

.The trend in the most recent literature on arms control
has been to focus attention upon the "bureaucratic politics"

s %
associated with the process and with given accords. Indeed,

%* See, for example, Newhouse (1973); and Chayes (1972), who
writes: "It is probably fair to say that the principal reason
arms control agreements take so long to negotiate and are not
more far-reaching is not so much the difficulty of one side
convincing the other as the need for each side to generate a

broad base of agreement and acceptance within its own (cont.)
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domestic in-fighting and jbckeying over "disarmament" issues is
a prime determinant of outputs in this, as in any other, area
of public policy. While crucial to the understanding of a given
decision, however, such a focus poses formidable, if not insu-~
perable, problems for abstract analysis. One can speak only in
very general terms of the relétive strength and influence of
various bureaucracies, constituencies, or ideologies, for in-
stance, unless one focuses upon a particular historical case.
On the other hand, certain characteristics of weapons or of
their distribution throughout the international system, for
example, may be considered as constants,*gpromoting or hinder-
ing efforts toward agreement regardless of the alignment of
domestic political interests at a given moment. It is upon such
factors that the bulk of this section will be concentrated.

The distinction corresponds roughly to that between more
narrowly nationalistic goals and the interests of the world com-
munity as a whole. The maxim that an international agreement is
effective only to the extent that it reflects the continuing
mutual interest of all the major parfies suggests that the ef-
fort to identify and elaborate areas of common concern and bene-
fit is not without merit. And, while keeping in mind the inherent
limitations of the "rational-actor" model of foreign poliey, one
must not lose sight of the fact that domestic debate is conduc-

ted largely on the basis of allegedly rational analysis of the

(cont.) and allied policymaking establishments."(1)
* Strictly speaking, of course, it is the perceptions of these
"constants" by the actors concerned that matters.
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"national interest." To the extent that such is the case, and
that the debate is at all relevant to the policy-making process,

the "rational-actor" model retains a certain validity.*

I. NATURE OF THE SYSTEM TO BE REGULATED.

The first category of variables may in turn be broken down
into a number of components, three of which roughly correspond
to what are usually understood to be the primary objectives of
arms control: (1) to reduce the likelihood of war breaking out;
(2) to mitigate its severity and consequences when it does; and
(3) to reduce the economic burden of the arms race. The corres—
ponding variables are: (1) the effect of the particular system
upon strategic stability; (2) the magnitude or nature of the de-

struction associated with it; and (3) its monetary cost.

Effect Upon Strategic Stability

Most popular support .for general and complete disarmament
has been founded upon the rather simplistic belief that by abo-
lishing armaments, the resort to war could thereby be rendered
imposéible, and eternal peace thus ensured. This view completely
misses the point, of course, that the war potential of states
cannot be reduced without corresponding reductions in, for
example, their levels of industrialization and social organiza-

tion. More sober proponents of arms control have been satisfied

%* 0f, Colin Gray: "To escape from the blind alley of analysing
the current phase of the arms debate in the United States ex-
clusively in terms of bureaucratic politics, it is necessary
to ascend to the greater aridity of 'rational actor!' strategic
analysise....it is certainly possible to describe fairly (cont.)
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with the following arguments linking disarmament to the en-
hancement of international security: that that preportion of
hostility and distrust accounted for by the mere presence of
threatening arsenals would thereby dissipate; that, insofar as
it depends on the sheer availability of weapons and the magni-
tude of resources already invested in them, the general will-
, ingness of states to go to war will be reduced; that longer
periods of mobilization will provide greater opportunity for
attempts at reconciliation to be undertaken and voices of re-
straint to be heard; and.finally, that wars fought at a lower
level of technological sophistication or with much smaller ar-
senals are likely to be less destructive and costly.* So rests
the case for general and complete disarmament.

As the latter has appeared progressively less capable of
attainment, however, the 5arms control" school has gained ascen-—

*%x
dancy. Efforts have, at various times, come to be devoted more

(cont.) standard lines of institutional argument...as reflecting
a severely bounded rationality....[However;l 'Where you stand
depends upon where you sit' should be the beginning of analysis;
it should not be viewed as a statement charged with much expla-
natory power concerning policy resultant. Policy is not just the
predictable resultant of a weighing (by whom? Is the process
leaderless?) of the complex balance of interest inveighing or
advocating on a particular issue. It is true that to be the
standard-bearer of a more or less plausible argument is only one
among the factors that will be weighed by the policy judge, but
it is a factor of no mean importance." (2)

* This may not always be the case, of course. In André Beaufre's
words, "it is important not to forget that wars formerly con-
ducted with very primitive weapons have led to the massacre of
entire populations and that currently prolonged conflicts
fought with very simple weapons at the guerrilla level lead to
considerable destruction and losses." (3)

%% The two terms, "arms control” and "disarmament", are used in-
terchangeably throughout this essay, although they have oc-—
casionally been counterpoised in the existing literature. The
latter term suggests an actual reduction in the level (‘eont. )
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closely to the abolition or restriction of particular types of
weapons or military ?systems." And the criteria for selection
have often been related to the stability of the "strategic ba-
lance" or "balance of power"-—in other words, to the likelihood
of war breaking out. Such has been the case notably at the time
of the World Disarmament Conference in the early 1930's, and
throughout the period since the mid#1950's.

Theudélegates to the World Disarmament Conference recog-
nized that certain types of armaments, which they chose to call
"aggressive," were of greater utility to the offense than to the
defense. The existence of such weapons in national arsenals, it
was reasoned, contributed materially to the danger of war by
offering both the prospect of a relatively quick and easy vic-
tory, and a certain advantage to the party which struck first.
Were such weapons abolished, it was hoped, the relative advan-
tage accruing to the defense would serve to restrain any polen-—
tial aggressor and thus to forestall the outbreak of war, at
least insofar as the latter is rationally determined. Heavy mo-
bile artillery, large tanks, battleships, aircraft carriers,
sﬁbmarines, bombers, and chemical and bvacteriological weapons

were at one time or another singied out as being essentially

(cont.) of armaments of a state (though it has not always been
used exclusively in this sense); the former--which might best

be characterized as any conscious or purposeful attempt--whether
unilateral or multilateral, tacit or explicit, peacetime or war-
time--to place restrictions upon military forces or activities--
is much broader in scope and may be considered to subsume all
measures of "disarmament." "Arms control school", however, re-—
fers to that body of commentators which has -shifted emphasis
from general and complete disarmament to more modest (and hope-
fully, hence practicable) arms limitations.
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"aggressive."4 The key criteria seemed to be mobility, protec-
tion, and striking power, which, when "combined .to the highest
degree," were "more nearly indispensable té the attack in tac-
tics, strategy, and grand strategy."5 "In theoretical concep-
tion," wrote Marion Boggs, "...the defense disposes especially
of striking power and protection, to a lesser extent of mobili-~-
ty, while the offense possesses mobility and striking power, and
protegtion to a lesser degree."6

The thesis that weapons could be classified according to
degree of innate "aggressiveness" met with considerable skepti-
cism, of course.* It would seem more correcf to say that a given
weapon or type of weapén might be employed either offensively or
defensively, as the most innocuous military instrument (a metal
shield, for example) could be used aggressively, or at least
serve aggressive purposes. As Quincy Wright puts it: "While the
shield would ordinarily be spoken of as defensive and the sword
as offensive, it is clear that even in this simplé case the dis-
tinction is relative. The shield increases the offensive effec-
tiveness of the sword, and the sword can be used to parry as
well as to cut or thrust."7 In strategic terms, defense on one
front might be used to aid and abet aggression on another front;
this was one of the arguments of France at the Conference, fear-
ing German designs upon her allies to the east. Indeed, the pre-

cise determination of what constituted an "aggressive" weapon,

* E.g; Hang Morgenthau: "Weapons are not aggressive or defensive
by nature, but are made so by the purpose they serve." (8)



s 10 -

and which particular systems fell within that category, proved a
major obstacle to the success of the Disarmament Conference. Not
surprisingly, perhaps, each participant tended to downplay the
"aggressive" characteristics of its own major weapons systems,
while emphasizing those of its rivals or potential rivals, in
what has been aptly deseribed as the "tendency of technical ar-
zuments to follow the flag."?

Despite the great practical difficulties encountered in
applying this "gqualitative principle" of disarmament, as it has
been called, in theory it remains basically sound. As Boggs
points out, "in the present stage of military development, cer-
tain weaponé exist without which aggressive policy cannot be |

carried to a rapid and profitable conclusion."10

Again: "it is
conceivable that there are certain armaments which, even though
capable of both offensive and defensive use, contribute more to
the success of the attacking state than to the success of the
defending state."ll "The problem," she states, "is not to deter-
mine the absolute character of a weapon, but to make a compari-
son; to discover whether or not the offensive potentialities
predominate, whether a weapon is more useful in attack or in de-
fense."12

The preoccupation of the arms control community with stra-
tegic stability was also characteristic of the post-World War II
period. Again, efforts came to be dévoted chiefly to measures
designed to reduce tensions and forestall the outbreak of war.
All-out war between the Great Powers, in the nuclear agé, was

considered highly unlikely; a premeditated, strategic assault
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by one nuclear Power upon another deemed practically unthink-
able. Nevertheless, it was feared such a war might be initiated
either accidentally or, under certain conditions, deliberately,
in one of the following ways: (1) if an attacker could be rea-
sonably sure of escaping retaliation in kind, or at least that
measure of retalistion out of all proportion to the conceivable
gains to be had; (2) if a state considered itself to be in immi-
nent danger of an all-out attack, and perceived an advantage in
striking first ("pre-empting"), so as to reduce its own damage
and casualties or blunt the attack altogether; or (3) as the re-
sult of mechanical or human failure--for example, of a faulty
warning system, an accidental launch, or the>actions of mad--or
at least irrational--men.

A number of international accords have been reached with a
view to reducing this type of danger, although most such mea-
suregs—--such as the protection of retaliatory forces, and improved
command-snd-control procedures—-have been taken unilaterally.
The hot-line agreement between the Soviet Union and the United
States was intended to help avert the accidental or "miscalcu~-
lated” initiation ofua strategic exchange. The nuclear non-pro-
liferation treaty--insofar as it was motivated by the fear of
catalytic war, degraded command-and-control safeguards, and
less-responsible decision-making--was a measure of this type;
All attempts to prevent local conflicts from spreading and esca-
lating into "central" ones also fall under this category, of
course, as do proposals for the "disengagement" of opposing

front-line forces in particularly tense areas of the world.
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It is symptomatic of the overriding concern with strategic
stability displayed by "arms controllers" since the mid-1950's
that one of the first subjects of international discussion after
the shelving of early postwar plans for general and complete dis-
armament was "the prevention of surprise attack." This topic
became particularly prominent after the advent of the ICBU, with
its drastically-reduced warning time and virtual invineibility
once airborne. Suddenly it became conceivable that an "aggress-
or" might be capable of simultaneously wiping out all or most
of his victim's strategic missiles and bombers on the ground
and thus, in one lightning stroke, of virtually forcing its
surrender. Given such a potential, it seemed, the danger of war
breaking out was enhanced on at least three couﬁts: (1) that of
making an aggressive policy more feasible'and, hence, attrac-
tive; (2) the necessity of automatic response to perceived
attack (a "launch-on-warning”™ policy), which increased the
chances of accident; and (3) the heightened desirability of
pre-empting a threatened attack, which likewise increased the
chances of "miscalculation" by either side and made major cri-
ses that much more unbearable and potentially explosive. Such
considerations led France to propose the abolition of "guided
missiles" altogether. Less ambitious schemes called for the
stationing of observers at launching sites, to give added
warning time; limitations on the numbers of missiles permitted,
to deprive them of a counterforce capability; and a variety of
"passive" measures to protect the retaliatory forces of each -

side. In the end, multilateral efforts came to nought and
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strategic stability was temporarily preserved by unilateral
actionse.

As the doctrine of "mutuwal deterrence™ or "mutual assured
destruction"” became enshrined in the strategic lexicon during
the 1960's, what had earlier been a question of "aggressive"
and "defensive" armaments resolved itself into one of "first-
strike" and “seeond—strike"{capébility. In a sense, the‘prin-
ciple behind the distinction was the same: weapons systems of
greater offensive than defensive utility were inherently desta-
bilizing, in that they increased the chances of war. Thus unpro-
tected intefcontinental ballistic missiles came to be considered
"provocative" since, being highly vulnerable to attack themsel-
ves, the only use to which they could logically be put was as
part of a first-strike; while missiles in hardened silos, or
airborne bombers, or submarine-launched ballistic missiles were
all capable of "riding out" a first-strike and inflicting suffi-
' cienf damage in retaliation to deter the potential aggressor
from attacking in the first place. The avoidance of war being
assumed to be in the interest of all sides (especially in the
. nuclear age), the limitation or abolition of "first—Strike"
wéapons was viewed as a legitimate concern of arms control nego-
tiations.l3

In énother sense, of course, the traditional distinction
bétween "offensive" and "defensive" had lost all meaning. For,
once states had come to rely for strategic stability wupon a

"balance of terror" (that is, the mutual holding-hostage of

civilian populations), any attempt to limit civilian damage or
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casualties (by means of massive shelter programs or ABM's, for
example) became disruptive and undesirable, threatening aggres-

sive intentions and itself subject to limitation or prohibition.‘

Magnitude or Nature of Destructiveness

Underlying all of the mass movements for the "banning" of
"the Bomb" since the dawn of the atomic age has been the reali-
zation of the‘terrible, wnprecedented destructive power of the
new weapons. Never before have men possessed the military capa-
bility of virtually annihilating their own kind. More than any-
thing else, it is this fact which is responsible for "disarma-
ment" itself being considered at times practically synonymous,
in the public's eye, with "nuclear disarmament.” It is this
fact, too, which has impelled governments to expend the great-
est amount of their arms control effort since World War ITI upon
the guestion of nuclear weapons alone:’14

Hopes have been aroused that their task might be made
easier by virtue of the great disproportion between the destruc-
tive power of the weapons and the practical uses Yo which they
might be putf* Nuclear powers have a common interest in avoiding

their use so long as the threatened destruction exceeds beyond

all measure the conceivable gains to be had:** Ironically, then,

* See, for example, Louis J.Halle, who writes: "The development
of the instruments of war beyond the point where they have
any political utility or feasibility in active use must cer-
tainly be regarded as a permanent factor tending to deprive
the resort to general war of its former legitimacy." (15)
And, it might be added, tending to increase support for their
abolition or limitation.

%% Tn Donald Brennan's words, "it would seem that each side is

likely to be able to inflict far more damage on the (cont.)
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their overwhelming power may render them practically obsoleté

as instruments of diplomacy; certainly of warfare. At the same
fime, however, it enhances both their utility as weapons of last
resort, the threatened use of which might appear credible in the
direst of circumstances; and their status as weapons of prestige,
a kind of‘passport to greatness in the modern world.

Even schemes of less than complete nuclear disarmament have
been rationalized on the grounds of reducing the extent of the
destruction accompanying a possible Qar.l6 If nuclear war is to
come, it has been argued, one can at least hope that it will be
limited, by restrictions on the absolute size of the available
arsenals, if by no other means.

The universal abhorrence of nuclear weapons owes a good

deal as well, however, to the gualitative nature of the poten-

tial destruction, as illustrated so graphically in the ruins of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, for example. In particular, the immediate
and long-run effects of excessive radiation exposure are consi-
dered intolerable byproducts of war by the world community.
Indeed, the use of nuclear weapons violates almost every
precept relating to armaments which has been enshrined in the
"laws of war." Traditionally, in the wofds of one author, it has
been "a fundamental principle...that the choice of means of in-
juring an enemy is not unlimited."17 Restrictions have been laid

down in two cognate areas: against "inhumane" weapons, those

(cont.) other in a general war than either would find at all
- justified by the original objectives of the conflict, whichever
side suffered the greater absolute damage." (18)
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which cause injuries superfluous to the military necessity of

rendering an opponent hors de combat (that is, which cause "un-

necessary sﬁffering"); and againgt the indiscriminate use of
weapons on coﬁbatants and non-combatants alike. On both counts,
nuclear weapons must be classed among the greatest of offenders.

It was the concern for the "inhumanity" of the weapon
which led to the prohibition of dumdum bullets by the Hague Con-
ference of 1899, and which was at least partly responsible for
the 1925 Geneva Prétocol and subsequent efforts to restrict
chemical and biological (or bacteriological) warfare. More re-
cently; weapons of ékcessive firepower, chemical sprays, '"area
weapons," delayed—actidn fuses, and the like have_been identi-
fied as particularly "indiscriminate;" and napalm, white phos-
phorus and other incendiary weapons, hypervelocity rifles and
'anti—personnel bombs as especially'"inhumané," instruments of
warfare;lg Napalm and other incendiary weapons were singled out
in an October 1972 report of the U.N. Secretary-General because
of the intense painfulness of injuries caused by them, the so-
phisticated medical resources demanded for their proper treat-
ment, the lengthy period of recovery required for survivors,
and the high probability of permanent deformity, as well as

20 1 its words:

various toxic and asphyxiating side-effects.
"when judged against what is required to put a soldier out of
military action, much of the injury caused by incendiary wea~
ponsois...likelybto be éuperfluous.“21

Not all of the common objections on humenitarian grounds

are completely logical, of course. It is not certain that,
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given the choice between being vaporized by a nuclear explosion
and dying a slow death of "normal" bullet wounds, the rational
-man would opt for the latter. In particular, tear gas and other
non-lethal chemical agents have been defended as more humane

than more conventional weapons, although they fall under the same
rubric as dreaded CBW weapons in the popular mind.

