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PREFACE

As part of a broader analysis of conventional arms control issues for the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, RAND has been examining questions and options
relating to the possible future inclusion of general purpose naval forces in East-West
negotiations. The study has been conducted within the RAND Strategy Assessment
Center, which is part of RAND’s National Defense Research Institute, a federally funded
research and development center sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

This Note is concerned with the public diplomacy of naval arms control,
specifically the East’s naval overtures and the West’s responses in the Gorbachev era.
The discussion examines the public record in terms of what the Soviet Union has
proposed and the ways in which the United States and NATO have cast their viewpoints
on the subject through late 1989.

A companion Note, N-3120-USDP, discusses the historical background. It is
being published simultaneously.






SUMMARY

Since early 1986, the Soviet Union has intensified its public diplomacy campaign
to engage the United States and the Western allies in negotiations aimed at limiting naval
forces and naval activities. Thus far, the West’s response to such overtures has been
firmly and consistently negative. The West’s position is that naval forces should
continue to be excluded from negotiations in Vienna on conventional forces in Europe
and should not be the subject of separate talks either.

Certainly at present, the East has the easier set of arguments politically. It
professes to be prepared to discuss naval aspects in any forum at any time and challenges
the logic and faimess of a Western stance that would remove from consideration a major
force component in the geostrategic equation. The West is more encumbered. It is not
without important arguments to buttress its reluctance to play a naval card dealt by the
Soviets. Yet it is fair to say that the West in recent years has tended to obscure the
substance of its concemns in opaque rhetoric, has fashioned no negotiating card of its
own, and, as a matter of public diplomacy at least, has largely forfeited the deal and the
game to the East. In the public perception, the argument has been reduced to a contest
between "just say yes" and "just say no,” with the diplomatic initiative squarely on the
East’s side of the table. In truth, the perception is not far from reality.

Despite the tendency of both sides to reduce differences to simple "yes" and "no"
terms, the subject matter is genuinely complex, and the two sides’ positions more
substantive (but also more arbitrary) than either side acknowledges. More so than other
elements of military strength, general purpose naval forces have historical roles in
diplomacy that are difficult to square with the more narrowly focused security concerns
that preoccupy arms control negotiations. Precedents established in limiting naval forces
and movements may have important long-term implications for commerce, trade, and the
law of the sea that are not easy to measure or predict but that call nonetheless for special
care in any negotiating equation. Fitting global naval forces with the predilections and
protocols of a regional arms control regime (even when, as in the present talks on
conventional forces in Europe, the region is as large as "the Atlantic to the Urals")
presents conceptual and practical difficulties on a much greater scale than when the

subject is land or land-based air forces. U.S. naval forces are clearly relevant to the
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character and conduct of a war in Europe, but they are not the central facts of the balance
and are also expected to perform roles and missions that are far removed from immediate
European (and Soviet) security concems. Though the differences can be (and have been)
exaggerated, the United States and the Soviet Union have different interests in the use of
the sea; the objectives, roles, and missions of their navies also differ in important
respects.

The public posturing of nations is not usually the best guide to the substance of the
ideas upon which they disagree, or even to the intensity and extent of their
disagreements. In this case, however, the public record takes on special meaning.
Neither side has had much to say to the other in private that is at variance with public
statements. Thus far, both seem contented to lead with broad policy declarations largely
devoid of analysis of specific naval arms control approaches and issues.

This Note forms an early part of a larger study of these approaches and issues. It
is concemed with two questions: What does the East say it wants in the regulation and
control of naval forces? and What have the United States and others in the West said to
date in response? The examination traces the public diplomacy of naval arms control
from early 1986 through early December 1989.

The unavoidable impression that emerges from this review is of a very unsettled
(and potentially unsettling) dialogue on naval matters between East and West, and within
the West itself. Clarity is not the dominant feature thus far. The East has cast so many
lines with so many different lures that it is difficult to guess precisely what it is fishing for
or whether it has any serious expectations of a catch. The West (with the United States
Navy nearly alone as the U.S. spokesman) has advanced several rationales for tumning a
deaf ear. Yet, itis difficult to read the West's public arguments without acquiring the
impression that (1) the case for no negotiations lacks both cogency and coherence thus
far, (2) good points are intermingled with propositions that either lead nowhere or admit
of more than one direction, and (3) the sum amounts to at best a strong case for caution.
On the basis of the public record to date, the East has yet to make a cogent case that there
is something worth negotiating in the naval sphere. For its part, the West has yet to make
a persuasive case that there is not. The East has yet to clarify the linkages between naval
aspects and negotiations on conventional forces in Europe; the West has thus far
asserted, but not yet demonstrated, that any such linkage is inappropriate and incorrect.
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The very baroqueness of the debate places the West at political disadvantage. So
long as the discussion wanders through generalities and platitudes, the West is seen to be
unresponsive, wedded to a stance that is too narrow and rigidly drawn to serve as a
policy basis for the future.
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l. INTRODUCTION

One key fact underlies any argument against cutting U.S. naval forces: The
United States is a maritime nation whose dependence on the seas is the
bedrock of its political and economic security.

Admiral Carlisle A.H. Trost, USN,
Chief of Naval Operations, August 1989'

‘What follows is about the naval dimensions of East-West arms control. Part of a
broader study of issues and U.S. options in this area, this Note is concemed with the
public diplomacy of naval arms control. It reviews in considerable detail the East’s
various naval overtures since early 1986, along with the West’s various public responses.
It covers developments through early December 1989.2

For purposes here, the subject is "general purpose” naval forces. These are the
near sum of the navies of the relevant parties, and include both conventionally armed and
nuclear-capable units, systems, and armaments. The only things excluded are sea-based
strategic nuclear systems: ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) and sea-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Historically, these systems have been part of separate
negotiations on central strategic nuclear arsenals.>

Although the term employed throughout is "naval," the reach intended includes all
"maritime" forces, whether based on land or at sea. The traditional boundary separating
land and naval warfare—the coastline—was shattered irrevocably in World War II. The
naval forces that are relevant here include not only air, surface, and subsurface units, but

1 Admiral Carlisle Trost, "Naval Arms Control: A Time to be Careful," Washington
Times, August 29, 1989, p. F1.

2A companion Note traces the history of naval arms control developments before
1986: James L. Lacy, Naval Arms Control: The Backdrop of History, The RAND
Corporation, N-3120-USDP, August 1990.

3Dealt with only passingly here, but a part of the larger study, are nuclear-armed sea-
launched cruise missiles (SLCM-N). Though arguably a tactical system and thus a
component of general purpose naval forces, the United States and the Soviet Union
agreed to discuss nuclear SLCM:s in the context of Strategic Arms Reduction Talks in
Geneva. Developments in September 1989 might change this in the future.



also sea-based systems used at sea, sea-based systems targeted against land, and land-
based systems that can be brought to bear at sea.

The larger study of which this Note forms a part has two broad aims: to take fresh
stock of where matters stand in the naval dimensions of East-West arms control and to
enhance understanding of how to think about, evaluate, and negotiate naval possibilities
in the future. An appreciation of what the East says it wants in the naval sphere and of
the West’s arguments in avoiding the subject is a useful background for this larger

pursuit.
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Il. BACKGROUND

When the U.S. rejected negotiations on naval forces, the Soviet Union
made a big concession and said it was willing to wait and hold negotiations
on strategic weapons and armed forces in Europe. Little is said about this
nowadays, but it gave a major impetus to the negotiations. If you consider
this to be a concession, it was, but if it were not for this concession we
would still be marching in place.

But this doesn’t imply that the Soviet Union has dropped the idea of
negotiations about naval forces. Today we say that the time has come.
Maybe not tomorrow but, within a month, three months or half a year’s
time, we should begin.

Marshal Sergei Akromeyev, USSR,
November 1989!

Four days before the publication date of the above remarks, the East German
government unexpectedly announced that it was opening its borders to the West. The
following day, the president and party general secretary in Bulgaria, Todo Zhivkov, who
had ruled for 35 years, unexpectedly resigned. The day after that, the East German
Communist Party pledged itself publicly to a new constitution including free elections
soon. On November 13, a state prosecutor in Bulgaria recommended that the
government reconsider its refusal to legalize the country’s most active dissident
organization. These developments, striking in their own terms, played against a
backdrop of equally striking political change in Poland and Hungary in the months
preceding. In each case, the Soviet Union publicly and privately renewed earlier vows of
noninterference.

For numerous commentators, the logic of pressing boldly ahead with current
negotiations in Vienna to reduce conventional forces in Europe was unquestionably
reinforced by the political events of the summer and fall of 1989. Except for
Akromeyev, no one mentioned naval forces in this context.

lSergei Akromeyeyv, "A Soldier Talks Peace,” Time, November 13, 1989, p. 58.



THE IMMEDIATE BACKDROP

Up to now, naval forces have had a phantom-like presence at the negotiating
tables in Vienna. As a matter of form, they have not been officially summoned for
consideration. The "mandate” for the 23-nation "Negotiations on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe" (CFE) explicitly excludes naval forces from the NATO-Warsaw
Treaty Organization (WTO) talks on reducing conventional forces in Europe.? The
present terms of the companion 35-nation "Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe" (CDE), the so-called "Madrid
Mandate," effectively exclude most naval exercises and activities from that forum’s
discussions. The exclusions are at the insistence of the West, chiefly the United States.
The Soviet Union and WTO profess a ‘willingncss—indecd, an eagemess—to put navies
squarely on the table in these and other negotiating forums. In this, the East is not
without support from some of the Western allies and neutral and nonaligned (NNA)
participants in the Vienna discussions.

The East has approached the naval aspects of conventional arms control from two
directions. In CDE, it has insisted that the current round of discussions on confidence-
and security-building measures (CSBMs) be expanded to include naval forces and naval
operations.> In the opening session of the present round, the WTO tabled an 11-point
proposal explicitly addressed to naval topics. In CFE, the line of approach has been less
direct. The East has agreed to the negotiating mandate’s exclusion of naval forces, but
not without demurrer. Soviet and other Eastern spokesmen have insisted that naval
forces cannot be excluded indefinitely from the framework of negotiations—if not CFE,
then some parallel forum. In testimony before the House Armed Services Committee in
July 1989, Marshal Akromeyev hinted that agreement in CFE could be derailed unless
the Soviet Union gets some satisfaction from the West on naval arms control measures.

[T]he Soviet Union and its allies expect that the U.S. will . . . accommodate
our concerns with regard to naval forces. We believe that the situation
when all the atmed services of the two sides are being negotiated and cut
down, with the naval forces remaining intact, should be discontinued. The

2CFE is the successor to the long-standing, desultory Mutual Balanced Force
Reduction (MBFR) negotiations on conventional forces in Europe, begun in 1973 and
terminated without result in February 1989.

3CSBM s the current CDE nomenclature. CSBM:s are not different from the
"confidence-building measures” (CBMs) familiar to earlier generations of negotiators.
The "S," for "security," was a 1981 Yugoslav innovation.
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Soviet Union is deeply concerned about such an attitude of the U.S. side.
We deem it unjust and based on the desire to gain military superiority over
the Soviet Union. If you follow this line no drastic reductions in the armed
JSorces and armaments in the world will be possible. Talks on the reduction
of the naval forces should be started first between the USSR and the U.S.
and later between the NATO and the WTO. Conditions should be created
for the whole range of armed services and armaments of the sides to
become the subject of the talks and subsequent cuts.*

Beyond Vienna, there is little negotiating activity at present in the naval sphere.
The United Nations Disarmament Commission (UNDC) has entertained proposals
dealing with naval arms control in the recent past, but the UNDC is traditionally more a
venue for public pronouncements than a forum for specific negotiations. Apart from the
inclusion of sea-based nuclear systems in the U.S.-Soviet "Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks" (START) in Geneva, and regular navy-to-navy consultations provided by the
U.S.-Soviet "Incidents at Sea Agreement” of 1972 and other INCSEA agreements
modeled upon it, no other forum currently exists to address naval issues. The last time
the United States and the Soviet Union held bilateral discussions about constraints at sea
was 1978, a short-lived and uneventful round about limiting naval presence in the Indian
Ocean.’

