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Abstract

Verification is gererally recoqnized as a necessary element
of any significant agreement or arms l imitat ions ard reduct ions.
Veriflcati,on matters, for a Iorg time, have beer a stumuLing
block in the way of disarmament betweer, the Soviet Urion and the
United States. However, the mid 1960s marked a tundarientai change
in the Soviet attitude towards verificat ion.

This paper argues that the breakup and democratization of
the Soviet Union affords the perfect opportunity for true nuclear
disarmamert. The United States must take the led in pursuirng
this goal, yet to date, it is in no hurry to ratify the SiPRI
treaty. The United Staten is also on a course towards the
abandonment of the ADMI reaty. Will the United States be the
cause of future stumblin g blocks in true nuclear disarmamenit'?

Finally, he On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIP) needs to
become a growth industry. OSIA can play an important role in the

conversi on of the So viet military industrial compiex and the
downsizing of the military.

WordPerf ct b.1 was used to format this paper.



The rapidly unfolding events ir the torner Soviet Un ior

cemard immediate attenticr be drawn to this once superpower's

nuclear arsenal. The ertire process of disarmament and arrms

ccntroi must be aggressively pursued in a new lig ht. The old

verificatior stumbling block is a thing of the past. Now, both

the Urited States and the former Soviet Unior should make uood or
proposals of the iast forty-five years to rid the world of

nuclear weapons.
Verificatior is gererally recogrized as a necessary element

of any sigrificart agreerert on arms i imitat icrs arid reductions.
Verificatior matters, for a o rg time, had beer a stumblirg black

in the way of disarrmarment between the Soviet Union arid the United

States. However, the mid 1980s marked a fundamental change in
the Soviet attitude towards verit icat ior. This paper wil;

address both the Soviet and US approach to verification witn art

erphasis on the legal aspects of verification. The role of the

Urnited Nations will also be discussed as it attempted to strike a

median Oetween the two superpowers. A thorough analysis c1f

these approaches will show that much work was corpieted between

these two superpowers and the UN in the field of arms control ano

disarmamert, but pol it ical difrerences prevented any substant ial

cuts from takirg place. With the Cold War ro longer stardirg ir
the way, there is no excuse for not moving forward. The tiral
two sect icrs will cover orospects for toe future arid
recommerdatiors tc, be iritiated immediately.

Q.fferinj V i.es t oA r m s C o r t r o
The United States coired the term "arms cortro". It was

meant to denote i nterrationally agreed rules limiting the arms

compet it ion rather than reversing it. Arms control includes
dive rse measures to freeze, limit or aboiish specific categories

of weapons; to prevent certain military activities; to regulate

the deploymert of forces; to reduce the risk of accidental war;

to constrain or prohibit the use of certair arms ir: war; or to

build up confidence among states through greater openness ir the
military field. It was hoped that all this together w-ould
produce an interniat ioral climate corducOive to isariamert.

The whole process of arms crtri -car seem very paradoxical.

How do adversary nat ions sign binding covenar:ts agreeing to

m nage their military competition? They do it in the belief that
their individuai security is better served thar, the alterative
of an unrestrained arms race. Alsol they o-re an overriding
interest in lowerirg the probabi 1 ity ct con f. ict_. rid t iral ly,

it is hoped that such treaties will lighten the burden of the

cost of mlairtaining military establishmerts. -

SJozef Goldb1at, Agreereents for Arrs Contro'l: A Critical

SqEtjv ey_, Stockholm irterratioral Peace Research institute, 198e,
p. xv.