A third criterion for prohibition which has been suggested
in recent years is an "ecologiéal" one: that of the damage in-
flicted upon the natural environment;22 Concern about this issue
has been spurred by the massive use of chemical defoliants in
Indochina, as well as by the heightened public consciousness of
ecological problems generally. A somewhat related factor is
what might be termed the "harmful side-effects" associated with
the "deployment" of a given "system." This was particularly sa-
lient in the case of atmospheric nuclear testing, where public
concern about radiastion levels and possible genetic damage pro-
vided much of the impetus for controls. It also applies, with
reference to possible radiation leakage or accidental detona-
tion, to the introduction of nuclear weapons into any new envi-
ronment; or %o any activities interfering with other, non-mili-
tary, uses of an area (such as the expropriation of vast expanses
of the open océan for missile firing ranges Oor naval maneuvers,

for example).

Monetary Cost

According to Hedley Bull, pure economics is "the most an-

cient and the most simple of the arguments for disarmament,”
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as well as being the most important motivation for attempts at

23

arms control prior to World War I. Quincy Wright, in his monu-

mental Study of War, noted that "Disarmament movements have been

common éfter great wars When covntries were neafly bankrupt and
wished to save money."24 He attributes the calling of the 1899
Hague Peace Conference by CZar Nicholas II to the latter's
being "advised by his minister of finance that his exchequer
could not stand the strain of maintaining competition with Ger-
many in making rapid-fire field artillery;"25 Of more recent
vintage, the series of naval limitations negotiated during the
inter-war period has been attributed in part to the.unwilling-
ness of key parties, for economic reasons, to pursue an arms
race.26 And clearly, many of the less important signatories of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty were at least partly motivated by
the realization that the cost involved in an independent nuclear
capability was simply beyond their means.

As Bull points out, all weapons procurement decisions are
constrained by economic factors, in spite of the importance of
military security to the nation and the general priority accor-

ded defence over "opulence."27

Even for superpowers like the
U.S. and fhe Soviet Union, certain measures, such as a fruly
effective civil defence system, while perhaps within the realm
of technical feasibility, are ruled out partly on account of
their prohibitive cost (also, of course, in the example given,
because of its effects upon the quality of day-to-day life).

Lesser powers are similarly denied the privilege even of only"

competing with the world's armament leaders.
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At the same time, many authors warn against the false hope
that a reduction in military expenditures will necessarily ac-
company the conclusion of arms control agreements, pointing out
that verification procedures (as in the case of nuclear testing,
for example) may well prove as costly as the system or activity
prohibited-—in addition to what has been described as "the iron
law that every organization strives to maintain or increase its

budget."28

Politico-Military Utility/Reliability

 Sometimes arguments against a military authorization on the
grounds of economy succeed only when buttressed by additional
doubts concerning the utility and/or reliability of whatever is
being proposed. In other cases, doubts about the utility of
forces in being alone may suffice to engender a willingness to
discuss their mﬁtual limitation~-as with various past proposals
for the reciprocal "bonfire“ destruction of obsolescent weapons,
for exam:ple.29

- The significance of almost every successful disarmament
measure has been assailed on the grounds that whatever was pro-
hibited either had ceased to be militarily useful or had never
been considered so. Thus it is claimed by some that states bhave
generally refrained from using poison gas mainly because of the
tactical difficulties involved in its use in support of military
opérations, rather than through any ethical or legal inhibi~-

30

tionse. The partial nuclear test ban treaty was greeted by the

Chinese and others with the conviction that atmospheric testing
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had ceased to.be of great importance to the powers concerned;
or at the very least could, without much difficulty, be ade-
guately substituted by underground explosions.3l It was possiﬁle
to agree on reducing battleship strength at the Washington Con-
ference of 1922, asserts Hans Morgenthau, becauée military ex-
perts had come to the conclusion that the future lay with ligh-
ter and speedier ships.32 The sponsors of the Non-Proliferation
éreaty had no intention of freely disseminating nuclear weapons,
point out the critics. Antarctica was never considered particu—
larly strategic or environmentally hospitable to military acti-
vities. The Seabed Denuclearization Treaty is described as being
"equivalent to one prohibiting the bolting of aeroplanes to the
ground."33 And so on.*

Actually, the "desirability" of a given system is based on
a rather complex calculus of cost, reliability, the existence of
functionally-comparable systems, bureaucrafic interests, and so
forth, which defies all attempts at precise measurement of the
effect or significance of a control arrangement. In many cases
"military utility," strictly defined, has little bearing on the
final decision whether or not to proceed With a programme OT
deploj a system (the American ABM system being a classic exam-
ple).34 Conversely, a negotiated limitation may well prove
meaningful even in the absence of any evidence of such "utili-
ty." -

Finally, a weapons system or given configuration of forces

% Por a persuasive argument in defence of such treaties, see
Hedley Bull (1970), pp. 149-150, 152.
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can be politically advantageous——in terms of "status" or diplo-

matic influence--even without being, in the strictest sense,

militérily-useful. Looking at the field of disarmament as a
whole, it goes almost without saying that (in its broadest
sense) the "political" utility of weapons or of armed forces
--in a system of international "anarchy," marked by sharp con-
flicts, in which "national security" may be a relatively scarce
commodity—-constitutes a prime (if not the primary) obstacle to
any controls. Thus the general susceptibility of a weapon or
activity to international regulation may safely be said to'vary

in inverse proportion with its politico-military utility.

Susceptibility to Verification

Perhaps no aspect of arms control has been more exhaustive-
ly canvassed in the postwaryliterature than the technical feasi-
bility of verifying compliance with various kinds of measures.
The verification problem seems to have come almost full circle
since the naval conferences of the 1320's and 1930's. Then, it
has been pointed out, there was virtually no problem at all:
whether or not a battleship was wnder construction, for example,
could be verified easily enough through traditional intelligence
means; furthermore, the injured party would have a sufficiently
long time to recover before any real damage had been done; and
a few more ships on one side or the other waé not likely to
alter the balance of power drastically in any case. Nuclear
weapons were something entirely different, however: small enough

to make the task of:detection highly problematic; and powerful



- 22

enough that a very few could quite possibly upset the global
balance.35
For many years East-West disarmament negotiations were ham-
strung on the question of verifying compliance with the prohi-
bition of nuclear weapons, each side fearing that the other
would maintain a secret stockpile in reserve, if only for "in-
surance" purposes.Similarly, the Soviet Union's 1960 proposal

36

to eliminate all strategic delivery vehicles was opposed on
the grounds that it would not be possible to prevent civil air-
craft from being covertly converted into nuclear bombers. Re-
cently, however, the remarkable capabilities of satellite re-
connaissance have greatly simplified the task of verifying most

kinds of arms control agreements. In most cases, verification

need not be completely foolproof; all that is required is the

capability of detecting a militarily-significant program of
whatever kind. Before entering into an agreement, the parties
concerned must examine: the teéhnical feasibility of evasion;
the degree to which it might affect the military balance, and
whether irreparably or for how long; and the interests in ahd
propensity towards evasion of the other parties, taking.into
account the likely penalties of such an action--all of these
estimates sﬁbject to an unpredictable degree of misperception
which causes them habitually to be caiculated on the basis of
the "worst possible case."
The technical feaéibility of verifying an agreement is not

always as'crucial a matter as it is sometimes made outvto be,

of course. It did not prove sufficient to block achievement
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of a ban on_bacteriological weapons, for example, in spite of

the manifest impossibility of verifying either their production
and storage or the destruction of existing stocks. Here, as per-
haps in the case of poison gas, it may be the fear of reciprocal
use (given widespread potential capabilities)~-together with its
guestionable military utility--which are the deciding factors.y7
This merely illustrates the general point that mutual self-

interest in restraint may under certain circumstances serve to

obviate the need for rigorous verification.

IT. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE.

Distribution of Capabilities Among States

Probably the most important of the factors falling within
the‘"strategic landscape" category is the distribution of capa-
bilities, or the existence of disparities in power and/or techf
nical expertise, among states. How is it possible to reconcile
the interests of the most powerful and advanced with those of
the least? Or is it really necessary?

The relationship of forces between any two states, in ge-
neral or with respect to a particular type of military systen,
may be expressed in one of the following ways: (1) unassailable
predominance of one side over the other, in which case the pos-
sibility of competition is so slight that it poses no obstacle
to arms control agreements; (2) temporary superiority of one
side over thé other, conducive to sharp competition with.its

attendant problems for arms control; and (3) approximate parity
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between the two. sides, also conducive to "arms racing" but at

" the same time providing greater opportunities for regulation.
"Unassailable predominance" and "temporary superiority" are here
considered as functions of the subjective impressions of the
"inferior" side as to its middle- or long-run capabilities vis-
a-vis its rival.

0f course, the relationship of military forces is by it-
self no sure guide to a state's behaviour, being tempered above
all by political conditions, both domestic and external. Never-
theless, other things being equal, it may play an important role
in deterﬁining the acceptability of proposed limitations to the
parties concerned.

The chief problem in a situation of "unassailable predomi-
nance" is undoubtedly the lack of incentive on the part of the
dominant power to risk jeopardizing (or in fact abdicate) its
favourable position; unless there are compensatory benefits to
be obtained in other areas. Where temporary superiority is the
case, the leading power is usually driven to maintain its lead,
while its adversary strives to equal or surpass it. Parity may
lead to a similar competition, especially if one side or the

other is unsatisfied with the political status guo, but is by

its very nature more politically acceptable, as a state of per-
manent inferiority is likely to be 1eés defensible for one side
than the decline from superiority to parity is for the other:
Parity of forées is assumed conducive to aims control also on
account of its presumed connection with a stable "balance of

power," which, by reducing the threat of war, may improve the
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political climate for such negotiations. Finally, the formerly
superior side may be more inclined to make concessions by the
threat of a renewed arms race, while the formerly inferior
ceases to be motivated by the fear of negotiating from a posi-
tion of weakpess.

When dealing with nuclear arsenals of the vastness of
those of the Superpowers, of course, the concepts of "superior-
ity" and “inferiority," as with those of "offensive" and "de-
fensive," lose much of their meaning. Deterrent value or
second-strike capability, as previously mentioned, becomes
more critical than sheer numbers of weapons. There comes a
point at which any further increment in "strength" is practi-
cally useless, except perhaps for psychological purposes, de-
structive capacity beyond this point being popularly dubbed as
"overkill." A Power which has adhieved such a "minimal deter-
rent" has in effect achieved parity with its rivals, in spite
of any discrepancies in absolute numbers of weapons.38 It has
been suggested that, in the case of China for example, fhe at-
tainment of such a capability might be sufficient to induce its
entry into serious arms control negotiations.39*

Where technical skills and capabilities are widely scat-

tered throughout the world, it is naturally more difficult to

* The same may have been true for the Soviet Union. Walter C.
Clemens notes that "All the U.S.-Soviet accords since 1958
(the moratorium on nuclear testing) have been concluded
against a backdrop of mutual deterrence, even though Soviet
strategic forces have generally been weaker than American.
The first promising moves toward arms control took place in
1955, i.e., at the very moment the USSR first acquired num-
bers of long-range bombers capable of delivering nuclear
weapons to the United States, thereby giving the USSR (cont.)
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achieve agreement on control measures, the chances of the latter
varying perhaps directly (in inverse proportion) with the number
of parties whose interests must be taken into account and adher-
ence gained.* It is this simple principle which lies behind the
oft-expressed fear that further proliferation of nuclear weapons
will destroy whatever chances of control presently exist. Fur-
thermore, when desiredic third-party adherence cannot be gained,
the negotiation of agreements is likely to be both more compli-y
catéd and less productive, as the possibility of outside forces
upsetting an agreed balance in an unpredictable fashion at some
" point in the future.must be taken into account, as well as the
danger posed independently by these forces to either one of the
original parties.

Several other "strategic landscape" factors may be briefly

mentioned, among them the existence and relative costs of func-

tionally—-comparable systems. This is intimately connected with

the "military utility" factor previously discussed, and more or
less speaks for itself. Where a particular military system, pro-
posed or in being, has a functional counterpart whose cost com~
pares not unfavourably with its own (taking into accouht such

- "political costs" as public opinion and the autonomous "momentum"

(cont.) for the first time a terror weapon to deter external

attack."” (40) :

¥ 0fe WeK.H.Panofsky: "the surest way to frustrate the progress
of arms control negotiations is to invoke an excessive amount
of 'linkage' and to involve an excessive number of conferees.
In fact 'linkage' or an overly large forum have at times been
demanded by participants in arms control negotiations in order
deliberately to inhibit progress without overtly assuming the
responsibility for doing so.™ (41)
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towards arms cqntrol), then it is, quite simply, more likely to
be made the subject of international regulation. Thus atmos-
pheric nuclear tests were done away with, without too much sac-
rifice on the part of those éonducting them, because of the
feasibility and capabilities of underground testing. And the
considerable potential strategic advantages of seabed missiles
proved no obstacle to agreement on their prohibition, in view
of the cognate advantages of SIBM's. Some would argue that fixed
land-based ICBM's should be comprehended under the same prin-
ciple and made to suffer a similar fate, but, for a number of
reasons (primarily the bureaucratic interests of the services
involved), such has not proved to be the case.

The rate of technological development is another strategic

"environmental" factor worth mentioning, which figures promi-
nently in numerous analyses of the prospects of arms controlm*
A point sometimes made is that where technology is rapidly
changing, it becomes more difficult to "accurately assess the

42 and thus to calculate on the basis

relative power" of weapons
of approximate parity. Perhaps more importantly, agreements in
one area may be seriously undermined by new technological inno-
vations in the same or a cognate area. In any case, the major

problem is undoubtedly the general feeling of uncertainty

% Thus Hedley Bull devotes an. entire chapter to "The Problem
of Continuous Innovation" in his Control of the Arms Race,
for example. About the only dissenting view on the signifi-
cance of this factor is that of Colin Gray, who argues: "The
record of the interwar years would seem to demonstrate that
arms control tends to be subverted by politics rather than
by technology. New technological possibilities will induce
weapon designers to improve upon the state of the art, but
--given the political will--a special or a regular (cont.)
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generated, which exacerbates the tendency to "worst-possible~

case" theorizing and tends to inhibit any kind of agreement{43
Another problem, distinct from the rate of technological

development though not entirely unrelated, is represented by

what might be called the asymmetries in opposing force-struc—

tures and strategies. As Hans Morgenthaw points out, once dis-

arming Powers have agreed on a certain overall relationship of
forces,'there remains the difficult task of formulating "stan-
dards to be attained according to which different types and
quantities of armaments are to be allocated to different nations
within the agreed ratio."44 How can one possibly compare battle-
ships with submarines? missiles with infantry divisions? or re-
serves with regular forces? The proliferation of disparate types
of weapons systems (and strategies, too, which complicates
matters still further) tends to be aggravated by rapid techno-
logical development, of course, but the basic problem owes more
to the simple fact of differing geographical positions, resour-
ces, and defensive needs;45 The attendant difficulty of measur-
ing and comparing force-levels has plagued many negotiations,
from the World Disarmement Conference of the 1930's to the
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions talks of the 1970's. It

has even led to suggestions that as a first step towards dis-
arﬁament, the major Powers might consider standardizing their

strategic forces to the point where meaningful comparisons

(cont.) reconvening of an arms-—control conference should be
able to accommodate new weapon potentials." (46) This fails
to address itself to the fundamental, underlying problem. of
uncertainty, however.
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could be made.47

Overall disparities in the cost—-effectiveness of defense

and offense are also an important part of the arms control en-

vironment. When the offense is supreme, as has apparently been
the case since the dawn of the missile age; concern over vulner-—
ability to attack may spur efforts at international regulation
with greater force than under other circumstances. Further, the
recent apparent acceptance of mutual second-strike capability
by the Superpowers—-which may further the interests of arms li-
mitation by promoting the concept of ﬁfinite deterrence"--is
undoubtedly partly, if not primarily, a result of the technical
obstacles to a successful first strike (involving neutraliza-
tion 6f the opponent's retaliatory forces). And the ease with
which defensive missile systems could be "saturated" by much
cheaper offensive missiles contributes to the willingness of
states to preclude the former by mutual agreement.

Finally, the structure of the international system, in

terms of the general distribution of power and influence, may
bear ﬁpon the prospects of arms control. It ié difficult to say,
however, which of the most commonlyvcited types of international
systems are most conducive to it. In his balance-of-power model
Morton Kaplan stresses, among other things, the limited objec—
tives of war and the universal application of the rules—of—wér,

which suggest highly fertile grounds for arms control;48 Fur-

49

thermore, the absence of deep ideological cleavages might be
presumed to militate in favour of agreement. On the other hand,

the fact that alliances are constantly shifting49 lends a
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certain amount of instability to the picture which might preju-
dice attempts to explicitly.define and institpie, or ensure the
continuance of, given power'balances. Operation of the so-
called "unseen hand"so might, of course, obviate entirely the
need for explicit agreements.