In the Vienna negotiations, the two sides are unevenly matched on naval matters.
Despite the recent unravelling of the WTO and changes in govemnments in Eastern
Europe, the East has a commonality of interest and a comfortable consensus among its
members conceming naval limitations. WTO members almost certainly will continue to
insist on negotiations in the naval sphere, and to good diplomatic advantage; although
how far they will press the issue and whether they might eventually hold progress on
other arms control fronts hostage to naval concessions are difficult to gauge at this time.
The West is less unanimous in its view of naval negotiations. Its current position, to
postpone any and all naval discussions indefinitely, is seen by some in the West as
unresponsive and too narrow and rigidly drawn to serve as a policy basis for the future.
Especially in Western Europe, there is noticeable interest in at least exploring, if not yet
moving directly to, negotiations about naval CSBMs in the context of the 35-nation CDE.
With the East’s naval CSBM proposals on the table, the subject will be difficult for the
West to avoid in any case.

4"Statement to the U.S. Congress in July 1989 on the USSR stand in the field of
national security for the 1990s," July 1989, p. 15 (emphasis added).

3The INCSEA agreement and the Indian Ocean talks are discussed in Lacy, 1990.
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Certainly at present, the East has the easier set of arguments politically. It
professes to be prepared to discuss naval aspects in any forum at any time and challenges
the logic and fairness of a Westem stance that would remove from consideration a major
force component in the geostrategic equation. The West is more encumbered. It is not
without important arguments to buttress its reluctance to play a naval hand dealt by the
Soviets. Yet it s fair to say that the West has obscured the substance of its concerns in
over-reaching rhetoric in recent years, has thus far fashioned no naval negotiating card of
its own, and as a result has largely forfeited both the deal and the game to the East. In
the public perception, the argument has been reduced to a contest between "just say yes"
and "just say no," with the diplomatic initiative squarely on the East’s side of the table.
In truth, the perception does not appear to be far from the reality of the present debate.

Despite the recent tendency of spokesmen on both sides to reduce East-West
differences to simple "yes" and "no" terms, the subject matter is genuinely complex, and
the positions of the two sides are more substantive in content than either side
acknowledges. More so than other elements of military strength, general purpose naval
forces have historical roles in diplomacy that are difficult to square with the security
concems that preoccupy arms control negotiations. Precedents established in limiting
naval forces and movements may have important long-term implications for commerce,
trade, and the law of the sea that are not easy to measure or predict, but that call
nonetheless for special care in any negotiating equation. Fitting global naval forces and
activities with the predilections and protocols of a regional arms control regime (even
when, as in the Vienna talks, the region is as large as Europe "from the Atlantic to the
Urals") presents difficulties on a much greater scale than when the subject is land or
land-based air forces. U.S. naval forces are clearly relevant to the character and conduct
of a war in Europe, but they are not the central facts of the balance and are expected to
perform roles and missions that are far removed from immediate European (and Soviet)
security concems. Though the differences can be (and have been) exaggerated, the
United States and the Soviet Union have different interests in the use of the sea; the
objectives, roles, and missions of their navies differ in important respects.

What to count and how to count it are more than technical problems in the case of
naval forces. The questions, as Haass has usefully summarized them, are intimately
bound up in larger policy and strategy issues.
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Does one simply count the numbers of vessels in naval inventories, or does
one consider as well the availability in a given part of the world of non-
naval or non-sea-based forces and systems (or non-naval but sea-based
vessels such as fishing ships with a communication or intelligence
function)? Is the aim of naval arms control to be the limiting of naval
forces per se, the control of all forces acting within a given maritime
theatre, or the contribution made by naval and other sea-based forces to a
larger theatre?$

The current postures of the two sides toward naval arms control measures are
nevertheless curious on several counts. The political and military logic behind, and
countering, many positions is scarcely self-evident. In the area of naval CSBMs in
particular, strenuous posturing often attends what by most measures are very trivial
points. That the United States and the Soviet Union do not agree on whether to negotiate
at present is very clear. What they disagree about in terms of specific naval arms control
measures, why, and whether the disagreements are terminal or tractable are much less
apparent.

For the West, the content of naval arms control has not been the sum of the
concems. During the period leading up to the present talks in Vienna, the West grounded
its resistance to naval negotiations in two additional sets of considerations. From the
outset, NATO’s approach to the Vienna talks has been to focus on the Warsaw Pact’s
offensive ground capabilities, emphasize Central Europe where Pact capabilities for
mounting surprise attacks and large-scale offensive operations are of greatest concern to
the Western allies, and keep the Vienna negotiations fairly simple and understandable to
Westem publics. In this view, distracting from the Vienna agenda or opening up
separate or related talks on naval forces would risk deflecting the talks from the primary
security interests that the West seeks to advance.’

During much of this period there was reason to question the genuineness of
Soviet/WTO overtures in the naval sphere. The kaleidoscopic character of Soviet naval
initiatives, the notable vagueness in detail, the opportunistic manner in which these

®Richard Haass, "Confidence-Building Measures and Naval Arms Control,” in
Jonathan Alford (ed.), Confidence-Building Measures, Adelphi Paper No. 194, Institute
for International Strategic Studies, London, Spring 1979, p. 24.

"In the phrase of U.S. Vice Admiral Charles R. Larson, Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations for Plans, Policy and Operations, "Given the dynamic of the current
negotiations, it would be a grave error to complicate this process by drawing independent
naval forces into the equation.” "Statement on Naval Arms Control Before the Seapower
Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee,” April 27, 1989, p. 6.
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initiatives were advanced in public forums, and the general absence of private, official
demarches to the United States government reinforced suspicions that the East was more
mischievous than wholesome in coming forward in the naval area.® In these
circumstances, "just saying no" was not an implausible or indefensible response.

Events since late 1988 have not given the complete lie to these concerns, but later
developments do suggest that the reasoning behind them may not apply with quite the
force or pertinence of the past. The WTO has accepted the principle of asymmetrical
reductions in Europe; accommodated the West's priority on ground force reductions;
acknowledged its own numerical advantages in key ground force categories; and, within
a manageable margin of difference, assented to the West’s computations of the size and
capabilities of the forces involved. Certainly the present Soviet leadership has
outdistanced its predecessors in proffering signs of good faith. As evidence of the Soviet
Union’s willingness "to demonstrate once again its readiness to reinforce” the process of
disarmament "not only by words but also by deeds," the Soviet Union has surprised the
West with unilateral measures more than once in the recent period. At the United
Nations on December 7, 1988, Soviet President Gorbachev announced a unilateral cut of
500,000 men in the Soviet armed forces by 1991, plus the reduction of 10,000 tanks,
8,500 artillery systems and 800 combat aircraft in Eastern Europe and the Western
Districts of the USSR.® On January 18, 1989, Mr. Gorbachev announced that the Soviet
Union would cut its military budget by 14.2 percent and reduce its amms production by
19.5 percent. ' The following day in Vienna, Foreign Minister Shevardnadze announced
that certain tactical nuclear weapons would be withdrawn from Eastem Europe as part of
the reduction offered by Gorbachev in December, and he promised that the Soviet Union
would present "material evidence” and a published schedule of the December reductions

8in the words of a U.S. Navy participant at a not-for-attribution symposium on naval
arms control in June 1988: "Soviet proposals along these lines have been communicated
only in multilateral forums, and not directly to the United States. These recent Soviet
pronouncements are a typical Soviet ploy in which the Soviets know they cannot lose:
multilateral, flamboyant, comprehensive, and unverifiable. When the Soviets are serious,
they do it bilaterally.” Center for Naval Analyses, Symposium, "Naval Arms Control:
Dealing with the Soviet Challenge," Alexandria, Virginia, June 20, 1988.

9"Excerpts from Gorbachev’s Speech,” Washington Post, December 8, 1988, p. A32.

10'Gorbachev announces 14% cut in defense spending,” Baltimore Sun, January 19,
1989, p. 2.
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as they are made.!! Mr. Shevardnadze promised, and the Soviet Union delivered later
that month, a detailed WTO accounting of its computations of Warsaw Pact and NATO
forces in Europe.

There is little question that the Soviet hold over Eastern Europe has dissipated
greatly in the months since then. For the first time since Yalta, it is possible to seriously
consider a substantially altered political arrangement in Europe. Noncommunist Eastern
European states might still be affiliated with the WTO, but the prospects for an alliance-
versus-alliance war are now sufficiently remote to argue for a more flexible, possibly
more ambitious, approach to the Vienna negotiations.

Although naval discussions may still be an unwelcome distraction to some, they
appear to be not (or something less than) the deliberate diversion that many perceived to
be the case before 1989. Although the lessened flamboyance of Soviet spokesmen in
pressing for talks on the naval front has not yet added a great deal to the clarity of Soviet
interests in this area, it has undercut suspicions that the East is merely playing to the
balcony.

BEYOND VIENNA

Although Vienna is the immediate setting, it is not the only place of relevance. So
far as naval aspects are concerned, the UNDC and the Geneva-based START
negotiations are also part of the backdrop.

The UN has actively discussed naval arms limitation proposals since the early
1980s. In 1983, the General Assembly went on record in recognizing:

the urgent need to start negotiations with the participation of the major
naval Powers, the nuclear-weapon States in particular, and other interested
States on the limitation of naval activities, the limitation and reduction of
naval armaments, taking into due account the nuclear aspect of the naval
arms race, and the extension of confidence-building measures to seas and
oceans, especially to regions with the busiest sea lanes or regions where the
probability of conflict situations is high.

In the same resolution, the General Assembly appealed "to all member States, in
particular the major naval Powers, to refrain from enlarging their naval activities in areas

11 Address by Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze to the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, Vienna, January 19, 1989.
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of conflict or tension, or far from their shores."1? In a resolution the following year, it
invited "Member States, particularly the major naval Powers, to consider the possibility
of holding direct consultations, bilateral or/and multilateral, with a view to preparing the
opening at an early date of such negotiations."l3

The principal UN forum for naval discussions has been the UNDC. Established in
1952 as a deliberative body charged with making recommendations to the General
Assembly in matters of disarmament, the UNDC has considered proposals for naval
CSBMs since 1985, when the Swedish delegate, Mr. Nordenfelt, placed the issue on its

agenda with the observation:

The modemization and expansion of the fleets of the major maritime
powers and increased sophistication of naval-based arms systems have
created new and extended operational capabilities, causing great concems
among a larger number of nations. There is a well-founded concem about
the possible effects on the freedom of the high seas and the principle of
non-interference with international sea communications for trade and
shipping and with the economic exploitation of maritime resources. 14

The Swedish delegation was not specific about the negotiations it had in mind, but
Bulgaria, East Germany, and the Soviet Union joined at the time to propose "some initial
steps [that] might be considered by the Disarmament Commission.” These were:

1. The abstention of States with major naval fleets from further actions leading
to the acceleration of the naval amms race and to an increase in their naval
activities in areas far from their own shores.

2. A limitation and reduction of the levels of naval presence and naval activity in
areas of conflict or tension; in this connection, special attention should be
given to ships atmed with nuclear weapons.

3. The withdrawal of nuclear-weapon ships from certain areas of the seas and

oceans.

4. The withdrawal of nuclear-missile submarines from broad areas of combat
patrol and the restriction of their cruising to mutually agreed limits.

12UN General Assembly, Resolution 38/188 F, 1983.
13UN General Assembly, Resolution 39/151 I, 1984.

Y4UNDC, Verbatim Record of the 93rd Meeting, A/CN.10/PV .93, May 23, 1985, p.
22.
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5. The discussion of measures relating to naval bases in foreign territories.

6. Agreeing on and implementing confidence-building measures in the seas and
oceans, with due regard for the need to ensure the safety of international sea
lanes and prevent conflict situations.

