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I. INTRODUCTION

In 1986, for the first time since the beginning of the nuclear age,
there appeared realistic prospects for a halt and reversal in the
growth of the nuclear arsenals of the United States and the Soviet
Union. Weeks after President Reagan and General Secreteary Gorbachev
met on October 10-11, 1986, in Reykjavik, Iceland, observers remained
astonished at how quickly many of the seemingly immutable elements of
nuclear deterrence and arms control were suddenly up for radical revision.

At Reykjavik, the two sides were able to agree on frameworks
setting the basic parameters for two and a half important nuclear
weapons agreements in three areas: intermediate-range nuclear forces
(INF), nuclear testing, and strategic offensive forces (Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks [START]). The "half" refers to a framework for a "phase
I" agreement reducing strategic offensive arms, to be achieved over five
years. President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev also exchanged
proposals on much bolder "phase II" reductions in strategic arms, to be
implemented in the succeeding five years.

Despite some tentative agreement during the waning moments of the
Reykjavik discussions on the long-term objective of eliminating nuclear
weapons, no clear-cut framework was worked out. In the weeks following
the meeting, it became clear that the two sides have very different
objectives in mind for this phase.

Nevertheless, the progress made at Reykjavik in all three areas
was, by all accounts, unprecedented. In contrast to the earlier
agreements reached in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), which
had permitted large increases in the number of strategic nuclear weapons
deployed by both sides, the framework agreements on START phase I and
INF called for substantial reductions in deployed weapons.

Yet however dramatic the possibilities opened up by the Reykjavik
meeting, the future prospects for actually concluding any agreements
based on the Reykjavik frameworks were doubtful, primarily because the

two sides differed over how to regulate the testing of space-based

NOTE: This paper will appear as a chapter in Joseph Krugel, ed.,
American Defense Annual 1987-1988 (Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C.
Heath and Company, 1987).
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ballistic missile defense (BMD) weapons and components over the next
decade.

There was another unsettling side to Reykjavik. The START and INF
talks in Geneva had sought to strengthen and stabilize the deterrent
balance at equal, lower levels of forces. This approach rested on the
assumption that Western security would continue to rely on the threat of
nuclear retaliation against aggression directed at the United States or
its allies. But, there are indications that for a brief time in the
closing hours of the Reykjavik meetings, both leaders were prepared to
agree to the elimination of gl1 strategic nuclear offensive weapons
within the next ten years. Such a development would call into question
the very basis of retaliatory deterrence.

In the weeks following the Reykjavik presummit, U.S. spokesmen
sought to downplay the possibilities for near-term nuclear disarmament,
emphasizing instead the Administration's less sweeping, but nonetheless
ambitious, proposal to eliminate all strategic ballistic missiles within
ten years. The seriousness and the wisdom of such radical proposals
will continue to be the subject of intense debate. But, the very fact
that American and Soviet leaders have seriously discussed near-term
nuclear disarmament will alter the nature of public and official

discourse on deterrence and arms control for some time to come.

THE PURPOSES OF ARMS CONTROL

Before reviewing in detail the U.S. and Soviet positions on START,
defense/space, INF, and nuclear testing, as well as the status of talks
in several other nonnuclear arms control forums, we shall examine
briefly the basic purposes of arms control.

The three most commonly stated goals of arms control are to reduce
the risk that war will occur, to limit the damage inflicted should
deterrence fail and war break out, and to reduce the costs of
maintaining forces regarded as adequate for security.! The first of
these--reducing the risk of war--is rightly seen as the most important

potential contribution of arms control.

10f course, states may try to use arms control talks as a means of
pursuing other goals, including mollifying domestic or allied demands
for movement toward lower force levels and sowing discord among an
opponent's allies.



Approaches

Two distinct but complementary approaches to arms control have
emerged. The most familiar of these has been called structural arms
control. This approach tries to achieve the objectives of arms control
by regulating the type and number of forces deployed. Limits can be
direct and quantitative, as with the bulk of the SALT provisions; or
they can be indirect and qualitative. A test ban treaty would be an
example of this latter type of structural arms control, since its
primary intended effect would be to retard the pace of technological
innovation in weapons design.

Agreements aimed at reducing the risk of war by placing
restrictions on the activities of forces or by improving bilateral and
multilateral crisis avoidance and crisis management capabilities are
labeled operational arms control. Examples of this approach include
U.S.-Soviet discussions about the creation of nuclear risk reduction
centers in Washington and Moscow, the various agreements to establish
and upgrade the "hot line" communications link between Moscow and
Washington, and the recently completed Stockholm Conference on
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in'Europe,
which produced a '"final document" on measures designed, among other

things, to make a surprise attack in Europe more difficult to execute.?

Strengthening "First-Strike Stability"

In strategig.nuclear arms control, efforts have focused on reducing
the risk of war by reducing the incentives that the United States or the
Soviet Union might have to attempt a disarming first strike against the
other's strategic forces. When neither side has such an incentive,
either in peacetime or deep crisis, "first-strike stability" exists.
This conception of stability is two-sided: The balance is most stable

when neither side is strongly tempted to launch a would-be disarming

2In May and August 1986, U.S. and Soviet officials met in Geneva to
discuss a possible bilateral agreement establishing nuclear risk
reduction centers and procedures governing their activities. For
details about the talks and their background, see Michael R. Gordon,
"U.S. and Soviet to Resume Talks on Accidental War," The New York Times,
August 18, 1986, p. A6.
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first strike because it calculates that it would be significantly better
off, in relative or absolute terms, after launching such an attack; and,
at the same time, neither side feels severe pressures to launch such an
attack to avoid the far worse consequences of going second.

Obviously, first-strike stability is directly related to the
survivability and effectiveness of the retaliatory forces possessed by
each side. When retaliatory forces are not vulnerable to a first
strike, there can be little incentive for either side to strike first.

Arms control can contribute to first-strike stability by providing
for mutual reductions in the overall destructive capacity of the
superpowers' strategic forces and by permitting, even encouraging, each
to undertake unilateral measures to increase the survivability of its
strategic retaliatory forces. Far from being a substitute for
modernization of strategic forces, arms control should act in concert
with modernization to strengthen deterrence by helping ensure the long-
term viability of measures taken to improve retaliatory force
survivability.?

This is not to say that arms control cannot also decrease the costs
of defense preparations. Arms control agreements can channel and
contain the arms competition within agreed directions and levels, thus
reducing uncertainties about the adversary's programs and helping to
dampen the scope and pace of the competition. Agreements which allow
both sides to forgo deploying large numbers of weapons (such as
antiballistic missile [ABM] systems for defense of the entire nation, as
in the case of the ABM Treaty of 1972), or which, like some of the START
proposals tabled in Geneva, would entail real reductions in force
levels, can result in substantial cost savings, while preserving or

strengthening stability.

