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v FOREWORD |
This research project represents fulfillment of a student :
. requirement for successful completion of Phase III Trsining of ]
; the Department of the Army's Foreign Area Officer Program ;
L (Russian) . %
y Only unclassified sources are used in producing the :
vesearch paper.  The opinion., value judgments and conclusions ;
expressed are those of the author and in no way reflect official H
. policy of the United States tovernment , Department of Defense; 1
Departuent of the Army, Depa ‘tment of the Army, Office of the
o Assistunt Chiet of Staff of ‘atelligence; or the United States !
Army Institute for Advanced lussian and Fast European Studies. ;
‘: Interested rcaders are 'avited to send their comments to é
" the Commander of the Institute. E
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SUMMARY

This paper c¢xamines the current status of the Moscow -
Washington Strateqgic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and their

significance within the overall framework of detente and

Soviet ideology.éjThn conclusion reached in this study is

| o that the United States is in danger of weakening its nuclcar
weapons posture as a rcsult of accepting a disadvantageous
position vis-a-vis thc USSR in the SALT negotiations. In
. our eagerness to sccurc an arms control agreement we are
ignoring the fact that the Soviet Union is and will ren&in
inherently hostilc to the United States; a fact that is
i €

quite evident from thcir ideological statements as well as

(af from their manipulation of detente. Thus, by the acceptance

of this weakened posture (as this paper will show), the

United States could conceivably be subjected to Soviet nu- l 4

Fleson

clear blackmail. Thc purpose of this paper is to present

a realistic appraisal of SALT and detente in light of Soviet
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INTRODUCT TON

The crux is that the US belicves only what it

wants to believe. 1s the opponent (i.e., the USSR)
really speaking of detente and peaceful coexistence?
The US belicves this so nobody pays attention to
Soviet pronouncements of world revolution and world
conquest ., Furthermore, this process is being re-
inforced by the mass media to the point of collec-
tive narcosis and gencral delusion.

The Cold War is not degd; it is more dangerous now
than it was years ago.

The above quotc clearly expressces a danger that has
become cxtremely scrious in this age of détcntc -=- namely,
that the cuphoria produced by detente is very likely to
back the United States and the rest of the Free World into
an indefensible position from which there can be no retreat.
Specifically, 1 am referring to the current Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) in which the Soviets presently have
a distinct advantage, inspite of our own assurances to the
contrary. The danger lies in the fact that this advantage
could conceivably be cxpanded to the point of effectively
neutralizing our retaliatory capability against a Soviet
nuclear attack thus rendering us vulnerable to nuclear black-
mail. With this achieved we would be forced to concede to
Soviet hegemony in the world political arena, and especial-
ly in Western Europe. This danger is obscured by the fact
that the Soviets are scemingly just as sincere as we are
in their desire to prevent a nuclear holocaust for they know

that with our current capabilities they would lose just as
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much as we would in the eovent Qf o thermonuelear war.,

However, il om retaliatory torcee were offectively neutralized
Lo the point that they did not have to fear our retaliation
then they would indecd have a very powerful club, since their
threatened use of nuclear weapons would be as effective as
their actual employment .

It is my contention in this thesis that the United States
is now faced with this very real danger as a result of our
good faith in the SALT negotiations, and [.shall try to prove
my thesis not only through an c¢xamination of the strategic
nuclear postures of bolh countries in light of SALT, but
also via an examination of Soviet idcological attitudes to-
ward detente. There it must be added that although ideoloyy
is a very flexible instrument in Sovicet hands, it neverthe-
less gives an indication of Russian intentions in the sphere
of power politics, and it would indeed be foolhardy to assume
otherwisc since Marxism-lcninism is and always will be inimi-
cal towards thce capitalist world, cspecially the United States.

As I hope to point out to the rcader's satisfaction, there
is a wide gulf between what we view as detente and peaceful
coexistence and what the Soviets consider them to be, and that
our naivete in perceiving this difference could be potential-~
ly damaging to the strength, security and international pre-
stige of the United States. It is not my intention herein

to advocate a return to isolationism or the Cold War or even

vi
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a wWithdrawal from neqgotiations with the Soviets all of

which would be disasiterous. My intention 1s rather to urge

a4 more cautious and paticat approach be adopted by the United
States in our neqotiations with the Soviets -- such a policy
would go a long way toward preventing the kind of crosion

in our nuclear posture that has resulted from SALT I and the
Vladivostok Summit . If we continue to negotiate in haste

and fail to understand the dangers inherent in Soviet attitudes
then we may one day find ourselves faced with the very real

threat of Sovict nuclear blackmail.
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SALT 1 AND 'PHE MOSCOW SUMMLY

Before beginning an analysis of  the SALT 1 agreements
between the United States and the Soviet Union, it might be
helpful first to bricfly summarize exactly what was agreed
upon. As is generally well known, the Strategic Arms Limita-

tion Talks were begun in November 1969 in Helsinki, Finland.