Under the "loose bipolar' system as posited by Kaplan5l,
wars would (in the absence of the threat of a nuclear confla-
gration) tend to be unlimited, with total elimination of the ri-
val bloc the ultimate goal rather than preservation of the sys-
tem. While ideological antagonism might further hinder negoti-
ations, however, the fact that the major military powers had
coalesced into just two blocs might simplify matters consider-
ably, depending of course on the degree of "looseness" of the
system. And the relatively strong presence of a supranational
actor, together with a number of mediating states (however
militarily insignificant), might provide the necessary impetus
towards control. |

It is rather pointless to speculate on the tendencies of
universal and hierarchical systems, as the primary actor in both
cases w@uld by definition be able to impose virtually anything
it desired on the system as a whole. Insofar as the latter is
characterized by a notable absence of conflict, of course, arms
conﬁrol arrangements_(imposed from above) would séem to be a

logical concomitant.

ITI. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT.

In discussing the political factors affecting arms control
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we should distinguish between the inter-state and the domestic
arenas; between those political conditions within a state which
cause it to seek negotiations, and those between states which

permit the successful conclusion of international agreements.

International Relations

The critical nature of external political conditions is
attested to by all writers on arms control.* Some, however, in-
sist on the absolute unattainability of meaningful agreements in
the face of continued hostility between the parties concerned**,
while others take a more sanguine viéw and maintain that such
agreements can be reached in spite of underlying political an-
tagonism; The argument of the first group is seriously under-
mined if taken to its logical conclusion, since, were perfect
peace and harmony to reign among men, there simply would be no
need whatsoever for explicit agreements; what they seem to be
implying, then, is that meaningful arms control per se is but
a chimera. Most authors agree, however, that such is not the
case., If has even been pointed out that a certain amount of po-
litical conflict’is indispensable for a situation to arise in

which arms control is deemed necessary and priority duly accor-

ded it.52 Without political conflict, presumably,'there would

* In Hedley Bull's words: "unless the political conditions for
arms control are present, the question of what method or
procedure is appropriate in arms control negotiations, and
the question how the technical problems involved in arms
control can be solved, are of minor importance, and attempts
to solve them in abstraction from political circumstances
are of no significance." (53)

*% See, for example, Hans Morgenthau: "political settlement

must precede disarmement. Without political settlement,
disarmament has no chance for success." (54)
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be no arms; and without arms, certainly no arms control. At ano- -
ther level, a near-holocaust or disastrous clash of arms may be
helpful in providing the necessary stimulus to serious negotia-
tions, as the First World War may be said to have laid the
groundwork for the spate of inter-war conferences or the Cuban
Missile Crisis for the Soviet-American accords of the 1960's

and '70"s.””

At the same time, it must be admitted that many of the
problems commonly deemed "technical" do in fact stem from under-
lying political disagreement or hostility, and are more suscep-
tible to negotiation and compromise than to scientific formu-
lae.* Since no verification scheme can‘be 100% accurate, an ele-
ment of trust must inevitably enter into any control arrange-
ment.** And "trust" is pre—eminently a "political" factor in
the world of nations.

What we are primarily concerned with, then, is the degree.

of trust or hostility characterizing the general relationship

between the states involved, which in turn depends on the exis-

tence, strength, and character of outstanding conflicts between

them, as well as a host of other considerations rangiﬁg from

* 0f. Hedley Bull: "The problems of definition (what is an ef-
fective? what a military aeroplane, heavy gun, tank? etc.)
are not in fact technical problems, but matters of bargain-
ing. In other words, what the negotiators have to agree on
in considering, for example, the limitation of tanks, is not
what is a tank, but what they can agree to call a tank. This
is a political question, not a technical one." (56)

*% 0f, Walter Clemens: "Though arms control accords are held to
depend upon mutual interest for their durability, even the
act of entering into the negotiating process requires a
modicum of trust on each side." (57%
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historical antagonism to sheer racism. Where the necessary con-
ditions are lacking, pressure and/or guarantees from an outside
agency or agencies, such as the U.N., the non-aligned bloc, or
(in the case of regional conflicts) the Superpowers, for exam;
ple, may be required. The relevant factors here are fhe suscep-—

tibility of the parties to outside pressure and the feasibility

of outside guarantees. The iatter factor depends on the capabi-

1lity and willingness of such outside actors to impose a solution
upon the protagonists, if necessary, or td compensate for any
upsetting of the agreed arrangements. It should not be assumed
that the world's greatest Powers necéssarily remain immune to
the influence of the first factor, which may take the form, for
example, of "world public opinion" favouring broad measures of
disarmament. On the o%her hand, the concern of allies over the.
continued viability of guarantees extended them by the princi-
pal parties may adversely affect the possibility of agreed 1li-
mitations between the latter, depending, among other things, on
their willingness to subordinate their own interests to those
of their client-states.

A final important characteristic of the external political

environment is the existence of issues upon which "trade-offs"

from other areas of negotiation may be feasible--especially in

cases where outside pressure in favour of limitations is either
non-existent or ineffective. Such issueé must be both relatively
important (roughly compafable to those of the arms policy under
consideration) and, of course, '"negotiable." As few other na-

tional interests are as great as those of defence policy,
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however, it might be postulated that such trade-offs may be
possible only with respect to the less significant measures of
arms control. In any case, this factor would seem to assume a
fairly broad relationship of interaction between the parties

concerned.

Asymmetry in Negotiating Styles

A subdivision of the "political environment" category
groups those factors relating to the actual conduct of negoti-
ations which may have a bearing on their ultimate success. In
this regard, arms control negotiations are no different than
those undertaken in any other issue-area, success requiring a
certain amount of technical preparation, diplomatic skill,

"good faith," and so on. One particular factor which should be
mentioned, however, having received much emphasis in the litera-

ture critical of SALT I, is the possible asymmnetry in the nego-

tiating styles of the participants in arms control talks. If

one side adopts a primarily political/competitive/bargaining-
type stance, while the other focuses exclusively on technical
issues (to take an extreme example), then the resulting dia-

ldgue des sourds may be totally unproductive (as was apparently

the case with the Surprise Attack Conference of 1958) or, al-
ternatively, the consequent asymmetries embodied in the final
accord may prove more prejudicial to the original purposes of
the negotiations than would the failure to have reached an

agreement at all.
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Asymmetry in Domestic Political Regime

Yet another "gsymmetry" factor is that dealing with the na-
ture of the doméstic political regime of the nations involved.
The argument has been made that democratic States, by virtue
‘of their greater requnsiveness to public opinion, are more
susceptible to disarmament "propaganda" and to appeals above
the heads of their leaders for substantive concessions during
negotiations. Insofar as one side may consequently feel itself
to be at an unfair disadvantage, and adjust its negotiating
strategy accordingly (in a more conservative or less flexible
direction), this may have an adverse effect upon the overall
prospects for arms control. Again, too, there remains the danger
of asymmetries in an accord negotiated from positions‘bf less
than equal strength. And this factor also haé implications for
the verification question, as will be discussed shortly under

the heading of ™nature of the arms control system."

Domestic Politics

Whatever the diplomatic climate, the impetus towards arms
control must, in the final sanalysis, come from within the state
itself. A favourable conjunction of domestic interests or at
least the advocacy of key decision-making bodies and persona-
lities is an absolute necessity. Such advocacy may be based on
a wide range of considerations apart from those described in
Section I with reference to.thé "primary objectives" of arms

control. It may be "political” in the narrow sense of pander-
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ing to public opinion or diverting attention from serious domes-—
tic problems, or "political"™ in the wider sense of promoting
détente or séeking strategic advantage; it may be bureaucratic,
in the sense of serving to preserve or enhance the power of a
varticular governmental organization; or it may be ideological,
in which case the relative strength of pacifist, isolationist,
militarist, or internationalist sentiment will largely deter-
mine the outcome. Under whatever circumstances, the importance
of the military to national security, and of national security
to the nation, predisposes against the imposition of undue re-
strictions on military activities. Not surprisingly, the mili-
tary or military-industrial establishment (within which Hedley
Bull includes "the armed forces, the armaments industries, the
military branches of science and technology and of government,
[énd] the settled habits of mind of those who think about stra-
tegy and defence"58) is commonly viewed as the chief-obstacle
to arms control.

Obviously, the range of possible variables is 100 great to
bear any but the most generélized analysis. Some rather primi-
tive efforts at an overall synthesis have been made, however,
by scholars attempting tb assess the "arms control-mindedness"
of particular states such as the Soviet Union and China. In
their study of Chinese disarmament policy Halperin and Perkins,
for example, identify two distinct elements.as being necessary

components of a "general philosophy" of arms control: (1)"view-

ing the use of military force as a political instrument, one

which can and should be controlled by political means;" and (2)
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"the notion that there«is a cooperative as well as a competitive
element in the nature of the military forces of potential ene-
mies."59 To these might be added a number of others: the reali-
zation that arms control can be a "non-zero sum game," that is,
that both or all parties to an agreement can gain from it, and
not necéssarily differentially or at thé expense of each other;
the "perception and recognition by each government that there
are responsible forces in the other country that favor arms con-
trol agreements of value to both sides"GO; recognition that the
alternative of unrestricted growth in armaments does ﬁot neces-
sarily promise fo enhance national security*; where an arms race
is in progress, the pefception that the other side possesses the
‘requisite combination of capabilities and will to match any new
deployment which threatens to upset the existing balance of
fofces, and thereby t0 render illusory the attainment of a more
than ephemeral superiority**; with regard to nuclear-armed ad-
versaries, the rejection of a first~strike capability as a de-
sirable object of national policy; and finally, rejectipn‘of the
all-purpose "devil theory" analysis of an opponent's intentions,
which sees behind his every move and every proposal an ill— -

concealed bid for unilateral advantage.

* Donald G.Brennan notes that despite vigorous arms programs on
both sides of the "Iron Curtain", "that part of our national
security that is measured by our ability to guarantee national
survival in all its various senses has undergone a precipitous
decline in recent years" (61) and "the absolute national se-
curity (measured in the same sense of their ability to guaran-
tee national survival) of the Soviet Union has also undergone

_ a precipitous decline since 1946." (62) - ,

- %% This is expressed in a slightly different form by Morton Kap-

~ lan, to the effect that "Where neither state appears to be in

8 position to acquire a substantial advantage over the (cont.)
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This brings us to another, more general'politiéal factor
to be considered, namely the overall foreign policy orientation
of a state. It is not surprising, perhaps, that "safiated"

states, content with the international status gquo and seeking

to preserve it, should welcome agreements which reduce the of-
fensive capabilities of states generally; nor that unsatisfied
nations should be at least as equally adamant in opposing éuch
agreements.* This factor is intimately connected with the na-
ture of the agreement, however (especially its effect upon the
existing relationship of forces), since even a revisionist Power
may pursue arms control as a means to reduce the relative capa-
" bilities of its opponents, just as a proponent of the status
guo may seek thereby to perpetuate its dominance. The revision-
ist Power in any given conflict relationship is simply not
likely to be satisfied with a mere "balance of power," in which
case differential restrictions may have to be imposed or éon-
ceded (depending on the willingness or capability of the con-
servative state(s) to do so) or some kind of overall political
settlement worked out simultaneously with the controls. Thus,
'in a paper on arms control in the Arab-Israeli conflict, Fuad

Jabber stresses the necessary "provision of non-violent means

for challenging the status guo--such as dipldmatic'negotiations,

(cont.) other either by means of the economic resources it is
capable of diverting to military production or by virtue of
political seduction, the states would seem to have a joint in-
terest in what for want of a better term is often called stra-
tegic stability." (63) '
* Rvan Luard warns that "The rudimentary measures...already in-
- troduced between the United States and the Soviet Union may
be...only a reflection of the growing common interest as
status quo superpowers, rather than an independent (cont.)
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arbitration, or legal adjudication."64‘1t is somewhat doubtful
that a state would be willing to exchange military power for
such non~violent channels alone, however, unless guite sure of

the ultimate settlement being resolved to its satisfaction.

IV. NATURE OF THE ARMS CONTROL SYSTEM ENVISAGED.

The final category of factors, the "nature of the arms con-
trol system envisaged,"” is different from the others in being

osited, rather than given, not so much a matter of environment

as of invention. Still, it is no less important a consideration
to the conclusion and ultimate success of arms control agree-
ments. When we speak of the "system envisaged" we are referring,
of course, to the willingness of states to agree to a particular
proposed arrangement, a purely hypothetical future state of af-
fairs; yet the éame considerations applied at this stage will
carry over into implementation or evasion of whatever agreement
is reached.

Among the most important of these factors is a definitional

one, namely the type of restraints imposéd, whether a reduction

of existing armaments; a ceiling on exiéting armaments; a pre—>
ventative measure of "non-armament"; or a qualitative restric-
tion on the arms race. It is a generally accepted principle in
the arms control field that it is far easier_to legisléte re-

strictions on weapons yet to be built or activities yet to be

(cont.) contribution to reducing tension between them. They
give no indication whether similar agreements, covering new
and rising powers which share no such common interest, may

be attainable." (65) : : '
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undertaken than on forces or deployments in being. Such reason-
ing has been used in defence of the Antdrctic, Outer Space,
Nuclear Non-Proliferation, Latin American Nuclear-Free Zone,
and Seabed Denuclearization treaties, for example. Two contri-
butory factors may.be cited: (1) the problem of vested inter-
ests, the strength of which is likely to vary according to the
degree of effort and resources already expended on a particular
program; and (2) the fact that, as Abram Chayes points out, it
is much easier for the potential violator of an agréement "to
replicate existing activities at a higher rate or in a néW$
setting" than to embark on an entirely novel program.66 In his
wordss "Modest or token as opposed to zero ceilings greatly
simplify the problems of expansipn and deployment after breach."67
As well as increasing concern over the likelihood of evasion,
adequate verification also may be more problematic in the case
of "modest~or token" ceilings, where preparations for expansion
can be relatively easily concealed. Thus the susceptibility of
a gystem to international regulation may in a sense be said to
vary inversely with the stage of its development and/or deploy-
ment*—-with the notable exception of controls over pure re-

search, which are scarcely feasible in view of the verification

* But these factors may be offset, depending on the circum-
stances of the case, by several others: the lack of general
public interest in developments yet to be undertaken or
even planned; and the possible lack of theoretical knowledge,
which may make states hesitant to negotiate about the area
concerned.
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problem. The latter also largely explains why it is generally
believed easier to legislate quantitative restrictions than |
gualitative ones.

Success in negofiating an agreement may be assumed to wvary

inversely with the comprehensiveness of the measures;prbposed

as well——although it has been suggested that comprehensiveness
may sometimes aid in facilitating the task of wverification, in
cases where it is easier to detect the total absence of military
activity than to discriminate among numerous disparate systems.
The other factors in this category fall under one of two

headings: the nature of the verification and/or enforcement

procedure evisaged; and the effect of the control system upon

the relative capabilities and security interests of the parties.

The verification problem is found in one form or another
under all four main categories. Thus, although a particular wea-
pon may, by its nature, be more or less susceptible to verifi-
cation, the'verification requirements of an agreement also de-
pend on the state of political relations between the parties
concerned (and therefore the extent to which they may be able
to "trust" each other) and the degree to which evasion of var-
ioﬁs magnitudes might affect the strategic balance (which is in
turn dependent upon the nature of the latfer, the absolute size
of opposing forces*, and so on). But whatever the purely'jgggz

nical requirements of adequate verification, it is the political

* A very small number of missiles on each side might lend it-
self to instability, for example, if a marginal violation
thereby could have a disproportionate effect on the strategic
balsnce. In principle, this was recognized by Boggs. (68)
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acceptability of such measures to those upon whom they will o-
perate which counts the most. No matter how nearly foolproof the
possibilities of guarding against evasion, they will not in them-
selves be adequate to ensure an agreement; even when other con-
ditions are favourable, if they are not politically viable (as
well as economically feasible). The same holds true for enforce-
ment provisions intended to apply in the event of evasion.

In general, the likelihood of a control arrangement being
found politically acceptable may be said to vary inversely with
the degree of its "intrusiveness" upon national sovereignty.
Thus measures affecting non-sovereign territories such as the
high seas, Antarctica, and Outer Space have an advantage from
the start. And satellite reconnaissance is revealed as a parti-
cularly appropriat; means of verification, in view of its "low
profile." Of course, "national sovereignty" being a relative
term, interpreted differently from state to state, makes for some
difficulty. What one Party considers an infringement of its so-
vereignty may not be considéred so, or at least to the same ex-
tent, by its opponent. This may in turn be related to the form
and nature of the domestic political regime;* Similarly, a state
may object on principle to entrusting supranational bodies with

responsibility for verification and/or enforcement. In general,

* So-called "closed societies" being assumed to be less willing
to expose their inner workings and population to the outside
world, in this manner, than more "open" ones. When dealing
with negotiations between such dissimilar societies, a further
problem is created by the asymmetries in advantage to be gain-
ed by such exposure. The "closed society"™ will have little or
no manifest need and hence incentive to press for such privi-
leges, in view of the very "openness" of its opponent, while
its own secrecy constitutes a military asset and potential,
bargaining-chip. (69) ' :
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the greater the magnitude and complexity of such arrangements,
the less likely they are to elicit support from the interested
Parties as a whole. And as we'have previously mentioned, the
coét of the control system in certain cases may well exceed
that of whatever is being prohibited, which is not to say that
it may not be worthwhile in terms of enhancing security.

