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SLIMMAkY

This paper examines the current status of the Moscow —

Washington Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and their

significance within the overall framework of detente and

Soviet ideology . - The conclusion reached in this study i.

that the United States is in danger of weakening its nuclear

weapons posture as a r esult of accepting a disadvantageous

position vIu-a-vis the USSR in the SALT negotiations . In
I

our eagerness to secure an arms control agreement we are

ignoring the fact that the Soviet Union is and will remain

inherently hostile to the United States; a fact that is

quite evident from their ideological statements as well as

LI from their manipulat ion of detente. Thus, by the acceptance

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

United States could conceivably be subjected to Soviet nu-

clear blackmail. The purpose of this paper is to present

a realistic appraisal of SALT and detente in light of Soviet

ideology .
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J NhI*HUUIW 111)N

The crux i ~
; h at  the US hi’ I LeVeS only what it

wants t u  t)” t u’vi•. is the opponent ( i . e . ,  the USSR)
rea l l y  spi’ak L nq of det ente  and pe~cofuI  coexistoncc~’The US beIievi’~ this so nobody pays attention to
Soviet pronouncements of world revolution and world
conquest. l u r t h e rmore , this process is being re-
inforced by the mass media to the point of collec-
tive na rcosis and genera l del usion.

The Cold War is not do~dJ i t  is more dangerous now
than it was years ago.

The above quote clearly expresses a danger that has

t } became extremely serious in this age of detente -- namely.

that the euphoria produced by detente is very likely to

back the United Stati s and the rest of the Pree World into

an indefensible posit ion fro* which there can be no retreat.

• Specifically . I am referr ing to the current Strategic Arms

Limitation Talks (SALT) in which the Soviets presently have

a distinc t advantage . in s s p it t ’ of our own assurances to the

contrary. The danger lIes in  the (act that this advantage

C could conceivably be t~xpa ndc’cl to the point of •tfectiv.ly

neutralizing our retaliatory capability against a Soviet

C nuclear attack thus rendering us vulnerable to nuclear black-

mail. With this achieved we would be forced to conced. to

Soviet hegemony in the world political arena , and •speoial

ly in Western Europe. This danger is obscured by the fact

that the Soviets are seemingly just as sinoer. as we ars

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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a~ we would  iii t lu i v ’ ,il •p i a (h.tmo,iuvl iar war.

II i ~~t V t r , I I  ou~ l i i  .11 1 at  u~y I or ct w in ti I ecti vely neutra l i i.’~d

to the ~~ l i i i  I h i  I I In ‘y d d no I. havi to I tar our retail at ion

t han they would i ,ub s d  hays ., very powerful  club , since the I r

threatened use ot nuc I s - a r  ws la lxrns  would be as effective as

their actual employment .

It is my contention in t h i s  thesis that the United States

is now faced with this very rea l danger as a result of our

good faith in the SALT negotiations, and t.shall try to prove
I )  my thesis not only through an examination of the strategic

L nuclear post ures of both count r tes i n  l ight of SALT, but

also via an exam i n at i on  of Soviet idt o)oqica l  attitudes to-

ward detente. ‘I’herv i t  mu sL be added that although ideology

is a very f l e x i b l i  in s t rum e nt  i n  Soviet hands, it neverthe-

less gives an indicat ion ci Russian intentions in the sphere

of power politics , and it would i ndeed be foolhardy to assume
C otherwise since Marxi sm-l . cninui m is and always will be m imi—

cal towards the capitalist world , especially the United States.

As I hope to point out to the reader ’s satisfaction, there
is a wide gulf betwe.n what we view as detente and peacsfu l

coexistence and what the Soviets consider them to be, and that

our naivete in perceiving this difference could be potential—
• 

iy  damaging to the strength , security and international pre-

stige of the United States. It is not my intention h.r.in

to advocate a return to isolationism or the Cold War or even
0
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a wt (h i l ra wal  ( r .s’i t t i s p i a l  1. 1 1  i iu i ~; W I  t h I ha 5eV L a tH a I I at

Q wIt i ch WOU lii hi’ i i i  ~ .i ~ I s - i s  sse~ . My . n l. a- u t. I on r s rather to u ry’

LI more cau t I (JUN ~~~~ ~~~ I ‘ i t t  s lPt ) t O.Ii )i ha ’ adopted by the Un I i s a  I

- ~. t . a te~ i t t  our ns sj s t t  l .a I i s  ‘II . W I  ( I t  I he ~iuv 1 s t  s — —  such a p o l i c y

would go a l ong way I. uwa ,s l  previ n t r u s i  the kind of erosion
- 

in our nuclear Ix)sLIuIe I I u ,~ t has r e su l ted  f rom SALT I and Lb’

Vladivostok Su m e i t .  I I  we co n tin ua  to negotiate  in haste

and tail to u nde ust1iuid the dangers i nher en t  in Soviet ~ t t A t u d s~~
then we may one day f i n d  ourse l ves l aced with the very real

- throat of Soviet ituc l ear b laekaa i I .
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SAI l I A N I ’  ‘l II ~ MOS (I)W SII MM I I’

R et o r t  beg tnu 1114) bit h a t  I Y$ is of I he SALT I agreements

between the tin it s’d St . i t a s  .un d t in ’  Soviet Union , it might be

helpful first to br& - (Ly ~;I1mmarize exactly what was agreed

upon . As is gene rally well k nown , the Strategic Arms Limita-

tion Talks were begun i n  Novembe r 19f~’3 In Helsinki, Finland.