{ After almost three ycars of hard negotiating they produced
their first formal agreements on May 26, 1972, which were
subscquently signed in Moscow. Basically, there are three
agreements: a treaty to limit the construction of antiballis-
tic missile (ABM) systems; an interim agreement to put a
limit on the number of offensive nuclear weapons; and a
protocol defining the cffect of this sccond agreement on

submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBM).

(] According to the ABM trecaty, the United States and the

: Soviet Union are ecach limited to two dcployment areas, one 3
site to protect its capitol and the other to protect inter-
continental ballistic missile (ICBM) sites. Each area is
limited to a 94-mile radius, with a center point at least

810 miles distant from the second site, and may contain up

to 100 launchers each. Also ecach launcher must be both
land-based and static and is permitted to fire only one ABM

missile and warhead. The reason for these and other
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testrictions (cog., thee caze, number and use of redars) 1s

to Limit the eoltectaive coverage of the ABM sites to relative-
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ly small scections of cach nation, i1rrespective of any
qualitative increasce an ABM missi i capability. This ABM
treaty is unlimited in its duration and subject to review

cvery five years,

The agreements limiting the total number of ICBM and
SLBM launchers allowed to cach side are structured around
the number of missiles operational or under construction as
of May 26, 1972, in the¢ case of SLBM, and July lst for ICBM.
Modernization and rceplacement are permitted provided that
no heavy ICBM (such as the Soviet SS§-9) are deployed. Also,
those ICBM launchers deployed prior to 1964 may be exchanged
for a like number of new SLBM launchers.

In terms of stratcgic hardwarce SALT I can be translated
as follows. The United States is permitted to maintain its
total of 1,054 I1CBM and 656 SLBM in 41 submarines. Out of
this total 54 Titan 2 ICBM may be exchanged in the future for
an equal number of SLBM (to be located on not more than three
new submarines), thus crecating a new ratio of 1,000 ICBN and
710 SLBM (in 44 submarines). Additionally, the United States is

free to replace its Minuteman 1 and 2 ICBM and Polaris SLBM

with the newer Minuteman 3 and the Poseidon MIRV systems,

and to develop the new Trident SLBM system.
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The Soviet Union, on the othor hand, may retain its
1,618 ICBM and 740 SLBM (located on 96 nuclear-powerd sub-

marines), plus build an additional 210 SLBM to replace

those deployed prior to 1964. Overall, the Soviets are
limited to 950 SLBM on 62 submarines, in addition to the
above 1,618 ICBM.
Numerically speaking, SALT I gave the Russians an
advantage of 858 total launchers over what the United
States is permitted (2568 vs 1710). 1In addition, the Soviets
are free to develop their MIRV (multiple indépcndontly
targetable reentry vehicle) capacity since the SALT I
agreements make no reference to warhead configuration.
Also the Soviets are clearly in the lead in total deliverable
megatonnage (MT); specifically, 11,400 MT vs. 2,400 MT for
the United States -- figures include both ICBM and SLBH.2
As an offsetting factor, SALT I does not mention intercontinen-
tal bombers in which at that time the United States had a
. total of 455 strategic bombers compared with the Soviets 140 !
(of which then 100 were propeller dtiven).3 Also no agreement ;
was reached for on-site verification of the treaty's provi-
sions applicable to ABM deployment and the limitation of ICBM
and SLBM; on-site verification has long been a subject abhor-
rent to the Soviets who prefer to rely on the use of "National

technical means” for verification (e.g., high-resolution

e s I e i ki M 5 K

satellite photography).
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During the sumwmer of 1974 Presaident Nixon and Genceral
Secretary Leonid Brezhnev held a summit meceting in Moscow
which had far-recaching mmplications tor SALT as well as for
other arcas of mutual interest to both the USA and USSR.
Basically thrcee agrecments were made in Moscow during this sum-
mit: 1) an agreement that both sides will forego the construc-
tion of the second ABM site authorized by the original SALT 1

accord; 2) an agreement to limit underground nuclear testing

to weapons with a yield of not more than 150 KT (kiloton);

and finally 3) an agreement to begin negotiations on "environ-
mental warfare", c¢.q., climate modification for military
purposes.‘ In addition, the “Joint Soviet-US Communique®
signed on July 3, 1974, called for the undertaking of renewed
L efforts to limit stratcqgic arms on both sides before the ex-

; piration of the SALT I "Interim Agreement®, which is due

Bearing the above agreements in mind, we can now turn

to expire in 1977.5 The "Vladivostok Summit®, between Pre-
1% ¢ sident Ford and Mr. Brezhnev, was held in November 1974 in
2 : response to this call.

to an analysis of these negotiations. Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, at a July 3, 1974, press conference, pre-
sented the following highlights on the then just concluded
Moscow Summit and how it affected the SALT I agreement. Re-
garding the ABM deployment Dr. Kissinger remarked, “The
United States and the Soviet Union have now decided to forego

that second ABM site and to maintain only the one ABM site

that each currently has which is Moscow for the Soviet Union,




and an ICBM field for the United St.n.o-u."b Both sides still

retain the option of moving their alroady established sites

Al s <5 it

to the alternate positions if desired, however, once moved
they cannot be shifted back again.