In de—emphasizing the need for complex institutionalized
controls, Abram Chayes stresses the self-enforcing nature of any

70

arms control agreement, given the intense '"negotiation and ra-

tification™ within the bureaucracies of each side which "tends
to generate powerful pressures for compliance." According to
Chayes,
At least three interrelated phenomena contribute
to these pressures: (1) by the time the treaty is adop-
ted, a broad consensus within governmental and politi-
cal circles will be arrayed in support of the decision;
(2) meanwhile, principal centers of potential continuing
opposition will have been neutralized or assuaged, though
often by means of concessions that significantly modify
the substance of the policy; and (3) many officials,
leaders of the administration or regime and opponents
as well, will have been personally and publicly com-

mitted to the treaty, creating a kind of political im-
perative for the success of the policy. (71)

Roger Fisher adopts a somewhat similar approach, noting four
"forces which tend to bring about governmental compliance: fear
of retaliatory action, fear of the effect on public opinion, the
moral views of government officers, and institutional.resistance
to breaking rules."72}These are all in addition, of course, to

what must be considered as the prime bulwark of any agreement:

the pure self-interest of each of the Parties in reaching it in
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the first place. As Fisher puts it, "Governments comply with
treaties and other international rules as they do with consti-
tutions and other domestic rules by a process of composite self-
restraint....a treaty, like an egg, is kept from getting smashed
by the enlightened self-interest of those who &eal with it, not
by anything inside it."73

Excessive concern with formal "enforcement measures," that
is, with sanctions to be applied in case of violation, is also
deplored by Chayes, who reminds us that the chief deterrent to
such activity will inevitably be the unilateral reactions of the
othér Parties, in particular their possible repudiation of the
agreement and the general worsening of relations with them which
might be expected.74*

Finally, the great bogey of almost all past disarmament
proposals and negotiations has been the pursuit of unilateral
advantage of one sort or anbther, real or imagined,'by one side
or the other,'or both. It is ssid, for example, that one of the
reasons the Sovieté could not agree to the Baruch Plan was the
unilateral intelligence advantages it would have accorded the
United Sta‘bes.75 Many authors stress that talks cannot hope to
succeed unless each side gives up any idea of using them to gain
some kind of unreciprocated advantage over the other, whether it

be strategic or simply political in nature. Perhaps it should be

* See also Robert R.Bowie, who states that "the parties to any
arms control will have to depend wWltimately on self-help-—
ori their own strength and that of their allies--to protect
themselves against any potential violator" (76) and "self-
help will be the principal sanction” (77); and Thomas Schel-
ling: "the main sanction of an arms—-control agreement [is],
the expectation that each will abstain only if the other
does." (78) ,
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added: "unless such advantage can be masked from the 6pponent."*
This is not to say that every component of a given agreement
must be so structured as to avoid favouring one side ovef the
other; onlylthat each Party must be satisfied that the relative
advantages and disadvantages embodied in the total "package,"
including those from outside the strictly military-strategic

sphere, do at least approximately balance out.

The remainder of this paper will be an attempt to explain
certaih agspects of the Soviet-American Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks of 1969-1972, using the typology of factors which we have
constructed in Part I as a guideline. Of course, the holding of
given negotiations or the successful conclusion of given agree-—
ments may owe a good deal more'to guite transitory political
circumstanceé than to any of the more intrinsic variables empha-
sized in Part I. Nevertheless, we‘hope to throw light on both
why the talks were undertaken in the firsf place, and why it was
possible to achieve agreement on certain measures of arms con-
trol, while not on others. What factors, in terms of environ-
mental or situational "constants,"** helped to determine both

K¢
the "successes" (defined in terms of formal accords) * and the

% This may be too "unitary actor" a perspective on the problem,
" however. Different groups within a state are liable to agree
to the same policy for different reasons, in which case ul-
timate "success" may depend more on the relative strength and
influence of such groups than on any preconceived "master
plan" formulated and put into execution by a monolithic lea-
dership. Thus, for example, even though conservative acqui-
escence in negotiations may have been predicated initially

on the hope for unilateral advantage, more moderate (cont.)
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"failures" of the talks?

Nowhere do we assume that a given factor (such as concern
for strategic stability) has operated with equai force upon both
Parties to the talks. Some factors may have weighed less heavily
on one Party than on the other; some, indeed, may have influen-
ced only one Party ét all. Thus, the paper cannot be faulted (as
has been the approach of U.S. arms controllers to the Talks) for
ignoring possible asymmetries in the interests of'thé two
states, and sustaining a superficial "mirror-image" of Soviet
concepts and motivations. In fact, "states" being highly ab-
stract collective entities composed of multifarious agencies or
agents pursuing multifarious (and often conflicting) ends, their
ultimate "motives" (if, indeed, we may speak in such terms) are
even less fathomable than those of individual men. If our ap-
proach does not in itself adequately explain why given negotia-
tions take place, or how specific agreements are reached, how-
ever, it does at léast suggest possible avenues for negotiation
and throw considerable light upon their likelihood of success,

once the underlying impetus is present and operating;

(cont.) elements may eventually win out.

*¥% See PeHe )

*%% Negotiations need not be so defined; they may be considered
"successful" in terms of mutuwal goals even without produ-
cing formal accords--by enhancing stability through the
clarification and possible convergence of strategic concepts
and policies, for example. (79) Conversely, they may prove
ultimately "wnsuccessful", even if they do result in a for-
mal treaty, when the latter favours one Party over another
and consequently leads to destabilization.

* Here.referring to proposals which, though advanced during the

course of negotiations, were rejected by one side or the
other.
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PART TI

I. SALT: FACTORS AFFECTING THE INITIATION OF NEGOTTIATIONS.

A great number of diverse rationales have been put forward
t0 explain the willingness of the two Superpowers to engage in
talks, beginning in 1969, on the mutual limitation of their
strategic armaments. They range all the way from genuine concern
with the stability of the strategic balance, to a transparent
sham concocted for the benefit of world opinion; to attempts at
gaining unilateral advantage by either freezing the other side's
forces into a position of permanent inferiority, or stalling in
order to gain time in which to surpass them. Since, as we have
mentioned, there is no sure way of divining a state's "true" in-

tentions, much less its motivations, we shall forego discussion

of the Superpowers' "real" purposes in favour of examining the
possible influence of those factors which we have identified as
being in some sense intrinsic features of any arms control cal-
culus. We shall thus avoid having to compare and crudely rank in
terms of plausibility the various suggested rationales, while
_at the same time recognizing the fact that any government is
likely‘fo-be impelled by a mélange of motivations correspohding
to the wide range of interests and interest-groups which it rep-
resents. Many of these will be contradictory, and their relative
strength may vary on an almost day by day basis.

In his defence of the SALT I agreements before the U.5. Con-
gfess, Henry Kissinger repeatedly stressed that they were but an

in%egral component of a new and general framework of more relaxed
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relations between the Soviet Union and the United States.
is. quite poésible that on both sides, arms control per se was
subordinated to the overarching interests of the political lea-
dership in achieving or sustaining détente, which in turn might
be attributed to a complex web of motivations. What we are in-
terested in determining, however, is that, given the initial
predisposition towards negotiations, what factors helped enable

it to be consummated and shaped the form and content of the

particular agreements which were reached?

Effect Upon Strategic Stability

Much of the discussion of the "nature of the system to be
regulated”" will be deferred until consideration of the indivi-
dual types of weapons involved, of course. In general, however,
we may mention, with regard to strategic stability, that a
prime motivation of the talks was undoubtedly the presence on
the horizon of a number of new systems threatening the tradi-
tional "balance of tefror" between the Superpowers. On the Soviet
side, a rapid buildup of particularly potent SS5-9 missiles
seemed to promise the "counterforce" capability of effectively
destroying American Minuteman ICBM's in their silos. On both

sides, but especially the American, the leap-frogging technology
| of multiple indebendently-targeted re-entry vehicles (MIRV's)
similarly appeared to jeopardize each other's fixedvland-based
deterrent. And, perhaps most importantly, the development and
initial deployment 6f ABM systems by each side threatened to |

alter the overall offensive—defensive disparity on which the
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strategic balance was widely believed to rest. How much these

considerations--so vital in the eyes of the "arms control commu-
nity"--actually affected the key decision-makers on each side is
difficult to say, but there is little doubt that they fueled the

general impetus towards negotiations.

Magnitude or Nature of Destructiveness

In view of the sonewhat meagre results of the talks, gnd
the fact that neither of the Parties seems to have seriously-
entertained the possibility of actual reductions in existing
forces, one might argue that concern for the level and nature of‘
destruction attendant upon a nuclear war did not figure very
promninently among their motivations. While not an immediate con-
sideration, however, su¢h concern obViously underlay the whole
principle of the talks and the urgency with which they were pur-
sued, providing much of the impetus seemingly based on other

considerations, such as that of preserving strategic stability.

Monetary Cost

Another motivation which has received considerable emphasis
in the literature on SALT (the strength of which is hotly dis-
puted, however) is economic. Economic motivations were deemed by
some observers to be particularly salient on the Soviet side,
given the greater proportion of resources devoted by the Soviets
to defense and espécially to strategic forces in the preceding
years, as well as perénnially growing demands for consumer

goods. Among the more specific evidence which has been cited by
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Kremlinologists in support of this view has been: "The increa-
sing emphasis in the latter sixties on working out new methodo-
logies to insure optimum use of resources for military purposes,
the apparent increase of defense expenditure during this period
at a greater rate than growth of the Soviet GNP, the necessity
of downward revisions of economic goals for the eighth Five-Year
Plan (1966=70) and the long delay in drawing up the next Plan
(1971-75), as well as Brezhnev's caustic criticism of Soviet
economic performance at the close of 1969 when the SALT were
begun."Bl After a comprehensive analysis of the issues involved,
Thomas Wolfe, while noting the increased preference apparently
to be given to consumer goods in the ninth Five~Year FPlan (1971~
75), cautiously concludes: "Although I do subscribe to the view
that economic pressures have helped both to bring the Soviet
Union to the SALT and to keep them there through more than two
‘years of negotiations, it also seems to me...that eéonomic con-
siderations have not been the prime determinant of Soviet stra-
tegic policy in the past, nor are they likely to be in the.fu-
ture."82

The economic cost of new weapons systems and of the defense
budget in general was perhaps the most persistent theme running
through the commentary of U.S. Congressmen during the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee review of the SALT I agreements in
'19‘72.83 Joseph I.Cofféy cites an opinion poll of March 1971 ac-
cording to which "49 per cent df the Americén veople believed
defense spending to be too high and only 11 per cent thought it

too low.™ "More importantly,” writes Coffey, "59 per cent of the
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college-educated and nearly 55 per cent of the middle~income
groups contended thét defense spending was too high; in short,
those elites on whom Congressmen depend most and to whose wishes
they respond most readily are potentially in favor of arms con-
trol."84 Administration officials are fond of bointing out in
defense that the military's share of total government spending
has been declining in recent years85; that the greatest increa-
ses in defense costs have been due to pay raises and other per-
sonnel benefitse6; and thaf, as John Newhouse puts it, "perform-
ance with regard to spending on strategic weapons has been rea-
sonably good," compared with that devoted to general-purpose
forces.87 Nevertheless, he notes: "the smaller sums spent on
America's nuclear deterrent represent a far more-~conspicuous—-—
hence disturbing--item in the clouded public view."88
Generally speaking, the tremendous increase in costs of
strateéic systems in recent years—-which have seen the projected
price of some individual units, such as missile submarines, ex-
ceed the sum of $1 billion, for example--has uwndoubtedly added,
through public outcry and the concern of economy-minded govern-—
ments, to the impetus fowards SAILT. Analysts continually caution
that any savings resulting from arms control agreements are like-
ly merely to be ploughed right back intb other, unrestricted
military programs according to Chayes' "iron law" of bureaucra-
tic budgeting. This both ignores the fact that most such savings

will be in terms of new costs foregone, rather than actual cut-

x :
backs in existing expenditures89 , and does not obviate, of

% An idea of what these costs might have been in the SALT (cont.)
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course, the very real effects of pressures-resulting from the

mere perception of future savings, regardless of its wvalidity.

Politico-Military Utility

The military utility of strategic arms, at one time unchal-
lenged, has during the nuclear age come under considerable gues-
tioning, as mentioned earlier. Under the doctrine of nuclear de-
terrence, the actual use of such weapons would, paradoxically,
signify their very failure.* Nevertheless, their ultimate deter-
rent value constitutes an unquestionably significant strategic
advantage, and many states continue to endow strategic nuclear
arms With considerable political significance, whether from the
point of view of diplomatic bargaining or of pure prestige. All
of these factors tend to militate against meaningful restrictions
on the development and deployment of strategic arms. That the
SALT were possiblé.in spite of them is greater testimony to the

modesty of the anticipated limitations than to any sudden change

(cont.) case was given by President Nixon at a news conference
on June 29,1972, in which he declared, citing various Soviet
"plans" and "programs" in the ABM, ICBM, and SLBM fields: "if
we had not had an arms control agreement, a limitation of ABM's
and a temporary limitation for 5 years on certain classifica-
tions of offensive weapons, I would--and I am saying this con-
servatively--have had to ask the Congress of the United States
to approve an increase in the defense budget for nuclear stra-
tegic weapons of at least $15 billion a year on a crash pro-
gram." (90) Of course, the President's self-assurance to the
contrary, there is simply no telling what direction Soviet
programs might have taken in the absence of SALT. Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Moorer clarified Nixon's
claim somewhat when he admitted before the Senate Armed Services
Committee that these cost estimates were based on the contin-
gency "that the Soviets built up to the total extent of their
capabilities" (91)--a very dubious proposition, at best (but
not for that any . reason why U.S. programs would not have.
 been based on it). ' ‘

*¥ According to the "mutual assured destruction" doctrine,(cont.)
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in the conception held by the two Parties of the overall poli-

tico-military utility of the weapons.

Susceptibility to Verification

As the susceptibility to verification of strategic arms
varies significantly depending on the type of wéapons system
under consideration, discussion of this factor will be left

until later.

Distribution of Capabilities Among States

Under the "strategic landscape" category we have what is
widely believed to have been the most significant factor affec-
ting the Soviet decision to enter into meaningful arms control
negotiations--their achievement of approximate parity with the
United States in strategic power. Of course, "parity" is an ex-
tremely slippery term, much like its more venerable relative,
the "balance of power," which tends to be interpreted vastly
differently depending on which side of the fence one is sit-
ting;* Its American detractors** insist that "true" parity-—-
implying a stable balance of forces--cannot be equated with

sheer equality of numbers or of destructive potential, where one

(cont.) at least. Proponents of "damage-limitation" or of a nu-

clear war-fighting capability would contest this judgment, o

course. :

¥ Perhaps the best definition of "parity" is that given by
Walter C.Clemens: "equivalence—--not precise equality--of
opposing forces, such that each side can accomplish compar-
able results, e.g., destruction of a certain percentage of
civilian or military targets in a second strike." (92)

%% Referring to those who deny its desirability, not neces-

sarily its existence.
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is comparing an essentially status guo Power with a revisionist

one:* Often, the argument centers on the gquestion of national
"will" or determination, which are rightly construed as being

at least'as equally important indicators of a state's power as
more material capabilities. But fundamentally, it is argued that
the revisionist state, assumed almost by definition to be the
more aggressive in nature, must be constrained by nothing less
than superior force, if it is to be dissuaded from embarking
upon an adventurist course of action{93 Proponents of the parity
concept as applied to East-West relations, on the other hand,
stress the essentially conservative nature of Soviet goals, deny-
ing that they are in fact appreciably more radical than those of
the United States;** Further, the general technological superior-

ity and greater overall resource-base of the Americans are

* See, for example, Colin Gray, who writes: "Great geopolitical
insight is not required to perceive that a status gquo, ocean-
empire superpower needs more raw strategic power than does a
dissatisfied heartland superpower." (94

¥% See, for example, the testimony of Robert C.Tucker before

the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: "the Soviet Union, _
too, in a certain sense is an 0ld established status power....
Sometimes in the heat of discussions we tend to take it too
much at its own, so to speak, ideological face value as a
country committed to revolutions. We must remember that this
revolution is 55 years old and that at 55 most revolutions
are middle aged. And that is in many ways true of the Russian
revolution. It is a country which, while in certain respects
it is still actively involved in increasing its influence in
the world, and we have all talked about that, we are all very
much aware of that, but in certain other ways has a status
%uo to protect, particularly the status quo in Europe. In cer-
ain ways it is a conservative state and we have to learn to
think in those terms. In certain ways the major problems that
the Soviet government faces today are due to its conservatism,
its unwillingness to liberalize its present laws, to abolish
the censorship, to democratize areas of society, and to re-
structure the long standing established single party system.
Consequently, I don't think the image of the old established
static United States confronted with activistic dynamic So-
viet Union is a very accurate reflection of the reality (cont.)
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adduced as hedges in their favour.*
| But the controVérsy runs even deéper than this. In terms of
military hardware alone, there is considerable disagreement over
the relative strategic strength of the two Superpowers. One side
argues that the Soviet lead in numbers of launch vehicles and
total deliverable megatonnage or "throw weight"** gives them a
significant advantage. The other side insists that this is more
than offset by American superiority in numbers of independently-
targeted warheads, not to mention its technological lead in mos%t
fields and certain geographical advantages. One calculation of
relative strength based on the concept of "equivalent megaton-—

nage," claimed to be "the measuring rod used by the Pentagon in

(cont.) of our interrelationship." (95) According to a study of
Soviet foreign policy by Jan F.Triska and David D.Finley, most
Western analysts view the Soviet propensity for risk-taking as
"low and the Soviet attitude toward risk-taking as conservative,
defensive, and cautious." (96) Walter Clemens maintains that
"Soviet external behavior, at least since Stalin's death in
1953, has generally been consonant with an identifiable hierar-
chy of values....scaled in the following rank order: l. The se-
curity of the ruling elite(s) within the USSR and the legitimi-
zation of their regime and ideology; 2.The security of the So-
viet state; 3.Maintenance and strengthening of Soviet influence
in areas of Eastern Europe and Outer Mongolia that have come
under partial or complete Soviet control; 4.Rapid industrializa-
tion of the Soviet economy and improvement over time in the li-
ving standards of the Soviet people; 5.Less tangible and much
less important than the first four goals, maintenance and streng-
thening of Soviet influence in the international Communist move-
ment and the Third World." (97) Only the latter goal could be
construed as at all "revisionist" in nature. Of course, this
does not answer the objection that Soviet forbearance may have
been due primarily to hitherto overwhelming American strategic
superiority. But it is significant, in this regard, that, as
Clemens puts it, "The historical record suggests that most So-
viet actions threatening to world peace have resulted from a
perceived sense of military inferiority rather than parity or
superiority" (98)--again, to be fair, no necessary indication
of future policy. N ) ‘ _
% Secretary of Defense Laird assured the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee: "we have technology which is, I believe,(cont.)