• ( Aft er almost three years of hard negotiating they produced

~C. their first forma t agreisnients on May 2b , 1972, which were

subaoquontly signed i n  Moscow . Ba s i c a l ly ,  ther . are three

agreements: a treaty to l i m i t  the construction of antiballis—

tic missile (ABM) systems ; an interim agreement to put a

limit on the number of o f fen s i v e  nuc l ea r weapons; and a

protocol def in ing  the e f fec t  of t h i s  second agreement on

submarine-launched b a l l i s tI c  miss i les  ( S LU M ) .

According to the AUM t r ea ty ,  the United States and the

Soviet Union are each limited to two deployment areas , one

site to pro tect its capitol and the other to protect int.r—

continental ballistic miss ile (1CRM ) sites. Each area is

l imited to a 94—mile radius , wi th  a center point at least

$10 miles distant f rom the second site , and may contain up

to 100 launchers each . Also each 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

Jo 
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t i  t Y I s t  I t~ iei (. - • • I I , .  • i ~ a • • ihiauIhI ,s • a and usa- of rada r ~ )

t u  L i m i t  I ha .‘I I a ’ . • I i v a  - i-i ive t .sga - of I ha - AIIM sites to re tati V t - —

I y BRhI I I  sect lu te ; ‘ a t  s . ,eit iaa i i  on, i r respective of any

a~uaL ttatI v t ’ t f l c u a - e. - i u ~ A Ii M n u s s  ~s - c a p a bi l i t y .  This  AIIM

treaty is un h i m t t s - a I  i i i  i I ~~ duration and subject to review

every five years.

The aqreomi-nI~; lim i t ing the total n umber of ICBN and

SLBM launchers ~sllowed to each side are structured around

the number of mi ss i l e s  operational  or under construction as

of May 26 , 1972 . in  the case of SIJIM , and July 1st for ICBM .

Modernization and replacement are permitted provided that

no heavy ICDM (such as the Soviet SS-9) are deployed . Also ,

those ICBM laun :hers deployed prior to 1964 may be .xchanged

L for a like numbe r of new SIdI M launchers.

In terms of s t rategic hardware SALT I can be translated

as follows. The Uni ted  States is permitted to maintain its

total of 1,054 1CBM and 6’~6 SLUM in 41 submarines . Out of

this total 54 T itan 2 ICUM may be exchanged in the future for

an equal number of SLUM (to be located on not more than three

new submarines)., thus creating a new ratio of 1,000 ICBM and

710 SLBM (in 44 submarines). Mditionally, 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 .

2
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The Soviet lJn ..on , ta n  t t a - o thor  h and , mdy retain its

1 .61$ ICBM and 141) Sl.BM (located on tib nucle ar—powe*d sub-

marines) , plus b u i l d  .in addit iona l 2 10 S1.1IM to replace

those deployed priot to 19b4. Overall., the Soviets are

limited to 950 SLUM Oft t,i submarines , in addition to the

above 1.618 1dm .

Numerically speaking , SALT I gave the Russians an

advantage of 858 total launchers over what the United

States is permitted (2~ 68 vs 1710) . In addition , the Soviets

are free to develop their  MIRV (multiple independently

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

meqatonnage (NT); specifically. 11,400 MT vs. 2.400 MT for

the United States -- figures include both ICBM and SLSM .2

As an offsetting factor, SALT I does not mention intercontinen-

tal bomber-s in which at that time the United States bad a

total of 455 strategic bombers compared with the Soviets 140

(of which then 100 were propeller driven).3 Also no agreement

was reached for on-site verification of the treaty s provi-

sions applicable to ABM deployment and the limitation of ICSM

and SLSM; 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

satellite photography) .

3 
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f lu  r i na j  (ha’ ~. 11111W’ - i of I 9 14 Pr a - s  a dent  N i XOfl and Gent - r a I

5ei~rt ~t a ry  l,eun j a t iir~ •ilii~~-v he 3d d suntm it .  meeting in Mosc iw

wh i ch had f a r - r a - . u e h i i n a j  i m p l i ca t i o n s  f o r  SALT as well  as f o r

other areas of mutua l interest to both the USA and USSR.