3For example, the United States is considering the deployment of a
force of small ICBMs on hardened mobile launchers. Because an attacker
would have to expend an enormous number of weapons to destroy these
missiles in an area barrage attack, such deployments could greatly
enhance the resiliency of our retaliatory forces. In the absence of
arms control treaty restraints, however, the Soviets might conceivably
deploy enough offensive and defensive weapons (i.e., ICBMs, SLBMs, and
ABM interceptors) to neutralize this force in a first strike. Likewise,
the wrong kind of arms control (e.g., a freeze on the modernization of
offensive forces) would proscribe these stabilizing deployments.
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With this as background, then, let us briefly review the course of
events in arms control in 1986, focusing primarily on the course of

major bilateral and multilateral arms control negotiationms.

THE SETTING

In the fall of 1985, during the run-up to the Reagan-Gorbachev
summit in Geneva, the Soviet Union and the United States tabled START
proposals that both sides described as embodying 50 percent
reductions.”® The Soviet proposal of October 1985 would permit each side
to deploy a total of 6000 nuclear warheads (or, in Soviet parlance,
nuclear charges) capable of reaching the territory of the other side.
This one-sided formulation would have includg@ all weapons carried on
the ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers belonging to both sides, as well as
U.S. long-range INF missiles and the thousands of American fighter-
bombers that are forward based to help defend U.S. allies in Western
Europe and in Asia. Another key feature of the Soviet offer was a force
concentration rule that called for no more than 60 percent of the
permitted weapons to be deployed on a single element of the strategic
triad, that is, on ICBMs, SLBMs, or bombers.

The U.S. proposal, presented a month later, included a limit of
6000 warheads on selected strategic nuclear weapons: ballistic missile
warheads and air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs). However, the United
States insisted on excluding from this total all bomber-carried weapons
other than ALCMs, that is, short-range attack missiles (SRAMs) and
gravity bombs. The United States justified and continues to justify
this differential treatment on the grounds that SRAMs and bombs
delivered by penetrating bombers would take hours to reach their targets
and thus are less threatening and destabilizing than fast-flying
ballistic missiles. The U.S. proposal specified instead that both sides
would be permitted to deploy up to 350 heavy bombers, only a portion of
which would be equipped with ALCMs. Thus, under the American proposal
the United States and the Soviet Union could each deploy a total of 8000

to 9000 central strategic weapons or more (see Fig. 1).5

“Details of these proposals can be found in the 1986-1987 American
Defense Annual, D.C. Heath and Company, Lexington, Mass., 1986, pp.
179-182.

®In practice, Soviet intercontinental bombers have carried far
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On January 15, 1986, approximately two months after the Geneva
summit, Gorbachev issued a comprehensive statement of Soviet arms
control policy. The statement touched on the full range of arms control
issues, although its sections dealing with strategic and theater nuclear
forces received the most attention.

Gorbachev began by calling for "the complete liquidation of nuclear
weapons throughout the world" by the end of the century. Both the
United States and the Soviet Union have long subscribed rhetorically to
the goal of total nuclear disarmament. In this new statement, however,
Gorbachev stated the goal in more concrete and immediate terms than ever
before.

Gorbachev suggested a three-stage process of reductions. During
the first stage, which was to last for five to eight years, the United

States and the Soviet Union would:

* Reduce by half (i.e., to 6000) "the nuclear arms which can
reach each other's territory." (Presumably, Gorbachev here was
referring here to Moscow's START proposal from the fall of
1985.)

*  Mutually renounce the development, testing, and deployment of
ﬁspace strike arms," thus reiterating the Soviet stand taken
throughout the Geneva negotiations.®

¢ Eliminate all long-range intermediate nuclear (LRINF) missiles
"in the European zone."

. Cease all nuclear test explosions.

fewer weapons than their American counterparts. The Soviet Bear bomber,
for instance, is thought to carry only 4 gravity bombs or 8 to 10 modern
ALCMs, while the B-52H can carry up to 20 ALCMs and SRAMs. Thus, under
a START agreement based on the U.S. approach, unless the Soviets were
able to load their bombers more heavily, they would not be able to
deploy as many weapons as the United States.

®Since 1983, the Soviets have used the terms "space strike arms"
and "space strike weapons' when referring to SDI. They define these
terms to include weapons based on earth or in space capable of
destroying objects in space, and weapons based in space capable of
destroying objects on the ground.
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In addition, Britain and France were to "pledge not to build up their
own corresponding nuclear arms," and the United States would have to
agree "not to supply its strategic missiles and medium range missiles to
other countries."

During the second phase, which was to last five to seven years,
"the other nuclear powers" would freeze all of their nuclear arms and
agree not to deploy them on the territory of other countries.

Additional steps proposed for this stage included:

¢ Elimination of all U.S. and Soviet "medium range nuclear arms"
(meaning LRINF), including aircraft as well as missiles

. Elimination of tactical nuclear weapons (i.e., those with
ranges under 1000 kilometers) by all nuclear powers

i Cessation of nuclear weapons tests by all nations.

Finally, all remaining nuclear weapons were to be eliminated by the
end of 1999. Gorbachev added that the Soviet Union was prepared to
allow on-site inspections for the purpose of verifying compliance with
these undertakings.’

The low-key Western reactions to Gorbachev's statement noted that
Moscow had, for the first time, offered to reduce its European SS-20
force to zero without demanding the same of the U.K. and France.
However, the British and French governments found unacceptable the
demand that their strategic nuclear forces be frozen. Few took very
seriously the utopian proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapons by the
end of the century. Nine months later, however, in the wake of the
Reykjavik presummit, this millenial proposal would receive much greater
attention.

This, then, was the general setting against which we shall review
the evolution of the positions of the two sides over the year 1986
regarding the four elements of the U.S.-Soviet nuclear negotiations:

START, defense and space, INF, and nuclear testing.

""Statement by M. S. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the CPSU
Central Committee," Pravda, January 16, 1986, pp. 1-2; translated in
Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS) Daily Report, Soviet Union,
January 16, 1986, pp. AA-1 to AA-9.
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I1. STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TALKS

No new proposals beyond those discussed at the Geneva summit
regarding reductions in strategic offensive arms were put forward by
either side during the opening months of 1986. In May and June,
however, the Soviets tabled two new, linked proposals on defense/space
and START.

The START offer, which the Soviets characterized as an interim
solution on the way to 50 percent reductions, moved closer to the U.S.
position of November 1985 in several ways. First, the earlier, one-
sided Soviet definition of strategic systems, which had included forward-
based U.S. fighter-bombers in the American total, was dropped. As with
the SALT I and II accords, only central strategic systems would be
counted. Second, the overall weapons total in the new Soviet proposal
was raised to 8000--a figure much closer to that associated with the
U.S. proposal (see Fig. 1, above). Third, unlike the previous Soviet
proposal, long-range ALCMs and SLCMs would not be banned under the new
proposal. Rather, both would be counted against the aggregate 8000
ceiling. The sole restriction proposed for SLCMs was that they could be
deployed only on designated classes of submarines and not on surface
ships.