7. The implementation of a number of regional measures would also be helpful
in achieving the purposes of resolutions 38/188 F and 39/151 I, among such
measures are:

(a) Conversion of the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, including
limitation of the level of naval presence in the area;

(b) The implementation of measures aimed at strengthening peace and
security in the Persian Gulf area;

(c) The conversion of the Mediterranean area into a zone of stable peace
and co-operation. 1’

Since then, the WTO and several NNAs have found it useful to employ the UNDC
as a vehicle for advancing a variety of proposals in the naval sphere. Nothing much has
come of these (by choice, the United States has not participated in UNDC naval
discussions), but the UNDC continues to be of interest to the Soviet Union as a possible
"parallel” forum to CFE/CDE for naval discussions. In a wide-ranging address to the
General Assembly on naval aspects in June 1988, for example, Soviet Foreign Minister
Eduard Shevardnadze proposed that "all these questions should be discussed in the
United Nations at a multilateral meeting of military experts."!6

The Geneva START negotiations enter this picture because of the sea-launched
cruise missile (SLCM), notably, the U.S. Tomahawk nuclear land-attack cruise missile
(TLAM-N). Unlike sea-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), which, whether launched
against theater or intercontinental targets, both sides have traditionally considered to be
strategic (and therefore, for arms control purposes, a component of negotiations on
central strategic systems), the TLAM-N is a hybrid. It shares (or could share) some of
the missions of strategic nuclear weapons, but it is also a tactical system and is deployed

15"Cur'bing the Naval Arms Race: Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armaments and
Extension of Confidence-Building Measures to Seas and Oceans," A/CN.10/73, May 14,
1985, p. 3.

16 Address to the United Nations General Assembly Third Special Session on
Disarmament, New York, June 8, 1988 (Verbatim, US Mission-UN).
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on general purpose naval platforms, including attack submarines (SSNs) and surface
ships.!” Moreover, the Tomahawk is a dual-capable system, with both a conventional
(TLAM-C) and a nuclear variant.

From the opening of the START negotiations in 1982, the Soviet Union sought to
place numerical and range limitations on all SLCMs (with nuclear and conventional
warheads) within the START context, a move the United States has stiffly resisted.'® At
the December 1987 Reagan-Gorbachev summit in Washington, D.C., the two sides
agreed to "find a mutually acceptable solution to the question of limiting the deployment
of long-range, nuclear-armed SLCMs" by establishing SLCM ceilings distinct from
START limitations on traditional strategic warheads and delivery systems. But progress
bogged down on questions of verification and continued Soviet insistence on placing
limits on conventional-warhead SLCMs. In matters of verification, the two sides have
reversed their traditional postures, with the Soviet Union arguing for the most intrusive
forms of verification and the United States resisting such measures.!® The United States
has also fiercely resisted Soviet proposals to dispense with the difference between
nuclear and conventional SLCMs and subject the genre to a single negotiated ceiling. Up
to late September 1989, the result had been impasse. In the characterization by Soviet
negotiator Victor Karpov, the SLCM had become "the most difficult question” in the
START negotiations.?

On September 23, 1989, the Soviet Union "raised the possibility of dealing with
SLCMs in a broader naval arms context. . .. [T]hese weapons could be limited outside

17By contrast, the SLBM is deployed by the four immediately relevant nuclear
powers—the United States, Soviet Union, Britain, and France—on special purpose
strategic nuclear submarines (SSBNs).

18 Actually, Soviet efforts to constrain SLCMs predate START. During the SALT II
negotiations, predecessor to START, the Soviets proposed range limits of 600 kilometers
on all SLCMs. The June 1979 SALT II Protocol prohibited deployment of SLCMs with
a range in excess of this until after December 31, 1981. David S. Yost, "Controlling Sea-
Launched Cruise Missiles: The Most Difficult Question," U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings, September 1989, p. 61.

1914 the words of Alexei Obukhov, head of the Soviet delegation in Geneva: "The
Soviet side favors the strictest possible verification . . . as regards long-range sea-
launched cruise missiles, up to inspection of any naval ship.” "Soviets Link Cheating
Rules to Progress in Arms Talks," International Herald Tribune, July 11, 1988. See also,
"Secrecy is the Catch in Arms Control at Sea,” New York Times, May 8, 1988.

20"Soviet Arms Expert Calls for Limit on Sea-Based Missiles," International Herald
Tribune, April 8, 1988.
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of the text of a START treaty on the basis of reciprocal obligations."2! The initial U.S.
reaction was tepid, however, and for the time being left the issue in the same uncertain
place it had been. While willing "to study the Soviet ideas, the U.S. side for its part
emphasized its doubts about the feasibility of a workable verification system for SLCMs,
and noted its long-standing view that there are serious problems involved in any

discussion of the limitation of naval arms."%

THE PERIOD AHEAD

For many in the West, concems about entering onto a very slippery slope once
general naval subjects are opened for discussion argue against even small concessions in
the naval sphere. In this view, the line has been properly drawn at "no dice;" Pandora’s
box should be left alone. For others, the game is simply not worth the candle. They
argue that there is nothing (or nothing important) that the West wants in naval
limitations. To enter this sphere, in this view, would not produce negotiations, but
instead an uncongenial and open-ended grab for Western concessions. Others point out
that there is vastly more at stake than East-West security issues. The United States has
invested heavily in its naval forces, not only with the Soviet threat in view, but also the
misbehavior of other states. Given the diversity of challenges around the globe to which
the United States must be prepared to respond with maritime forces, this view holds that
the United States has nothing it might prudently part with.

These are not frivolous arguments, but they are not the only pertinent
considerations. A posture that begins and ends with "nothing doing" is bound to pose
risks of its own. Whether or not the Soviets are genuine in their assertions that
conventional arms control cannot proceed to implementation without a naval component,
NATO's own "consensus" on naval exclusions may be more fragile than is currently
assumed. Naval CSBMs are particularly attractive to many Westem allies; "offensive”
naval strategies along the lines of the U.S. Navy’s "Maritime Strategy” have been
troublesome and divisive within parts of NATO in the past; an eagerness to seize the
arms control initiative (and also to avoid impasse) is evident in several quarters. An open
split among the allies on naval negotiating policy would be an unhappy development

even if it did not spill over into other areas.

21"Joint Statement of Secretary of State James A. Baker, III, and Foreign Minister
Eduard A. Shevardnadze, Jackson Hole, Wyoming," September 23, 1988, pp. 2-3.

21bid., p. 3.
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There are other potential downsides in just saying no as well. First, there is a risk
that the terms of debate will be shaped almost entirely by players whose first concemn
cannot be assumed to be the advancement of the best interests of the United States. Even
very sympathetic allies are not superbly positioned to name the game or deal the cards.
There are many players at the negotiating tables in Vienna, but not many maritime
nations among them.? Further, although it is reasonable to question whether the balance
at the negotiating table will make a good deal difficult, it is hard to make a persuasive
case that the United States and the Soviet Union have nothing useful to talk about in the
naval domain, or that the United States has nothing to gain in discussions to constrain or
reduce the Soviet navy. Genuine opportunities of potential long-term interest to the
United States may go unrecognized—or, if recognized, undervalued and ultimately
missed—in too quick and prolonged a rejection of every and all naval possibilities, Not
all asymmetries in naval forces favor the West, nor is it clear that unchecked arms races
in certain naval areas necessarily advance Western security and economic interests.

Under cumulative pressures from a variety of quarters, external and domestic, the
West could eventually open naval subjects to discussion but in an ad hoc fashion, without
benefit of a policy framework, negotiating strategy, and analytical foundation developed
and fully debated sufficiently in advance. For the long-term good of East-West security,
as well as for U.S. security interests, a poorly constructed "yes" to naval talks might well
be worse than the present blanket "no." (The last consideration weighed heavily in
motivating this study.)

U.S. POLICY OPTIONS

To date, the U.S. response to overtures for naval talks has been firmly and
consistently negative—especially in Vienna, but also beyond the immediate Vienna
discussions. In CFE, the U.S./NATO position is that naval forces will not be addressed
within the current mandate and will not be addressed in the future until such time as
NATO’s proposals for steep reductions in priority ground force elements are
"implemented."? In CDE, the United States and the Western allies have thus far resisted

BThis consideration, of course, cuts both ways—as an argument to avoid naval
discussions as well as a reason for entering them to influence the agenda.

% The position, set forth in NATO’s Ministerial Communique of December 8, 1988, is
that the Western allies will continue to concentrate on three categories of armaments:
main battle tanks, artillery, and armored troop carriers. "It is in these very systems that
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expansion of CSBMs to cover "independent" naval (and air) exercises—exercises that
are not in immediate, direct, functional support of 1and exercises already covered by
CSBMs.? The U.S. position was set forth by William F. Burns, Director of the U.S.
Armms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), before a UN committee on October
18, 1988.

We understand that this committee may be presented with arms proposals
for limits or constraints on naval activities. This makes it necessary to state
the firm position of the United States regarding such proposals.
Requirements for naval armaments and activities of various nations are
inherently asymmetrical and are based on broader geographic, political,
strategic, and other military factors. Located between and separated from
allies by two oceans, the United States relies on maritime activities and
freedom of navigation under international law to protect its security and
trade interests. Therefore, the United States cannot agree to any arms
limitations or additional constraints on its naval activities.?

Outside Vienna, the United States views with great skepticism any arrangement
that might tie naval forces to regional arms control regimes. In the words of President
Reagan on May 26, 1988:

As naval and air forces tend to have global, not region-specific,
commitments and responsibilities, it would seem inappropriate to regulate
their activities in the context of a regional security regime. Moreover,
compliance with restrictions on naval/air maneuvers over the high seas
would be extremely difficult—indeed, impossible for most countries—to
verify.

the East has such a massive preponderance.” Only when NATO’s proposals for
reductions and other measures in these categories are "implemented,” will the NATO
governments be "willing to contemplate . . . further reductions or limitations of
conventional armaments and equipment.” Press Communique, "Conventional Arms
Control: Statement Issued by the North Atlantic Council Meeting in Ministerial Session
at NATO Headquarters, Brussels,” December 8, 1988, pp. 2, 4. The position has
subsequently been partially modified, but not in terms that bear directly on naval aspects.

current CDE "Madrid Mandate" admits coverage of naval exercises and
activities for purposes of advanced notification to the parties, but only in highly restricted
circumstances when the naval exercises concemed (1) take place in a sea adjoining a
covered land area, (2) affect European security, and (3) directly and functionally relate to
a notifiable land exercise. The Soviet Union had sought in 1986 to include "independent”
naval exercises not meeting these restrictive criteria but agreed to defer the point until a
future round.

28Department of State Bulletin, January 1989, p. 43.
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For these and other reasons, East and West have traditionally agreed to
omit naval forces from conventional arms control negotiations in
Europe. . . . We continue to believe this is the best course.?’

That is the present position. Whether it should also be the sum of U.S. policy for
the indefinite future is a different matter. As developments since the start of Vienna talks
in March 1989 attest, there is precedent in avoiding iron-clad rigidity in a geopolitical
situation marked by anything but. In March 1989, so far as NATO was concemed, air
forces were also effectively off the table at Vienna. By July, at U.S. initiative, they had
been put in play.

Certainly on the face of it, the future admits a large measure of choice. In looking
ahead, the United States and the NATO allies have several broad options. Among these
are to:

» Reject, entirely and unconditionally, proposals to discuss general purpose
naval forces and naval activities in any arms control context, present or
future.

» Continue current policy to postpone naval discussions indefinitely, but not
rule them out entirely.

« Deflect (perhaps) some current pressures by placing within a public arms
control context, as the first, best, or only U.S. initiative, certain unilateral
steps (such as reducing fleet size and removing obsolete tactical nuclear
ordnance from the surface fleet) that the United States would probably take
anyway.

« Agree to discuss, in limited fashion, extension of the CDE mandate to cover
certain types of naval CSBMs.

 Signal that naval talks might (would) begin at a point earlier than the full
implementation of the ground force reductions in Europe sought by the West
(perhaps at the point of agreement or partial implementation).

27The President’s comments are quoted at length in North Atlantic Assembly, Political
Committee, Special Report on Confidence-Building Measures: Next Steps for Stability
and Security, International Secretariat, Brussels, November 1988d, pp. 42—43.
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» Advise the Soviet Union that naval talks might (would) follow upon
significantly large unilateral Soviet reductions in naval forces, new ship
construction, naval readiness, and the like.