Basically three agreements were mad.~ in Moscow during this sum-

mit: 1) an agreement that both sides will fosego the construc-

tion of the second AI3M site authorized by the original SALT I

accord; 2) an agreement to l imit underground nuclear testing

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

and finally 3) an agreement to begin negotiations on onviron-

mental warfare” , e.g., climate modif icat ion for military

purposes.4 In addi t ion , the “ Jo in t  Soviet—US Co unique”

signed on July  3 , 1974, called for the undertaking of renewed

efforts to limit strategic arms on both aides before the ex-

piration of the SALT I “Interim Agreement”, which is due

to expire in l977.~ ‘rho “Vladivostok Sumeit ” , between Pre-

sident Ford and Mr. lIrozhncv , was held in November 1974 in

response to this call.

V Bearing the above agreements in mind , we can now turn

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

t . Moscow Su it 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 si te

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

I

c 
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and an 1CUN field for the fJ t~~ted SLat .-s . ” 6 8oth sides sti ll

retain the option of moving their already established sites

to the alternate p osi tio n s  if desired , howevsr , once ovod

they cannot be shifted hack again.

In rega rds to the second agreement ( i . e . ,  the setting

of a 150 K? limit on the size of underground nuclear eaplo-

sian.). Dr. Kissinge r co ented that it will, “ hay, the

tendency to conc.ntrat. co petition in th. ranges of the

lower yield weapons.”7 Concerning the third agreement on

environmental warfare , the Secretary of State made it clear

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

Union, in the near futur., will open discussions on this

problem...’

In examining these agreoments it must be mentioned that

the Moscow Sumeit negotiations were carried out in couplet.

V secrecy’... at the request of the Sovi.t Union . . . ”9 ; needless
1j

to say , this atmosphere of secrecy further heightened the

suspicion in the United States , •.p.cially among those

V critics who felt that we were in danger of once again being

outaan.uv.red 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.S. leaders across the whole spectrum of nego-
tiations from trade to space are accepting the Soviet

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~ - -V



—--— — — — — ~~- — _- -~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ . . _ . _  •