In regards tco the second agreement (i.e., the setting
of a 150 KT limit on the size of underground nuclear explo-
sions), Dr. Kissinger commented that it will, "...have the

. tendency to concentrate competition in the ranges of the

( lower yield uonponu.“’ Concerning the third agreement on

B S TR

environmental warfare, the Secreotary of State made it clear

| 4

| that this is an area which, “... can have profound consequences
z for the future of mankind. The United States and the Soviet

2 G Union, in the near future, will open discussions on this

v problol...'.

i In examining these agreoments it must be mentioned that

% ¢ the Moscow Summit negotiations were carried out in complete

secrecy"... at the request of the Soviet Union..."; needleas

to say, this atmosphere of secrecy further heightened the
suspicion in the United States, especially among those
critics who felt that we were in danger of once again being
outmaneuvered by the Soviets. This agreement to negotiate
in secrecy set a dangerous precedent that could become a
standard precondition in all such future negotiations with
the Soviets.

The Soviet leaders have no requirement to inform

their people of their actions or policy, and it is one

of the great flaws of detente as now being practiced

that U.8. leaders across the whole spectrum of nego-
tiations from trade to space are accepting the Soviet

{0 5




dictums o) Staract secrecy and are abandoning without

a whlmp‘s‘lhv long standang U 5. polhicies of an open
sOCcC1eoty.,

In addition to the requirement for "closed door® negotia-

tions, the Moscow talks produced a clear division betwecen

Fast and West rcegarding the concept of strategic parity;

the Soviet and American positions on this crucial point are

at wide variance and must be borne in mind when discussing

the separate points of the 1974 Moscow accord. As Mr. Paul

H. Nitze, former Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
for SALT, stated in responsc to the Moscow Summit:

The U.S. delegation's position has hcen consistent
with that of the congressional resolution approving
the 1972 agrcements. It has not called for strict
equality in cvery category of strategic arms but

has called for essential equivalence (emphasis added)

with respect to the overall mix of strategic offensive
systems.

The Soviet sidce has consistently used the term "equal
security with no unilateral advantage to either side"

In their cxplanations of this term, they insist that
“geographic and other considerations" must be taken

irnto account in dctermining what is equal security.

Among thesec considerations is their view that the USSR
is surrounded by hostilc countries, including the NATO
countries and China, while the United States has on its
borders friendly countrics -- Canada and Mexico. They
argue that they therefore need substantially larger
strategic forces than does the United Ctates. They

do not consider it pertinent that the European NATO
countries have absolutely no interest in attacking the
Soviet Union, that one can see no interest that China
could have in attacking the Soviet Union, or that a
state overtly preaching a doctrine of general hegemony 11
is bound to find other nations looking to their defenses.

Bearing tnese two Sovict preconditions in mind (i.e.,
the need for secrecy and the insistence upon "equal security"),
let us now take a critical look at the first two agreements
to come out of the Moscow Summit (the third agreement on

6
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environmental warfare has yet to be worked out). In regard
to the decision to abandon the sccond ABM site, there 18 now
gencral agreement that  no side sceriously envisioned the
continuad spending of vital «detense funds for so little
security in return.  "the abandonment of the second ABM sitces
permitted under SALT | is another farce. The U.S. never
intended to build its sccond site to defend Washington, and
the Soviets had no intcrest in extending their obsolescent

wl2

Galosh-Henhouse system to defend a single ICBM site. The

duplicity in this approach is that the original necessity

to develop multiple warhcad missiles was predicated on the
desire of both sides to overcome the other's ABM defenses;
therefore, an cxtremely expensive arms race to develop MIRV
apparently was begun solely to stockpile an excessive number
of weapons. As Secretary Kissinger stated in his press con-
ference of July 22, 1974, the original decision “explicit*
in the 1972 SALT I agreement was precisely that neither side

would maintain ABM defenscs.

You must remember that the original impetus for the
multiple warheads derived from the desire or the
necessity to overcome ABM defcnses and to make sure
that the required number of missiles would get through.

In the abscnce of ABM defenses, the extraordinary

number of foresccable multiple warheads will create a _ s
situation in which such terms as superiority should | |
not be lightly thrown around because they may be |
devoid of any opecrational meaning.

...Por present purposes, I want to say that any idea

that any country can casily achieve strategic superiority
is almost devoid, under these conditions, of any opera-
tional liqnifisance and can only have a numerical
significance.