- 56 -

its secret studies tb obtaih a single figure for the total de-
structive caqui}ity of nucleaq weapons of varied sizes," puts
a figure of 4;000 on the Russian arsenal by mid-1977 (expiry
date of the SALT I agreement on offensive missiles), compared
with 4,450 for the U.S.77.

Regardless of the technical distinctions which might be
made, however_(and it is nowhere suggested that Soviet and Ame-
rican forces lend themselves to very éasy cpmparisbn), ifvis
an inescapable fact that the political leadership on both
sides, as well as world opinion'éi large, has come to accept the
validity of the notion 6f‘ﬁparity"Aas characterizing present-day
Superpower strategic‘relations.* As we have previously stressed;
numbers of nuclear missiles or warheads in excess of tﬁose re-
quired for an assured second-strike capability become rather
meaningless in themselves. Nevertheless, there has been further

controversy over whether the leaders of the two states are in

(cont.) from 18 to 24 months ahead of the Soviet Union....we

do have a superior position as far as technology is concerned.

That is the reason why I am confident that the disparity in

numbers that exists in the offensive agreement does not prevent

" us from maintaining sufficiency as far as our deterrent is con-

cerned." (100) See also the analysis of the overall "balance of

power" in Clemens (1973), pp. 25-29. '

** Bven this holds true only where missiles are concerned, for
the balance is tipped drastically in the other direction
(from a Soviet lead of 2.7 million pounds %0 an American
one of 25.9 million pounds)(10l1) if the U.S. strategic bom-
ber force is brought into the picture.

* That this perception is grounded less in material reality
than in symbolic strength is suggested most recently by a
study of offensive missiles undertaken by the Stockholm In-
ternational Peace Research Institute. Based on a mathematical
analysis of the various-factors--such as megatonnage, accur-
acy, number of warheads, and "hardening" of missile gilos=-
affecting the counterforce capabilities of the two sides, it
concludes that the United States has a virtually unassailable

lead over the Soviet Union in this area by a margin of ?boug )
’ . CONvGe
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fact content with parity, i.e. are willing to live with it and

_have genuinely ceased attempting to'attain br retain a signifi-
cant degree of superiority. It may be,assumed;lof course,‘that

habitually conservative military planners will never be satis-

fied with anything less than "first place." However, this is a

questibn to which we shall return later when Qiscqssing the po-
litical environment of SALT.

How the mutual perception of parity affected the two sides'

decision to engage in SALT is considerably less controversial.
Even those who believe that the Russians seek vltimate sﬁperior-
ity acknowledge that their attainment of parity may have helped
induce them to enter into negqtiations, if for no other reason
than o stall for time. Others insist that, parity being a time-
honoured goal Qf Soyiet strategic policy, their apparent willing-
nesslto accept it was genuine. Thus Senator Cooper of the U.S.
Senate Foreign Relations Committee declared that: "for almost 30
years every deployment we have made has been matched by an e@ui—
valent deployment and the only agreements we have reached have

been on the basis of parity."lo2

Marshall Shulman told the Com-
mittee: "What made the present agreements possible was not that
the Russians were intimidated by our bargaining chips, but that

they came close enough to eliminating their previous strategic

(cont.) five to one (103)--even without taking into account stra-
tegic bombers. According to this report, "even if the United
States undertakes absolutely no new strategic-weapons-improvement
programmes from now on and the Soviet Union completes, at the
fastest possible rate, the maximum improvement of the land-based
“missile force possible under the present circumstances, dictated
by the 1972 SALT I interim agreement on offensive missiles, the
United States will still have an advantage both in K/N [gounter-
force] value and in number of re-entry vehicles going (cont.)
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inferiority so that they no longer needed to fear that a freeze
would leave them at a permanent disadvantage."lo4 And another
Krgmlipologist, Roman Kolkowicz, testified:
-The Soviet Union has now achieved this long-sought
objective--strategic parity with the United States.
Having climbed this plateau, the Soviet leaders began
to pursue policies aimed at strategic arms limitation
talks, SALT. I submit, therefore, that an indispensable
precondition for SALT was the Soviet achievement of at
least strategic parity, so that they could enter into

the negotiations from a position of strength and poli-
tical equality. (105) ’

Qp the American side, the Soviet achievement served notice that
éﬁé only alternaﬁive to arms control‘wgs a new and more costly
quantitative arms race. Had the Soviets continued their buildup;
the consequent threat to the American deterrent would have re-
qulred a response in klnd. For all of those reasons discussed
in Part I (pp. 24~ 25), then, it would seem that the attalnment
of strategic parity (at 1east_symbplically)‘was crucial to the
successful initiation of SALT.

The distribution of technical skills and capabilities
throughout the remainder of the-world posed no significant prob-
lems in‘the cpptext of SALT I, despite :ecgqt concern over nu-
clear proliferation and premature talk of a MQ§cow-Peking-Wash-
ington strateéic "triangle." While proliferaﬁiqn may ultimately
pose considerablqﬁpr&blemé fér_strategiq‘arms ligitations{ as a

result either of signifioant,reductions in the existing arsenals

(cont.) into the 1980s." (106) It predicts that "parity" in
counterforce capabilities will not be attained, if at all, until
"sometime in the early 1990s." (107) '
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of the Superpowers or of treméndous~incrgases in those of the
lesser nuclear_statgs, the‘incredibly vagﬁ disparity in power
betweep the two groups at the present time effectively obviates
the need for Soviet-American soliciting of third-party adher-

_ ence or alternafive;y‘compepsatiqn against possible éxternal

threats (with the possible exception of ABM's, to be discussed).

Asymmetry in Force-Stchture and Strategy; Rate of Technological
Development ‘

The asymmetry in force-structure and strategy of the two
sides was certainly,opgrative in the case of SALT. The problem
was largely bypassed; however, by concentrating on those forces
in which meaningful comparisons could in fact be madq; such as
SLBM's and ICBM's, and ignoring those which would have presented
.considerably greater difficulty,Asuch as forward-based systems
and IR/MRBM'S targeted on thg opposing side's forces.* In ef—
 ufect, the necessity of allocating armaments within an agreed
ratio was postponed by essentially mereiy freezing deployments
at their current level and in their current configuration. Simi-
1arly; the problems of rapid technological development‘were
largely sidestepped, by keeping primarily to quantitative re-
strictions on weapons, rather than qualitative ones. If any-
thing, leap-frogging technology may have given a boost to the
talks by threatening new and costly innovations innexisting

systems.

% Por some imaginative proposed solutions to the FBS problem,
see Strategic Survey 1972, pp. 14-16.
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Digparities in the Cost-Effectiveness of Defense and Offense

As previously mentioned, the disparities in the cost-effec-
tiveness of defense and offense may be held largely responsible
for both general concern about the danger of nuclear weapons
and the Superpowers' acquiescence in mutual second-strike capa-
bility. insofar as that is the case, then, this "strategic land-
scape" factor, too, may be said to have contributed to the ini-

tiation of SAILT.

Structure of the International System

Finally, the accelerated loosening of the bipolar structure
of world power in recent years may have served to enhance the
prospects of SALT, by focusing attention on the common interests
of the Superpowers in warding off outside threats to their se~
curity or (more likely) influence. Thus the Soviet concern with
their "Chinese front" has been adduced by many observers to be
an important factor influencing their willingness to.engage in

limitations with the United States.l0®

Another factor sometimes
mentioned is the manifest disunity existing within the "capita-
list camp"; apparentlj believed by some Soviets to permit a

general relaxation of military preparedness. Similarly; the ob=-
vious bankruptcy of their previous conception of a "monolithic"

world communist movement may have softened the American atti-~

tude.
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Degree of Trust or Hostility Between the Parties

We now turn to the characteristics of the political envir-
onment which may have been instrumental in bringing about the
talks. The most important of these is; of course, the new spi-
rit of détente which has characterized Soviet-American relations
during the past decade. This_détente has been a fragile thing*;
and has been marked not so much by enhanced tfust between the
two governments on a day-to-day basis as by the disrepute into
which "sudden, massive attack" scenarios have fallen and by the
growing awareness of a substantial body of mutual interests;
among which the control of strategic arms is one. It remains a
very businesslike relationship;.to be sure, but without its rela-
tive degree of relaxation it is hard to conceive of SALT ever
having taken place.

Susceptibility to Outside Pressure; Feasibility of Outside Guar—
~antees ~

| Apart from interpally-derived pressures fueling.the drive
for d€tente and producing favourable "atmospheric" conditions;
the Superpowers may ha#e been influenced by the weight of their
pledges at the time of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty;
formally embodied within its terms; "to pursue negotiations in
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament."

(Ar'l:.VI)109 Insofar aslthis pledge was deemed crucial to their

*¥ Cf. Walter Clemens: "Difficult to cultivate, complicated to
nurture, detente is a fragile flower easy to trample." (110)
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effort to dissuade potentigl members from joining the nuclear
club; given the extreme importance accorded this effort by the
Superpowers; and to the extent that they may have been pressured
by key non-signatories of the Treaty to make good their promise
in exchange for adherence,* it may be viewed as illustrating

a certain "susceptibility of the Parties to outside pressure."
On the debit side, the (real or imagined) concern of NATO allies
over the continued credibility of the American "extended deter-
rentﬁ may have served to restrain the latter's initiatives some-
what and; in particular; explains its refusal to consider for-
ward-based systems, capable of striking Soviet home territory; as
"strategic" weapons susceptible to negotiation within SALT.
Finally, the highly sensitive nature of the subjecffmatter of
SALT, together with the vast disparity in power between the
Parties and any other conceivable international actor or coali-
tion of actors, rendered the feasibility of outside guarantees

of an agreement practically nil.

Existence of Outside Trade—Offs

The existence of issues upon which trade-offs from other
areas of negotiation might have been feasible was not really a

factor in SALT I, in view of the great success with which the

* According to Elizabeth Young, writing in 1972, "several of the
near-nuclear signatories of the NPT (including Japan and West
Germany) have made it quite clear that they would ratify the
Treaty only when they were satisfied that the United States
and the Soviet Union were actually in process of curbing the
strategic arms race."” (111)



- 63 -

Parties managed to insulate their talks from all extraneoué mat-
ters. Clearly, they felt that negotiations of such high impor- |
tance deserved to be considered on their own merits, and on
their own merits alone. A possible, though unverified exception
may_have been.the tacit refusal of the Soviet Union (because of
its féar of a nuclearized Germany) to enter into negotiatioﬁs
before attainment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.''?
However, it should be stressed that this example is drawn from
the period prior to the start of actual negotiations (the Soviet
~invasion of§Czechoslovakia,'for that matter, served to postpone
their opening). An aﬁtemptkwas made by President'Nixon during the
fprmative pre-talk stage to have the arms limitations linked to
the resol@tion of outstanding Soviet-American conflicts in the
world at large;* but this wa.s soen; unceremoniouslj, droppedﬁ

In fact, the talks themselves were so well insulated that Ameri-
can escalation of the war in Southeast Asia, ;ncluding attacks on
Soviet ghipping{_saturation bombing of North Vietnamese cities,
and the mining of Haiphong harbour, failed to disrupt them in

their critical final stages.

Asymmetry in Negotiating Styles

A word should be said at this point about the alleged asy-
mmetry in the negotiating styles of the two states, given that
(as explained earlier) such a factor could conceivably play an

influential role and has been a key element in'the criticism

% See his news conference of January 27, 1969, 01ted in New-
house (1973), PP. 140—141.-
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within the United States of SALT I.* The latter is typified by
the contention of William R. Van Cleave before the U.S. Senate
Government Operations Committee that "The American approach to
SAIT...was primarily analytical and technical, and the Soviet
approach primarily political. The United States wviewed SALT as
if it were a scientific-analytical matter. The Soviets regarded
it as a political process."113 In fact, there was ample evidence
of technical sophistication on both sides, as well as due atten-
tion to the political/bargaining aspects of the negotiations by
the United States~--how else is to be explained the currency of
the "bargaining chips" argument among supporters of new military
programs, the focus upon possible arms control "trade-offs," and
the close and persistent involvement of the highest executive

‘authority in each of the two gtates?

Asymmetry in Domestic Political Regime

The American critics of SALT I also argue that the asymme-
try in domestic political systems gave the Soviets an unfair ad-
vantage prejudicing a truly balanced outcome of the negotiations.
It is claimed, on the one hand, that U.S. hands were tied by pub-
lic opinion during the course of the negotiations; on the other,
that violating or circumventing the provisions of the agreements
may be a simpler matter for the Soviets than for the Americans.114

Nevertheless, a balanced assessment of the SALT I agreements

hardly concedes them to be a lopsided unilateral victory for

*¥ As Colin Gray puts it, "Western and Eastern arms controllers
may be playing fundamentally different negotiating games." (115)
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the Soviets, and there is no reason to believe that the bureau-
cratic tendency towards strict conformity with their provisions
igs any less prevalent in the Soviet system. This does not, of
course, affect the additional argument of the critics that pos-
sible public "euphoria®™ induced by the successful conclusion of
the agreements may inhibit the United States from pursuing inde~
pendent arms programs necessary for the maintenance of strategic
stability. But the latter seems rather far-fetched, in view of
the traditional strength and resiliency of military interests;
if anything, the danger is probably greater that public compla-
cency over the present very limited agreements or acceptance of
the military's view that preparedness should be redoubled as a
hedge against their violation may hinder the achievement of fur-

ther, more significant measures of arms control.

Domestic Political Factors

The doﬁestic politics associated with the initiation of SALT
have been well covered in various published accounts (for per-
haps the best example, see John Newhouse's Cold Dawn). In any
case, debate on the issues (as opposed to naked bureaucratic in-
terests, which saw the military and its supporters predictably
ranged against an ad hoc arms control coalition, on both sides
of the fence) drew primarily upon the factors we have already
discussed, in particular the fears for strategic stability and

*
the anticipated costs of a new arms race. In the end, the

¥ There is considerable controversy in the West over the ques-
tion of Soviet acceptance of key concepts held dearly by
American arms-—-controllers, such as eschewal of a first- (cont.)
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voice of accommodation--or perhaps it was only mutusl recogni-

tion that the other side was willing and able, if necessary, to
sustain the costs--seems to have prevailed, though not without

severe restrictions upon the nature of the limitations negoti-

ated.

As for the "general philosophy" of arms control discussed
in Part I--a subject which could easily fill as many pages as
this entire essay--suffice it to say that there is ample evidence
that all of the principles enumerated above are shared by influ-
ential groups within both countries.* The most important such
principle may well be that of mutual recognition of the ability
and willingness of each to match the other's strategic deploy-
~ments; this is the view of Paul C.Warnke:

In my view, the reason that the Soviet Union and

the United States have been able to negotiate and have

been able to reach an agreement is because each side

has had to recognize the other side's technical poten-

tial. Each side must recognize that it is not capable

of achieving any sort of meaningful advantage in the

strategic weapons field unless the other side is wil-

ling to concede that advantage, and nothing in the
history of the arms race indicates any such conces-

sion or any such prospect of one dropping out of the

competition if the competition continues. Neither

side need let the other one gain an appreciable ad-

vantage and neither side will. (116)

Thus the acceptance of parity may be not so much a matter of

. . . . . . - %%
choice, as of acquiescence in what appears to be inevitable.

(cont.) strike capability or of strategic "superiority;" acqui-
escence in "mutual assured destruction;" devaluation of the
political utility of strategic power; the action-reaction model
of the arms race; and the virtues of "strategic stability." The
bulk of the evidence indicates that much internal disagreement
existed within policy-making circles in the Soviet Union (as it
did within the United States); but that a sizable and (cont.)
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We have already mentioned the fears expréssed by some on
fhe American side that the Soviets may nof have really accepted
the principle of parity; or of mutual second-s8trike capability;
and may in fact be continuing to pursue a course aimed at some

kind of first-strike capability.tl!