i~ let ij ia:;  u P  a i a I :;~ •
~~~ I . -a  y • i i p a i  a l a  - a t , . e1 1( 1lI I li(~ W t . I4OU L
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hOC~~et y -

in  ad(i I t. i on f u  I h. - a -a~ u i reSent f or  “closed door ” neqot I a —

L i o ns, the Moscow t .slks piro lueed a d c-ar division between

F.ast and West req.arot i nq the concept of strategic parity ;

the Soviet and American positions au 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

f or SALT, stated in response to the Moscow Summit:

The U.S. delegation ’s position has been consistent
with that of the congressional resolution approving
the 1972 agreements . I t  has not called for strict
equality in every category of strategic arms but
has called for ~s l  ~q valence (emphasis added)
with respect to the ov !rall  mix  of strategic offensive
systems .

The Soviet side has consistently used the term “equal
security wi th  no un i l a ter a l advantage to either side”.
In their explanat ions of this term, they insist that
“geographic and other considerations” must be taken
ir~to account in d et er m i n i n g  what is equal security.
Among these considerations is their view that the USSR
is surrounded by hos t i le  countries, including the NATO
countries and China , while the United States has on its
borders friendly countr ies  -- 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 Soviet 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

0 6
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envi ronmenta I w.a r l .a  l a  Iaa:; yet to ha - worked out) . In regard

I o the  dee 114 IOfl I a I  a l i - u u n k a n  the seeond AIIM site , there is now

general 4q rnl ’ment I I i , s t  110) N 3 d e  ser i o u s l y  envisioned the

continue(I spend inq of vit .i l d.’tiinsc l umP s for so little

security in return. “The abandonment of th. second ABM ~itus

Permitted under SM~’I’ I is another farce . The U.S. never

intended to build its second site to defend Washington. and

the Soviets had no Interest In extending their obsolescent

Galosh-Nenhouse system to defend a single .ICBM site.”’2 The

duplicity in this approach is that the original necessity

to develop multiple warhead missiles was predicated on the

desire of both sides to overcome the other’s ABM defenses;

therefore , an extremely 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 ag reement was precisely that neither side V

would maintain ASM defenses.

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

In the absence of ABM defenses , the extraordinary
V number of foreseeable multiple warheads will create a

situation in which such terms as superiority should
not be l ightly thrown around because they may be
devoid of any operational meaning .

...P’or present purposes, I want to say that any idea
that any country can oasily achieve strategic superiority
is almost devoid , under these conditions, of any opera-
tional signif~~anco and can only have a numerical
significance.

7
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- i~~taus~at a ~~~ t h d t  a numu t i c i  I

1idV.iiit aqi • h a s  f i l l  I .  I I ai~y opt -, .1 t ioi, .a h ~ I go i f  icanci, ‘ft a

logic ObV iUIni  I y I u I  i - ~ a a i e l  I t ie j ioss i b i  I I ty of technoloqic~~l

att V~1fl( OS4’flt.14 , sUch as iaalv uiact -d M I  HV 1 gig , which could ef f ec t ive ly

neutralize the other ’s s t r i k e  c ap ab i l i t y ,  and hence have a

very great operationa l significance -- this becomes all the

more alarming when that side also possesses numerical superiority ,

such as the Soviets have been granted under SALT I and the

1974 Moscow accord. This will become even more apparent

V 
in Chapter II where the now Soviet S9-lI ICB$ is discussed.

I.
It would thus seem that we granted the Soviet Union numerical 

a

• 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. Hots, editor of the journal, “Aviation Week and Space

Technology”, declares, “The underground nuclear testing

threshold agreement is a farce.14 It allows both sides to

do all of the testing they need for MIRV warheads in the next

two years (the treaty goes into effect in March 1976) and

then sate the threshold ban so high it has little meaning”.15

Fu rthermore , there are no verification procedures built into

this agreement to keep each side from cheating (other than

by the use of the aforementioned “national technical means ” ) ,

nor is there any limitation put on the size of underground

nuclear explosions carried out for purely “ peaceful purposes ’.16

8
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I b y  w i l l  na v*’r .aali im i t t o  h~iv i •aq comm U t  oi l  a v io l  at ion of

the treaty, and secondly, 1 would be obviously impossibli~
(or any verification means to distinguish between a peace-

• (Ui nuclear explosion and a hostile one.

In s~~~~ry, as a result of the 1972 SALT I agreements

and the 1974 Moscow Summit the following picture emerges

of the strategic nuclear posture of both the United States

and the Soviet Union. I) In regard to ASPI deployment both

sides’ systems are admittedly inadequate to provide the 
V

protection for which o r i g i na l l y  constructed, hence any

reliance on their ef fec tiveness  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

of fensive nuclear wea pons , the United States is at a dis-

tinc t disadvantage numerically both In land-based ICBM and

SLSM , although possessing a decided advantage in the area of

long-range strategic bombers. h owever, as a result of the

Moscow Summit, the U.S. essentially bargained away this

advantage by agreeing to offset it by allowing the Soviet.

a greater 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 been 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
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easily upset by .a Su~~i t- t M I U V  c0apabi l i L y ;  in fact, Mr. Nitz.

was one of the t i r~it to v iew th is as the real danger. in

~July of 1974 he recommended that the one and only way still

open to achieve our goa l of essential equivalence in SALT

was to indeed stop the arms race before the Soviets could

gain any type of an effect ive deployed MJ HV capability.

According to Mr. Nit~e this could be done by providing -

...for a simple undertaking t1aat neither side would
deploy or further ti nt large MIRVod missiles • This
would cut off the further testing or deployment of
large Soviet MIRVed mi ssiles but would also ban test-
ing or deployment ci a large M1RVed follow-on missile

V to the U.S Minuteman and wouj~~. In my view , enhance
the security of bott~ si des...

But, unfortunately, SAbe I .snd the Moscow Summit proved

• unable to limit the ta’stinq or deployment of MIRVed weapons

on either side. 3) The ban on underground nuclear testing

- - 
will be largely ineffective as a result of its delayed 1976

implementation date and the sanction given to “peaceful

explosions” , which are not restricted by the prov4s i.ons of

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

and perhaps most importantly, the Soviets continue to effec-

tively block any discussion of on-site verification of any

kind . Add to these fou r 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

10
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but at NO .iq.i InSt  N A I (  a .a nol ( h I  fla ~Is wo - I I )  • and yOU have the

tint ted States cut c i i  nit i ntis I hi- Vi ad i yost ~ k neqot iat ions w it h

~I very I arqt- hand I call . As w i l t  IH cl i  ~cuna- ~a -ii in Chapter II

these talks succeeded a n  mak ing our II(mit ion vis-a-vis the

USSR oven worst .

It is interesting to noto that this view of a weakened

American position has betan confIrmed by the Soviets themselves

in their open press; the following in an opinion that they

expressed two months prior to the 1974 Moscow Su it s

The militarist circles in the U.S.A. today are engaged
in the intensive search for a way out of the blind alley
into which military strategy was ted by the long years
of the “positions of strength” p ol ic y  and the spe.dup
of the nuclear arms race. The m ili tari sts of the 1970’s
are pinn ing great hopes on recovertnq . IC oven only in
the long run, the United States ’ lost strategic superiority
(emphasis added) through the qualitative improvement Or
weapons and the elaboration of new parameters for their 19use in exert ing pressure against the socialist countries.

Before turning our attention to the November summit between

President Ford and Secretary lIrvzhnev it must be reemphasized

that the Soviets were greatly concerned about the U.S. MIRV

• capability and wore not about in any way to agree to a curbing

of their desire to match us in this field. In a February 1974 - *

issue of “Pravda” they stated that “...if during the accomplish-

ment of tasks connected with the elaboration of a permanent

agr..ment (to limit strategic offensive arms) any types of

strategic offensive means are disregarded or there is a refusal

) to examine the strategic situation in its totality , this would

be tantamount to an endeavor to obtain ...a unilateral advantage ”.20
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As we shall ace, tin y were vi-ry sueca-asful.
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to ach I c v i-  a u n  -ak  ( i i , ’  su ij ia w i  l i i  l i i . -  Soy i i i  n on the lutist ion

of MIRV I imitations . hlaaw ,-va-1 . his I sr ~~posa I to t-quaiixu the

MIRV throw weight Ut both sides was countered by the Soviets

with a proposal to instead roughly equate the nuabor of MiRVad

launchers on both sides. According to Mr. Nitse.

Acceptance of this proposal would have resulted in a
substantial Soviet superiority in M1RV throw weight
coupled with a continuation of the very great Soviet
superiority In unMiRVod Soviet missile throw weight.
It is difficult to see how the U.S. strategic bo~~er