Dr. Kissinger hete makesn the basie assumpt ion that a numcrical
advantage has Littie o any operational sigaificance. This

%
logic obviously rules out the possibility of technological

advancements, such as advanced MIRVing, which could effectively
neutralize the other's strike capability, and hence have a
very great operational significance -- this becomes all the
morc alarming when that side also possesses numerical superiority,
E such as the Soviets have bLecen granted under SALT I and the
| 1974 Moscow accord. This will become even more apparent
in Chapter [I where the new Sovict S§-18 ICBM is discussed.
1t would thus seem that wc granted the Soviet Union numerical
superiority in exchange for an agreement that neither side
would be able to defend effectively against the missiles
of the other, and as such is obviously to our disadvantage.
Turning now to an examination of the second treaty,
Mr. Hotz, editor of the journal, "Aviation Week and Space
Technology”, declares, "The underground nuclear testing

14 It allows both sides to

threshold agreement is a farce.
do all of the testing thcy need for MIRV warheads in the next
two years (the treaty goes into effect in March 1976) and
then sets the threshold ban so high it has little -oaninq‘.ls
Furthermore, there are no verification procedures built into
this agreement to keep cach side from cheating (other than

by the use of the aforemcntioned “national technical means"),

nor is there any limitation put on the size of underground

nuclear explosions carricd out for purely "peaceful purpo.u“.l6




This obvious loophole gives the Soviets o green light to
test any size nuclear device they desire sinee first of al)d
they will noever admit to having committoed a violation of
the treaty, and sccondly, it would be obviously impossible
for any verification mecans to distinquish botween a peace-
ful nuclear explosion and a hostile onc.

In summary, as a result of the 1972 SALT 1| agreements
and the 1974 Moscow Summit the following picture emerges
of the strategic nuclear posture of both the United States
and the 8Soviet Union. 1) In regard to ABM deployment both
sides' systems are admittedly inadeguate to provide the
protection for which originally constructed, hence any
reliance on their effectiveness would be extremely dangerous.
By the same token, since ineffectiveness is desired, any
further expense to improve the capability of our system
seems totally unwarranted (provided, of course, the Soviets
do not improve theirs). 2) Concerning the limitations on
offensive nuclear wcapons, the United States is at a dis-
tinct disadvantage numcrically both in land-based ICBM and
SLBM, although possessing a decided advantage in the area of
long-range stratcgic bombers. liowever, as a result of the
Moscow Summit, the U.S. essentially bargained away this
advantage by agrecing to offset it by allowing the Soviets
a grcater number of launchers. According to Dr. Kissinger,

After all, it was not the Soviet Union that made us

build bombers, that was our decision and therefore,

an attempt has bcen made to establish a correlation
between the number of MIRV missiles (on our side)

and the number of launchers (on the Soviet's side) in

9




which perhaps (o some cxteat the larger number ol
missiles on the one side can lr, ottset by a largoer
number of MIRVS on the other,

This i1s an obviously tragile balance which could be quite
casily upset by a Sovicet MIRV capability; in fact, Mr. Nitze
was onc of the first Lo view this as the real danger. In
July of 1974 he recommended that the one and only way still
open to achieve our goal of cssential equivalence in SALT
was to indeed stop the arms race before the Soviets could
gain any type of an cffcective deployed MIRV capability.
According to Mr. Nitz¢ this could be done by providing -
...for a simple undertaking that neither side would
deploy or further test large MIRVed missiles . This
would cut off thce further testing or deployment of
large Sovict MIRVed missiles but would also ban test-
ing or deployment of a large MIRVed follow-on missile
to the U.S. Minutceman and wou{ﬂ. in my view, enhance
the security of both sidoes...
But, unfortunately, SAL'l' | and the Moscow Summit proved
unable to limit the testing or deployment of MIRVed weapons

on either side. 3) ‘'he ban on underground nuclear testing

will be largely incffective as a result of its delayed 1976
implementation datc and the sanction given to “peaceful
explosions”, which are not restricted by the provisions of

this treaty in regards to size and date of testing. 4) Lastly,

T

and perhaps most importantly, the Soviets continue to effec-
tively block any discussion of on-site verification of any
kind. Add to thesc four factors the Soviet insistence on
secret negotiations, plus their aim of negotiating toward a

goal of “equal security with no unilateral advantage to

either side"” (they do not view their numerical superiority
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in deliverable M m advantage simce they *necd® thescoe

extra to detond themsclves not only against the pited States
but also against NATO and China as well), and you have the
United States entering into the Vliadivostok negotiations with
a very large handicap. As will be discussed in Chapter [,
these talks succeeded in making our position vis-a-vis the
USSR even worse.