In at least one important respect, however, the new Soviet proposal
represented a step backward. By retaining the 60 percent force
concentration rule proposed the previous fall and raising the overall
weapons ceiling, the new proposal could lead to a Soviet ICBM force as
large as 4800 weapons, versus a maximum of 3600 under the October 1985
Soviet proposal, and 3000 under the U.S. November 1985 offer.

Under the Soviet proposal, Moscow could retain all of its very
large silo-based SS-18 missiles, while deploying a sizable number of
mobile SS-24 and SS-25 missiles as well. Consequently, the reduction in
Soviet ballistic missile throwweight--so important to reducing their
barrage potential against the projected U.S. small mobile ICBM and alert
bombers flying away from their bases--would be substantially less than
that produced by the more ambitious "6000" offer of October 1985.
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Additionally, the Soviet proposal continued, in effect, to equate
all bomber weapons, including gravity bombs and SRAMs, with ballistic
missile weapons--a position which the U.S. had steadfastly opposed.

In announcing its new proposal, Moscow stressed its interim nature.
If the Americans cannot stomach severe restrictions on space-based
weapons research in exchange for radical reductions in offensive
weapons, they seemed to say, perhaps they will find a package of less
stringent measures in both areas more attractive. In any case, their
earlier offer also remained on the table.

The U.S. administration's reaction to this new proposal was
cautiously positive. American officials generally characterized it as a
useful basis for further negotiations and noted that it contained
several improvements over the previous Soviet offering.

The U.S. government studied the "8000" proposal and a subsequent
June letter from Secretary Gorbachev to President Reagan for several
weeks. In mid-July, Reagan sent Gorbachev a reply, the contents of
which have not been made public.

With regard to START, the Reagan letter reportedly repeated the
earlier U.S. position seeking an agreement that would permit each side
to deploy a total of 4500 ballistic missile weapons, 1500 ALCMs, and 350
bombers. It also is said to have suggested the eventual elimination of
all strategic ballistic missiles, although no timetable is thought to
have been linked to this goal.

Then, in early September, according to press reports, the American
side tabled a new START proposal in Geneva. The basic structure of the
new proposal was reported to be similar to that of the earlier U.S.
offer: Bomber weapons other than ALCMs were not to be limited directly,
and a force of 350 bombers would be permitted.

Several numerical subceilings of the previous U.S. proposal were
rumored to have been raised in the September proposal: ALCMs and
ballistic missile warheads totaling 7500 could be deployed (vice 6000
under the November 1985 proposal). Up to 3300 warheads (vice 3000)
could be deployed on ICBMs, and up to 5500 (vice 4500) on ICBMs plus
SLBMs.
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Perhaps most important, the new U.S. proposal was said to no longer
contain a provision banning the deployment of mobile ICBMs. Mobiles,
however, were to be severely limited by a subceiling of 1650 on the sum
of heavy ICBMs (i.e., SS-18-class missiles), ICBMs with more than 6 RVs
(e.g., the 10-warhead SS-24), and mobile ICBMs.

The potential effect of the new U.S. proposal on U.S. and Soviet
strategic force postures is summarized in Fig. 1, above, which shows
that each side could deploy approximately 10,500 weapons under its
terms, given assumptions about bomber loadings that are consistent with
U.S. bomber capabilities.! Thus, two pairs of alternative START offers
were on the table when the two sides agreed to meet at Reykjavik in

October.

These assumptions are that each B-52 can carry 8 bombs and SRAMs
while the newer B-1B and eventually the Advanced Technology (Stealth)
Bomber (ATB) will carry approximately 12 such weapons.
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I11. DEFENSE AND SPACE WEAPONS

The Soviets have been demanding since 1983 measures that would kill
the ambitious new U.S. research program in the area of ballistic missile
defense. They initially called for a ban on all activities, including

"scientific research,"”

that are part of a military R&D program dedicated
to the possible deployment of a space-based ASAT system or a space-
based strategic ballistic missile defense.

This position remained formally part of the Soviet proposals
through the Geneva summit in November 1985 and on into 1986. It would
have banned virtually all U.S. research and development projects on
advanced strategic defenses, many of which, in fact, predate the
President's March 1983 speech calling for a strategic defense initiative
(SDI). At the same time, this approach would appear to sanction all
ongoing Soviet research on strategic defense, including research with
potential SDI-like applications, because there is no public record
documenting any Soviet intent to develop, test, or deploy defensive
systems that would violate the ABM Treaty.

Obviously, there are fundamental differences between the way that
the United States conducts its military budgeting, R&D, and weapons
development processes, and the much less politically constrained and
more secretive manner in which the USSR conducts these activities. For
this reason, the banning of research on the criterion of unverifiable
"intentionality" could involve a double standard that would penalize the
United States for its open political process and reward the Soviet Union
for its closed system. On these grounds alone the maximalist Soviet
position is totally unacceptable to the United States.

The Soviets undoubtedly recognized this and thus tabled a less
biased proposal in Geneva in May 1986, linking their '8000" START offer
that was presented a few weeks later to this newer defense/space
position.

The June Soviet proposal called for both sides to agree not to
withdraw from the ABM Treaty for a period of 15 to 20 years. Moreover,

it seemed to define more modestly what the ABM treaty bans in terms of
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research, development and testing on space-based BMD systems.
Specifically, the Soviets seemed to propose that the superpowers agree
that laboratory research on technologies or subsystems relevant to space-
based BMD is permissible, but that any field testing beyond the
laboratories or the deployment of such technologies is banned by the ABM
Treaty.

This Soviet approach represented a limited step forward in that it
attempted to draw a clear line between permitted research and forbidden
development activities, a line that could be verified according to
objective criteria applicable equally to both sides and with the use of
national technical means. It is undoubtedly too restrictive, however,
to meet the Reagan administration's fundamental demand for an SDI
testing and development program that allows the U.S. to carry out a
vigorous R&D effort sufficient to explore thoroughly the potential for
effective BMD.

The United States has consistently taken the position that any
limitations on SDI research beyond those already included in the ABM
Treaty would be both premature and unnecessary. In this view the
promise of effective ballistic missile defense, no matter how distant or
remote, is potentially so important that the long-term option for
developing and deploying such defenses must be protected from any
serious limitation.

Important differences have arisen since 1983, however, between
American and Soviet interpretations of precisely how the ABM Treaty
applies to research and development of space-based technologies. During
the latter part of 1985, in particular, the U.S. view of these matters
became increasingly unclear. Senior figures in the Reagan
administration announced that according to a new official U.S.
reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty, the treaty is now regarded as
permitting all research, development, and testing activities short of
actual deployment for ABM systems based on '"other physical principles,"
no matter how they are based.! (One official stated that even

deployment is permitted.)