~~~-. capability (oni- of our prime advantages in SALT I),
• j. as offset by Soviet superior and 

~
?limited air defenses.

could offset these supcriorities.

At the time , this proposal was not acceptod by the United

States, however, at the Vladivos t ok conference this Soviet
- c• position of M I RV launcher i -qua l i t y  was accepted , and with

that  our rem a in in g  advantage  in s t rat eg ic  bombers was negated .

One of the iiOI~S1ble reasons for  Soviet intransigence

V on the M1RV quest ion might be as a r e s u l t  of our own pro—

nouncements on the subject  of a “counterforce” doctrine of

retaliation against SovIet miss i l e  sites . An indication of

Soviet reaction to t h i s  doctrine appeared ira an “Izvestia”

~artic1e dated June 22, 1q74:

Under the slogan of a more “flexible ” and even “humane”
strategy, the present Pentagon chief has advanced the
concept of striking at missile launching pads. The new j
doctrine of nuclear war is named the “counterforce’
strategy.

....tt consists an the idea that nuclear war, which
C the American l~’opli - perceive as suicide , is now treated

as something not necessarily totally destructive and
~~~~~~~~~~~
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“coU s it e t  force ” ~ I I • a I a  -gy diM ii’ at i -xe  I uda- but On

¼. 1 hi’ eunt rary • ;srt-suuIIM ses I hat I iii tL S .A - Cal Ly
retain its m.a~s uve st t j  k a ’ ” c.s~a.iIa 1 I i t y. The sncond
is that Sch li-s us a pa - i • in  ha I ~; h e W  i -su e t-pt  (i t  war ,
almost openly 110ca-i-.is on the pirema se that, under
certain condit iian~~, t h a -  U . S . A .  eciultl be the first
to deliver a nueltai ~ t 5~ ka ’ it the SovIet Union ’s

mi ssile i n s t al l a t i o n s .
Whether or not this tci’-h inq was A ndu-ed the main reason for

Soviet insistence on M1RV rem smns a rc latively moot point

for in any event they were successful in gaining a MIRV

“groen light” in Vlad ivostok . 
-

In esslence , the arms accord reached in November 1974 b.-

tweon President Ford and Mr. tsrezhncv placed “...a ceiling of

2,400 each on the t o t a l  numbe r of long-range offensive missile

and bo bers. Of that total , each side will be able to place

$ (NIRV) warheads on up to l, 32() land-based and submarine—

launched missilos”.2~ This ceiling will be in effect until

l98~ , and is viewed by the White House as having successfully
$ put a “cap ” on the arms race . Prosident Ford , at his press

conference of December Id , took the view 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

.uII-out arms race over that same period ”.24

a Basically, the United States traded its MIRV advantage

(for at the time of the Vlad ivostok Suamuit meeting the Soviets

had no actually M1RVed missiles) for an agreement which it

C. hopes will not only halt the arms race , but also provide

a point from which arms can actually begin to be reduced

14
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-and to ~a M I H V  I aun t I oh  up  t o  I • I l l )  of t h e i r  miss i les .  This

ulli-ans that  the S o vi et s  w~ I I  be add i ng approximately 25 new

delivery vehicles ari d M i RV i ny l , 12 () mi~ sA1es , while the United

States will be add ing 194 new delivery means and MIRVing an
25additional 570 missll (’s.

The victory of the Soviets in achieving their MIRV goal

evoked much react ton w i t h i n  the Congress and the Defense
I

Department. One of the most in fluential supporters of the

accord was Senator John St -nnis (U-Miss) . Chairman of the

Senate Armed Services Committee , who stated that it” ... over-

comes hurdles that have complicated prior negotiations”.

Specifically he was referrinq to arguments over technological

and geographical advantages and the capabil i ty of forward-
(-V.

based nuclear systems of both the United States and its NATO

allies.26 On this la t te r  point it must be mentioned that ira

an apparent major concession at Vladivostok , Mr. Brezhnev V

agreed not to count the 468 U.S. fighter-bombers stationed in

~:uropc as part of our 2.400 authorized delivery vehicles.
27

While it is true that the Vlad ivostok negotiations

did put a l imi t  on the a rms race , it unfortunately has a

uaumbo r of f l aws  which weaken i t  considerably. For one thing.

it still f a i l s  to provide  for  adequate ver i f icat ion (Other
I’- than again by “ n a t i o n a l  t echnica l means ” which this treaty

seemingly lnstitut ,onal iit ’~ and protects). Secondly , and

15 V
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ja( rhaps most. snap a t  t ,auit I y • t h e  par * t y  iii numbers required

by the tr ea ty  do -s ~ a a t  an any way reduce the Soviets over-

whelming su p e r i o r i t y  i i i  throw weight and in payload capab ility a

(see page 2 and foo t note 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

agre
~~~