"Francesco Cc; , ogero, Verificatior: Monitoring Disarnaret,
We.tview P:ress, Colorado, 1991, p. 1.
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Arms control, however, was blocked for many years' by the
different percepticns of the notion of security on the part of
the Soviet Union and the United States. The word 'security"
translates to mean "absence of danger" in Russian; while it means
"guarantee against danger" in English. With this in mind the
Soviets supported complete disarmament while ,-,bjecting tc, "arms
control without disarmament". The United States was more
irterested in verifiable partial measures than in disarmament.
The miajor problem during the Cold War was reconciling these two
approaches. -

Pro:visions for the veri ficat ion of compli ance in arms
control treaties became a central feature of negotiations because
of the two approaches between these adversarial countries.
Soviet studies of arms control and disarmarmert had cursory, it
not dismissive, treatment of verification up to the early 1980s.
Polarnd Tirmerbayev, a long-serving disarmament specialist in the
Soviet Foreign Ministry, authored the first substartial Soviet
study of verification issues in 1983. This boo"'k signalled that
the S,-,viet Union was on the verge of revamping its stance on
verification. '

The advent of 'perestroika" brought about a marked increase
in verification-related output ,-'f the Soviet Union. Soviet
officials also went to great lengths to point out the change in
their verification, stance." As the Soviet Foreign Minister
Eduard P. Shevardnadze put it, "At last our (the USSR' s) ailergy
to verificatior, has perished'. He als,-, remarked in New York in
September 1988 that, "We do not try to hide the fact that for -A
long time ,-,ur attitude t' any kind of inspect ions, especially ,on-
site inspecti,-ns, was urenthusiastic". r

Mr. Shevardnadze' s rermia-ks to the UN C-n',ferencE. on
Disarmament in August 1987 were also indicative of the change
that was brought on by "perestroika". He stated that the USSR
proposed the "widest assort merint ' of forms and methods ot
verification, both national and international.''

These represented significart changes ir the Soviet attitude

" Sergey Rogov, Disarmiament, Vol. XIII, Nx.oner 3, 1990, p.
10.

"David Scrivener and Michael Sheehan, Arms Control
Verification: A Biblio 2 .aphy f Western and Soviet Sources, 1990,
p. 7.

nIbid.

"'E.A. Shevardnadze, "Press-kn.,ferentsia E.A. Shevardnadze",
[:' .~d,2:5 Sept. 1988, pp. 4-5.

7 E. A. Shevardnadze, "At the Conference onn Disarmament ",
Curtrert D.iest of the Soviet Press. Vol. 39, No. 22, 1987, pp.
i1a- 14.



to verificat ion. Ir the past the Soviets had equated
verificatio, to espionage. Their excessive preoccupatiorn with
secrecy and adamant stand ag.ainst intrusive procedures for,
verification made arms cortrol regotiatiors difficult. "

On the other hand, the Americarn pursuit of unrealistically
stringent vrification demands added to the problem. American
negotiators became obsessed with the details of verification to
the detriment of thought about the substance of prospective
agreements. Some have ever suspected that the United States
undermined future arms control treat ies by exploit irg
verification urcertairties and compliarce problems. a

Soviet attitudes toward verification, while ofterz at odds
with those of the United States, did have a logic arid coherence.
Soviet leaders had as much mistrust of American intent ions as the
Afmericans did of the Soviets. The Soviets have understood the
need for appropriate verification arid control in arms control
verification from the beginnirig. Historical record shows that
the Soviet Un ior, presented an elaborate proposal tor moritorirg
and cortrol ! irg a ban on nruclear weapon product ion as early as
1946. This proposal included the creatior of an irternational
cont rc comm i ss ion, with extensive powers of i nspect ion arid
analysis. [he plan was unacceptable to the United States,
because it called for the destructior, of all nuclear weapons
bde oce the control machinery was to be created. 10

The plan the United States presented at this time was
rejected by the So-viets, because it would have protected tre
FOmerican nuciea- monopoly for at least a few years. Ir this plan
the United States would have retained its bombs while the Soviets
would have been barred from tryirng to build the bomb. '

This was the settring for the start of the arms race as we
know it. The United States arid the Soviet Un, ion were not the
only princi pal players pursuirig disarmament ard arms control
irmmediately fo lowirig World War II. The newly fo:raied United
Nat ions would play a significant role as the backdrop for t-ese
two future nuclear superpowers.

he United Nations

On June 25, 1945, the United Nations Charter was signed in
San Francisco. Two months later, in August 1945, the dropping of
the first nuclear bomb, confronted the United Nat ions with the

"Scrivener arid Sheehan, p. 15.