It is interesting to note that this view of a weakened
American position has been confirmed by the Soviets themselves
in their open press; the following is an opinion that they
expressed two months prior to the 1974 Moscow Summit:

The militarist circles in the U.S.A. today are engaged

in the intensive scarch for a way out of the blind alley

into which military strategy was led by the long years
of the "positions of strength® policy and the speedup

of the nuclear arms race. The militarists of the 1970's

are pinning qreat hopes on recovering, if even only in
the long run, the Unitced States' lost strategic superiority

(emphasis added) through the qualitative improvement of
weapons and the elaboration of new parameters for their
use in exerting pressure against the socialist countries.
Before turning our attention to the November summit between
President Ford and Sccretary Brezhnev it must be reemphasized
that the Soviets were grecatly concerned about the U.S. MIRV
capability and were not about in any way to agree to a curbing
of their desire to match us in this field. 1In a February 1974
issue of "Pravda" thcy stated that "...if during the accomplish-
ment of tasks connected with the claboration of a permanent
agreement (to limit strategic offensive arms) any types of

strategic offensive mecans are disregarded or there is a refusal

to examine the stratcgic situation in its totality, this would

be tantamount to an cendeavor to obtain ...a unilateral advnntaqo'.zo

11




Look ing back an hhwdsaght at s apgeirent that the
) Soviets were prepatring to come to the negotiating table armed
} with a defintte set ol goals, the attainment of which would
i guarantee a frece hand in developing their own MIRV capability.

i As we shall sce, they were very successful,
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CHATER
TUE VEADIVOSLTOK SUIMMIEYE ACCORD

In May of 1972 Sccrctary of State Kissinger attoemptod
to achicve a breakthrough with the Soviets on the question
of MIRV limitations. However, has proposal to equalize the
MIRV throw weight of both sides was countered by the Soviets
with a proposal to instecad roughly cquate the number of MIRVed
launchers on both sides. According to Mr. Nitze,

Acceptance of this proposal would have resulted in a

substantial Soviet superiority in MIRV throw weight

coupled with a continuation of the very great Soviet
superiority in unMIiRVed Soviet missile throw weight.

It is difficult to see how the U.S. strategic bomber

capability (onc of our prime advantages in SALT I),

as offset by Sovict superior and ,Tlimited air defenses,

could offset these superiorities.

At the time, this proposal was not accepted by the United
States, however, at the Vliadivostok conference this Soviet
position of MIRV launcher cquality was accepted, and with

that our remaining advantage in strategic bombers was negated.

One of the possible recasons for Soviet intransigence
on the MIRV question might be as a result of our own pro-
nouncements on the subject of a “counterforce" doctrine of
retaliation against Sovict missile sites. An indication of
Soviet reaction to this doctrine appeared in an “lzvestia®
article dated June 22, 1974:

Under the slogan of a more “flexible" and even "humane"

strategy, the prescent Pentagon chief has advanced the

concept of striking at missile launching pads. The new
doctrine of nuclear war is named the “counterforce®
strategy.

++e+sIt consists in the idea that nuclear war, which

the American people perceive as suicide, is now treated

as something not necessarily totally destructive and
therefore permissable. Two other facts of no small

13
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tmportance are beang noted. The barst s that the
"countoerforce™ strateqy does not oxclude but, on
the contrary, presupposes that the U S.A. fully
retain its "mansive strike® capability. The second
is that Schlesinger, in his new concept of war,
almost openly procoecds on the premise that, under
certain conditions, the U S.A. could be the first
to deliver a nuclem s!s,ku at the Soviet Union's
missile installations.

Whether or not this feeling was indeced the main reason for
Soviet insistence on MIRV romains a relatively moot point
for in any event they wore successful in gaining a MIRV

*grcen light® in Vliadivostok.

In essncnce, the arms accord reached in November 1974 be-
tween President Ford and Mr. Brezhnev placed “...a ceiling of
2,400 each on the total numbor of long-range offensive missile
and bombers. Of that total, cach side will be able to place
(MIRV) warheads on up to 1,320 land-based and submarine-

launched nis-llol'.z]

This cciling will be in effect until
1985, and is viewed by the White lHlouse as having successfully
put a "cap” on the arms race. President Ford, at his press
conference of December 3d, took the vicew that the agreed
to ceilings were®... well below the force levels which would
otherwise have been expected over the next 10 years, and very
substantially below the forces which would result from an
all-out arms race over that same period‘.z‘
Basically, the United States traded its MIRV advantage
(for at the time of the Vladivostok Summit meeting the Soviets
had no actually MIRVed missiles) for an agreement which it
hopes will not only halt the arms race, but also provide

a point from which arms can actually begin to be reduced

14




boeginnang i 198RS, I the meant rme, however, the nuclear
dockpiles of both countries are tiree to grow to the level
ot 2,400 delivery veholes cach (1CBM, SLBIM and bombers)

and to a MIRV limit of up to 1,320 of their missiles. This
means that the Soviets will be adding approximately 25 new
delivery vehicles and MIRVing 1,320 missiles, while the United
étato. will be adding 194 new delivery means and MIRVing an
additional 570 missiles.’’