nt is in effect for a period of ten years. there is

no relief fro. the fear that the Soviets may deploy an entirely

new family of ICIIM’s29 which would give the USSR a significant

superiority in MIRV warheads as well (a fact that becomes

critical when combined with a superiority in payload capability ,

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

ICBM carries three MIRVod warheads, while the Russians new

C SS-X—l8 “could have more than eight” .3° Even our latest

-~~ technological advances in this field are likely to be

obsolete before they can even be deployed, for example , our

iu new MK-12A “silo-killer” warhead, which has twice the power

of our present ones. 31 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 “MX-12A proof” .32

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

C own missiles become extremely vulnerable since they are not in

super-hardened silos.

16
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n e t  the i ~; tilt ~at a:;~ ;a ~~~~.a’ ~; a al.au ia~.- ruie. .ulv-aiat.aqc ove r the otho , a n

any fit’ Id .  Yet da ’Ve I opu~ -nI ~i -ir a- Lu- I eg r - a  I ized so rap id ly

in thit- .-arca of weaponry t hat  what  seems impossible today

may be comeonpiac - tomorrow. The basic problem inherrent in

both the Vlad ivostok accord and in SALT I is that the Soviets

succeeded ira getting us to sign agreements which we k n w
L V , L 

-- - 
to be disadvantageous; a situation which ten years ago would

have seemed incredible. The turmoil and confusion these

t• 1 
negotiations have created within our own Government are qaite

obvious from the statements of S -nator Jackson and Secretary

Kissinger. On the one hand , Senator .)ackson very cynically

stated that thc- same logic t hat motivated SALT I also motivated
( V  

the Vladivostok accord , i.e., , “that the U.S. is better off

with a bad agreement them with none” . Our Secretary of State,

on the other hand , argued tha st , “We have always assumed that
L once we agreed on numbers , we cou ld solve all other problems... ” 33

As noted earlier the question of n umbers (when tied to the

amount of payload capacity) is the most critical, and

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

most important issue there may be few “other problems” worth

solving.
)
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1he I act I l a s h  ~~UV I i - f  I ( - .md( - rs h!a vt-  b come more pragma I J C
Iri t~hia - to rmu 1 i t .  a on • and conduct. of foreign pot icy does
not imply t l a . i t  I tsi- y have t~ast oft Marx 1st—Leninist J deot ci (Jy.
The pursuit of power-politica l objectives is not incon-
sistent wit h ideological tenets or with historical pre-
cedent. hi-nm ~snd al l of his successors have advocated
pragmatic approaches to specific problems and, at times,
dealt with so-called bourgeois governments even at the
expense of indigenous Communist governments. Despite
such temporary departures from the straight ideological
path , however, ideology still affects decisionmaking and
provides the framework in which So~~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 aqrc-enat-nL lay Ca l ) i t d l i ii f l( J  on our strong desire to

realiz (- and end to t h e  nuclear arms race. On the surface,

therefore , it mi ght seem that the US is dealing with a Soviet

regime that is radically different from its militant predeces-

sors. uy the liberal use of such terms as peaceful coexistence

and detente the Soviet Un i on is very successfully preBenting a

0new face” to a world weary of strife and war. That they have
(,VJ been successful at all in convinc ing other nations of their

sincerity is a testimony to their political acumen. Indeed the

USSR is d i f f e r e n t;  c-von in  comparison wi th  the Stalinist era

one can distinguish any number- of differences all of which

c point to a more prosperous nation and to a people that are

V 
better housed , clothed , educated and fed than their parents. -~ 

-

However, this material change i~ 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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lit-I I igeit -n i l o s h a y  • a ~; I l a ’ - y  w a - r t - diii t u g  I-lu - era of Lenin

l i t  uii~ ,- I I • I nMp I t s  - I I In - a r mask i nq by t I n -  ~arqon of detente .

Uns - has only to exam i n s -  I. h a ’ I r open pri ss to find an e n t ir e ly

di t for t ’n t  piet ure 1)1 I l a t- SOV h (’t un ion ; a tact which should

serve as a sober rem i nder not to t rus t  them too far, especially

in the SALT negotiations wht -rt ’  so much is at stake.