"Ibio, p. E.

*OAllan S. Krass, "The Soviet View of Verificatior", 1,n

Verificatior arid Arms Control, William C. Potter, ed., 1985, p.
37.

*'Coit D. Blacker arid Gl,-ria Duffy, In ternatioral -Arms,
Cont trci l: Issues arid f:freements, 2nd ed., Starford University
Press, 1984, p. 98.



urgent task of establishing control over nuclear energy, arid of
out lawirg the use of nuclear weapons. '" The very first
resolution to the United Nations, urarimously adopted by the
Gereral Assembly in January 1946, pledged "the elimination from
nat ioral atriarmments of atomic weapors arid of all other majc r-
weapons adaptable to mass destruction '.

This resolutior established the UN Atomic Energy Commissior,
which was asked to draw up plans for the control of nuclear
energy arid for the eliriiraticr of nuclear weapons. Both the
United States and the Soviet Union submitted plans in 1946.

The United States put fcrward what came to be k.nown as the
Baruch Pl arn under wh i ch an i nt ernat ioral atom i c: deve opment
authority would be created. This authority would be ertrusted
with marageri al control or cownersh i p of all atomic energy
activities potentially danger cus to world security; with the
power to control , i ns pect and ii cerise a 1 cl t her at cmi
activities; as well as with developing the beneficial uses of
atomic energy. '

The Baruch Piar was rejected by the Soviet Uniion or the
grcounds that it would i itertere with national sovereignty ard
it ernal affairs of states. It also put control before
prohibition which was the wrong priority in the So',viets view.

The Soviets submitted a draft convertion which reversed the
priorities. Ir the Soviet's counter-proposal of June 1946,
prohibit ion and destruction of nuclear weapons preceded control.

.he production arid use of atomic weapons were to be prohibited
arid all atomic weapons were to be destroyed within three rmortihs,
whereupon an internati onal system to supervise the inpleertation
of these comritmerts would be established. 1,

The Western powers never accepted the Soviet order of
priorities. They felt that prohibitior is useless in peace-time,
when ro country uses nuclear weapons, and may rot be observed in
times of war. Plus, the A.mericans were riot quite ready to give
up the moor::poly of nuclear weapcnis, that they had had sirce
1945.17

The Atomoic Energy Cormission failed to reach an agreeriment
due to the deadlock between the two plans. The Soviet Union,.

ju 1 es MWicch, "A Short Hi st ory of Di sarmamenit "  in
Disarmamert arid frms Control, ed. Car]o Schaerf and Frank
Barnaby, 197', p. 79.

'"UN Gereral Asseiibly, Resol ut ion 1 ( , z4 Jar. 1946.

1 "Gldblat, p. 13.

'OMoch, p. 79.

1' Goldblat, p. 1.

"'Mcch, p. 79.
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which was then considerably less advanced than the United States
in the atomic field, could not accept a plan that could lead to
an American moropoiy of atomic weapons. Equally, the United
States found unacceptable the Soviet proposal for the abolition
of atomic weapons before establishing an effective internat ional
control to ensure compliance with the ban. 9

-he Ato-mic Energy Commission adjourned indefinitely in 1950.
The United States lost their nuclear monopoly with the Soviets
exploding their first nuclear device on September 2", 149 ' 13
The talks or general and complete disarmament had failed. The
failure to provide a sat isfactory answer to such a fundarental
quest ion as what would be the political order governing
internationai relatiors in a completely disarmed world iay have
doomed the process from tne start."''