The victory of the Soviets in achieving their MIRV goal
ocvoked much reaction within the Congress and the Defense
Department. Once of the most influential supporters of the
accord was Senator John Stennis (D-Miss), Chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, who stated that it"... over-
comes hurdles that have complicated prior negotiations”.
Specifically he was referring to arguments over technological
and geographical advantages and the capability of forward-
based nuclear systems of both the United States and its NATO

dlliea.26

On this latter point it must be mentioned that in
an apparent major concession at Vliadivostok, Mr. Brezhnev
agreed not to count the 468 U.S. fighter-bombers stationed in
kurope as part of our 2,400 authorized delivery vohiclc..27
While it 18 truc that the Vliadivostok negotiations
did put a limit on the arms race, it unfortunately has a
number of flaws which weaken it considerably. For one thing,
it still fails to provide for adequate verification (Other
than again by "national tcechnical means" which this treaty

scemingly institutionalizces and protects). Secondly, and
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perhaps most importantly, the parity 1n numbers required
by the trecaty docs not in any way reduce the Soviets over-
whelming superiority in throw weight and in payload capability

(see page 2 and footnote 2), which are a more accurate indica-
tion of the destructive potential of a nuclear force.28
SALT I legalized this imbalance when it fixed the total number
of launchers authorized each side in accordance with those
missiles either operational or under construction as of May

and July 1972 (see pages 1 and 2). Since this Vladivostok
agreement is in effect for a period of ten years, there is

no relief from the fear that the Soviets may deploy an entirely

new family of ICBH':29

which would give the USSR a significant
superiority in MIRV warhcads as well (a fact that becomes
critical when combined with a superiority in payload capability,

i.e., deliverable megatonnage). For instance, our Minuteman III

ICBM carries thrce MIRVed warheads, while the Russians new

30 Even our latest

SS-X-18 "could have more than eight".
technological advances in this field are likely to be

obsolete before they can even be deployed, for example, our
new MK-12A "silo-killer" warhead, which has twice the power

of our present ones. "

The problem here is that their new
missiles, if deployed, would not only have a "silo-killing"
capability of their own, but would moreover be housed in
significantly harder silos which would be "MK-12A proof'.32

As a result, our MIRV capability is neutralized, and our

own missiles become extremely vulnerable since they are not in

super-hardened silos.

16
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There can be no question about the tact that today
neither side passcsses o dangerous advantage over the other in
any field. Yoet developments are being realized so rapidly
in the area of weaponry that what secms impossible today
may be commonplace tomorrow. The bhasic problem inherrent in
both the Vladivostok accord and in SALT I is that the Soviets
succeeded in getting us to sign agreements which we knew
to be disadvantageous; a situation which ten years ago would
have secemed incredible. The turmoil and confusion these
negotiations have created within our own Government are guite
obvious from the statements of Scnator Jackson and Secretary
Kissinger. On the one hand, Scnator Jackson very cynically
stated that the same logic that motivated SALT I also motivated
the Vladivostok accord, i1.¢., "that the U.S. is better off
with a bad agreement than with none". Our Secretary of State,

on the other hand, argucd that, "We have always assumed that

33

once we agreed on numbers, we could solve all other problems..."
As noted earlier the question of numbers (whén tied to the
amount of payload capacity) is the most critical, and

since we have alrcecady given in to the Soviets on this the

most important issuc there may be few "other problems®™ worth

solving.

17
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HSOVILETET TDEOLOGY
The fact that Soviet leaders bhave become more pragmatic
in the formulation and conduct of foreign policy does

not imply that they have cast off Marxist-Leninist idcecology.

The pursuit of powcr-political objectives is not incon-

sistent with idcological tenets or with historical pre-

cedent. Lenin and all of his successors have advocated
pragmatic approaches to specific problems and, at times,
dealt with so-calloed bourgeois governments even at the
expense of indigenous Communist governments. Despite

such temporary dcpartures from the straight ideological

path, however, ideology still affects decisionmaking and

provides the framework in which Soy}et leaders analyze

and evaluate international events.

Thus far has been discussed the workings of a very pragmatic
and shrewd Soviet Union which has skillfully negotiated a favor-
able SALT agreement by capitalizing on our strong desire to
realize and ond to the nuclear arms race. On the surface,
therefore, it might scem that the US is dealing with a Soviet
regime that is radically different from its militant predeces-
sors. By the liberal usce of such terms as peaceful coexistence
and detente the Soviet Union is very successfully presenting a
"new face® to a world weary of strife and war. That they have
been successful at all in convincing other nations of their
sincerity is a testimony to their political acumen. Indeed the
USSR is different; cven in comparison with the Stalinist era
onc can distinguish any number of differences all of which
point to a more prosperous nation and to a people that are
better housed, clothed, c¢ducated and fed than their parents.
However, this matcrial change in the standard of living has not
been matched by a similar ideological transformation, since the

tenets of Marxism-Leninism are as inherently hostile and

18
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belligevent today as they wore duritng the era of Lenin

himself, inspite of therr masking by the jargon of detente,

One has only to examine their open press to find an entircely
different picture of the Soviet Union; a fact which should
scrve as a sober reminder not to trust them too far, especially
in the SALT negotiations where¢ 80 much is at stake.