!The terms "other physical principles" and "exotic" describe ABM
systems or components that work in ways other than those available in
1972, when the ABM Treaty was signed. Examples include lasers, particle
beams, and perhaps hit-to-kill kinetic energy interceptors.
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Although the Reagan administration subsequently announced that for
the time being the United States would abide by a "strict"
interpretation of the ABM Treaty, which would continue to ban the
development and deployment of space-based "exotic'" ABM system
components, it has left open the possibility that it could choose to
follow the broader interpretation at any time in the future. Thus, the
interpretive waters have become so muddied that mere reaffirmation of
the ABM Treaty without clarification would not help much to resolve

U.S.-Soviet differences.
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IV. INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES

BACKGROUND

Over the past several years, the Soviets have maintained that the
issues of offensive nuclear force reductions and future development of
ballistic missile defense weapons are inherently related. Consequently,
from the outset of the three-part Geneva talks beginning in March 1985,
they demanded that any progress toward an agreement reducing
intercontinental-range strategic nuclear forces or intermediate-range
nuclear forces (INF) be linked to parallel progress in the defense and
space forums.

In January 1986, however, when the Soviets tabled a new INF
proposal, they "de-linked" INF. The new proposal indicated that they
were prepared to conclude an INF agreement in isolation from progress in
the other two areas.

At the time, the importance of this Soviet '"concession" seemed
rather academic, as several issues of principle blocked the path to an
INF agreement. Because of a series of valid but essentially political
factors deriving chiefly from its need to manage alliance relations
smoothly, the United States has virtually no flexibility with respect to

at least four key criteria for an INF agreement:

. Reductions to equal, global ceilings on LRINF missiles
i No shift of the Soviet INF threat toward Asia
o No compensation granted to Moscow for third country forces

. No restrictions on the size of third country forces

This is not meant to imply that the United States has unwisely
imposed these conditions on itself. On the contrary, the United States
must not put itself in a situation where it appears to be trading the
security of some of its allies against that of others. Nor can it allow
Moscow to create the appearance that Washington might be prepared to
press Paris or London to restrict their nuclear programs for the sake of

an agreement in Geneva.
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Prospects for an INF deal were further clouded by the disparity in
weapons levels deployed on both sides. As Table 1 shows, Soviet
numerical superiority in three categories of INF systems--long-range
missiles, medium bombers, and nuclear-capable tactical fighter-bombers--
extends across the board. Completion of the planned deployment of
American LRINF missiles in Western Europe--the weapons that, from the
start, have been the focus of the INF negotiations--will not
substantially alter this global numerical imbalance.

Deployment of SS5-20 missiles appeared to have leveled off by 1985
at 441 launchers (1323 weapons), about two-thirds of which are within
range of Western Europe. The U.S. force of LRINF missiles as of October
1986 stands at 108 Pershing II (the complete P-II program) and around 48
ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) launchers (192 warheads). The
full GLCM force to be deployed in 1988 is programmed to include 116
launchers with 464 weapons, bringing the total U.S. LRINF missile
deployment in Western Europe to 224 launchers carrying 572 warheads.

The substantial U.S. numerical inferiority, coupled with the
limitations mentioned above on its negotiating flexibility, make it
difficult at first blush to envisage an INF agreement that the United
States (and its allies) could accept and the Soviets would have any
interest in. However, three mitigating factors should also be
considered.

First, it is not clear why the Soviets need over 900 LRINF missile
weapons deployed within range of Europe. After all, there are only a
few hundred key targets in NATO/Europe for these weapons to cover,
including missile bases, nuclear storage sites, airfields, C3 nodes,
major logistics sites, and ports. All of these targets could surely be
struck by a combination of shorter range S5-12/22 and SS-23 tactical
ballistic missiles and a portion of the Soviet Union's large force of
nuclear-capable medium bombers and fighter-bombers.

Such a calculation might prompt Moscow to accede to LRINF missile
reductions at a ratio of 3 or 4 to 1l--the rate implied by Soviet and
U.S. reductions to low, equal global levels of LRINF missile warheads.
The Soviets' professed concern about the supposed first strike potential

of the Pershing II might add to their willingness to make such an



Table 1

U.S.-SOVIET GLOBAL INF BALANCE, MARCH 1986

United States USSR
Projected
Launchers Weapons Launchers Weapons Launchers RVs
INF missites INF missiles
Pershing 1l (TEL) 108 108 108 108 8S=-4 (silos) 112 112
GLCM (TEL) 48 192 116 L64 $S-20 (TEL) 441 1323
Total 156 300 224 . 572 Total 553 1435
TOGW#* TOGW*

(1000 I1b) Aircraft Weapons

(1000 Ib) Aircraft Weapons

Medium bombers#*#*

114 61 366

Medium bombers#*#*

FB-111 TU-26 Backfire 270 230 920
Total 61 366 TU-16 Badger G 159 400 1600
TUu-22 Bl inder 185 165 660
Total 795 3180
Fighter bombers Fighter bombers .
F-111 95 250 750 SuU-24 Fencer 87 700 1400
A-6E 60 170 510 MiG-27 Flogger D/J 4y 760 1520
F-4GE 55 u40 440 Su-17 Fitter D/H/K 39 1000 2000
F/A-18 u9 161 322 Su-17 Fitter A 30 130 260
A=-7 y2 288 1152 MiG-21 Fishbed L 21 135 270
F-16 36 510 1020 Total 2725 5450
Total 1819 419y
SOURCES: For U.S. and Soviet INF missile figures, Soviet Military Power 1986, U.S. Department of Defense, Washing-

ton, D.C., March 1986; for U.S. and Soviet aircraft and aircraft weapon figures, The Military Balance 1985-1986, Inter-

national Institute for Strategic Studies, London, 1985; for take-off gross weights (TOGW) of U.S. and Soviet aircraft,
Jane's All the World's Fighting Aircraft 1982-83, Jane's Pubiishing Company, Limited, London,

*Take-off gross weight.

##*Medium bombers are those with a take-off gross weight of more than 100,000 |b but less than intercontinental range.
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"unequal" trade, especially if this missile were reduced
disproportionately (as was the case with the "Walk in the Woods" formula
worked out by Ambassadors Nitze and Kvitsinsky in 1983) or withdrawn
from Europe altogether.

Second, the U.S. LRINF missiles deployed in Europe play a critical
role in NATO's deterrent posture, a role that goes far beyond their
direct military contribution to NATO's defense capability. These
- weapons are meant to provide a reassuring "high profile" symbol of the
coupling of the U.S. central strategic deterrent to NATO's security.

The Pershing IIs and GLCMs in Western Europe help to ensure that the
leaders of the Soviet Union recognize that overt aggression at any level
against a NATO country carries with it incalculable risks of escalation
to the level of a central strategic exchange. Not incidentally, these
weapons also help convince those in the West that the men in the Kremlin
are aware of this.