Even if the latter remains
outside of their grasp, however, some contend that mere margi-
nal_numerical superiority (or even parity) may so embolden them;
while at'the same time discrediting the U.S. in the eyes of the
world, that they may revert to the kind of aggressive "forward"
strategy characteristic of their early postwar foreign policy.
Undoubtedly, these concerns about the opponent's willingness to
accept parity (and its concomitant of stability) have been mir-
rored by analysts on the Soviet side. The latter may be reading
more than is warranted into the frequent statements of American
military men and strategists extolling the virtues of a first-
strike capability. It is true that President Nixon and members

of his Administration were loath to use the precise term "pari-

ty," substituting for it the more neutral one of "sufficien-

w118

CY, and persisted in characterizing American power as being

"second to none," rather than merely the approximate equal of

(cont.) influential body of opinion had indeed, to a remarkable
degree, appropriated concepts from the American strategic and
arms control lexicon. (119 '
* For evidence on the Soviet side, see especially Caldwell
(1971);:Holloway (1971); and Kahan (1972), pp. 417-418.
#% Of. Joseph I.Coffey: "arms control agreements with the USSR
" eeesimply represent a mutual recognition of reality, which
is that meaningful strategic superiority is not possib-
le." (120) o '
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the Sovietfs.* Nevertheless, that a rough measure of "parity"--
.as well as acquiescence in mutual second-strike capability or
"assured destruction"-~has been enshrined within the bounds of
the present égreements, for as long as they last; seems incon-
trovertible.** Several witnesses before the U.S. Senate Foreign
Relations Committee pointed out that, if the Soviets have in-
deed gained any psychological edge from the marginal numerical
superiority granted them by the SALT agréement on offensive

missiles, it will have been due primarily to the alarmist

* Resulting in such tortuous exchanges before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee as the following:

Senator ATKEN. First, does the Administration believe
that we were able to negotiate these agreements because we
have what the Mansfield-Scott resolution calls a defense
vposture second to none?

Is that right? : '

Secretary ROGERS. Yes, sir, that is right.

Senator AIKEN. We have a defense posture second to none
and does the Soviet Union also believe that 1t must nego-
tiate from a position of strength?

Secretary ROGERS. Well, I would assume so, yes, Senator.

Senator AIKEN. At the next round of negotiations which
nation do you think will have the greatest strength from
which to negotiate?

Secretary ROGERS. Well, I think it is difficult to an-
swer that question. We believe we are second to none. I
am sure that the Soviet Union feels that it is strong and
is able to negotiate from a position of strength; so we
enter, assuming the Congress supports us on the requests

- we are making, certainly generally supports us--I don't
mean to every item, but we get general support—-then I
would think we would both enter the second phasé of the
SALT talks from a position of relative strength.

Senator ATKEN. It will be of equal strength.

Secretary ROGERS. Well, as I say, I hesitate to say
equal. We certainly are both in a strong position. We think
we are. We don't think there is anyone ahead of us, put it
that way. (l21)

For an equally befuddled discussion of the "sufflclency" con-

cept, see the same Hearings, p.2l.

%% In Wolfgang Panofsky's words, "The ABM] treaty is equiva-
lent to a joint declaration that mu ual deterrence (cont.)
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utterances of those in the United $tates calling for a more vi-
gorous arms program.

Discussion of the factors falling uﬁder the category of
"nature of_the arms ppntrol sxstem" will be def@rred untilv
after analysis of the individuwal restrictions and limitations
of the agregments, by which time their precise_parameters_will

have become clearer.
II. ABM'S.

The.only permanent agreement to come out of SALT I was a
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Misgile Systems. In
gqgat contrast to the Intgrim Agreement on Offensive_Missiles;
this was abtrulyAcomprehensive.gnd a;rtight document. Not only
did it limit ABM's to two sites of 100 missiles each on each
side (Art.III), but it absolqﬁely forbade the development;
testing, or deplqyment‘of sea—,{air—{ space-, Qr_mobilg‘land—
based varieties of such systems (Art,V)t‘which were broadly de-—
fined to include any "system to cownter sﬁratggic ballistic
~missiles or their elements in flight trajectory"(Art.II) (thus
comprehending so-called "exotic" ABM's, based on future tech-

. . - - . » (] **
nologies--such as lasers—-not requiring missile interceptors).

(cont.) is the strategic policy of both the U.S. and the USSR
and implicitly denies the usefulness of a nuclear war-flghtlng
strategy." (122)
* See, for example, the testimony of former Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Security Affairs, Paul C.Warnke:
' "It can give them g political advantage if, and only if, we
appear to concede it to them by deprec1at1ng our ‘own
strength." (123)
*¥* But there seems to be some ambiguity here, as Initialed
Statement "E" of the "Agreed Interpretations" provides for
~ future negotlaflons "in the event ABM systems based (cont.)
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Also prohibited were the>attainment of a "rapid re-load" or mul-
tiple warhead capability for ABM launchers (Art.V); the upgra-
ding of conventional anti-aircraft missiles; launchers; or
radars to an ABM capability (Art.VI); the future deployment of
any "radars for early warning of: strategic ballistic missile
attack except at locations along the periphery of its national
territory and oriented outward“(Art.VI); and the transfer to
other states or outside of the national teffitory of the Parties
of ABM systems or their components or technology.(Art;IX; and
Initialed Statement "G" of the "Agreed Interpretations") Of the
two sites permitted, one was to be centered on the Partj's
capital city (or "National Command Authority", in the jargon);
and the other in‘its ICBM fields. The radars permitted in each
case were specified as to exact number, type; and size.(Art.I11)
Thus we can see that the ABM Treaty was both quantitative |
and qualitative in nature. Its primary significance lay in its
codification of the principle of "mutual assured destruction,"
i.e., the absolute vulnerability of each side to the other's
offensive nuclear forces; the perpetual holding hostage of the
civilian populations of the two states. It was a principle not

without its opponents, however.

Effect on Strategic Stability; Magnitude or Nature of Destruc-
tion :

The initial deployment and imminent expansion of ABM

(cont.) on other physical principles and including components
capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM laun-
chers, or ABM radars are created in the future."
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systems on both sides were probably the .greatest single spur to
SALT; threatening as they did both disruption of the strategic
balance and a costly new arms racé. Thus the preamble to the
ABM Treaty stated, among other things; the Parties' conviction
"that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic misSile sys-—
tems would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in stra-
tegic offensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk
of outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons." ABM's were viewed
as a threat to the stability of the strategic balance in at
least three Ways. (1) By casting'into doubt the ability of a
state to effectively deliver its retaliatory blow against an
aggressor, thgy_wpuld increase the incentive of either party

in a crisis to pre-empt. (2)VAt the same time, they would en-
hance the possibilities of a successful first-strike by increa-
sing the number of enemy missiles which could safely be allowed
to survive such an attack. (3) And finally, they promised re-
newal of an intensive offensive-defensive arms race, in which
the side feeling itself at a disadvantage with respect to ABM's
would seek to overcome its inferiority through sheer numbers of
offensive Vehicles,'in the hopes thereby of "saturating" the
defense. Apart from the economic costs of such action; the
general climate of uncertainty thereby created, as well as the
heightened chances of acéident or command-and-control failure
(which must be assumed to vary with the absolute number of wea-
-pbns available); would bode ill for rational strategic calcula-
tione. |

The paradox is that while effectively promoting one of the
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traditional goals of arms control, reduction of the threat of
the outbreak of war; a ban on ABM's at the same time jéopardiges
a cognate purpose, by ensuring a greater degree of destruction
and higher civilian casualties in the however unlikely event of
one nevertheless occurring. The ABM is; after all; an essential-
ly defensive weapon. If it could be perfected to the point where
its reliability was Beyond doubt and its cost-effectiveness not
Aunfavourable in comparison with that of the offense; it could
change the whole face of nuclear strategy, by freeing ci&ilian
populatians'of their "mutual hostage" status. Those who favour
such a development have become known as members of the "damage
‘limitation" school, as distinct from the more orthodox propo-
nents of "assured destruction."124 They include a number of dis-~
tinguished scientists and arms control experts, and their view
‘has much to commend itself in theory. The existing "balancevof
terrof," implying as it does mass slaughter in the event that
deterrence should fail, is without question a morally reprehen-—
sible one. Somewhere along the line, however; a choice would
seem to have to be made between damage limitation and war re-

. duction; some kind of a trade-off between the two seems abso-
lutely unavoidable.

Given the limited sophistication of present technology, of
course, effective "area defense" against incoming ICBM's is a
manifest impossibility. Mpsf "damage.;imitation" supporters do
_not disputg this; what they object to is the apparént foreclosing
for all time of the option of strategic defensé. It can be ar-

gued, however, that even were technical capabilities quite
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adequate, the consequent reduction in levels of destruction
would still not be worth the price of the‘greatly'inéreased
chances (according to fundamental deterrence theory) of such
~wars breaking out in the first place. Furthermore; it is highly
unlikely that the ABM capabilities of the protagonists will de-
velop on a perfectly symmetrical basis, in the absence of which
the temptation on the part of the leading Power to launch a
first—strike in a moment of severe crisis might be simply too
great to resist. Though less of a "gquick-fix" solution; a. more
acceptable way of gradually eroding the "balance of terror" and’
replacing it by a more humane_system wouid be simple mutual and
balanced reductions in the numbers of 6ffensive missiles—-the
incentive for which should be enhanced by the prqhibition of
ABM's.

There is also a school of thought which distinguishes be-
tween "area-defense" ABMYs, freely acknowledged to be destabi-
lizing; and so-called "hard-point" ABM's, which, 1t is clalmed,
in their role of protecting the fixed land-based deterrent of
each side, would serve to enhance strategic stability.*’Effec—

tive "hard-point" ABM defense is widély believed to be more

* It is interesting to note that the national capital area ABH
systems permitted by the Treaty were also rationalized on the

- grounds of stability. As Secretary of State Rogers put it:
"ABM coverage at the national capitals will permit protection
for the national command authority against a light attack, or
an accidental or wauthorized launch of a limited number of
missiles, and thus decrease the chances that such an event
would trigger a nuclear exchange. In addition, it will buy
some time against a major attack, and its radars would help
to provide valuable warning." (125) See also the testimony of
Ambassador Gerard C.Smith in the same Hearings, pp. 53-54.
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technologically feasible than the area protection variety4126

The majo; problem here, however, lies in allaying the fears of
one's opponent that a "hard-point" ABM does not in fact possess
area-defense capabilities (especially where the ICBM's being
protected are located in the vicinity of "counter-valiue" tar-
gets), or constitute a pptential base on which to build an area-

defense network.127

Both such rationales were proffered in sup-
@ort of the U.S. Administration's original request for a "Safe-
guard" system ostensibly intended primarily to defend Minutgman
missile sites. In international politics, where appearances often
count for as much as‘reality, if one side merely believes that
its opponent has or might have such a capability, then the con-

sequences for strategic stability would be equally as grave as

if it were in fact true.

Monetary Cost

Another of‘the chief drawbacks of ABM Qefense highlighted
in the debate on the U.S. Administration's proposed program in
the late 1960's was its sheer financial cost. Initial estimates
put at no less than $50 billion the price-tag of a fthick" area-
~defense system for the United States; and worried members of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee pointed out that, given aver-
age cost ovef-runs on existing weapons systems of from 220 to

700 per cent, the ultimate figure could reach the truly stag-

128 while the latter might

gering neighbourhood of $400 bpillion.
well have proven wildly exaggerated, even Administ;ation esti-

mates in the tens of billions of_dollars were more than sufficient
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to strike terror into the hearts of economy-minded Congressmen
and provoke outrage among the public at 1arge; in view of the
questionable utility of the system. As is well known; plans
fdr such a comprehensive network were soon discarded (or at
least put in cold storage), and the Pentagon was forced to
accept a muéhPemasculated system, re-named "Safeguard."
Nevertheless, U.S5. savings on projected‘programs made pos-—
sible as a result of the ABM Treaty have been privately esti-
. mated at as high as $4.3 billion per year for the period from
fiscal 1973 to fiscal 1979.127 Secretary of Defense Laird put
the figure at $9.9 billion, in 1968 prices; for the entire period

through the year 1981,%30

Comparable savings for the Soviet Union
have apparently not been estimated puﬁlicly. It should be remem—
befed that these estimates completely neglect the vast expendi-
tures on new offensive missiles and other qoﬁnjermeasures which
the two sides would have felt compelled to deploy, had their
respective ABM programs been allowed to continue unabated (see
pp.51-52), as well as the tens (or perhaps hundreds) of billions
of dollars for the "thick" ABM systems which might inevitably

have followed.131

Utility/Reliability; Harmful Side-Effects

The American'public might not havé so objected to the pro-
jected costs of the "thick" ABM system had it been convinced of
both its utility and reliability. Serious doubts about the tech-
nical capability of the system to knock down incoming ICBM'S;

in view of the relatively simple and inexpensive countermeasures



- 76 -

which'would surely be deployed, together with the danger of mere-
ly stimulating a self-defeating defensive-offensive race in crude
nunbers ofAmissiles (in which the offense was assumed to have

the advantage; by virtue of its greater economy); combined, how~
ever, to cast doubt that such a system would acfuallyvfulfil its
intended purpose and serve to enhance U.S. security. A somewhat
related factor, having to do with the possible harmful side-~
effects of the system once deployed, was embodied in public_bp—
position to area—-defense ABM on the grounds of the damagé it
might cause, through high-altitude nuclear bursts, to the very
cities it was supposed to protect; as well as the ever-present
threat of radiapion leakage and accidental explosions or mis-
firings. There was also the fact that, in Newhousé's»words;
"metropolitan ABM sites were feared as potential lightning rods

.by vreople living next door to the sites."132

Susceptibility to Verification

Verification did not represent much of a problem with res-
pect to the 1imitationsfon ABM's. In testifying before a Sub-
committee of the U.S. Senate Foreign Relatiéns Committee in 1970;
Herbert Scoville mentioned the necessity of building. complex
radars, deﬁloying'large numbers of‘missiles; and carrying out
extensive training exercises as factors ensuring the susceptibi-
lity of ABM systems to verification, as‘well as the impossibili-
ty of clandestinely upgrading anti-aircraft missile defenses
into an ABM network. He may also have been counting on the abi-

lity of the U.S. to compensate for any violations once detected,
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as evidenced by his assertion that "Such a program would un-
doubtedly be detected with plenty of lead time to incorporate
counter measures to permit penetration of such a system. The
United Statesvaiready has developed and tested MIRV's capable of
renetrating an ABM system, and these could be deployed in an
emergency much more rapidly than a Soviet ABM."133 Although
reservations have since been made by some critics of the Treaty
as to the technical capabilities of verifying such prohibitions
.as those on rapid re-load capability, large ABM-type radars, and
the upgrading of conventional air-defense facilitiesl34, the
governments involwved apparently entertained few doubts about the
effectiveness of satellite surveillance and traditional intelli-
gence—gathering_activities in detecting any militarily signifi-
cant programs in violation of the accords. Thus Henry Kissinger
—referring to the Agreements as a whole--assured U.S. Congress-—
men at‘a briefing in June, 1972, that:

...we are confident that national means of verifi-
cation are sufficient to monitor the numerical limita-
tions of this agreement.

We studied this problem in great detail bvefore we
entered negotiations, and determined for each category
of weapon the margin of error that we thought our col-
lection systems had and what we could do to react once
we found out that there had been a violation.

In each of these cases, we found that the margin
-was well within tolerable limits. In this case, how-
ever, where we are dealing with numbers, we are con-
fident that the national means of verification are suf-
ficient to give us the highest degree of confidence
that this agreement will be lived up to, or that we

will know it almost immediately if it is not lived up
to. (135) "

One member of the SenaterForeign Relations Committee, in
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exasperated response to a particularly belligerent critic;
stated that "our people who handle those things claim that our
present detection system is superior to on-site inspection."136
That was the closest the public ever came to bearing about the
substance of the Committee's completely "sanitized" session

with the Director of the C.I.A., dealing with verification capa-
bilities, on June 20,1972.137 It is d@ifficult to question such
assertions, of course, because of the highly classified nature

of the relevant;data. However, the fact that one of the chief ob-
stacles to.a MIRV ban was alleged to be the infeasibility of

138 4hile & prohibition on similarly

- adequate verification
multiple—warhead%armed ABM's was allowed to slip by virtually
unnoticed, would seem to indicate that assurance rested, in the
latter case, on something other than foolpfoof technical capabi-

lities,

Distribution of Capabilities Among States

In the "strategic landscape" category, the only factors
directly impinging on ABM's in particular have to do with the
"distribution of capabilities among states." While the U.S. may

have had a certain lead over the Soviet Union in ABM technolo-

gy,l39

such disparities in this regard were apparently insufficient to

consonant with its general technological superiority, any

have constituted a stumbling block to agreement, as this factor
as a negative influence is nowhere mentioned in accounts of the
negotiating history of the Treaty. Both states had already beg-

un to deploy ABM's, and may be assumed to have had considerable
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testing expefience with such systems. In this sense they might
be said to have reached some degree of‘"parity." Furthermore,
the lack of such capabilities by third-parties, reinforced by
the non-proliferation provisions of the Treaty, made the task of
achieving agreement that much easier. This is not to say that
the incipient nuclear capabilities of China, Britain, and
France did not pose an obstacle to specific ABM restrictions
(such as a "zero" mode) by lending a certain validity (in terms

of both needs and capabilities) to the arguments of "damage

limitation" proponents within the two states;*

Asymmetry in Force-Structure and Strategy

The asymmetry in the force-structure and strategy of the
two sides (in that the original Soviet ABM was intended to pro-
tect its capital region, that of the U.S. one of its ICBM
fields) posed a problem only insofar as it was consequently
deemed necessary, apparently solely for the sake of symmetry;
t0 allow each side to build a second system——in which it had

140

hitherto expressed little or no interest " —-in order to match

the other's first one.