The picture presented by the Soviets is that they still
consider themselves in the vanguard of the inevitable victory
of socialism over capitalism; i.c¢., of the Soviet Union
5; . over the United States, since each is the prime representative
L » of its form of qovernment in the world today. From its

vicwpoint that it and it alone posscsscs the true interpreta-

tion of history the Kremlin is at once in the unique posi-

G tion of being able to justify to the world all of its actions,
while at the same time condemning, "in the interest of the
international prolcetariat®, those actions by other states
which it considers harmful to this inevitable victory of the
working class over the bourgcoisie -- indeed any resistance
to this force is vicwed as criminal in the eyes of the Soviets.
( Thus, "historical correctness" (plus Soviet might) makes
right. Also it must be realized by the West and especially
the United States that the Soviet definitions of detente and f {

] peaceful coexistence are framed within this Marxist-Leninist

"scientific world outlook", an outlook which has spawned a

foreign policy noted for its messianic militancy and its use

of unrelenting pressure in the pursuit of its own objectives.

Particularly interesting is the Soviet approach to the
19




questions of war and Strategie parity with the United States,

According to Loenin, “War is a continuation of politics by

other means. Any war 18 i1nscparably joined to the political ;
structure from which it dliﬁvu“.’s It therefore follows that ‘
an anlysis of the political structurc and policies pursucd

by the combatants will invariably dctermine the “correct

character of the war”. Also Lenin added to this analysis of

war and politics a very significant observation regarding
the justification for bceginning a war -- according to this
tenet the Sovicts could "justifiably® lLaunch a surprise
nuclear attack:

the true essence ofa war is determined not by “who was

the first to launch an attack®, not by “"where the troops

stand"” and "who is now winning" -- it is important to

know the aims for which the war is being waged, by

what classes and what statcs . And for this it is neces-
¥ sary to study their prewar policy. If it was an imper-

ialist policy, i.c., a policy defending the interests

of finance capital, robbing and oppressing other countries,

the war following from this policy, i.e., a policy ex-

pressing the mass movement against foreign oppression,

the war following from this policy is a just war of nation-
& al liberation. Lenin stressed that "war is always and
everywhere begun by the explqétets themselves, by the rul-
ing and oppressing classes."

-

Seen in this light, any war waged by a capitalist state --

' even in its own defensc -- becomes automatically an unjust
war since a capitalist nation is necessarily pursuing an
imperialistic foreign policy. On the other hand, overt

< aggression by a socialist state, or by a state conducting a
so-called “"national liberation movement", is sanctified as
just war in Soviet eyes: "...the legitimacy and justice of

C a war can be determined 'only from te point of view of the
socialist proletariat and its struggle for its emancipation.

20
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The Sovicet Union and other countries of the
socialist community have rendered comprehensive
assistance, including military aid, to the peoples
fighting for the abolition of colonial tyranny.

F, And this, it must be stressed, is not at variance
with the princigées of peaceful coexistence championed
by our country.
From this it can clearly be seen that a sincere interest
i in peace is not included in their “"peaceful" coexistence;
instead this term (as well as detente) is nothing more than
{ a placebo designed to keep the United States and the rest
€ of the Pree World off guard while the Soviets undermine
their will and resolve with deceit and false promises.
In regards to nuclear war, the Soviets apparently share
L 4 the same apprehension toward it as does the West.

During the many years since the advent of nuclear
weapons, since the time of Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
the Soviet Union has exerted cnormous efforts to pre-
clude the possibility of a world nuclear war. The
€ Soviet Union's struggle for the complete prohibition
and abolition of nuclear weapons is conditioned by
the very nature of the socialist system, called upon
to serve the intcrests of3§ho working people, the
interests of world peace.

o

C However, while it is rational to assume that the Soviets
mean what they say about the abolition of nuclear war, it
would be very unwise not to regard such statements with at

L least a healthy pessimism. The same declarations also charac- ; 3
terized the immediate post-World War II period, yet, as is

well known, they neverthecless forged ahead at full speed

|
¢ to acquire their own nuclear arsenal (witness the fact that (

in 1949 they exploded their first atomic bomb, and four
21




years later their tirst hydrogen bomb) . Clearly, the Saviet
propensity for saying onc¢ thing and doing another has been

largely responsible for the creation of S0 much Western

mistrust toward the USSR, and it would be a big mistake
to take their pronouncements about nuclear war at face value,

as much as a weary world would like to. Whether or not they

P W

, would ever resort to a nuclear war is a moot question and is
certainly not beyond the realm of possibility; one thing
is certain and that is that the Soviets are out to gain a

clear advantage over the United States in SALT.