American LRINF systems in Europe, then, help to compensate for the
military and political effects of the adverse imbalance of conventional
forces there. For this reason, Moscow might conclude (in our judgment,
correctly) that modern land-based LRINF missile systems in Europe are
more important to NATO's strategy than the SS-20s are to its own. In
light of this consideration, a "zero outcome" to the INF negotiations
might be particularly attractive to Moscow and, ironically, unattractive
to the U.S. and its allies.

Finally, to the degree that the Soviets can maintain a link between
INF and the arguably unrelated SDI program, Moscow might use an offer
genuinely attractive to the United States and its allies as a means of
adding to the pressure on the Reagan administration to accept
restrictions on the development and testing of space-based weapons

components.

1986 PROPOSALS
In January 1986, the Soviets formally tabled an INF proposal in
Geneva consistent with Gorbachev's January 15th statement on arms

control. In brief, the Soviet proposal called for:
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* Elimination of all U.S. and Soviet LRINF missiles in Europe
within five to eight years. No mention was made of the future
size of the SS-20 force facing Asia. Presumably, this would at
least not increase in size.

* A freeze on British and French nuclear forces at current
levels.

N A pledge by the U.S. not to transfer strategic or INF missiles
to other countries (e.g., providing D-5 SLBMs as currently

planned to the UK).

In its basic elements, then, the January Soviet INF proposal was much
like earlier ones: It would reduce to zero U.S. LRINF, retain a sizable
S5-20 force in Asia, and freeze third country forces at their present
low levels.

The U.S. response, tabled in February of 1986, rejected the Soviet
demand for a nontransfer pledge and made no mention of British and
French forces. Refusing to concede the "moral high ground” to the
Soviets, the U.S. proposal called for the elimination of all U.S. and
Soviet LRINF missiles worldwide within three years. It also called for
a freeze on shorter range INF missile systems, such as the Soviet SS§-21,
S§S-23, and SS5-12/22. It would mandate reductions in three phases,
corresponding to the first three years after ratification of an

agreement, as follows:

. Phase I--140 U.S. and Soviet launchers in Europe; approximately
90 Soviet launchers in Asia

. Phase II--70 U.S. and Soviet launchers in Europe; approximately
44 Soviet launchers -in Asia

. Phase III--Elimination of all U.S. and Soviet LRINF missiles.

In addition to these limits on launchers, there would be a parallel
series of ceilings on LRINF missile warheads, under which the United
States would retain the right to global warhead equality. Thus, U.S.
systems in excess of the Jauncher limits cited above could be withdrawn

to the continental United States unless or until they were also in



- 20 -

excess of the warhead ceiling, in which case they would be destroyed.
These phases almost certainly were designed to provide a basis for
reaching "interim" compromise agreements at levels that would allow the
United States to retain significant P-II and GLCM deployments in Western
Europe while also achieving major reductions in the Soviet S5-20 forces
in the European and Asian parts of the USSR.

The INF stalemate persisted until September 1986, during joint
preparations for the possible late fall summit in Washington. At this
time, the Soviets signaled a willingness to drop their demands regarding
limits on British and French modernization. The United States, for its
part, revised its proposal again, this time suggesting an equal ceiling
of 100 LRINF missile warheads in Europe and a similar limit in Asia.

The United States could offset these limits by missile deployments on
U.S. territory.
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V. NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTING

SOVIET PROPOSALS FOR A COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

The issue of additional limits on nuclear weapons testing, though
not part of the U.S.-Soviet Geneva talks, came to the fore in 1986,
thanks solely to Moscow's initiative. As with START and INF, the Soviet
position on testing was also outlined in Gorbachev's January 15th
statement: The United States and the Soviet Union should agree as soon
as possible to "end any nuclear explosions” (that is, accept a
comprehensive test ban [CTB]) and should "call on other states to join
in this moratorium as swiftly as possible.™!

Soviet demands for the cessation of nuclear tests and the
conclusion of a CTB have been impressively marketed. On July 29, 1985,
eight days before the 40th anniversary of the U.S. bombing of Hiroshima,
Gorbachev announced a unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing and
called for immediate CTB talks. The moratorium was to expire on the
last day of 1985 unless the United States reciprocated.

Although the United States did not join in the moratorium, the
Soviets extended it on January 15, 1986, for an additional three months.
Some officials in the Reagan administration contended that this
extension was a cosmetic measure because winter conditions at
Semipalatinsk, the Soviet test site, are such that they generally do not
test there until spring in any case.

On March 29, Gorbachev went so far as to call for a special summit
meeting with President Reagan at a neutral site simply to discuss an
agreement to end nuclear testing. Then, in May, in the wake of the
nuclear accident at Chernobyl, Moscow extended its moratorium to August
6, 1986--one year from its initiation. In August they extended it yet
again, this time until January 1, 1987.

Throughout this period, Soviet propaganda emphasized Moscow's

willingness to accept hitherto unprecedented cooperative monitoring

'FBIS Daily Report, Soviet Union, January 16, 1986, pp. AA-1 to
AA-9.
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measures for verifying compliance with a test ban. Gorbachev's bold
disarmament proposal of January 15th, for example, states: 'There are
no grounds for possible references to verification as an obstacle to ...

a moratorium on nuclear explosions."

PURPOSES OF LIMITING TESTS

Agreements restricting nuclear testing have at least three
objectives. First, as noted above, limiting testing may be one way to
retard the development of qualitatively new nuclear weapons systems.

The assumption implicit in this is that innovation in weapons design is
likely to upset or destabilize the nuclear balance. It can also be
argued, however, that offensive weapons based on new designs can
increase first strike stability by allowing the deployment of
retaliatory weapons in more survivable modes.?

Second, a CTB could contribute to first strike stability by leading
over time to a gradual loss in confidence in the performance of nuclear
weapons in signatories' arsenals. Uncertainty in the mind of an attack
planner about the reliability and effects of the weapons at his disposal
will, at a minimum, lead him to allocate greater numbers of weapons to
potential counterforce attacks in order to achieve desired damage
expectancies.

Many experts have stated that the reliability of existing weapons
could be assured in the presence of a CTB through testing of the
weapons' nonnuclear detonators. However, even the Limited Test Ban
Treaty (LTBT) of 1963 has prevented the United States and the Soviet

Union from acquiring complete data on the effects of their weapons.

2Examples can be cited to support both contentions. In fact,
critics and proponents of any single weapons system can often find
characteristics of that system that make its deployment either
stabilizing or destabilizing, depending on its employment. Sea-launched
cruise missiles, for example, are stabilizing in that they provide an
additional increment of retaliatory capability dispersed on a new set of
platforms (attack submarines and surface ships at sea) that a first
striker would find difficult to neutralize swiftly and comprehensively.
They can also be destabilizing, however, because they are difficult to
detect both at launch and in flight and might therefore lend themselves

to a surprise attack on bomber bases and key C3 nodes. In addition,
they are an arms controller's nightmare because monitoring limits on
their deployment is so difficult.
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Thus, even if both sides knew just how the other's missile silos were
constructed and they could predict with confidence the accuracy of their
ICBMs on trajectories to the other's homeland, neither can know for
certain how effective these missiles would be against the other's silos,
because actual tests of such attacks have never been conducted. These
uncertainties make it more difficult to plan a disarming first strike
and, thus, contribute to stability.