Disparities in the Cost-Effectiveness of Defense and Offense

Intimately related to the question of "military utility,"

% There remains considerable difference of opinion over the
damage~-limitation capabilities of the systems permitted
wder the ABM Treaty (at least within the Soviet Union),
with some observers emphasizing their adequacy in dealing
with the relatively unsophisticated and light attacks of
which the lesser nuclear Powers are deemed capable, and
others stressing the ease with which they might be (cont.)
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this "technical" factor may have been the most instrumental of
all in inducing the apparent acquiescence of the two Powers in
mutual second-strike capability or "assured destruction," and
thus (indirectly) their willingness to severely restrict ABM
systems. As Paul Warnke put it: "the ABM treaty...constitutes
realistic recognition of the fact that no physical defense on
ény known or foreseeable technqlogy is available against a nu-

nldl These sentiments were

clear attack of any significant size.
echoed later by Senator Cooper of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee: "I think the treaty itself is testimony to the fact that
both countries know they can easily overcome an ABM system."l42
Former Senator'Joseph S.C0lark was a little harsher in his ver-
dict: "The ABM Agreement is a fraud because the military leaders
of both countries know that the ABM will in all likelibood not

work under battle conditions."143

Domestic Politics

0f the political factors, we shall mention just two--in
addition to those understood. throughout the preceding discus-
sion, of course-—on the American side: the enhanced interest of
the general public in the issue due to the civil defense nature
of the proposed system's mission (as well as to its locale); and
the fact that the only militéry service with a strong bureaucra-

tic interest in ABM's was the Army, whereas the Air Force and

“(cont.) overcome, either by saturation or through relatively
simple technical countermeasures. In any case, according to
John Newhouse, there is little doubt that the initial Soviet
ABM system was intended "to protect Moscow from primitive
Chinese nuclear weapons." (144)
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Navy might on the contrary have been expected to display a no-
table lack of enthusiasm for it, in view of the threat which
deployment by the other side would have posed to the successful
fulfilment of their respective offensive strategic missions. It
may be true that, as John Newhouse points out, military solida-
rity normally tends to coalesce when it comes to the_question'of
procuring new systems, the individual services expecting mutual
support in this regard. However, it is difficult to avoid the
presumption that, when it came to the crunch at SALT, this fac-
tor may have been influential in accounting for the acquiescence
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the restrictions.

On the Soviet side, where strategic defense has tradition-
ally been a high priority item, it was an entirely different
stéry. There the political leadership showed considerably more
strength in overriding the general predispositions of their
military esta.'blishmen‘t,m'5 although again, inter-service rival-
ry (certainly, the competing demands of the general-purpose

forces)146 may have played a role of some kind.

I1II. OFFENSIVE MISSILES.

Considerably less comprehensive in scope, though by no
means less complex, was the second of the agreements produced by
SALT I, the "Interim Agreement..;on Certain Measures With Res-
pect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.” This accord
affected both the ICBM and SIBM components of the strategic of-
fensive force of each'side,lbut not their heavy bombers, iR/

MRBM's, or forward-based systems; and was even more notably
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deficient in qualitative, as opposed to quantitative, restric-
tions upon the offensive arms race. What it did provide for was,
essentially, nothing more than a freeze on missile launchers and
ballistic missile submarines (SSBN's) at the number then deploy-
ed or uhder construction (Arts.I and III), that is, at 1,054
ICBM's, 710 SLBM's, and 44 submarines for the U.S.; and 1,618
ICBM's, 950 SLBM's, and 62 submarines for the Soviet Uhion (Pro~-
tocol to the Interim Agreement);* Ih addition, the two sides
were prohibited from converting existing "iight" ICBM's into
"heavier" ones (Art.II)**, or "significantly" increasing (by
more than 10-15 percent) the size of their silos***(to accommo—
date such "heavier" missiles). This had the effect of freezing
the number of "heavy" missiles, which only the Soviets possessed,
at 313.147 The chief'defeqt of the Agreement lay in its failure
to prohibit the MIRVing of individual missiles, by which process
the number of nuclear warheads in each arsenal could be multi-

plied many times, as well as improvements in accuracy.

Effect Upon Strategic Stability

The prime reasons for restricting offensive nuclear mis-—

siles were the same as those for controlling nuclear weapons

% The only specific numbers mentioned in the Agreement appeared
in its Protocol and applied to SIBM's and missile submarines.
This was because the Soviet Union refused to publicly verify
the number of its ICBM's in comparison with U.S. intelligence
estimates. (148)

%% The precise phrasing of the restriction, as vnderstood by
the U.S., was a masterpiece of gobbledegook. According to
their vnilateral statement of May 26, 1972, appended to
the Agreement, "The United States would consider any ICBM
having a volume significantly greater than that of (cont.)
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generally: the hope of reducing the destruction which would be
sﬁffered in the event of war (though this may have been more of
a latent factor in the case of SALT); and the attempt to avert
a costly and potentially destabilizing new arms race which it
was believed would inevitably follow, in a familiar action-
reaction cycle, the threatened superiority of one side over the
other. The Americans, in particular, were worried about the in-
troduction of the "heavy" Soviet S5-9 missile, whose large pay-
load capacity made it a threat to their own Minuteman land-based
'ICBM'S.149 As for the latter, their inherent vulnerability--in
comparison with that of bombers‘and SLBM's—-posed a threat to
stability, and should perhaps alone have been sufficient reason
to prohibit them. It was believed--or purportedly believed--in
the U.S. that doubts as to the survivability of even just one
branch of the existing "strategic triad" would be sufficient to
cause destabilizing conditions, however, and the expression
"first-strike capability" came to be used synonymously with
counter-ICBM capability. SLBM's were treated with much greater
indulgehce (except insofar as'they posed‘a threat to air bases
4150

or command-and-~control networks because their smaller size

and reduced accuracy (at least for the present) made them emi-

— *
nently uwnsuitable as counterforce weapons;15l Also on the

(cont.) the largest light ICBM now operational on either side

to be a heavy ICBM." Neither "significantly_ greater" nor

"light ICBM" were anywhere defined, however!

*%% Initialed Statement "H"™ and Common Understanding "A" of the

"Agreed Interpretations.”

¥ In Newhouse's words: "A stable strategic weapon should be ca-
pable of delayed response; it should be invulnerable; and it
should be unambiguously deprived of what is called a first- _
strike, or damage-limiting, capability. Put differently,(cont.)
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agenda were such deVelopmenfs as MIRV's, which, once a suffi-
ciently high accuracy were achieved, would also constitute a
threat to the fixed land-based deterrent of each sidegvand mo-
bile land-based ICBM's, characterized as destabilizing because

of the difficulty of verifying their numbersl’?2

and hence capa-—
bilities (in terms of first-strike potential). As we have seen,
however, certain of these items (notably MIRV's end mobile
land-based missiles) escaped limitatioh, while others did not.
The answer why may lie partly in the relative capabilities of

the two states, as well as in the nature of the agreements

reached in toto.

susceptibility to Verification

With respect to verification, we have already noted how
sheer numbers of missiles were deemed highly susceptible to the
"national technical means of verification" (i.e., pfimarily S8
tellite and aerial reconnaissance) provided for in the SALT
agreements. In this connection it might be mentioned that both
the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement prohibited the Parties from
"interfering" with such verification activities or using "deli-
berate concealment measures" to reduce their effectiveness (Art:
XII of the ABM Treaty; Art.V of the Interim Agreement). Consi-
derably less certain, howe#er, was the capability of the Par-

ties to unilaterally detect gualitative developments in offen-

sive missile weaponry. With regard to MIRV's, for example, it

(cont.) it should not be able to disarm some portion of the
other side's forces, or diminish them appreciably." (153) Pre-
sent-day SLBM's fit all of these criteria.
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was suggested that even on-site inspection might be inadeguate
to verify a ban, as multiple warheads could be secretly stored
away and then fitted on their launch vehicles at a moment's no-
tice;154vVerification of'such weapons being thus infeasible at
the production or deployment stages, the only hope lay in con-
trolling them during their testing phase, before they had been
ceftified suffigiently reliable and accurate for deployment.
Once such_time hadlpassed (as it had, for the Americans at least,
by the time of the Interim Agreement), the Powers would no lon-
ger be able to depend on the technical feasibility of verifying
a bane. Verification of a mobile land-~based missile prohibition
was a far simpler matter, it being noted that detection of just
one such weapon in the field would constituie'proof of viola-

tion. 122

Politico-Military Utility

The unquestioned military utiiityvof MIRV's represented a
further obstacle to agreement on 3g§i£ prohibition; a more cost-
effective means of delivering nuclear wéapons could scarcely be
devised.156 5till, one might argue, the existing degree of over-
kill embodied in the nuclear arsenals of each side makes the
added destructive power inherent in MIRV's quite superfluous,
especially considering that the threaf which they were original-
ly designed to counter--ABM systems--has been eliminated by

: * » - - -
mutual agreement. Such reasoning seems quixotic in the face

¥ John Newhouse pqints'¢ut that'MIRVing Minuteman is not only
unnecessary, but may possibly prove positively harmful: "there
seems little sense in spending $6 billion to modify a (cont.)
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of the sheer dynamism of military technology and their possible
157 |

counterforce role, however.

Distribution of Capabilities Among States

In terms of the_distribution‘of capabilities, approximate
varity in overall offensive strength may be said to have been
in effect at the time of SALT since, as we have previously noted,
although the Soviets maintained superiority in numbers of mis-
siles and "throw-weight," the Americans had a clearer margin in
numbers of warheads and "equivalent megatonnage," as well as
general technological superiority. This is not to say that the
U.3. was not at a considerable disadvantage in not having an-:
onfgoing program of new missile construction, as did the Soviets*,
but, more importantly, their potential capability, over the
.long haul, was at least the match of the latter-—and it is not
being completely naive to suggest that the Soviets may have
realized this and acted accordingly.** As for MIRV's, the wide
-UeSs technological lead may have indeed constituted.a gstumbling
. block, with the Americans wnwilling to relinquish it and the
Soviets at least equally as averse to being frozen into a posi- |

tion of permanent inferiority.***'The result was that the UeSey

(cont.) weapons system that one day will be vulnerable, hence
unstable. Indeed, if Minuteman is vulnerable, putting MIRV's on
-more than half of them should only increase any temptation Mos-
cow would have to eliminate the force in a crisis situation. In
short, the MIRV's merely increase the 'bonus' the adversary gets
by striking first."™ (158) '
¥ As Henry Kissinger put it, with reference to SLBM's, "The
United States was in a rather complex position to recommend a
submarine deal since we are not building any and the Soviets
were building eight or nine a year, which isn't the most bril-
liant bargaining position-I would recommend people to (cont.)
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while proéposing a ban on MIRV's, attached the clearly uwnaccep-
table (and under the circumstances, technically pointless) pro-
viso of on-site inspection; and the Soviets responded by sugges-
ting a completely uwnverifiable (and hence, from the American
perspective at least, equally unacceptable) production ban;159
Clearly, neither side was very interested in limiting MIRV's at
this stage of the game.

Neither side had apparently yet deployed a land-mobile

ICBM systemt®°

y 80 disparities in this case posed no particular
problem, except that, given the USSR's geo-strategic position as
a predominantly land-based Power, such missiles would be of
greater benefit or utility to them than to the United States.
This might account for the great reluctance they displayed at
SALT even to discuss such restrictions.l61 It may also partly
explain why it was found impossible to single out land-based
ICBM's as promising candidates for total prohibition (in wview of
their inherent vulnerability).lsz.But such considerations belong
more in the category of asymmetrical effects upon the interests

of the two sides of the particular arms control system in ques-

tion (to be examined shortly).

Domestic Politics

Of political factors, we might merely state the converse of

what we said with regard to ABM's. First (in the United States

(cont.) find themselves in." (163)

*% As Newhouse puts it: "the honors in an open race for strate-
gic advantage should go to the fastest horse on technology's
track-~the United States. Nobody knows that better than (cont.)
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at least), public interest was not nearly so aroused in the
field of offensive missiles, which people have long become ac-
customed to living with; which are neither as highly "visible"
nor as ubiguitous as massive ABM systems would have been; and
which are considerably less expensive. Second, the question of
offensive missiles drove to the heart of the interests of two

- very powerful services, the Navy and the Air Force, whose com-
bined weight must have been quite irresistible; at least within
the military establishments of both states. These factors to-
gether undoubtedly played a part in ensuring that the Interim
Agreément was not more comprehensive, involving, for example,
actual reductions in the number of existing missiles rather than

the mere imposition of ceilings on them.

IV. THE NATURE OF THE SALT I AGREEMENTS.

The two agreements reached at SALT I cannot be viewed in
total isolation from each othér (nor,for that matter, from pos-
sible follow-on agreements). They were, after all, a part of the
same total package, involving trade-offs of wvarious kinds cut-
ting across individual types of weapons and even broad categor-
ies, such as "defensive" and"offensive." That is why we have
left the "nature of the arms control sysfem" category of factors

until the end.

(cont.) the soldiers and diplomats of the Soviet Union." (164)
*%¥ Por a particularly illuminating discussion, see Newhouse
(1973), especially pp. 179-184.
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Tvype of Restraints Imposed

To begin witﬂ, as we have pfeviously emphasized, the type
of restraints imposed were in the nature of ceilings on existing
or on-going deployments, rather than actual reductions in for-
ces; as well as, in certain cases (such as sea-, air-, space-—,
and mobile land-based ABM's), whatvmight be termed "preventative
measures of non-armament." In addition, the Interim Agreement
was long on quantity, short on quality, alfhough the ABM Treaty
did embody certain important gqualitative restrictions (such as
those on the size and power of radars). Both accords served

mainly merely to sanctify the status quo, at least as far as

numbers were co:ncerned,ls5 the Interim Agreeﬁent being rather
more explicit, in this regard, than the ABM Treaty. In the lat-
ter case, on the Américan side, a system for which Congressional
appropriations had been justified primarily on the grounds of

166 was allowed to

its serving as a bargaining-chip in SALT,
continue, though perhaps truncated (to what extent--if at all--
depending on how many additional sites--if any--would have been
funded by a basically hostile Congress). On the other side, the
"one existing ABM system was legitimized; it is unclear what
further deployments the Soviets may have had planned. Each side
was permitted, as a kind of perverse'bonus, an additional site
--in the American case, an NCA (National Command Authority) de-—
fense; in the Soviet one, a hard-point ABM--in which it had not

even expressed interest prior to the negotiations. A truly un-

fortunate form of "mutual education," it might be surmised, from
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the arms control point of view!

With regard to offensive missiles, it is true that an ap-
parently dyhamic Soviet program was'successfully halted at the
seemingly arbitrary figure of 2,358;* However, U.S. Administra-
tion claims of having forestalled future Soviet deployments of
at least 3,200 missilesl67**are probably exaggerated, as some

168 They point out that the Soviet momentum had

critics contend.
slowed@ down considerably by the time of the SALT I signatures,
from a previous average rate of about 250 new ICBM's and 128 new

SLBM's per year.l69

As one witness told the U.S. Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, "It is not technically impossible for them
to build at the rate of 200 ICBMs per year, but in fact there

have been no new starts on ICBM launchers for about nine months,
and in the preceding year there were only 80 launchers construc-—

ted or begun."l7o

As for "heavy" missiles, "in fact the Soviets
had only started 25 new large ICBM launchers since August,
1969." 1 *Eertainly, there is no reason to believe that Soviet

deployments would necessarily have continued at the previous

* Although the Soviets are allowed up to 1,618 ICBM's and 950
SIBM's (making a total of 2,568 missiles in all), increments
in SIBM strength above the then-current level (deployed or
under construction) of about 740 missiles were required to be
offset by the retirement of older ICBM's or SLBM's (Art.III
and the Protocol to the Interim Agreement), making an adjus-
ted total of 2,358 permitted. Just another example of the
sometimes Byzantine structure of the Agreements!

¥¥ In his press conference of June 29, 1972, President Nixon

mentioned possible totals of 90 missile-firing submarines
and 2,600 land-based ICBM's. (172) He also alluded to Soviet
"plans" for 1,000 ABM's within five years.

*%% According to Walter Clemens, "some members of the U.S. ne-
gotiating team believed that the Kremlin simply agreed to
ceilings which already represented its ultimate targets.”
(173) George W.Rathjens expressed similar sentiments (cont.)



- 91 -

high rate for the full five years covered by the Agreement, al-
though it is possible‘that cut-backs during the latter stages
of SALT were prompted at least in part by the prospects of a
successful conclusion to the negotiationé. These observations
are not at all meant to detract from the historic importance

or general significance of the SALT I agreements, but rather
merely to illustrate further why it may have been possible to

reach agreement on them and not on more comprehensive measures.