The issue of verification and compliarce would appear agairn
ir a United Nations forum - the Eighteen Natiocn Disarmarmient
Comm itt ee. S ov i e Forei gn i st er Andre i Grmvny kc, provided a
staterment to the Committee that set the tone of discussions. "We
are rot prepared to take anyone at their word... We ourselves do
n't ask that we be taken at our word. "' The history of these
regot iat ions shcows that achieving agreements on-ri verificat ion
measur-es has o-fter been as difficult as achieving agr-eernt on
Che measures to be verFied.a-I

The relat ionsh i p between veri ficat ior and an arms controi
agreement is important arid needs tc be examined before locing at
further attempts by the Ur ited Nat ions in its quest for
d .isa rmamei n ert.

Veri ficat ior all ows for the successful ,operat ir of ar:
agreement once it enters into, force. By urindertakirng certair,
re" tri-c.ed measures as called for in an agreement, states expect
to decrease the likelihood of war. These restrict ive
urdertak.ings are fieasur.s that directly atfect the national
security of States. Natioris are unlikely to agree to treaties or
agreements which affect their nat ional security without some
assurance that 'ther partie.s to the agreement are ir fact abidirig
by itsa terms. Verification provisions contaired in an agreement
are means of providinvg that assurance. ":

Adequate verification is defined differertly by individual

'"Giidblat, p. 14.

'"Moch, p. 79.

""Goidblat, p. LL'.

-ILNDL/PC.01, 16 April 19652, p. 27.

""E lls Morr is, The Verification Issue in United Nations.
Disarralert Netiatir,, UniLed Nations 1987, p. I.

nI bid.
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countries. There is no universally accepted definit ion.
Verification measures car: change based or a nation's perceived
threat to ratiorial security posed by the arms in quest ion. For
this reason, verification measures must be discussed on a case by
case basis and develocpd to meet each nation's political
percept ion of the security requirements of each arms control
incasu~re."Al

Veri ficat ion has been defined as "the process of
determinring, to the extent necessary adequately to safeguard
national security, that the other side is complying with an
agreement" Verificat ion is a process of making political
judgments as to whether the behavior of a nat ion is consistent
with the arms control agreement in quest ion.

lonitorirg provides the technical information on which the
judgments are based. These two terms "ve ificat ion" and
.mcr i t o, i ring" sh oud not be con fused. Mon: i t or i rig i s an
inteliigence function that is used to determine what military
programs other states are pursuirg. Moni toring is carried on
regard less cf eniy arms control agreements, by uriilateral methods
arid through co-operative measures betweer two or more states.
Nat ior,ai technical means (NTMs) are the primary ways cf
monitoring. NTMs include reconnaissance satellites, wadar arid
other electronic collectior systems, aircraft photography arid
S-eismic detect ion. Monitoring car also be conducted through non-
technical means such as sp ies, i rformants arid informat icr
ixchanges between governments.01

Whereas mon it cr i ng can provide coricret e technical
informat io, veri ficat ion is inherently subject ie anc
judgmental. Verification judoqgment receives input not onily from
monitoring, but is also influenced by interpretations of what the
treaty pr visions actually mean, by perceptions of the other
nation's capabilities arid inten tions, by impressions created Lv
past behavior, and by the general state of international arid
do,mestic toolitics at the time. 7

Adequate verificat ion involves the acceptance of a. degree of
uncertainty and risk, since 100l percent verifiability is seldom
possible. Adequate verification has beer described an "noth:ing
more than the recognition that few things in live can be
determined with absolute certainty, that levels of confidence and
margins of error are inevitable, and that the important questions

;I bid.

W:nSecurity ard Arms Cortro,l: The Search for a More Stable
Peace(Washington, D.C., US Department of State, June 1983), p.
U 8.

''Stephen M. Meyer, "Veri ficat ion arid Risk in Arms

Control", Lrte'rnatioral ec.iyrity, Spring i984, p. 80.