» Agree to discuss naval forces in some forum other than and not linked to the
conventional arms control negotiations in Vienna, in accordance with a
mandate for naval negotiations to be separately developed.

» Reverse current policy and allow naval matters (beyond limited CSBMs) to
be taken up within the present negotiating framework, at Vienna or in some
separate but related forum.

Choosing among altemative directions necessarily will require more than
intuition. The pursuit or rejection of any of these options will logically demand an
appreciation of the plusses and minuses of different kinds of naval proposals—both in
the immediate terms of naval forces and in the broader terms of U.S. security and arms
control objectives. Such judgments will also profit from an understanding of the pitfalls
and potential opportunities in going beyond present proposals. As will be seen, the East
thus far has dominated the public diplomacy of naval arms control, but it can scarcely be
said that it has captured the marketplace of ideas worthy of examination. In each case,
the West will require not only an appreciation of what in particular is possible and
manageable from a variety of perspectives, but also a theory of what is desirable, what
should and should not be on the table, and why.

Still, it is important to begin at the beginning. For immediate purposes here, the
beginning is the East’s very vigorous efforts to get naval forces on some negotiating
table, somewhere, with the West.
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lil. THE EAST'S OVERTURES

Nobody is asking the United States to leave its sea communications
undefended. It has all it needs to offer such defense. Furthermore, the
Soviet Union is proposing to start talks and reduce (on a reciprocal basis, of
course) those elements of the USSR Navy that worry the United States.

But the United States stubbomly rejects this.

Marshal Sergei Akromeyev, September 1988!

PROLOGUE

Naval arms limitations are not a new inspiration of the Soviet leadership. Soviet
concems about U.S. naval activities can be traced almost to the day in 1946 when
President Truman dispatched the unaccompanied battleship USS Missouri to the
Mediterranean as a signal of U.S. interest in Soviet intrigues in Greece and Turkey. Six
months later the United States announced the stationing of a "permanent” U.S. naval
presence in the Mediterranean. This presence was formally designated as the "United
States Sixth Fleet" on June 1, 1948. Proposals for naval disengagement in various ocean
areas were a recurring feature of Soviet diplomacy in the 1950s and 1960s. In 1957, the
Soviet leadership proposed to the United States a formal negotiation for naval
disengagement in the Mediterranean Sea. It also proposed that the UNDC formally
examine the possibility of eliminating military bases on foreign territories. In 1958,
Nikolai Bulganin made the first in a long series of proposals to establish a nuclear
weapon-free zone (NWFZ) in northem Europe, including the Nordic and Arctic waters.
Later proposals dealt with disengagement from the Indian Ocean, parts of the Pacific,
and also the Baltic Sea.? In 1959, the Soviet Union and Albania called for a nuclear-free

2

1Pravda, September 5, 1988; reprinted in FBIS, Daily Report: Soviet Union,
September 6, 1988.

2Clive Archer, "Russia’s Arctic Dimension,” World Today, Vol. 44, No. 3, March
1988, p. 47. See also Richard Bitzinger, "Nordic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones:
Prospects and Problems,"” The RAND Corporation, P-7356, August 1987, regarding the
30-year history of Soviet overtures in the Nordic area.

3"Note from the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the American Embassy Transmitting a
Draft Declaration on Nonintervention in the Middle East," February 1, 1957, U.S. State
Department, Documents on Disarmament, 1957-59, pp. 742-746; "Soviet Note to the
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Adriatic and Balkans, and Khrushchev urged that there be established a "rocket and
atomic-free zone" in the Scandanavian peninsula and the Baltic areas.

In 1971, Secretary Brezhneyv, in a frequently quoted passage, invited the United
States to join in a comprehensive mutual limitation on naval deployments throughout the
globe—a proposal that was discussed but never acted upon by the United States but that
was frequently reaffirmed by Soviet spokesmen over the course of the next couple of
years. In Brehznev’s formulation:

We have never considered, and do not now consider, that it is an ideal
situation when the navies of the great powers are cruising about for long
periods far from their own shores, and we are prepared to solve this
problem, but to solve it, as they say, on an equal basis. On the basis of such
principles, the Soviet Union is ready to discuss any proposals.*

In 1973, the Soviet Union introduced at the UN General Assembly a draft
resolution calling upon the major naval powers to agree to limits on expenditures for
naval forces. In 1974, Brezhnev repeated earlier Soviet proposals for denuclearization in
the Mediterranean. At the UN General Assembly in 1976, Foreign Minister Gromyko
pledged the Soviet Union to no foreign military bases in the Indian Ocean provided that
the West would do likewise.

Soviet interest seemed to wane in the years following but reemerged in the early
and mid-1980s, in the face of the Reagan administration’s program to build to a 600-ship,
15-carrier-battle-group Navy. At the UN Special Second Session on Disarmament in
1982, the Soviet Union made several recommendations dealing with naval limitations,
including "removal of missile submarines from extensive areas of combat patrol, and
confinement of their cruises within agreed limits," and the extension of CBMs to the seas
and oceans. (The proposal called upon states possessing strong navies to "examine
jointly" their limitation and reduction.) In April 1984, Gromyko wrote to the UN
Secretary General that the Soviet Union was ready for multilateral talks on naval

United States on Nuclear-Free Zone in Mediterranean” (May 20, 1963), Documents on
Disarmament, 1963, pp. 187-93; "Statement by Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (August 13, 1968), Documents on
Disarmament, 1968 , pp. 572-579. These and other early overtures are discussed in
Barry M. Blechman, The Control of Naval Armaments: Prospects and Possibilities,
Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1974, pp. 39-41.

4Pravda, June 12, 1971; reported in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, July 13, 1971.
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disarmament. Among the matters of Soviet interest were restrictions on antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) forces and limits on warships with a particularly "destabilizing"
character, such as aircraft carriers.’

Noted earlier, the USSR was quick to capitalize on Sweden’s proposition to the
UNDC in 1985 to take up the subject of naval limitations. On the day the Swedish

delegate spoke, the Soviet delegate, Mr. Issraelyn, also addressed the UNDC.

Today, we are witnessing a new round of military naval arms, and here,
too, the initiator is the United States . . . banking on acquiring
comprehensive military superiority and on the opportunity to use massive
force even in those regions that are very distant from the American
continent.

The build-up of naval atmaments and the involvement of an ever-
increasing number of regions of the oceans of the world in the sphere of the_
activity of military fleets are fraught with dangerous conflicts and further
aggravate the international situation. These developments have put the
question of curbing the naval arms race on the agenda of world politics.

THE GORBACHEYV PERIOD

The pace of Soviet naval overtures picked up considerably with Gorbachev.
Beginning in 1986, naval overtures from the East have been more frequent, more
persistent, and, in the main, generally more skillful diplomatically. As in the past, the
Gorbachev-era naval overtures have not been confined to Europe. Indeed, much of what
the Soviet Union has ventured since 1986 aims quite specifically at other parts of the
world. But, as MBFR faded and CFE began to take form in 1988, Soviet spokesmen
began to paint the linkage to European security in general, but also to the European
negotiations. "It is inadmissible to leave naval forces outside the framework of
negotiations," Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze told the UN General Assembly in
June 1988. "This is a major giobal problem, but its resolution can and must be started at
regional levels.”

SWilliam M. Arkin, The Nuclear Arms Race at Sea, Neptune Papers, No. 1, October
1987, p. 34.

SUNDC, Verbatim Record of the 93rd Meeting, A/CN.10/PV .93, May 23, 1985b,
pPpP. 22, 23.
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From the standpoint of disarmament naval forces still remain "off-limits."
Some states which are ready to include even kitchen trailers in the military
balance on the side of their opponents, become nervous when they are
invited just to talk about, for instance, aircraft carriers. And here a question
arises on the level of an arithmetic textbook: What is the number of, say,
tanks that would be equal to the fire-power of this floating armada?’

In July 1988, Admiral William Crowe, Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff,
remarked (presciently): "As we get more and more into conventional weapons, the
Soviet Union is going to make a run on our navy."® One year later, Akromeyev told the
House Armed Services Committee:

We in the USSR are greatly concemed over the reluctance of the U.S.
administration to open negotiations with the USSR on bilateral reductions
of our naval forces. We are regarding this as the U.S. desire first to reach
agreement with us on cutting the ground forces in Europe (the U.S. is
interested in such an agreement, and we work to this end) and then build up
its naval forces without any constraints, especially its carrier battle groups,
thus gaining military superiority in order to dictate its will to the USSR
from the position of strength. ... We regard reaching agreement on
starting the talks to reduce our naval forces and limit military activities at
sea to be g major prerequisite for further improvement of Soviet-American
relations.

NAVAL PROPOSALS

What the U.S. Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) characterized in early 1988 as an
arms control "offensive” began in the spring of 1986.!° "Offensive” may or may not be
the best noun for what followed, but "wandering" is surely an appropriate adjective.
From early 1986 through Akromeyev’s Congressional testimony in July 1989, the East’s
naval overtures traversed continents, subjects, and possible negotiating forums, never
quite settling into a single coherent package or statement.

The current round of arms control overtures and public diplomacy kicked off in
January 1986, when Mr. Gorbachev removed (for the time being) a source of difficulty

"Shevardnadze, 1988.
$us. Expects Soviet ‘Run’ on Navy," International Herald Tribune, July 2-3, 1988.
9Akromeyev, 19890, p. 3.

10Admiral Carlisle A.H. Trost, USN, "The Soviet Naval Arms Control Offensive: Cut
the Cards—Watch the Dealer,” March 1988, Vital Speeches, May 1, 1988n, p. 421 et
seq.
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for the CSCE by announcing that the Soviet Union would "defer" the issue of naval
CSBM s to a subsequent stage of the CDE as a gesture to move the CDE talks along. In
May 1986, the Soviet Union introduced the subject at the UN. Joined by Bulgaria and
East Germany, the USSR tabled at the UNDC a working paper on naval limitations.
Among other things, it appealed for a "practical search for solutions that would eliminate
the situation in which naval fleets of major powers are at sea for long periods of time far
from their shores." Specifically, "such steps as withdrawing vessels carrying nuclear
weapons from certain ocean and sea areas, establishing limits on the presence in those
areas of vessels of various classes and other [steps] could also be taken." As "an urgent
measure, agreement could be reached on the non-expansion of naval activities . . . in the
areas with the busiest sea lanes or where the probability of conflict situations is highest,
be it in the Indian, Atlantic or Pacific Oceans, the Mediterranean Sea or the Persian
Gulf."!

The May working paper came on the heels of U.S. air force and naval air strikes
against Libyan bases in April. The Mediterranean, "where events are taking a dangerous
turn,” was singled out.

[A]rrangements might be made to extend agreed confidence-building
measures to that region, reduce armed forces, withdraw from the
Mediterranean Sea ships carrying nuclear weapons and renounce the
deployment of nuclear weapons in the territory of non-nuclear
Mediterranean countries, and for the nuclear Powers to undertake not to use
such weapons against any Mediterranean country which does not allow
them to be deployed in its territory:!2 -

Not surprisingly, U.S. aircraft carriers were noted as a specific matter of interest.

Subsequently, consideration could be given to a balanced reduction of the
numbers of operational vessels in the navies of major powers, particularly
of such warships as, for example, aircraft carriers, which, as was proved
also by recent events, have a particularly destabilizing effect and are used
for a show of force and for exerting pressure on independent States.!

11UNDC, "Study on the Naval Arms Race,” A/CN.10/80, May 15, 1986, p. 3.
12

Ibid., p. 2.
3bid., p. 3.



-23-

In July 1986, Soviet attention moved east. In a well-publicized speech in
Vladivostok, Gorbachev proposed a series of wide-ranging naval restrictions in the
Pacific and Indian Oceans, among them:

 nuclear weapon-free zones on the Korean peninsula, in South East Asia and
in the Southern Indian Ocean;

» naval CSBMs at a new forum to address measures for security and
cooperation in Asia and the Pacific;

+ limitations on ASW activities in certain Pacific and Asia zones; and

» a "radical" reduction of all armaments in the region to a level of "reasonable

sufficiency.”