In pursuit of this advantage, the Soviets are apparently

obsessed with their effort at keeping the United States at
a distinct military disadvantage. Based on what has thus
far been seen in SALT, the Soviets have achieved their ;
aims and have settled for nothing less. SALT 1 gave them a
numerical advantage in launchers and payload capacity, and
at Vladivostok they received not only approval to equal us

G in MIRV, but also were given the time (ten years) in which

to surpass us in this area with their new SS-X-18 family of

missiles. i
! ¢ The Soviets apparent obsession with “oneupmanship" can

be explained in an entirely historical context as an attempt

by the Russians to alter their world image by showing that

they are no longer a land of backward peasants. No doubt

such explanation does have merit; however, the role of ideology
must also be considered as a motivating force as well. For
o example, the so-called "law" of dialectical materialism. Ac-

cording to this theory, every thesis authomatically gives
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rise to its antithesis, which in turn cvolves into a higher
synthesis, thus becoming a new thesis. This dialectical
interaction may be applicd to all matter, including military
equipment. Such a philosophy becomes a powerful rationale

for the continual development of new weapons systems, and

it follows that if you believe strongly enoﬂgh in the doctrine
you will never permit your neighbor's thesis to go unchallanged
by your antithesis. This may be translated into military
terms as, "The appearance of new means of struggle always

brings into being (cmphasis added) corresponding countorloans..?‘o

Thus, for example the appearance of an American Minuteman 3

ICBM with three MIRV would have to be followed (according to
this "law") by a more powerful Soviet ICBM, i.e., the SS8-X-
18 ICBM with its five to eight MIRV warheads. An arms race

could conceivably go on ad infinitum until one side decided

not to match the other's latest advancement. Since the Soviets
are the ones who espousec the correctness of this law (thereby

compelling them to meet means with countermeans) it must

therefore be the Americans who will be the first to halt the
expansion by agreeing not to match the Soviet advancement.
Such a scenario would dictate to the United States that if

it wants an agreement badly enough, be it in SALT, MBFR, trade

Nt o S s S S

or whatever, it must be willing to accept the basic premise

. e

that the USSR will emerge with some sort of a clear advantage.
Admittedly this scenario is speculative, yet at the

same time it is frightening in its implication and cannot be
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discountoed entirely, cspecially where nuclear weapons are
concerned, S0 tar SALY has confirmed this thesis of a
nogyotiated imbalance in the Soviets' favor. Whether or not
this is indicative of an emerging pattern in Soviet-American
neyotiations is hard to say, but at lcast the possibility
docs exist.

In short, idcology still plays a role in the shaping
of Soviet attitutdes toward the West. The problem of deter-
mining the magnitude of its role is complicated not only by
the importance of each issue, but also by the intertwined
nature of ideology and great power politics within the
Soviet system. As a rule, the greater the ideological input
into an issue, the morc “"hard-line" will be the Soviet approach
to it; converscly, a lessening of ideological propaganda
heralds a relatively cooperative Soviet spirit. This method
provides a better mcans of assessing its importance than
does the alternative approach of trying to determine if
ideology is being used as a prime motivator for Soviet action
or simply to justify an action of Soviet great power politics.
In any event, it must be remembered that ideology is not dead,
and, as stated in the introduction to this chapter, it pro-
vides a definite frame of reference for the Soviet leadership

and as such cannot be ignored by the West.
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CHAPTER 1V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUS LONS

It is quite apparent that the SALT ncqgotiations are
importent and necessary and should be continued until a
meaningful agreement on actual arms reduction is reached.
liowever, it is also obvious that the United States agreed
to acceopt a disadvantageous strategic position in missile
numbers and payload capacity in order to take a first
step in this direction. This obviously cstablishes a dangor-
our preceodent which could lead ultimately to a severely
weakened American nuclear arms posture which could, in turn,
make us vulnerable to Soviet influence and oven nuclear
blackmail (esnecially if our retaliatory capability were
affected). In its ‘'calings with the Soviet Union, the
United States should always bear in mind that the USSR is
still our most dangerous rival and in snite of detente and
peaceful coexistence still brandishes a hostile ideology,

a very powerful military force, and continues to view treaties
as toemporary documents at bost.‘l
In conclusion, it is rocommended that the United
States quickly adopt a threo-point program for improving its

strategic strength. First, enact a comprehensive plan to

reverse the ominous decline in our overall military posture
and strength which some observers see as already “...deteriorat-

ing to the point where in a few years the U.S. could be faced
down by the Soviet Union in any test of will similar to the

Cuban crisis®.*? secondly, the United States should rethink
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its SALT II position to include negotiating for 1) roughly

equal ceilings on the throw-weight of MIRVed missiles;

2) roughly equal overall throw-weights of both MIRVed and
non-MIRVed missiles, with a realistic allowance for stra-
tegic allowance for strategic bomber strengths on both
sides; and 3) for a schoedule of phased armed roduction..‘3
Thirdly, our negotiators should take a lesson from their
" Soviet counterparts and adopt a firmer, more cautious and
more patient approach in securing U.S. national objectives.
o Agreements concluded in an atmosphere of political expe-

diency instead of careful diplomacy often create more and

bigger problems than they solve.

o SN s T A O A 8 255
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