Finally, treaties such as the LTBT, which prohibits testing of
nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, in space, or underwater, reduce

substantially the environmental impact of nuclear weapons tests.

U.S. POSITION ON A TEST BAN

The Reagan administration has taken the position that a CTB treaty
is desirable as a long-term goal, "when considered in the context of
deep and verifiable arms reductions, improved verification capabilities,
expanded confidence building measures, and the maintenance of an

"3 In other words, as long as we and our allies

effective deterrent.
rely on nuclear weapons for security, says the administration, continued
testing of nuclear weapons will be required to ensure the safety and
reliability of the weapons in our arsenal.

Two other arguments do not appear in administration press releases
about testing, but may weigh heavily against its acceding to the Soviet
proposal. Reagan used one of these at a press conference. He stated
that a U.S.-Soviet CTB would not now be in our interest because we have
not yet completed testing the warheads for new weapon systems, such as
the D-5 SLBM and the new, small ICBM, whereas the Soviets have already
tested warheads for the newest generation of their weapon systems. When
the United States has caught up, he implied, we will be better prepared
to address a CTB proposal.

The other factor rarely mentioned by administration spokesmen in
connection with testing restrictions is the SDI. The nuclear-pumped
X-ray laser remains, by all accounts, an important candidate for a space-
based missile defense. If such a weapon appears feasible, many

nuclear tests will be needed to perfect it.

3Arms Control Issues, The Arms Control and Disarmament A}ency,
February 8, 1985, p. II-G-1.
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In addition to seeking to postpone a CTBT, the administration has
called on the Soviets to join with us in improving both sides' ability
to monitor tests permitted under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) of
1974. The TTBT prohibits tests of weapons with yield greater than 150
kilotons. On the basis of seismic data, the administration has
concluded that the Soviets have probably tested weapons in excess of the
150 kiloton limit.

The uncertainty in the U.S. finding derives from imprecisions in
our monitoring capability. It is known, for instance, that the
relatively cold granite underlying the Soviet test area transmits shock
waves more strongly than the rock beneath our Nevada test site.

However, we do not have detailed information on the geology of the
region where the Soviets conduct their weapons tests. It is difficult,
therefore, to estimate the yield of their tests accurately.

Because of this, the United States has called for discussions on
improving test monitoring capabilities. The Administration has stated
that if both sides could agree on additional measures for doing this, it
would be prepared to submit the TTB and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
(PNE) Treaties to the Congress and call for their ratification without

reservation.
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Vi. THE REYKJAVIK PROPOSALS

All four of the arms control subjects discussed thus far--START,
defense/space, INF, and nuclear testing--came together on the agenda at
the Reykjavik presummit on Saturday and Sunday, October 11-12, 1986.

Gorbachev had proposed to Reagan in September that the two leaders
meet informally, prior to a full-scale summit in Washington. Such a
meeting, he explained, would be a means of giving "impulse" to the arms
control negotiations in Geneva. The President, according to press
reports, quickly agreed. Publicly, he characterized the meeting as a
"base camp' en route to the summit.

In the weeks prior to the meeting, rumors of significant Soviet
concessions in the INF talks began to leak. Accordingly, there was
speculation that the Reykjavik talks might result in an agreement on the
basic elements of an INF arms control treaty, analogous to the
Vladivostok accord that laid the basis for the SALT II Treaty.
Apparently, Moscow had also hinted that progress might be possible in
the area of nuclear testing.

For their part, Reagan administration officials generally tried to
dampen expectations that the meetings would achieve any breakthroughs.
They also emphasized that the agenda at Reykjavik, as at an eventual
Washington summit, should not be dominated by arms control issues, but
should also include regional security issues, such as Afghanistan, human
rights concerns, and a variety of U.S.-Soviet bilateral matters.

All of the available evidence indicates that from the beginning of
the Reykjavik meetings, the Soviets were able to make arms control the
major focus of discussion. They did so by offering, over the first day
and a half, a rather extraordinary series of concessions in the areas of
START, INF, and nuclear testing. With the United States eager to
"pocket" these concessions and seeing the possibilities for dramatic
progress toward agreements in these areas, the two sides engaged in
marathon negotiating sessions. Experts from both sides negotiated
throughout most of the night of October 11, and the two leaders spent a
total of eleven hours together, including an unscheduled meeting Sunday

afternoon that lasted four hours.
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START, INF, AND NUCLEAR TESTING

By the middle of that second day of meetings, the basic tenets of
three major arms control agreements had been worked out, although
important matters, such as subceilings in the START framework,
limitations on shorter-range INF missile systems, and cooperative
monitoring arrangements remained to be settled. At that point, however,
Gorbachev made it clear that the conclusion of an agreement in any of
the three areas was contingent upon a settlement in the fourth: SDI.
Profound differences on this issue proved unresolvable and the meeting
broke up in stalemate.

The basic elements of three tentative agreements worked out in
Reykjavik are shown in Table 2. The START framework was hammered out by
the working groups led by Ambassador Nitze and Marshal Akhromeyev, the
Chief of the Soviet General Staff. Although originally conceived as an
end point agreement unto itself, in the hectic Reagan-Gorbachev
discussions of Sunday afternoon, this framework became the outline for a
first phase to be achieved by 1991.

The outcome of the two leaders' discussions about a second phase of
START reductions is far from clear. We know that President Reagan
proposed that both sides eliminate all of their ballistic missiles
within ten years. In the manner of a poker player, Gorbachev then in
effect called the President's bet and raised him by proposing that the
two nations agree to eliminate all of their strategic nuclear weapons in
ten years. Further discussions evidently included references to the
possibilities of achieving total nuclear disarmament.

Remarks by Secretary of State Shultz in Reykjavik late on Sunday
seemed to indicate that the President had been prepared to accept
Gorbachev's radical proposal.! Gorbachev later insisted that the
President did accept it. The U.S. government position since the summit,
however, has been that the President "discussed" the proposal but did

not agree to it.

!Secretary Shultz is quoted as saying that '"the agreement that
might have been said, during this ten year period, in effect all
offensive strategic arms and ballistic missiles would be eliminated."
The Washington Post, October 13, 1986, p. A30.
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Table 2

THE REYKJAVIK FRAMEWORKS

START '"Phase I"

Ceiling of 6000 on ICBM and SLBM RVs and ALCMs
Non-ALCM bombers count as one warhead
Total of 8000 to 9000 weapons
Ceiling of 1600 on ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers
Significant cuts in SS-18s

INF

Ceiling of 100 on LRINF missile warheads worldwide
0 within range of Europe
100 Soviet warheads in Asian USSR
100 U.S. warheads in continental United States
Freeze on shorter-range missiles
Extensive cooperative verification measures

Nuclear Testing

Improved verification through cooperative means
Phased reductions in numbers and yields of tests
Ban on all tests when nuclear weapons are eliminated

As the substance of these would-be agreements became known, Western
observers called into question the desirability of both phase II START
proposals and the move toward eliminating all LRINF missiles in Europe.
As noted above, the U.S. objective in the START negotiations had been to
increase the stability of.the deterrent balance at equal lower levels of
forces. In INF we had sought to reduce the Soviet LRINF threat to our

allies while retaining the coupling advantages of modern LRINF missile
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systems. Suddenly, however, the President seemed on the verge of making
commitments to nuclear disarmament that would go far beyond these
familiar goals.

Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger voiced the concerns
of many in the American and European defense communities when he
complained that "the U.S. positions at Reykjavik seem to have been
little informed ... by the exigencies imposed by Western deterrent

2 Total nuclear disarmament, he noted, is risky and

strategy."
impractical. Even the elimination of ballistic missiles, which would,
in effect, sweep away two-thirds of the strategic triad on which we have
relied for over 20 years, could undermine deterrence.

Allied leaders protested that the Administration had not consulted
with them adequately about the proposals presented in Reykjavik. Their
complaints could be read as indications that the whole Reykjavik package
had perhaps awakened their latent fears that Washington might one day

conclude a deal with Moscow for its own security "above the heads" of

the NATO allies without due regard for the future balance in Europe.

DEFENSE AND SPACE WEAPONS

At the root of the U.S.-Soviet disagreement over SDI is Moscow's
insistence on negotiating a regime regulating SDI testing that would
assure them, at a minimum, of substantial "breathing room' between the
expiration of the agreement and the commencement of large-scale U.S.
deployments of ballistic missile defense weapons. President Reagan,
meanwhile, has said that he views Soviet proposals as intended to "kill"
the SDI program--an outcome he obviously would find unacceptable. For
at least the duration of the Reagan administration, then, prospects for
an agreement on START, and perhaps in the other nuclear arms control
negotiating forums as well, will hinge on finding a way to meet Soviet
concerns while also permitting a robust SDI research and development
program.

From all accounts, neither of the two leaders in Reykjavik
discussed SDI testing or the ABM Treaty's provisions at a detailed,

technical level. Figure 2 illustrates the five basic phases, or steps,

2The Washington Post, October 21, 1986, p. Al7.
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5.
Deployment.
4. Flight ;
testsof |
components
3. Flight
tests of sub-
components ;
2. Lab
tests
1. Lab
research
Time——

Fig. 2—Steps to effective ballistic missile defense

of weapons development as applied to ballistic missile defense.
According to the most long-standing interpretations,® the ABM Treaty
clearly permits activities in the first two steps in Fig. 2 and clearly
prohibits those in the last two if the ABM systems or their components
are space-based, air-based, sea-based, or mobile land-based.*

Activities in the third, or middle, step are less clear-cut. The
treaty gives only sparse guidance in this area, and the determination of

what differentiates a "subcomponent" from a "component" of an ABM system

3This description would correspond roughly to what has become known
as the "strict" interpretation of the ABM Treaty, in accordance with
which the Administration has said it intends to conduct the SDI program,
at least for the time being.

“The ABM Treaty permits flight tests of fixed, land-based ABM
systems up through step four at agreed test ranges. Moreover, such
systems could also be deployed as long as they fell within the
restraints for the single deployment area permitted to both sides.
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is inherently fuzzy, turning on such issues as power levels, target
engagement capacity, and other qualitative characteristics.

The solution championed by Secretary Gorbachev at Reykjavik--a ten-
year ban on the testing of SDI technologies (other than those associated
with fixed, land-based ABM systems) outside the laboratory--falls at the
end of step 2. President Reagan's position seems to fall at the end of
step &, since he has refused to rule out conduct of the SDI program in
accordance with a "broad" U.S. interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

There would seem to be the potential for a compromise between the
two positions that would meet the central concerns of both sides.
Drawing a line at the end of step 3 would allow a very substantial SDI
research and development program to go forward.® It would not, however,
allow the U.S. to reach the brink of deployment during the life of the
agreement. Moreover, no revision of the ABM Treaty would appear
necessary to reach such a compromise. Rather, the most productive
approach might be an inductive one in which both sides examined each
other's ABM development and testing programs out to the year 1997 and
then negotiated, on a project-by-project basis, activities that would be
permitted and proscribed.

The inherent similarities between space-based ABM weapons and
antisatellite (ASAT) weapons complicate negotiations. The targets for
both types of weapon--strategic ballistic missile RVs and satellites--
can have very similar flight trajectories. Thus, many technologies
necessary to construct space-based BMD weapons could be tested quite
thoroughly under the guise of an ASAT program. Banning tests of space-
based ASAT weapons and components, therefore, seems also to be part of
the Soviets' current agenda when they speak of 'strengthening' the ABM
Treaty.

*A number of scientists who follow the SDI program have stated that
the technical challenges associated with an effective, layered BMD
system remain so formidable that approximately ten more years of basic
laboratory research will be needed even to determine if the concept is
feasible. See, for example, Boyce Rensberger, "Lag Might Not Hurt SDI,
Some Scientists Say," The Washington Post, October 14, 1986, p. 16. For
a more detailed discussion on the feasibility and lead times associated
with various projects under the SDI program, see Harold Brown, "Is SDI
Technically Feasible?" Foreign Affairs, Vol. 64, No. 3, 1986, pp.
435-454,
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Statements by Soviet spokesmen following the Reykjavik summit have
indicated some flexibility on the issue of where to draw the line in the
testing. Viktor Karpov, chief of the Soviet delegation to the Geneva
arms talks, for instance, has stated that Moscow seeks to ban for ten
years the "testing of space ABM elements in outer space'--a more
permissive position than that articulated by Gorbachev.® Roald Sagdeev,
director of the Soviet Institute of Space Research, told reporters that
"some [SDI] tests could be carried out in space because we scientists

"7 Determination

consider manned space stations as orbital laboratories.
of what types of test should be permitted "should be done by experts in
Geneva or in the Standing Consultative Commission," he added.

Finally, there seem to be ample incentives for the U.S. side to
show flexibility on this issue. We have described above how equitable
reductions in offensive forces, which appear to be achievable if an SDI
compromise can be struck, could help to strengthen first-strike
stability.

An additional consideration for proponents of SDI is the importance
of a "cooperative" or "jointly managed" transition to their long-term
goal, a "defense-dominant" strategic balance. Attempting to deploy an
effective ballistic missile defense in the face of an unconstrained
offensive arms race would be immensely more difficult technically,
potentially destabilizing, and far more costly than a cooperatively
managed transition aided by offensive arms control restraints.