In November 1986, the focus moved north. At a press conference in Helsinki, Yegov
Ligachev of the Soviet Politburo proposed that all SSBNs be removed from Baltic waters
and that naval exercises in Europe’s northemn region be strictly limited.

In May 1987, the Soviet Union (with East Germany and Bulgaria) tabled a paper
in the UNDC proposing that "it is necessary to start negotiations on the reduction of
naval fleet activities in the Pacific Ocean," and proclaiming that "the Soviet Union is
prepared at any time to begin with the United States and other non-littoral States, which
have warships stationed on a permanent basis in the Indian Ocean, negotiations on
substantially reducing the size and activities of naval forces there."!4

In June 1987, in Berlin, the Political Consultative Committee of the WTO issued a
communique advancing the proposition that "the reduction in military confrontation in
Europe should be a continuous process with the military balance being secured at the
lowest possible level at each stage.”

Aware of the asymmetric structures of the armed forces maintained by the
two sides in Europe, which are rooted in historical, geographical and other
factors, they [the WTO political leadership] state their preparedness to have
the imbalance that has arisen in certain elements redressed in the course of
the reductions|,] proposing that the side which has an advantage over the
other side make the appropriate cutbacks.

14UNDC, "Substantive consideration of the question of naval arms race and
disarmament: limitation of naval fleet activities, limitation and reduction of naval
armaments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas and oceans,"
A/CN.10/92, May 6, 1987, p. 1.



-24-

The best forum to discuss these issues would be the second stage of the
[CDE]. But other options for dealing with disarmament issues, especially
within the CSCE process, including the convening of a special forum, are
also possible.!’

In the June Berlin statement, the WTO ministers also proposed "establishment of
zones free of nuclear weapons and chemical weapons in the Balkans, in the central and
in the north of the continent."!6 In July, the subject was again the Pacific and Indian
Oceans. In an interview with the Indonesian newspaper Merdeka, Mr. Gorbachev
combined his surprise announcement that the Soviet Union would accept the so-called
"zero-zero" option for the intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) accord in Europe with
a restatement of the Vladivostok proposals. He urged that there be early negotiations to
limit the size of naval exercises in the Pacific and Indian Oceans, that all interested
parties be provided advance notice of exercises, that ASW activity be banned in certain
areas, and that both sides agree to keep ships carrying nuclear weapons out of firing
range of the other side’s coastline. :

In October 1987, the intended audience was again the European north. In a major
policy address in Murmansk, Gorbachev called for consultations between the Warsaw
Pact and NATO on scaling down air and naval activity in the Baltic, North, Norwegian,
and Greenland Seas, and also "spreading confidence-building measures to them.” Such
measures, including "limitation of rivalry in anti-submarine weapons,” and advance
notification of naval and air exercises, could eventually cover the entire Arctic, according
to the Soviet President, and could be accompanied by bans on naval activities in mutually
agreed-upon zones of international straits and in intensive shipping lanes.!”

Also in October, in Prague, the WTO’s Committee of the Ministers for Foreign
Affairs issued a communique calling for the "full and immediate" withdrawal of foreign
naval forces from the Persian Gulf and the safeguarding of freedom of navigation in the
region. More generally:

15"Communique Issued by the Session of the Political Consultative Committee of the
Staltgs Parties to the Warsaw Treaty," Berlin, May 28-29, 1987, p. 6 (English text).
Ibid.
1"The Murmansk speech is discussed in Clive Archer, "Russia’s Arctic Dimension,"
World Today, Vol. 44, No. 3, March 1988, pp. 47-49.
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Creating a safe world requires, above all, destroying nuclear, chemical and
other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, drastically reducing armed
forces and conventional weapons and making corresponding reductions in
military spending, dismantling military blocs and eliminating foreign bases,
withdrawing all troops from foreign territories and establishing effective
mechanisms for averting all kinds of aggression.

The Prague communique noted with unsurprising approval Gorbachev’s earlier
Murmansk proposal.

The States represented at the session support the proposal of the [USSR] for
a radical reduction in the level of military confrontation in the north of
Europe and in the Arctic as a whole, the transformation of that region into a
zone of peace and co-operation, and the holding of talks to that end among
the States concerned. '8

In January 1988, Soviet Prime Minister Nikolai Ryzhkov offered the USSR as
"guarantor” of a "nuclear weapon-free zone" in the Nordic Region, and called for
superpower consultation on naval CSBMs. ASW operations should be prohibited in
certain Northem water areas, and NATO and the WTO should be mutually limited to one
large-scale exercise in the Nordic region every two years. In February, the Supreme
Soviet Foreign Affairs Commission appealed to the governments of the Nordic states,
Canada, and the United States to join in discussions concerning naval arms control
throughout the Arctic region. In February also, Shevardnadze returned to the
Mediterranean, calling for a NWFZ and overall limits on naval presence and activity. On
March 16, 1988, in Belgrade, Gorbachev proposed a freeze on U.S. and Soviet naval
forces in the Mediterranean, to be followed by eventual withdrawal of all U.S. and Soviet
warships from the area.

On March 30 in Sofia, the WTO's Committee of Ministers for Foreign Affairs
issued a communique urging that "efforts to strengthen stability in Europe should be
coupled with resolute steps to reduce military activities in sea and ocean areas adjacent to
the continent.” The committee proposed full extension of the CSCE approach to the
Mediterranean area and "welcomed the continuing readiness of the USSR to withdraw its

18"Communique from the Session of the Committee of the Ministers for Foreign
Affairs of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty," Prague, October 2829, 1986, pp. 5, 7.
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naval forces, including warships carrying nuclear weapons, from the Mediterranean on a
reciprocal basis with the United States."®

On April 6, in its "Sofia Appeal," the WTO explicitly linked the East’s naval
interests to the next round of CDE. Returning to the matter that Gorbachev had deferred
two years earlier, the WTO proposed extension to the activities of air and naval forces of
the CDE’s CSBM regime, "including measures to restrict the number and scope of
military exercises." Additionally, the WTO proposed:

[t]he commencement of negotiations involving the participation of major
naval States, especially nuclear-weapon States, and other interested parties,
on the restriction and prohibition of naval activities in agreed waters, the
limitation and reduction of naval armaments, and the extension of measures
of confidence to the expanses of the seas and oceans to ensure the safety
and freedom of navigation.2°

On April 25, Admiral Vladimir Chernavin, Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet
navy, suggested that the U.S. and USSR should agree to limit their naval presence in the
Mediterranean to 15 warships and 10 support ships. The United States should also
remove its carriers and SSBNs from the area.

In May, returning attention to the Pacific, the Soviet Union (joined by East
Germany and Bulgaria) called for the beginning of talks between the United States,
USSR, and interested Asiatic countries to consider, among other things:

— Limitation of areas in which vessels carrying nuclear weapons could sail, so
that they would be unable to get close enough to the coast of another country
to have their on-board nuclear weapons be in range.

— Limitation of antisubmarine rivalry and prohibition in specific areas of
antisubmarine activity, including that conducted by air forces.

— Limitation of the scale of naval exercises and maneuvers in the Pacific and
Indian Oceans and adjoining seas to no more than one or two large-scale
naval (including naval aviation) exercises and maneuvers within one year.

1UNDC, A/43/276, April 4, 1988 attaching "Communique issued at the session of the
Committee of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty,"
Sofia, March 29-30, 1988, p. 6.

2o"Appeal to NATO Member States and to All States Participating in the Conference
on Security and Co-Operation in Europe,” Conference on Disarmament [CD]/824, April
6, 1988.
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— Elaboration of international guarantees for the safety of shipping in the
Indian Ocean and its constituent seas, straits, and bays; maintenance of the
safety of air routes in that region; and the elaboration of collective measures

against terrorism on ships and aircraft in the Indian Ocean.?!

The May position paper also called for "the earliest possible agreement on
confidence-building measures and measures for the safety of shipping, covering in the
first place those areas through which the busiest sea-lanes pass or in which the
probability of conflict is high." "An important measure for confidence-building and the
strengthening of security of international sea-lanes would be the conclusion of a
multilateral agreement concemning the prevention of incidents on the high seas and in the
airspace above them."#

In his UN address in June, Shevardnadze borrowed a phrase from the CFE by
proclaiming that "at sea, too, we are in favor of finally precluding the possibility of
launching a surprise attack or large-scale offensive operations." Specifically, Mr.
Shevardnadze proposed:

to begin with confidence-building measures in the naval sphere, such as
advance notifications of transfers and maneuvers of naval and associated
air forces; limitation of the number, scope and area of exercises; invitation
of observers there and exchanges of information.

To enhance confidence, it would be useful to compare data on naval
potentials, to discuss the principles of the use of naval forces, and to
compare the goals of exercises and maneuvers at sea.

Beyond this, "an agreement on limiting the number of ships equipped with tactical
nuclear weapons would be consistent with present themes,” and, as a step in this
direction, "the USSR is ready to announce the presence or absence of nuclear weapons
aboard its naval ships calling at foreign ports." "Zones of lower density” of naval
armaments and withdrawing offensive forces and systems from such zones would
enhance confidence in major international ocean lanes. The Soviet Union, Shevardnadze
said, also has "the goal of eliminating foreign military presence and military bases in
foreign territories by the year 2000."2

21UNDC, "Confidence-building measures at sea,” A/CN.10/109, May 5, 1988a, p. 3.
2241

Ibid., p. 2.
BShevardnadze, 1988.
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At the UNDC one week later, the Soviet Union, East Germany, and Bulgaria
tabled another working paper calling for, among other things, "conclusion of a
multilateral agreement on the prevention of incidents on the high seas, analogous to the
Soviet-American and Soviet-British agreements already in force in this respect."24 It
would be useful to extend the scope of such an agreement, the paper argued, "to the
operations of general-purpose submarines."

Writing in Pravda in September, Akromeyev took the United States to task for its
unfriendly record in responding to the East’s entreaties.

The United States is making especially great efforts to prevent talks on the
reduction of naval forces and their armaments, to prevent verification of
naval activity. . . . This creates an atmosphere of tension and threatens the
security of socialist states and other countries alike. ... Why is it that the
United States refuses talks on reducing naval forces and disagrees on any
restrictions on their military activity?

For Akromeyev, U.S. aircraft carriers were a special source of both concern and
complaint.

The U.S. Navy has 15 strike aircraft carriers, 5 of which are nuclear
powered. Each of these carriers represents a floating aviation division. . . .
Open publications in the United States bluntly state that carrier task forces
must be in a state of permanent readiness to perform combat tasks and to
strike immediately at selected targets "anywhere on the globe and in any
undeclared wars."

[Tlhe U.S. Navy'’s [carrier] strike force—no matter how much people
might try to convince us to the contrary—is incalculably greater than is
necessary to meet U.S. defense requirements. Moreover, it is long-range
offensive weapons that are being built up, and new aircraft carriers are
under construction.2

Akromeyev'’s naval proposals were basically a repetition of earlier themes, but
with some greater specificity (though not a great deal more clarity) on two points. First,
an agreement should be reached to protect SSBNs from the ASW activities of each side.
"We propose . . . the establishment of agreed security areas for missile-carrying
submarines (as a means of retaliatory strike) in which the activity of ASW forces is to be

MUNDC, "Limitation and reduction of naval armaments,” A/S-15/AC.1/16, June 13,
1988b, p. 2.

25 Akromeyev, 1988.
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prohibited.” Second, in one of the very few occasions up to then, something reasonably

specific was mentioned in terms of reducing naval armaments per se.

We . . . have (quite a few at that) multipurpose nuclear- and diesel powered
submarines carrying missile and torpedo arms. We are asking the United
States to start talks on the reduction of the sides’ naval forces. This
reduction will also cover these submarines of ours. As for the remaining
forces of our Navy, they are basically for coastal operations and designed
to defend our shores.