17Morris, p. 1.
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are how high can we make the levels of confidence and how narrow
the margirs cf error"."a

bther difficulty encourtered in the riegot iat ir of
ver'ification measures i's that they affect naticnal sovereigrity as
well as naticnal security. Most verificat ion measures by their
very rature, involve some degree of intrusion into areas of
nat irnal cortrol. Acceptarce of more intrusive measures, such as
cn-site inspect ion, require a greater surrender of national
sverei gnt. e

Just as verification issues proved an impasse to the Atcmic
Erergy Commissior, they would also prove to be a stumblin g biock
fo the Eighte -en Nation Di sarmament Committee. The Eighteen
Nation Disarmamert Committee (ENDC) begarn meeting in March 19E ,
charged with the task of negotiatirg a treaty or complete ano
gereral di sarmament. " Complete arid general d isarmamerit were
never achieved, but the ENDC did have a number of successes which
should b a noted.

[he achievemerts of the ENDC include the partial test-bar,
Freaty of 196311 arid the ruclear nor-prolif eration Treaty of
1967.a e  ir 1969 the ENDC was expanded to include twenty-twc,
natioris, reorganized and named the Conference ot the Committee or,
Disarmament (CCD). The CCD regotiated the prohib.itior on the
eipiacerermt of nuclear weapons o_-n the sea-bed'' and the
prohibitLon of the developmert, productio and st ckp riin ci

L Les Aspin ard Fred M. Kaplan, "Ver ficat ion i.

Perspect i ve", in Wil i iam C. Potter, ed. Yerificat i or ard
SALT (B,- ulder, Colcorado, Westview Press, 1980), p. 177.

""Mor~ris, p. -2.

-:The members of the ENDC were Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,

Canada, Czechoslovakia. Ethiopia, Irdia, Italy, Mexico, Nigeria,
Fol arid, Romiariia, Sweden, the Soviet Union, United Arab Republic,
United Kingdom, arid the United States. France, while technically
a mrember, did n ot participate.

:'Treaty Banring Nuclear Weapor Tests rin the Otmosphere, in

Outer Space and Urderwater, signed b Ougust 1963, entered into
force 10 October i963.

""Treaty on the Nor,-r,lit' cration ft Nuclear Weapcrs, sig ried
I July 1968, enitered irtc force 5 March i970.

OOTreaty r the Prohibitior of the Lmplacemenit cf Nuclear
Weapons of Mass Destructior or the Sea-Bed arid the Ocean Floor
arid in the Subsoil Thereof, signed 11 February 1971, eritered irto
force 11 May 1972.
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bacteriological (biological) weapons and toxins." In June 1979
the CCD was reorganized and named the Committee on Disarmament
(CD). Its membership has expanded to, forty nations and since
1984 it has been called the Conference on Disarmament."m The
CD has not produced an arms ccontrol agreement, but has moved
towards resolving some outstanding issues, part icularly in the
verification area.

Recent world events, such as the Persian Gulf War and the
ccllapse of the Soviet Urion, have renewed interests in the value
cof the United Nat ions. In the spirit of "new poi it ical
thirn.ing", the Soviet Union had reassessed the potential of the
UN an a center for the cc llective search fcor soluticns to
specific international problems on the basis of observance of the
balance of interests of all States."' Now sorme say the United
States must also rediscover the UN.a 7

Regrettably, the arms control work of the UN to this point
in history has not halted the armq; race or reduced the military
po..tential cf states. In many cases, the weapons prohibited have
had 1 itt le! if any, miiitary i mportance, and the out lawed
activities have never been seriously contemplated as methods of
war. " Now, more than ever, is the time to global i ze
disarmament and demilitarize internat ioral relations with the aid
of the United Nat ions.a" This, in turn, mieans that a more
effective system of cci lective security than the one embodied in
the UN Charter would have to be elaborated.1a

One propo, sal to do just that sees the creat ion of a new
organizat ion of the UN, to be the keeper of a smiall nurber of
nuclear weapons and means of delivery, with an international
pc lice force to make the cache invulnerable. This organ i zat i on
would serve as a transiticonal force in the process of de-
nuclearizin g the world. Its purpose wculd be to prevent a state,
which suddenly disclosed the possession of a nuclear armory, fromt
threatenig its use as a political irstrurert cf submission of

-""Co,rvent i o o on the Proh i bit ion of the Deve 1 cprent,

Prod uct ior and Stcckpi ing of Bacterio 1,-g ical (Biol,,g ical ) and
Tox in Weapor and on Their Destructicr, signed !0 April 1972.