Nature of the Verification and Enforcement Provisions

With regard to the nature of the verification provisions,
it may be mentioned that the Soviet Union, true to traditiom, \
steadfastly refused to permit any on-site inspection of facili-
ties or tefritory.174 Happily, however, "non-intrusive" satel-
lite reconnaissance and other unilateral "national technical
means" were deemed by both Parties as adequate for the purposes
of verifying fulfilment of the SALT I obligations. The formal
"enforcement procedure" of the Agreements remained skeletal and
vague (thereby probably enhancing their acceptability), consis-
ting of the establishment of a Standing Consultative Commission.
(nevertheless a "first" in Soviet-American strategic relations)
empowered to "consider questions concerning compliance with the

obligations assumed and related situations which may be consi-

dered ambiguous," and so on.(Art.XIII of the ABM Treaty; Art.VI

(cont.) before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: "It would
not be surprising if those in the Kremlin defend the agreement
on grounds almost identical to those used here, i.e. that it
will not prevent their doing anything that would be done in its
absence." (175)
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of the Interim Agreement) As has become customary, the right of
each Party to withdraw from either accord "if it decides that
extraordinary events...have jeopardized its supreme interests"
was recognized, subject to six months' notice (Art.XV of the

ABM Treaty; Art.VIII of the Interim Agreement).

Effect Upon Relative Capabilities and Security Interegts

Finally, we come to the factor which, in the heat of the
negotiations themselves, may well have played the most influen-
tial role of all: the perceived effect of the control system
upon the relative capabilities and security interests of the
Parties; or the attempted attenuation of unilateral advantage;
Among a "Catalogue of Objectives and Principles" on strategic
arms limitation drawn up by the U.S. and approved by the Soviet
ﬁnidn in January 1969 was the maxim that "The limitation and re-
duction in strategic armaments should be so balanced that neither
side could obtain any military advantage and that security should
be assured equally for both sides." 7% vViewed in this light, and
because of the essential asymmetries in force-structure and stra-
tegies of the two sides, the negotiating process becomes one of
continual trade—offs'or "palancing" among restrictions, designed
so as to avoid benefitting one side disproportionately more ‘than
the other. |

- Some analysts have drawn up tables purporting to show the
relative advantages and disadvantages to each Party, together
with the mutual advantages (it being assumed that there are no

significant mutual disadvantages), of the SALT T agreementsQ
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The proponents of the latter, naturally enough, tend to dis-
'play a bias towards the mutual or middle part of the spectrum;
their detractors, on the American side, emphasize the allegédly.
overwhelming advantages they accord to the Soviets. The first
view is repreéented by Secretary of State Rogers, who told the
SenatebForeign'Relations Committee: "In matters involving fhe
cehtral security interests of two great powers, any arms limita-
tion agreement must respond to each side's interest or it will
not last very long. Both sides must gain from SALT or neither
does.“l77 The second view is perhaps best exemplified by one
Phyllis Schlafly, representing the "National Association of Pro
America," who maintained before the Committee that "This SAL
pact is the most dangerous, disadvantageous and devioué document
the United States has ever signed. No more unequal, craven and
degrading agreement has ever been signed by any nation, except
by a nation which was defeated in war or about to be defeated in
war."178
We have already examined and rejected the confention, in
our discussion of the "parity" concept, that the marginal super-
iority in numbers of missiles granted the Soviets constitutes a
significant advantage for them. It might be noted in this regard
thaf, with. respect to submarines and SLBM's in particular, the
Soviet numerical lead was explicitly intended'to offset the geo—
graphical advantages of the U.S. which otherwise would have
allowed fhe latter to maintain a greater number of boats on

station at any one time regardless of parity in overall
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numbers. As Dr.Kissinger told U.S. Congressmen on June 15, 1972,
"because of the difference in geography and basing, it has been
estimated that the Soviet Union requires three submarines for
two of ours to be able to keep an equal number on station."l79
But the principal "trade-—-off" of SALT I was between defen- -
sive strategic weapons (ABM's), the prohibition of which was
apparently of greater concern to the Soviets than to the Ameri-
cans; and offensive strategic miésiles, where the situation was
reversed. Throughout the negotiations the American side made it
clear that it would be willing to restrict the former only if
the Soviets agreed to some kind of limitations as well upon
their respective offensive arsenals, and particularly upon
"heavy" (ICBM-killing)_missiles. The end result was the simulta-
neous signing of two agreements, with more comprehensive restric-
tions upon offensive missiles to follow. The injunction to ex-
tend the scope of the Interim Agreement, implied in its very
hame, was embodied throughout the accords, from the prea@bles of
both the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement, which averred that
"the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems, as well as
certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation of stra-
tegic offensive arms, would contribute to the creation of more
favorablé conditions for further negotiations on limiting stra-
tegic arms;" through Article XI of the ABM Treaty, by which "The
Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations
on strategic offensive arms;" to Article VII of the Interim
Agreement, which added that "The obligations provided for in

this...Agreement shall not prejudice the scope or terms of the
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limitations on strategic offensive arms which may be worked out
in the course of further negotiations," and Article VIII of the
same Agreement which flatly declared: "It is the objective of
the Parties to éonduct active follow-on negotiations with the
aim of concluding [more complete measures limiting strategic
offensive armél...as soon és possible." It was perhaps most dra-
matically evidenced, however, by a unilateral statement of U.S.
Ambassador Gerard C.Smith, appended to the Agreemeﬁts, that

"The U.S. Delegation believes that an objective of the follow-on
negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term
basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic
retaliatory forces....If an agreement providing for more com-
plete strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved
within fiVe years, U.S. sﬁpreme interests could be jeopardized.
Should that occur, it would constitute.a basis for withdrawal
froﬁ the ABM Treaty." (Unilateral Statement "A" of the United
States Delegation)

It was largely attention to the possibility of trade~offs
-which lay behind the demand in the U.S., first, for ABM's and
MIRV's, and then, following the close of SALT I, for the accele-~
rated development of a number of new strategic systems (such as
ULMS/Trident, and the B-1 bomber) as "bargaining—chips" in the
negotiations. Many in the U.S. Administratién claimed that had
Washington not proceeded with its "Safeguard" ABM program, it
would not have been able to garner whatever Soviet concessions

*
it did--although such allegations cannot be proven, of course.

* See, for_ example, the exchange between Secretary Laird fecont.)
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More importantly, however, that such reasoning can in the final
analysis prove counterproductive (if not fatal) to arms control
is patently obvious, if one accepts the general action-reaction
theory of arms races.* As Marshall Shulman put it before the

U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee:

The difficulty with the bargaining chip tactic is
that it deflects attention from the merits of the ar-
gument as to whether we genuinely need the weapons sys-—
tems advocated, and instead of intimidating the Rus-
sians, requires them to follow our lead. Had we not be-
gun to deploy a Safeguard system, there would have been
no need for the present treaty, and the number of ABM
launchers would have been considerably less than the
two hundred for each side provided under the treaty.
Had the Russians nevertheless persisted in modernizing
their Galosh system around Moscow, we could have deci-
ded what if any action on our part this required; it
is unlikely that we would have been saddled with the
kind of a system which the bargaining chip logic has
bequeathed us. Similarly, our MIRV deployment, rather
than encouraging a positive attitude toward arms li-
mitation on the Russian side, compels them to match our
MIRV technology sooner or later. And when they do, we
will both be worse off than if we had been able to avert
the MIRV competition.

«ee.Bargaining chips is a game that two can play,
and two can lose. (180)

In a similar vein, Stanley Hoffmann told the Committee:

An agreement on ABM was reached, less because we
met Russia's challenge and launched our own program,
than because both sides recognized that the costs were

(cont.) and Senator Fulbright in the Foreign Relations Commit-—

tee hearings, pp. 109-110; also the judgment of Marvin L.Gold-

berger that "It is difficult, if not impossible, to assess the

role played by Safeguard as a bargaining chip in the SALT

treaty." (181¥

¥ Which might be summed up as follows: Although not all arms
races result from perceived challenges to security, and no
arms race need be explained solely or even primarily as an
action~-reaction cycle of competitive deployments, other fac-
tors—--such as the inherent dynamism of military technology,
bureaucratic and domestic political interests in (cont.)
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out of proportion with the value of these systems.

The Interim Agreement on offensive weapons was
reached even though we had no on-going ICBM program,
and the Soviets, who resisted for a long time the in-
clusion of nuclear submarines and SLBM into the agree-
ment, gave in even though we have not launched Trident
yets To be sure, incentives to agreements are neces-
sary, but the threat of launching a major program if
no agreement is reached, coming from a nhation that is
in so many respects still ahead in sophisticated tech-
nology and qualitative performance; can be just as
powerful, and far more effective, in getting results.
at a lower level of absurdity than actual escalation.
Otherwise, we shall never break out of the vicious
circle which consists of launching a dubious program
in order later to be able to claim as a political
breakthrough and as a victory of common sense an a-
greement that merely restricts the further waste of
resources on such a program.

The President has correctly pointed out that the
new offensive weapon programs were recommended prior
t0 SALT. This throws a rather intriguing light on SAIT.
We have obtained from the Russians curbs in areas, in-
cluding the SS-9, where they, not we, have ongoing pro-
grams and where had they refused limitations, we could
not have caught up with them during the next five years.
But we have avoided curbs in the areas where we wanted
to expand anyhow, so as to stay ahead of them. This is
guite a competitive achievement, but it suggests not
so much the triumph of the bargaining-chip theory--
after all, our biggest chip is the MIRV, which remains
unregulated-—as the certainty +that the Soviets will
indeed feel that they have to catch up with us in all
the areas, including MIRV, that are left open in the
race. (1é2) '

Finally, Senator Edward Kennedy warned: "We have consistently

failed to recognize that a bargaining chip is good so long as

(cont.) arms expsnsion, and what has been called "a general pre-
sumption of intense competition from the other side rather than
...the adversary's specific actions (or inaction)" (183)--may

(in the contemporary world, at least) be viewed as constants,
perpetually subject to aggravation (and significantly so) through
the action-reaction phenomenon. That is, political pressures on
one side brought about as a result of these other factors will
tend to be validated and considerably reinforced with reference
to perceived deployments on the other side.
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it is not played. Once played, its only effect is to raise the
stakes, and that has been the effect of our use of nuclear bar-
gaining chips, each time thé stakes have been raised and each
time the security of all nations has been endangered."184

There would seem to be some kind of "happy medium" between
leaving aneéelf-completely naked in negotiations and provoking
a neW arms race, of achieving a bargaining advantage which is
not so overpowering as to stimulate competitive deployments on

the other side. Whether such a point can be reached in SALT II

remains to be seen.

* Dr.Kissinger demonstrated an acute understanding of this di-
lemma at his Congressional briefing of June 15, 1972. (185)
The standard solution is to halt on-going programs at the
research and development stage, avoiding the actual deploy-
ment of systems as long as possible, but this tends to be de-
feated by the auvutonomous momentum of such activities, as well
as by legitimate concern over the lead-times involved. A va-
riation on the theme is the suggestion of Jerome H.Kahan that
"placing construction funds 'in escrow'...can be equally ef-
fective in supporting a strong negotiating posture without
detracting from the ultimate value of the agreements being
sought." %186)
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CONCLUSION

The preceding analysis makes no pretensions to being either
the definitive account of the motivations behind SALT I and its
agreements, or a sure guide to future SALT limitations. It re-
mains, quite simply, an examination of possible faétors affecting
the susceptibility of strategic arms, and of ABM's and offensive
missiles in particwlar, fo international regulation. We can say,
for example, that the concern for strétegic stability, the costs
of new weapons, the desire for a broadly-based détente--perhaps
even considerations of personal prestige, political survival, or
historic destiny on the part of the national leaders concerned--
all played a part in producing the final outcome. But how can one
possibly rank in importance such disparate factors, and thus dfaw
concldsions applicable to the field of arms control as a whole?

Nevertheless, a few tentative observations might be advanced
with a view toward exploitihg to its fullest the potential of the»
case-study approach‘to illuminate theoretical concerns. The Stra-
tegic Arms Limitation Talks of 1969-72 were chosen for analysis
because of their contemporaneity, their innate significance in
comparison with previous measures of arms control, the large body
of critical literature which they have generated, and the availa-
bility of detailed analysis of the individual military systems
with which they dealt. Still, the possibility that they may have
been an atypical example of arms control should be taken into
account.

In the first place, unlike most previous (and indeed, con-—

ceivable) "disarmament" negotiations, they were essentially
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bilateral. Not only did just two states choose to involve them-
selves.in the negotiations but--because of the great disparity in
power between them and the rest of the world--neither the direct
participation of outside actors was required nor could the lat-
ter's independent actions be very influential. The consequences
of this factor for the success of negotiations are somewhat am-
biguous. On the one hand, as we have previously noted, the feasi-
bility of controls should vary inversely with the absolute number
of relevant actors; on the other hand, the lack of very strong
conciliatory pressures from without, together with the unavaila-
bility of effective outside guarantees, makes the task of achie-.
ving agreement more difficult than uwnder other circumstances
(where an international body such as the U.N., or a cqnsortium of
Great Powers, can fulfil both roles).

Second, SALT I involved the collaboration of what many ob-
servers consider to be two essentially "satiated," "conservative,"

or "mature" Powers, neither one desirous of immediate fundamental

change in the international gtatus quo, and both conscious--to a
degree-—of the threat posed humanity's.future by the awesome ar-
senals at their disposal. It simply may be too much to expect
similar restraint from less "responsible" states, between staﬁn-
chly "conservative" and rabidly "revisionist" ones, or on any-
thing approaching a uwniversal scale within a resource-scarce
world.

Finally, SALT I dealt with weapons whose military and poli-
tioal/diplomatic utility had come under some attack in recent

years. It is less certain that states would be amenable to
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restricting more "practical" or "serviceable" armaments and mi-
litary activities.
Of course, significant as it was, SALT I represented but a

small step on the road to effective limitation of strategic arms,

let alone reduction or total abolition of them. Some critics of
the negotiations have gone so far as to suggest that, by virtue
of the persuasivehess of the bargaining-chip argument, they may
have proven positively counterproductive to such efforts;187*
But what is the alternative? It must be hoped that, in the long
run at least, a continuous process of strategic arms control will
begin to bear fruit in terms of both mutual and unilateral re-
straint. 188 |

The foregoing reservations aside, what.does the SALT case
suggest about the "factors affecting the susceptibility of mili-
tary instruments and activities to international regﬁlation"?
Briefly stated: (1) The earlier tendency of "arms controllers" to
focus upon strategic stability as a prime criterion is confirmed
and apparently reinforced; (2) the cost of major weapons systems
seems to be becoming an increasingly salient factor in the "arms
control calculus;™ (3) verification of the fulfilment of obliga-
tions does not appear to be as great an obstacle to agreements
as in the recent past; (4) crude "parity" in the overall strate=

gic strength of adversaries is seen as crucial to their willing-

ness to entertain limitations; (5) asymmetries in the force-

% There is much evidence for this on the American side, but the
Soviets may not have "bought" the bargaining-chip argument to
the same extent. Wolfgang Panofsky, writing in the Spring
1973, issue of Survey, notes: "There is no evidence that (cont.)
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structure and strategy of adversaries seem eminenfly susceptible
to trade-offs within the armaments field, as well as (possibly)
from outside of it; (6) overall disparities in the cost-effec-
tiveness of defense and offense, favouring the latter, seem cru-
cial to the willingness of states to limit "défensive" weapons;
(7) the rapidity of technological development, while remaining
largely an "unknown" factor, may nevertheless serve to enhance
the prospects for arms control by inducing a state of weariness
and sense of futility in publics and their governments over the
apparently perpetual process of replacing increasingly costly
weapons systems at a faster and faster rate; (8) SALT provides a
reaffirmation of the principle that two states, though deeply
riven by political antagonism and continuing to compete vigor-
ously in many areas, can nevertheless perceive sufficient mutual
interest in attaining significant measures of arms control, and
finally (9) in conformity with traditional expectations, quanti-
tative ceilings on weépons are more likely tovbe agreed upon
than either quantitative reductions in existing arsenals or Te-
strictions on qualitative developments—-though the gualitative
wall may well have been partially breached with the ABM Treaty:
We have absolutely forsworn any intentions of comparing the
relative saliency of the full range of factors discussed in Part

I and, as a result, it is impossible to make any very certain

(cont ) the Soviets have either reduced or expanded their offen-~
sive programmes as a result of SALT-I." (189)



- 103 -

predictions as to future measures of strategic arms control. The
possible SALT II agenda is nevertheless a full one, and it might
be useful to apﬁly the framework eliucidated in this papef in
order to identify the areas of likely or possible agreement, and
to assess the prospects of individual measures—-such as controls
on strategic ASW activities and anti-aircraft defenses, heavy
bombers, forward-based systems, and land-mobile ICBM's—~~being
successfully negotiated. Similarly, the factors identified .in
Part I might be‘retrospectively applied to earlier attempts at
arms control of various kinds, with the ultimate intention of
developing more rigorous (perhaps even Quantitativelyébased)
theory.

The task is rendered extremely hazardous by operation of
one of the last-mentioned factors——the possibility of an almost
infinite variety of cross—cutting trade—offs, even from areas
outside of the arms control field. Nevertheless, if this essay
has demonstrated the value of such a framework in explaining how-
given agreements are reached and how their essential parameters
are fixed, in greater depth than a less structured approach
might have afforded, then it will have served its purpose. At
this stage in the development of arms control theory, anything

more ambitious would clearly be premature.
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