In mid-September, Gorbachev announced in a speech in Krasnoyarsk that the
Soviet Union had "frozen" its nuclear stocks in Soviet Asia and was ready to give up its
naval base at Cam Ranh Bay, Vietnam, if the United States would withdraw from its
bases in the Philippines.?” On October 1, in a speech in Moscow, the Soviet Pacific Fleet
Commander proposed multilateral discussions involving the U.S., Soviet Union and all
interested Asian and Pacific Rim countries of a "freeze on naval build-ups” in the
region.® In the UNDC’s mid-October "General Debate on all Disarmament Items," the
Soviet delegate, Mr. Petrovsky, retumed to the general themes of Shevardnadze’s earlier
UN address including the linkage between naval elements and the conventional force
negotiations to begin in Europe.

The beginning of nuclear disarmament has brought into sharp focus the
problem of conventional armaments and armed forces, including naval
armaments. Itis clear that reliable security for States cannot be guaranteed
through a selective approach to specific components determining the ratio
of the forces of the various sides. The naval component of military power
of States should not be singled out from the overall disarmament effort.
Otherwise an inexplicable blank spot would appear in the ongoing
multilateral process of ensuring security through disarmament.

The logical first step would be confidence-building measures in the naval
area. . .. We are prepared to listen carefully to all counterproposals on
ways and means of building confidence at sea, guarantees of safety for
maritime communications and freedom of navigation.?

2611:
Ibid.

27September 16, 1988; reported in Jane’s Defence Weekly, September 24, 1988b,
p. 687.

28Tass, Moscow, October 1, 1988; FBIS, Daily Report: Soviet Union, October 5,
1988.

UNDC, First Committee, Verbatim Record of the 4th Meeting, October 18, 19884,
pp. 67, 68.
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Naval forces were not mentioned in Mr. Gorbachev’s December 7 address to the
UN on unilateral Soviet force reductions. But the subject returned to the fore in late
January 1989. In response to NATO'’s published assessment of the conventional balance
in Europe on November 25, 1988, the WTO released its numerical appraisal on January
29. NATO excluded naval forces (including naval aircraft) from its force comparison on
grounds they would not be covered in the forthcoming Vienna talks.3° The WTO, by
contrast, included forces "in Europe and in adjacent waters.” While acknowledging
some WTO "advantage in submarines armed with missiles and torpedoes," the WTO
computed the strength of NATO’s navies to be twice that of the WTOQ’s. Specifically,
NATO is "considerably superior” in "the number of naval combat aircraft and large
surface ships, including aircraft carriers and other ships capable of carrying airplanes.”
The WTO, according to its communique, would seek to extend CSBMs in the context of
CDE "to cover independent activities of the air forces and navies,” but its inclusion of
naval forces in its general force comparison, it said, was not meant to challenge the
exclusion of these forces from the CFE mandate.

Of course, the intention of the . . . data is not of using them in full volume
as starting parameters at the future talks and they are not designed for
substituting the subject matters of the talks, which should be conducted in
accordance with their mandate. However, such a comprehensive approach
to the evaluation of the armed forces in Europe is, in the final analysis,
required to focus attention on the need to impart a realistic character to the
talks from the very beginning and to renounce attempts to gain unilateral
advantages.3!

Speaking in Baghdad in February, Shevardnadze proposed a mutual withdrawal of
Soviet and U.S. warships from the Persian Gulf. "We have few ships there and are ready
to withdraw them as of tomorrow and hope the Americans will follow suit."32

Akromeyev in September had criticized U.S. carriers and mentioned Soviet
submarine forces as a prospect for future negotiations, but had not explicitly linked the

30NATO, Conventional Forces in Europe: The Facts, Brussels, November 25, 1988.

31Statement by the Committee of the Ministers of Defense of the Warsaw Treaty
Member States "On the Relative Strength of the Armed Forces and Armaments of the
Warsaw Treaty Organization and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in Europe and
Adjacent Waters," Novosti Press Agency, January 30, 1989, p. 2 (English version).

32"Moscow Urging a U.S.-Soviet Pullout in Gulf, New York Times, February 26,
1989b.
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two. In February, Rear Admiral Thomas A. Brooks, Director of (U.S.) Naval
Intelligence, told a subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee that the
Soviets had since made the linkage, evidently in a Soviet proposal that the East had not
made public. According to Brooks, the Soviet Union had made "an offer to trade 100
submarines which," in Brooks’ words, "they probably intend to scrap in the near term
anyway|,] for our taking out of service five to seven aircraft carriers, the very foundation
of our naval capability."3 In the same testimony, Admiral Brooks reported that the
Soviet Navy was scaling back submarine production, reducing Pacific fieet operations,
keeping vessels in port longer, and spending less time at sea. The Soviet navy had taken
more ships out of active service in the preceding year than in any year in recent history.3*

In the opening session of CDE on March 9, 1989, the WTO tabled the expected
proposal on naval CSBMs. The 11 naval points, in summary, cover:

1. Notification of naval exercises involving over 20 combat ships of more than
1,500 tons each, or over five ships with at least one over 5,000 tons and
equipped with cruise missiles or aircraft, or over 80 combat aircraft.

2. Notification of transfers into or within the zone of naval groups of over 10
ships of more than 1,500 tons each, or over five ships of which at least one is
over 5,000 tons and equipped with cruise missiles or aircraft.

3. Notification of marine force transfers involving over 3,000 men to the
territory of another state.

4. Notification of transfers to the territory of another state of over 30 naval
combat aircraft.

5. Observation of exercises involving over 25 combat ships of more than 1,500
tons each or over 100 combat aircraft.

6 Limitation of exercises of over 50 combat ships.

7. Naval exercises to be limited to 10-14 days.

33Statement on Intelligence Issues of Rear Admiral Thomas A. Brooks, USN, Director
of Naval Intelligence, Before the Seapower, Strategic, and Critical Materials
Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, February 22, 1989b, p. 22.

34While attributing these developments to economic constraints, Brooks voiced
skepticism about Soviet motives. The developments, he said, represent a "desire to
portray the [Soviet] military as more defensively oriented for Westemn consumption.”
"Soviet Naval Cutbacks Reported," Washington Post, February 23, 1989a, p. A12.
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8. No more than 6-8 naval exercises by each side annually.
9. Prohibition of notifiable exercises [as above] in "zones of intense shipping
and fishing as well as straits of international significance."
10. Inclusion of naval activities in annual calendars.
11. Conclusion of an agreement on prevention of incidents in sea areas and

airspace adjoining Europe.

In May, the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, and East Germany tabled another package of
naval CSBMs at the UNDC. In June, Poland called for a gradual reduction of naval
forces and nuclear weapons in the Baltic. In July, in his statement before the Congress,
Akromeyev (now retired and a senior civilian advisor to Gorbachev) returned to the
matter of naval force reductions. Here, the key idea was "bilateral.” According to
Akromeyev: "Talks on the reduction of the naval forces should be started first between
the USSR and the U.S. and later between the NATO and the WTO."3’ On October 26, in
Finland, Gorbachev took the subject north again, with a proposal to eliminate nuclear-
weapon-carrying submarines from the Baltic and Nordic waters. In his Time interview
two weeks later, Akromeyev showcased the Finland proposal as but the latest indication
of Soviet interest in moving forward on the "naval problem."3¢

THE ELUSIVE AGENDA

So large and diversified a menu is not easy to digest. (See Fig. 1.) While the
East’s bouquet is heavily flowered with CSBMs, large and small, it manages to cover
nearly everything (including nuclear and conventional aspects, and several suggestions
of reductions in naval inventories), in several regions of the world, to be discussed in any
number of possible forums; with or without direct or implied linkage to existing talks in
Vienna and Geneva, on most counts without very much detail at present, and with no
prioritization among the many themes and parts.

The motives behind the package are as uncertain as the surface meanings
themselves. In part, this is because Soviet "new thinking" (novoe myshlenie) still eludes
confident analysis. "The challenge in understanding the changes being implemented by
Gorbachev is more difficult because we are trying to draw conclusions from a story that

35Akromeyev, 1989, p. 15.
36 Akromeyev, 1989, p. 58.
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is in its first chapter."3” But it is also because the East has yet to state precisely what it
seeks in the naval sphere, in what order of priority, where, and in pursuit of what
conceptions of timing and negotiability.

The dominant factors in the East’s approach may be wholly political—to score
propaganda points, keep the West on the diplomatic defensive, isolate the United States
from its overseas allies, and hope in the long run to restrict the U.S.room for maneuver in
influencing political developments in the Third World. It is equally possible that fiscal
and budgetary pressures are driving the Soviet Union toward fewer, possibly less capable
and less active naval forces of its own. Naval concessions by the West would make such
reductions more palatable at home and also provide an opportunity to get something in
return for steps that would need to be taken anyway. Then again, the Soviets may
genuinely perceive a real and threateningly unfavorable balance in the naval dimension,
and seek to reduce it.3® But it is also possible that the Soviet leadership really does not
know what it wants in the naval sphere, or how to cherish and prioritize it, and is fishing
vigorously but aimlessly, animated primarily by a strong sense of principle ("faimess")
and a generalized complaint (the U.S. Navy is too busy and meddlesome to suit Soviet
tastes) more so than by any more definite factors.>® It would not be implausible to read a
bit of all of these possibilities in the present circumstances.

37Brooks, 1989b, p. A12.

38As a recent Congressional Research Service issue brief has observed: "This would
be consistent with the Soviets® stated view that naval forces are an integral element of the
overall conventional forces balance and with Soviet support for linking asymmetrical
reductions in Soviet ground forces with asymmetrical reductions in U.S. or Westem
naval forces." Ronald O'Rourke, Naval Arms Control, CRS Issue Brief, Washington,
D.C., August 25, 1989, p. 4.

390n this score, as RAND colleague Paul Davis observes, Soviet analysts have often
(and recently) impressed their U.S. counterparts as dated, if not befuddled, in their view
of the U.S. naval "threat.”" According to Davis, when one set of U.S. security scholars
met with Soviet scholars on arms control matters, the U.S. group specifically requested
that the Soviet side explain the threats and threat scenarios they had in mind when raising
the issue of naval arms control. The answers were nearly vacuous and indicated that
Soviet participants simply had no strong images of threat, only vague and outdated
concems about encirclement by nuclear forces (CVBGs and overseas airbases were once
a major part of the U.S. nuclear capability) and a desire for generalized ‘fair play’: "We
are reducing in our area of strength, so you should accept limits on yours."
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IV. THE WEST'S RESPONSES

[W]e should not waiver in our position that naval forces not be considered
in the context of ongoing arms control negotiations.

Vice Admiral Charles R. Larson, USN,
April 1989!

THE PAST

In the past, when the United States and the West were not the initiators of naval
proposals, they tended to ignore naval ideas from the East rather than vigorously react in
public to them.? Soviet proposals were easily dismissed as predictable, propagandistic,
and baroque. But there were other grounds for turning a deaf ear to Soviet naval
overtures as well, and these were occasionally advanced by the United States. First, for
most of the postwar period, the 1aw of the sea was too unsettled and volatile to permit
much serious consideration of naval aspects. In the absence of a clearly defined legal
regime of the sea (which the Geneva Convention of 1958 could scarcely be said to have
provided), it was unacceptable to pursue negotiations on the restriction of anyone’s naval
forces. The risks of setting undesirable precedents were too strong to be offset by any
marginal security gains to be had in venturing into such uncharted waters. Second, it was
the U.S. position through much of the postwar period that naval armaments cannot be
treated in isolation from other forces and that naval negotiations would need to await,
and then be incorporated with, a broader construct for arms control.? Third, the United
States, an island nation in a global alliance, and the Soviet Union, a land power not
dependent on sea lines of communication (SLOCs) for security or commerce, had
fundamental differences that presented insurmountable asymmetries in the naval area.

ILarson, 1989, p. 23.

2’I‘hough naval limitations are opposed by the United States at present, this was not
always the case. In 1962 (Geneva), 1967 (the eventual INCSEA agreement) and 1977
(the short-lived Indian Ocean Initiative), the proposals originated with the United States.
See Lacy, 1990.