It seemed quite likely, after all was said and done, that the
Reykjavik meetings would prove in large measure to have accomplished
their main purpose: to provide added impetus to the Geneva
negotiations. Public statements following the summit by officials on
both sides, while in part disputatious, were largely constructive in
tone. The basic message seemed to be: '"We made unprecedented progress
in several areas at Reykjavik. Our negotiators in Geneva will pick up
where we left off." Nevertheless, a mutually acceptable compromise

spelling out what kinds of out-of-laboratory testing on high

®The Washington Post, October 18, 1986, p. A-16.
'"The Washington Post, October 29, 1986, p. A-1.
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technologies with potential ballistic missile defense applications are
permissible will almost certainly be required if any of this progress is

to be translated into signed agreements.
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Vil. OTHER ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS IN 1986

This review would be incomplete if it did not summarize, at least
briefly, the course of a few other arms control negotiations and

initiatives during 1986.

THE STOCKHOLM TALKS

On September 21, conferees from 35 NATO, Warsaw Pact, and non-
allied European countries, meeting in Stockholm, concluded the first
major arms control agreement since the signing of the SALT II Treaty in
1979. The final document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and
Security-Building Measures (CSBMs) and Disarmament in Europe, developed
after two years éf contentious negotiations, required that both

alliances:

o Provide advance notification of all ground force exercises
involving 13,000 or more troops or 300 or more tanks.

Exercises involving 75,000 or more troops must be announced at
least two years in advance. Those involving 40,000 to 75,000
require one year's notice.

. Invite all signatory countries to send observers to ground
force exercises involving more than 17,000 troops. Air and sea
exercises are excluded.

. Permit up to three short-notice inspections of their forces
each year to ensure compliance with the above provisions.

These inspections can be carried out on land or from the air by
teams from countries not allied with the inspected nation, with
the inspected nation providing the aircraft for airborme

inspections.

The main purpose of all of these CSBMs is to increase the
"transparency" of military activities and thus reduce the possibility of
a successful surprise attack. The agreement may also make it

politically more costly for the Soviet Union should it try to intimidate
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other Warsaw Pact governments through the conduct of large-scale
military maneuvers, as it did with Poland in 1981. Finally, the Soviet
Union's acceptance of the principle of short notice, on-site inspection
of its military forces was particularly important. This would appear to
set a positive precedent that may be built upon in future nuclear and

chemical arms control and testing accords.

CONVENTIONAL FORCE DISCUSSIONS

The rather sudden possibility of major near-term reductions in
theater and intercontinental-range nuclear forces led to increased
attention to the need to reduce the imbalance of conventional military
capabilities between East and West, in particular along the NATO-Warsaw
Pact central front. Given the improbability of NATO countries
substantially increasing the resources that they are currently devoting
to conventional defense, arms control will be called upon to bear a
heavy portion of this realignment.

The Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks in Vienna had
been stalled for years over the two sides' inability to agree on the
size of current forces deployed in Central Europe. The talks remained
bogged down throughout 1986, despite a new Western initiative designed
to break the deadlock. The 12 NATO nations participating in the talks
proposed small, first step reductions of 11,500 Soviet troops and 5000
American troops for a trial period of three years. These withdrawals,
the Western sidezproposed, could take place without prior agreement on
the total number of troops currently deployed by either side in the
so-called guidelines area. The Western offer also introduced extensive
provisions for monitoring the forces of both sides within the guidelines
area.

The Soviets and their allies rejected the Western offer. They
proposed instead a fundamental revision of the format of conventional
arms reduction talks in Europe. In a lengthy address to the East German
party congress in Berlin on April 18, 1986, Secretary Gorbachev made
brief reference to "a new initiative" for conventional arms reductions
in Europe. He called for an agreement to reduce substantially the
ground and tactical air forces of all European states, as well as those

of the United States and Canada deployed in Europe. These reductions,
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he added, "should cover the entire European territory from the Atlantic
to the Urals."?

Two months later, these proposals were fleshed out in the so-called
Budapest Appeal: a lengthy document addressed "to the NATO states and
all European countries," signed by the leaders of all of the Warsaw Pact
member states, and issued following a June meeting of the Pact's
Political Consultative Committee in the Hungarian capital. The appeal
repeated the call for reductions of military forces from the Atlantic to

the Urals. To this, it added proposals for:

. An initial reduction of 100,000 to 150,000 troops within one or
two years, including reductions in tactical aviation, for each
alliance.

¢ Reductions early in the 1990s of land and air forces by
approximately 25 percent from present levels (i.e.,
approximately 500,000 troops on each side).

* Concurrent reductions in "operational tactical nuclear weapons"
(i.e., those with ranges of approximately 100 to 1000
kilometers).

. Verification of reductions by both national technical means and

"international procedures, including on-site inspection.”?

NATO responded rhetorically to the Gorbachev initiative at a June
meeting of the North Atlantic Council. The communique of that meeting
declared the Allies' willingness to consider "bold new steps" in the
area of conventional arms reductions. By late fall, however, NATO had
not yet settled on a formal response to the Budapest Appeal. It was
apparent that at a minimum, the principle of symmetric reductions from
current unequal levels would be unacceptable to NATO.

The question of identifying the proper negotiating forum for these
discussions must be resolved. Alternatives that have been suggested

include expanding the MBFR talks in Vienna, convening an entirely new

1FBIS Daily Report, Soviet Union, April 18, 1986, p. F-8.
2FBIS Daily Report, Soviet Union, June 13, 1986, pp.. BB 8-to
BB-12.
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set of negotiations, or building upon the Stockholm conference and
addressing these questions in a follow-on CDE forum operating under a
mandate from the CSCE Review Conference being convened in Vienna.
Moreover, some NATO countries were wary of opening up the force

reduction talks to nations outside of the two alliances, which would
make the negotiations more unwieldy and would dilute the influence of
the United States in the talks. Whether the Budapest Appeal would
become a basis for further negotiations on reductions of military

manpower and associated armaments in Europe, then, remained to be seen.

By the end of 1986, it was clear that the year had been a very
active and potentially significant one for arms control. The agreements
reached at the Stockholm Conference represent a limited but nonetheless
useful step toward regulating the activities of Warsaw Pact and NATO
forces. At Reykjavik, the United States and the Soviet Union worked out
the basic elements of a series of potential agreements that had eluded
them for many years.

Yet, the near-term prospects for actually concluding these
agreements were not bright. There were indications that hard bargaining
would be required to resolve important details not worked out at
. Reykjavik: The unfortunate introduction of the very different U.S. and
Soviet "abolitionist' proposals for a second phase of strategic
offensive weapons reductions had both sparked fruitless recriminations
over exactly what the leaders had agreed to in Reykjavik and produced a
new area of disagreement to be resolved or at least finessed. Finally,
there remained.a large but seemingly not unbridgeable gap dividing the
superpowers on the issue that caused the stalemate at Reykjavik: an
agreement governing the development and testing of strategic ballistic
missile defenses.

Whether the participants would be able to translate these far-
reaching possibilities into agreements that served the security

interests of both sides remained to be seen.