The picture pres .-ntod by the Soviets is that they st i l l

consider themselves in the vanguard of the inevitable victory

of socialism over capitalism; i.e., of the Soviet Union

over the United States, since each is the prim , representative

of it. lorm of qovernm~~nt  i n  the worl d today. Prom its

viewpoint that it and it .atons’ possesses the tru. interpreta-

tion of history the Kreml in is at oni~ - in the unique posi—

tion of being able to justify to the wor ld all of its actions,

while at the same time condemn ing . “In the interest of the

in te rn ational p r o l et a r i a t ” , those actions by other states

which it considers harmful to this inevitable victory of the

working class over the bourgeoisie -- indeed any resistance
to this force is viewed as crimina l in the eyes of the Soviets.

Thus , “historica l correctness” (plus Soviet might) make.

right. Also it must be realized by the West and especially

the United States that the Soviet definitions of d.t.nt. and

peaceful coexistence are framed within this Marxist—Leninist

“scientific world outlook ” , an outlook which has spawned a

foreign policy noted for it. messianic militancy and its us.

V of unrelenting pressure in the pursuit of its own objectives.

Particularly interesting is the Sovi.t approach to the

19
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aith’st tons of w i t sui t - .5  i i i  i i i  ~~‘ pat t h y  w i t  h a the lin t ted S t a t t - ~
Ai eorVdinq to la-it t i t  • “W. i a I ~t .m colt I $ ins,st ion of polIties by

other means . Any war is ins epar ab ly  j o ni~d to the pol i t i c a l

structure from which i t  i i  sss ’s ” . I t  therefore fol lows tha t

an anlysis of the politica l structure and policies pursued

by the combatants wil l invari ably determine the “correct

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

war and politics a very signiticant observation regarding

the justification for beginning a war -- according to this
tenet the Soviets could “ justifiably ” ‘aunch a surprise

nuclear attack :

the true essence ula  war is determined not by “who was
the f i rst to Laun c h an a t t a ck” , not by “where the troops
stand” and “w h o  is  now w i n n i n q ” -- it is important to
know the aims for which  the war is being waged , by
what classes and what states . And for this it is neces-
sar-y to study their prewar policy. If it was an imper—
ialist policy , i.e., a policy defending the interests
of finance capital , robbing and oppressing other countries, 

-

V

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 expl~~ters themselves, by the rul- V

ing and oppressing classes.”
Seen in this light , any war waged by a capitalist state --

c even in its own defense -- becomes automatically an unjust
war since a capitalist nation is neccssarily pursuing an

imperial is t ic  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

L a war can be determined ‘only f rom tie point of view of the

socialist proletariat and its struggle for it. emancipation.

20
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The Soviet Union and other countries of the
socialist conuuunit.y havt- rendered comprehensive
assistance, includin g military aid , to the peoples
fighting for the abolition of colonial tyranny.

L And this, it must be stressed, is not at variance
with the princi~~es of peaceful coexistence championedby our country.

Pros this it can clearly be seen that a sincere interest

in peac. is not included in their “peaceful” coexist.nce,

instead this term (as well as detente) is nothing mor. than

a placebo designed to keep the United States and th. r.st

$ of the Pr.. World of f guard while the Soviets undermine

their will and resolve with deceit and false promises.

In regards to nuclear war, the Soviets apparently share

C the same apprehension toward it as does the West.

During the many years since the advent of nuclear j
weapons, since the time of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
the Soviet Union has exerted enormous 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 condition•d by
the very nature of the socialist system, called upon

U to serve the interests  of 3;ho working people , the
int•r.sts of world peace .

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

least a healthy pessimism. The same declarations also charac-

ten sed the imeediate post-world War II period, yet, as is

well known, they nevertheless 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

$

L- - - - V.~~ -*---- -- -- - - V - V.

— - - ~~~~~~~~ ~~~- 
V V . V V  ~~~~~. 