30n this count, see John Borawski, "Risk Reduction at Sea: Naval Confidence-
Building Measures," Naval Forces, No. 1, 1987, p. 20.
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Whatever else may be said about the UN Conference on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS) of 1982, it did provide a workable international consensus conceming a sea
regime. The United States has continued to object to the UNCLOS rules on deep seabed
mining under interational waters but otherwise has not found fault with the extensive
provisions. U.S. reconsideration has led to the abandonment of the second argument and
the near-total embrace of its direct counter-argument.* The third of these arguments is
still strongly voiced, though the path between the hypothesis (maritime nation versus
land power) and the conclusion (no naval negotiations) is neither direct, self-evident, nor
the only route from the starting point.

THE UNITED STATES IN THE CURRENT DIALOGUE

Publicly and officially, the United States government has not had much to say in
response to the East’s recent naval overtures. U.S. opposition to expanding the agendas
in Vienna to take account of naval forces and operations has been voiced officially in
Vienna and at the UN. Beyond this, most of the burden of current response has been
assumed by the senior U.S. Navy leadership. That response—in speeches, articles, and
public testimony in 1988 and 1989—has consisted of a small galaxy of arguments and
propositions: some quite pointed, some vague and overlapping, others inconsistent, all of
them negative, and all in the vein of supporting a "no talks" policy.

First, history tells us that naval arms control is not good for the United States. In
the phrase of the CNO, naval arms control is "one of those misguided policies” that, in
the past, "have led us step by descending step into the abyss of war."> Second, there is
nothing new about Soviet proposals. "A long-held objective of Soviet ocean policy has
been to limit the mobility of NATO naval and air forces."$

4Pnecisely when this occurred is not clear. 'Certainly when the Soviets began to
espouse the linkage in the recent period, the earlier argument was not to be heard from
the West.

5Trost, 1988b, p. 424. Whether there is adequate historical support for this proposition
is discussed in Lacy, 1990.

6 Admiral Trost, quoted in "Why NATO Can’t Agree to Vacate Europe’s Seas,"
International Herald Tribune, May 4, 1988c.
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The recent Gorbacheyv initiatives, remarkable as they seem, fit into a pattern
of Soviet diplomacy that goes back to the 1970s.

We may now be living in a time when many historical imperatives within
the Soviet orbit happen coincidentally to be lining up. No matter how
bright and new they seem, none of them is necessarily inconsistent with the
ideals of the October 1917 Revolution.’

The proposals are not new. . . . What is new is the frequency of their
appearance and the apparent willingness of many well-meaning but naive
audiences to accept Soviet declarations at face value.®

Third, there are fundamental interests in unfettered freedom of navigation that are
essential to the economic welfare and general security of a maritime power like the
United States that are not the case for a land power like the Soviet Union.

As a maritime nation . . . with no global ambitions other than those of peace
and commerce, the United States has consistently supported a policy to
keep as much of the seas open for lawful use as possible. For example, we
adhere to the tradition of the three mile limit of territorial seas, although we
are prepared to recognize a twelve mile limit for other nations. Within the
territorial seas, we permit what is called innocent passage, the movements
of ships and aircraft that have no possible threatening connection.

The Soviet government, on the other hand, has consistently tried to limit the
free movements of naval forces. From the perspective of a land power,
self- contained and self-sufficient, the Soviets find little that they need from
the oceans but much that they fear. . . . [Hlistory has taught them that in a
war with the maritime powers, if they can win at sea, they cannot lose on
land. As a result, they are for any treaty, law or practice that would restrict
the max;’time nations from exercising their full rights to use international
waters.

In this vein, the United States has at stake both strong commercial interests and
important commitments to allies.

"Trost, 1988b, pp. 421-422.

8 Admiral Carlisle Trost, "The Moming of the Empty Trenches: Soviet Politics of
Maneuver and the U.S. Responses,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, August 1988a,
p. 13.

Trost, 1988b, p. 423.



-38-

For the United States, world trade routes are vital links—a lifeline—to
other nations. The trade routes we use exchange more than $600 billion
worth of our country’s annual exports and imports.

Couple these realities with the fact that as a nation our vital interests are
expressed in a web of 47 treaties and alliances with binding coalitions for
mutual defense. These relationships, together with commercial
dependencies which evolve from them and which support our economy,
shape our national security objectives.!®

Fourth, strategic asymmetries between the United States and the Soviet Union
make preservation of U.S. naval forces from arms control restrictions very desirable, or

very crucial, or both.

Of particular concem to the U.S. Navy are the Soviet arms control
proposals of the past two years which focus on naval forces and
capabilities, an area of traditional Western strength and Soviet weakness, or
to put it in other terms, an area in which we enjoy the advantage of a
"competitive strategy."!!

[T]he capability of our surface ships and submarines, carefully positioned
all around the Soviet periphery and armed with high-tech cruise missiles,
poses such an effective deterrence and is so troublesome to the Soviet
Union, that Mr. Gorbachev has attempted to link removal of the SLCM:s to
any further advances in the strategic arms talks.?

Mr. Gorbachev wants to restrict the mobility, flexibility, and capability of
western military power where those prove to be particularly troublesome to
him. That means imposing, or getting us to accept, limitations on U.S.
maritime power. 13

More than a strategic advantage is involved, however. Without an unconstrained
U.S. Navy, the West would be at a serious strategic disadvantage in Europe, with
conventional arms control no less than without it. Given its geographical proximity, the
Soviet Union could regenerate and reintroduce ground forces to Europe even if in
peacetime these forces are withdrawn east of the Urals. In force regeneration,
redeployment, and reinforcement, the West would be distinctly encumbered.

10Tr0st, 1989a, p. F1.

111 arson, 1989, pp. 1-2, 4.
12Tr0st, 1988b, pp. 423424,
Bibid., p. 423.
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Regardless of how the overall military force structure in Europe is altered
through arms control, the Soviet Union will always be able to field 1and
forces sufficient to protect its territorial integrity and, if desired, threaten
domination of the Eurasian land mass.

The Soviets have an inherent capability to regenerate forces from the East,
regardless of their maintaining forward-stationed land and air forces. To
counter this advantage, NATO must maintain a countervailing force based
on the capability for rapid reinforcement from the U.S. and secure lines of
communication among NATO’s Central, Northemn and Southem regions.
This }'S,quires an assured ability to control the Atlantic Ocean and European
seas.

Fifth, the Soviet navy is not a trivial factor. "[W]e see the Soviets, a self-sufficient
land power, continuing to build new warships of every class at rates exceeding any
reasonable defensive needs—aircraft carriers, submarines, cruisers, destroyers and
frigates."!> True, recent evidence suggests cutbacks in both force levels and activity, but
this, in the Navy’s assessment, is easily explained.

The Soviets, as advertised, are indeed retiring older, difficult to maintain
ships. But this effort will simply allow them to focus their resources,
material and human, on new and very capable ships and aircraft.

Make no mistake about it. The qualitative capability of the Soviet Navy is
increasing—even if their numerical advantage diminishes.

Sixth, more is at stake than the East-West military confrontation in any case. U.S.
arms control policy must also account for U.S. naval capabilities to ensure "a variety of
vital U.S. interests which are not directly related to the U.S.-Soviet military balance."

141 arson, 1989, pp. 4-5, 15-16. The idea that the U.S. Navy is to NATO
reinforcement in the same way that Soviet roads and railroads are to the East’s force
concentrations led Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci, in his address to the USSR
Armmed Forces General Military Staff Academy on August 1, 1988, to remark that asking
the United States to limit or reduce its naval forces would be tantamount to the U.S.
demanding that the Soviet Union dismantle its railroad and highway networks.
Washington Times, August 9, 1988, p. A7. Carlucci’s remarks are also discussed by
Akromeyev, 1988.

BTrost, 1989a.

167big. Curiously, the argument is advanced as a reason for not negotiating naval
forces, rather than the other way around.
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While the Soviet threat will remain our worst case concermn, more probable
challenges face us in low intensity conflicts. Regional conflicts in the
Persian Gulf, the Middle East, and Latin America, as well as non-state
actions, such as international terrorism and drug trafficking, will require
U.S. military actions. These low intensity conflict requirements frequently
determine the peacetime location and mission of naval forces. These
requirements will not disappear simply because the Soviets might reduce
their military efforts.!”

Finally, the Soviet leadership in its recent overtures is not serious about naval
arms control or, if serious, is not genuine, or, if genuine, is not to be relied upon because
of large uncertainties about the longer-term direction of Soviet policy and the durability
of the current regime.

In reality [Soviet proposals] are merely well-timed overtures, whose only
purpose is to reduce Soviet strategic disadvantages. . . . Whenever you see
a zone of peace proposed, you can be sure that the Soviets see an area of
potential threat.

It is clear that all these proposals have been carefully orchestrated. [Olne
thread of truth does run rather consistently . . . and that is the thread of
Soviet self-interest.

[T]he real motive is to reduce an area of disadvantage at little cost to
themsellgres by exploiting a coincidence of cultural, economic, and strategic
trends.

How . . . do we reconcile the fact that the Soviets continue to support Third
World surrogates with the most sophisticated military hardware?
Continuing arms deliveries to Libya, North Korea, Cuba, Irag, Nicaragua
and Afghanistan seem inconsistent, at best, with public proclamations of a
defensive strategy.!®

The most cogent issue in this regard is the durability of the apparent change
in Soviet policy. Will they still be talking of "defensive defense" and
"reasonable sufficiency” in 20 years? Some Soviet sources indicate that
"reasonable sufficiency” may result in stronger military capabilities through
an influx of western technology. What would be the results for western
security if their intentions turn more aggressive, especially if western
capabilities have substantially decreased? Would we be willing and able to
undertake a new defense build-up??

17 arson, 1989, pp. 5-6.

18Trost, 1988b, pp. 421, 422, 423424, Why the idea is condemnable—that the
Soviet Union, no less than the United States, would enter negotiations in pursuit of self
interest—is not specifically addressed.

YTrost, 1989a.

20 arson, 1989, p. 21.
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The foregoing are very generalized. They raise doubts and certainly argue for
caution, but they do not address specifics. In testimony before the Congress in April
1989, Vice Admiral Larson, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Plans, Policy and
Operations (OP-06), offered a more particularized set of responses targeted directly on
the East’s proposals for naval CSBMs. Confidence-building measures in the naval
sphere, in Larson’s testimony, are unnecessary, undesirable, and impractical. The
rationale for rejecting all such proposals is based on several interlocking considerations:

— Western naval forces have global responsibilities, and therefore should not
be restricted in a regional arms control regime, such as CSBMs for Europe
and adjacent seas.

— naval forces inport [sic] are easily observed by national technical means.
Underway and on the high seas they may be observed by a variety of tactical
reconnaissance means. Such precautions as advance notification, inspectors,
and similar CSBM:s are not required for stability.

— although subject to external intelligence monitoring, naval units do not lend
themselves to close observation or on-site (i.e., shipboard) inspections
(fundamental elements of a CSBM regime) without an unacceptable level of
intrusiveness.

— confidence-building measures could force the U.S. into more predictable or
disadvantageous deployment pattems, thus presenting the Soviets with a less
effective deterrent posture.

— the U.S. need to operate naval forces, globally and unconstrained, is
analogous to the Soviet need to maintain the freedom to reposition armed
forces within their borders. The SLOCs defended by the Navy have exactly
the same vital importance to the west as the railway system defended by the
Soviet Army.

— to expand CSBMs to include naval forces would establish an undesirable
precedent for their inclusion in other conventional arms control negotiations.
Because of the West’s much greater dependence on the sea, CSBMs which
have been proposed to date, or the possible constraints to which they might
lead, would favor the Soviet Union over the West.



-42-

— any type of CSBMs which would limit access to certain geographic areas
would pose a problem of international law.

— naval CSBMs are a difficult issue to address, their effect is subtle, but they
have potentially significant implications for national defense. In short, any
arms control agreement restricting naval flexibility or capabilities would
weaken the West's deterrent posture and consequently decrease Western

security.?!