~~ - A _ ~ ~ V._V. V ..•~~~~ ,• -~ V

~~~~~~~~~~~~ V~~~~~ ~~V V ~ V . V V . . Vk V  ~~~~_~~~~ V -~~~~~ V. V .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ 
— -



—~ ~~~~~~~~ - V. - V - 
V~~~ V~~~V. V -

- -~~ V~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -

years later their Ii r~ t haydroc~s-ia bomb) . ( I s ar ly ,  the Soviet

propensity for sayusat j one thing and doi ng anoth er has been

la rgely responsible for the ercatiora oI so much Western

mistrust toward the USSR , and it wou ld 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

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 Unit•d States at

a distinct military disadvantage . Basod on what has thus

far been seen in SALT, the Soviets have achieved their

V aims and have settled for nothing less. SALT I gave them a

numerical advantage in launchers and payload capacity, and

~
V 

at Vladivostok they received not only approva l to equal us

in I4IRV, but also were given the time ( ten years) in which

to surpass us in this area with their new SS-X-l8 family of
t missiles.

V The Soviets apparent obsession with  “oneupmanship” can
- 

V 
be explained in an ent i re ly  historical context as an attempt

by the Russians to alter their world image by showing that

tI-aey are no longer a land of backward peasants. No doubt

such explanation does have merit; however, the role of ideology V

must also be considered as a motivat ing force as well. For

c example, the so-called “law ” of dialectical materialism. Ac-

cording to this theory, every thesis authomatically gives
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rise to its antithie~ i~ , wlaicha in turn evolves into a higher

synthesis, thus becoming a new thesis. This dialectical

interaction may be applied to all matter, including military

equipment. Such a philosophy becomes a powerful rationale

for the continua l development of new weapons systems, and

it follows that if you believe strongly enough in the doctr ine

you will n.ver permit your neighbor’s thesis to go unchallanged

by your antithesis. This stay be translated into military
— 

terms as, “The appearance of new means of struggle always

brings into being (emphasis added) corresponding countsrmeans..~
40

C Thus, for example the appearance of an American Minuteman 3 
V

ICBM with three NIRV would have to be followed (according to 
—

this “law”) by a more powerful Soviet ICBM , i.e., the SS-X-

- 

1 18 ICSM 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. Sinc, the Soviets

are the ones who espouse the correctness of this law (th.rsby

( ~ compelling them to meet means with countarmeans) 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, NDI’R, trade

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

that the USSR will emerge with some sort of a clear advantage

Admittedly this scenario is speculative, yet at the

C same time it is f r ightening in its implication and cannot be
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* nuclear  weapons are
I.. cont.(lrIu.(t. So t .% I SAI.T t~~ss conf Arme d t h i s  thesis of a

nt’qoti~tted imba l 1int’e in  the Soviets ’ favor. Whether or not

V this is indicative of s i i  s~mcrging pattern in Soviet—American

negotiations is hard to say, but at least the possibility

does exist.

In short, ideology 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

thc’ importance of each issue1 but also by the intertwinad
I: V

nature of ideology and great power polit ics within the

Soviet system. A~ a rule , the greater the ideological input

into an issue, the more “ha rd-line” will be the Soviet approach

to it; conversely, a lessening of ideological propaganda

heralds a relatively cooperative Soviet spirit. This method

provides a better means of assessing its importance than

does the alternative approach of trying to determine if

t 1  ideology is being used as a prime motivator for Soviet action V

or simply to justify an action of Soviet great power politics.
C

In any event , it must be remembered that ideology is not dead, 
V 

V- - V

and, as stated in the introduction to this chapter, it pro- 
V

vides a definite frame of reference for the Soviet ludersbip
V 

and as such cannot be ignored by the West.

C

24

$



- ---V 
-VV~~-V~~~~V. r - —

~~~~~~
-- - V V ~~~~

(I IAI~TI~K IV

S(IMMAKY ANI)

It  is qu itt ’ a~p.a rent. t hat the SAI.’V ni qot i at Ions are

important and necess ary and should be continued until a

meaningful agreement on actual arms reduction is rsached .

However, it is also obvious that the United States agreed

to accept a disadvantageous strategic position in missile

numbers and payload capas.-Lty in order to take a first

*tt’$) In this direction . Th~~ obviously establishes a danger-

our procodtuit which could lead ultimately to a severely

weakened American nuclear arms posture which could, in turn,

make us vulnerable to Soviet influence and even nuclear

blackmail (esneciatly if our retaliatory capability were

attoc t~ d) .  In i ts  e . a l i nq s w i t h  the Soviet Union, the

United States should a lways  bear in mind that the USSR is

s t i l l  our most dangerous r iv a l and in  snite of detente arid

peaceful coexistence s t il l  b randishes  a host i le  id.ology ,

C a very powerful mil itary forte, and continues to view tr.aties

as temporary documents at best.41

In conclusion, it is recommended that the United

States quickly adopt a three-point program for improving its

strategic strength . Pirat , enact a comprehensive plan to
-.

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

trig to th. point where in a few years the U.S. could be fac.d

down by the Soviet Union in any test of will similar to the

Cuban crisis” .42 Secondly, the United States should rethink

• 2’~
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its SALT II position to include negotiating for 1) roughly

equal ceilings on the throw-weight of MIRVod missilesi

2 ) roughly equa l overdli  throw-weights of both MIRVed and

non-MIRVed missiles, with a realistic allowance for stra-

tegic allowance for strategic bomber strength. on both

sidss~ and 3) for a schedule of phased armed reductions443

Thirdly, our negotiators should take a lesson fro. their
- V - , Soviet counterparts and adopt a firmer, more cautious and

~ 
) more patient approach in securing U.S. national objectives.

Agreements concluded in an atmospher. of political expe-

diency instead of careful diplomacy often create more and

bigger problems than they solvo.

c. 
I

( -

I

I
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