To judge by the public record, arms control developments in Vienna in 1988 and
1989 have had no influence or effect on the U.S. Navy’s perspective. In March 1988, the
CNO told an audience that "if the Soviets accomplish even one of the goals of their
present [naval arms control] campaign, our diplomacy will have suffered disaster all over
again."?? In April 1989, the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations told the Congress that "if
the security concems being discussed today are ameliorated by the current negotiations
[in Vienna and Geneva], then and only then the United States and its allies may consider
a naval arms control dialogue with the Eastern bloc to be advantageous."? In August
1989, the CNO seemed to rule this out as well: "[A] Navy unrestricted in its mobility
and capability—a potent, unfettered force free to operate on distant seas—is something
we simply cannot do without."** The underlying principle, Trost told future Soviet naval
commanders in a speech at the Naval School in Leningrad in October, was far too critical
to allow even the slightest breach. As later reported in the Washington Post, naval arms
constraints are "attempts to abrogate commonly accepted international laws with respect
to freedom of the high seas.” The U.S. Navy, the CNO said, "must be free to operate
when and where deterrent presence is required . . . unimpeded by restrictive sanctions."

"The point is we’re still not interested in naval arms control, no how, no way,"
according to a press-quoted "senior defense official” in late 1989.26 That, to be sure, is
the one unmistakable point. Still, when "no how, no way" is the first and only answer,

25

211hid., pp. 18-19.
22Tr0st, 1988b, p. 424.
2L arson, 1989, p. 23.
24'I‘xvost, 1989a.

Z5v.8. Reluctant to Restrict Naval Arms,” Washington Post, November 27, 1989,
p. Al

261hid.
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the questions invariably become harder to ask, the arguments harder to sort (the
foregoing mixes powerful points with several debatable assertions); the debate more
difficult to distill, dissect, and fathom; and the sum much harder to place in a coherent
strategic and political context.

THE SIDELINES IN EUROPE

It is scarcely surprising, then, that a dialogue with the features thus far noted
would produce some ambivalence in Europe. To judge by the public record, the East can
find nothing wrong about naval arms limitations and the NATO-West cannot find
anything right. In Europe itself, the perspectives are mixed. Indeed, in their alignment on
the subject, one might detect four "Europes” of relevance in present circumstances.

The first Europe consists of the "out of area" and Mediterranean allies. Although
they have had little or nothing to say about naval subjects publicly, their general security
postures would normally align them with the substance (though perhaps not with the
thetoric) of the U.S. positions outlined above. Britain and France both have overseas
interests for which unfettered naval movements are a keen interest, and both have
traditionally attached a great deal of importance to the Mediterranean. The
Mediterranean countries, in tumn, are not as enamored of neutralist postures as are the
Northern Europe countries and some elements in West Germany. Spain emphasizes the
western Mediterranean; the Italian Navy has largely replaced the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the
central Mediterranean; in the eastern Mediterranean, the Greek-Turkish conflict in
general and the Aegean issue in particular predispose neither country to limitations or
relaxations in the naval sphere.?’

The Nordic Region thinks quite differently about these subjects. Nuclear
weapon-free zones have long had appeal in the area, as have general restraints on the
naval activities of the superpowers. Initiatives in favor of a Nordic NWFZ drew
tremendous support in Denmark and Norway in the late 1970s and early 1980s; Finland
took the lead in putting forward such initiatives as early as 1963; Sweden, while less

270n these counts, see Hervé Coutau-Begarie, "The Soviet Naval Presence in the
Mediterranean,” in Susan L. Clark (ed.), Gorbachev's Agenda: Changes in Soviet
Domestic and Foreign Policy, Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1989, pp. 281-285.



strongly inclined than Finland, has been committed to NWFZ negotiations since 1983.28
Sentiment for naval CSBMs is long-standing among the region’s governments as well.
Gorbachev’s Murmansk address of March 1988 was publicly welcomed by Denmark’s
Foreign Minister Ellemann-Jensen, President Koivisto of Finland, and Sweden’s Foreign
Minister Sten Andersson.

The promise of progress in Vienna seems to have fueled, rather than relaxed,
Nordic concerns about the superpower military presence in the north. Norwegian and
Swedish security planners have privately worried about a "sausage effect"—that is, large
thinning-out zones in Central Europe might mean that larger forces, forces at a higher
level of readiness, and/or more naval and air forces would eventually be concentrated on
the flanks.?

The Nordic country that, of late, has given the most attention to Gorbachev’s
Nordic and Arctic area proposals, and to naval CSBMs in general, has been Norway. Its
Defence Minister, Johan Jorgen Holst, at first tentatively, more recently with growing
self-confidence, has taken the lead in arguing the case for naval arms control both within
and outside NATO circles. In a public piece in December 1988, Holst ventured two
"tentative conclusions" about naval CSBMs:

* A period of change in the operational pattern of the major naval powers in
northemn waters requires the development of such measures to prevent an
unintended sharpening of tension and competition in sensitive waters.

* Particular emphasis should be attached to confidence and security building
measures that could build upon traditional rules of behavior.3°

By June 1989, however, the Norwegian Minister’s thinking had moved
considerably beyond regional naval CSBMs.

28Bitzinger, 1987, pp. 10-13. See also Thomas Ries, Cold Will: The Defence of
Finland, Brassey’s Defence Publishers, London, 1988, pp. 368-375.

BThe point is briefly discussed in Ingemar Dorfer and Johan Tunberger, "Aspects on
Stability in a Less Nuclear Europe,” Paper Presented at the Intemational Symposium on
Future Security, Klais, FRG, April 25-28, 1988, and has been discussed by Tunberger
and the author on several occasions since.

305ohan J. Holst, "N orway and the Strategic Developments on NATO’s Northern
Flank," NATO’s Sixteen Nations, Vol. 33, No. 7, December 1988, p. 33.
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The system of confidence-building measures which has been developed in
the [CSCE] and amplified in the [CDE] apply to military operations on
land. They do not lend themselves to easy transfer to sea. It is doubtful
that such measures at sea should be confined to ocean areas in the vicinity
of Europe rather than make up a more global regime.3!

"Several conclusions,” he ventured, "suggest themselves conceming naval arms
control which are consistent with the essential character of naval forces."

Firstly, as a general rule limitations should be global rather than regional in
scope.

Secondly, limitations should focus on the inventories of specific types of
naval forces rather than on missions since the latter are typically conducted
by a variety of forces in a variety of combinations. . . .

Thirdly, naval arms control must be considered in a comprehensive
Strategic context taking into account the relative dependence of nations on
interior over-land lines of supply and communication on the one hand, and
exterior over-sea lines of communication on the other.

Fourthly, confidence building measures at sea should take into account the
specific nature of naval operations, the navigational traditions which have
developed over the years, the principle of the freedom of the seas, and the
perspective of mutual advantage.3?

For Holst, the viable options narrowed to four.

[T]he two principal candidates for possible elimination from the inventories
of naval forces would seem to be the nuclear range sea-launched cruise
missile and the ocean going attack submarine. The principal candidates for
limitation would be submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBM) and
strategic missile submarines as part of a comprehensive agreement for
strategic arms reduction. 3

The third Europe is the political side of the NATO defense community, and lies
hazily, and somewhat hesitantly, between the first two. Naval limitations are a concern,
and naval CSBMs a definite interest; but how far to go, and in which specific directions,
are not settled. There is certainly willingness to at least study the possibilities. The

311bid., p. 10.

32].1. Holst, "The Arctic, Northern Waters and Arms Control,” Address to the Third
Oslo International Symposium: The High North 2010, Oslo, June 18, 1989, pp. 4-5
[emphasis in original].

B1bid., p. 9.



-46-

North Atlantic Assembly (NAA), the interparliamentary conference of the North Atlantic
Alliance and often a good barometer of political sentiment within NATO, adopted two
resolutions regarding naval CSBMs in November 1988, both calling upon the
govemments of the NATO members to "explore naval confidence-building measures."
There is also evidence of impatience, with NATO generally and with the United States
(and the United States Navy) in particular. In November 1988, the NAA’s Defence and
Security Committee adopted a report (by Karsten Voight of Germany) that argued for a
"more serious” NATO approach in the naval area.

34

Armms control in Europe is being seriously considered by NATO as a means
of tailoring force postures such that they promote stability; similarly arms
control offers the potential of playing a stabilizing role in the maritime
context. Accordingly, arms control at sea needs to be treated with much
more seriousness by NATO authorities than is currently the case.3’

The committee’s report placed the onus squarely on the United States for lack of
progress to date.

Bilateral agreements have been impeded by strong opposition on the part of
the United States, especially the United States Navy. . . .

To date, the major impediment to ASW negotiations has been the US
Government, and especially the US Navy. ...

[T]he major obstacle to naval CBM negotiations has been NATO'’s
reluctance to accept restrictions on its naval flexibility. The US Navy, in
particular, r%iects all attempts to limit the autonomy of its naval
operations.>

This leaves the rest of Europe unaccounted for. But the "fourth Europe" is not
likely to be a source of any great surprise on naval issues. Wherever else individual

34Resolution 200 "On Confidence-Building Measures", reprinted in North Atlantic
Assembly, Political Committee, Special Report on Confidence-Building Measures: Next
Steps for Stability and Security, Brussels, November 1988d, Appendix A; and Resolution
203 "On Gorbachev’s Challenge to the Alliance," reprinted in NAA, Political
Committee, General Report on Alliance Political Developments in 1987-88: Arms
Control, Bases, The Gulf, Brussels, November 1988c¢, pp. 38—40.

35NAA, Defence and Security Committee, General Report on Alliance Security:
Towards Conventional Stability in Europe; The US Maritime Strategy and Crisis
Stability at Sea, Brussels, November 1988a, p. 46.

361bid., pp. 41, 44, 45.



WTO members may diverge from the Soviet position in security affairs in the future,
there are no naval powers among them, and no instinct for unrestrained naval activities
per se. The United States may be seen as an important buffer against Soviet pressures in
the future, but this is not likely to be seen in Eastemn Europe in naval terms. Nor, for
much the same reasons, is it implausible to expect that the NNAs and remaining NATO
members will more likely align with one or the other of the second and third schools
above, instead of with the first.
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V. AT THE END OF THE DAY

No one has had much to say about the naval aspects of East-West arms control in
the immediate wake of recent political developments in Eastern Europe. It is possible, of
course, that the subject will be pushed to the side in the press to appreciate the Eastern
Europe developments and perfect the negotiation of other matters already on the tables in
Vienna. Itis also possible that the United States and other Western govemments may
have more (and perhaps somewhat different) things to say on the subject later. The
public positions taken thus far by the U.S. Navy leadership admit almost no room for
maneuver, but it cannot be said that they bind the U.S. government for all times and all
purposes. )

In short, the public record is only partly written. Subsequent installments may
alter its content and practical meaning. Still, to look at that record as it has developed to
date is not to find a great deal of substance. The unavoidable impression is of a very
unsettled (and potentially unsettling) dialogue on naval matters between East and West,
and within the West itself. Clarity is not the dominant feature thus far. The East has cast
so many lines with so many different lures that it is difficult to guess what it is fishing for
or whether it has any serious expectations of a catch at all. The West (curiously, with the
U.S. Navy nearly alone as the U.S. spokesman) has advanced many rationales for tuming
adeaf ear. Yet it is difficult to read the West's public arguments without acquiring the
impression that (1) the case for no negotiations lacks both cogency and coherence thus
far, (2) good points are intermingled with propositions that either lead nowhere certain or
admit of more than one direction, and (3) the sum amounts at best to a strong case for
caution.

On the basis of the public record to date, the East has yet to make a cogent case
that there is something worth negotiating in the naval sphere. The West has yet to make
a persuasive case that there is not. The East has yet to clarify the linkages between
naval aspects and negotiations on conventional forces in Europe. The West has thus far
asserted, but not yet demonstrated, that any such linkage is inappropriate and incorrect.

How long this particular state of affairs can be comfortably managed before
something has to give is unsure. For the West, there are two questions: Is there anything
in the East’s many naval overtures (and if so, what) that might warrant a closer look? and
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Quite apart from the East’s thoroughly dizzying naval agenda to date, are there aspects in
this area in which the West might itself take a useful and constructive lead? These are
the subjects of subsequent documents within the RAND study.
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