- zrr"i s, p. 3.

'A" lexander N. Kalyadire, Diarmament, Vol. X I1, No. 4,
1990, p. 13.

"J,-hr Ruggie, Disarmament , Vol. XIiTI, No. 4, 1990, p. L8.

a"Goldblat, p. 355.

""Vladimir Petrovsky, International Affairs(Mosc-w, , March
1991, p. 4.

4 OGoldblat, p. 363.



another state. 41
It should be clear that any substantial reductions in the

rumber of nruclear weapors ir the world - if this is truiy a goaI
of world leaders - wi w i require a g;eacer roie for such
irternat ional o:rganizat iors as the United Nat ions than has beer,
the case in the past.*

While the United Natiors has failed to live u.p to the
enpectations ,of itz fournders, it can share the blame with two ke'..
members of its Security Council. It is only the warmi rg of
relations between the United States anc the So viet Unicr, hat a-s
brought about renewed hope for t he UN's increasin g irip-,,ta-,u i-
in ternational affairs. A brief [oot at each ,o- try' approach
to- arms cont rc l and d isarrmament i s import art to undert and the
significance cf the ,opportunity we have today for ri ddirg the
world of nuclear weapo..
lhg Scviet Poprocagli]. ... ....... ..

Miikhail Gorbachev took over as general secret-ary of the
Commur ist party of the Soviet Un ior in March 1985. Hi £I> year-:
in comrnra-d of Soviet forei gr, pol icy facil itated the drar at ic
charges inr Eastern Eur,:pe and in arms cort t negtiarin . Ea
repealed the Brezhnev Doctrine by not ifying Eastern European's
cormirisinist ieaders. that Soviet rilitary forces woulrid not inter ere
to .eep them in power. He became a willing partner to a wide
num.ber of f ri !:, t arnt arms crnt ro,:l, r, e ct n eo iins, and hi. re ir-
ope'red the door to or-site inspectior in the USSR." '

D ien by the need to chann s carce resur i a. nto
r-eb,'ilding and eoriert inq the Soviet eco-rmy, Gorbachev was
eagev to reduce his military forces and their budgets thrcough
armsa cort ro 1 and arms reduct i or agreement s. * The Sov .et

,cr'nt rat lor ,:nori i 1 itary buiidup resulted in underm inn.grr and

dis at:t orin the economy, which was the tr'ue rrc bed OT the
co:nu try' s security and irdependence. 412

In his state.ment of January .15, 1986 Gorbachev, then Gereva.,
Secretar'y of the CPSU Cent ral Committee, cutlined a st:rategy f,,
peace desrigned to rid the earth of all nuclear weapons by tie end
o:f this centumy, to, deliver riankird fruim the threat ct nuclear

4%Calogero, p. 218.

"OBlacker, p. 343.

"BEatry Schneider, "1990: The Year cf tho rceaty". Defense

nd p.m-,,ay, Vol. 8, No. 6, Jure 1990, p. 22.

I bid.-

mGenrikh Trofimerko, Interration 1 Affairs(Moscow). March
1-991, p. 77.
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holocaust ard ersure a peaceful future."" Gorbachev's strategy
called for a three--stage plan for total deruclearization.-I
lhe first stage includcd the 50 percent reduction of strategic
arms; the second stage ircluded deeper strategic cut w, the
el imin ati ,ofr - ail I NF weapons, ard reduct ions in the arsea 1:: cf
.tates other thar the United States ard the Soviet Uricn; the
third stage included other cuts recessary for c.mplete global
deuclear izatio by the y-ear 200I 1*7..

Go bache ' p ar was . crucial, because many saw it as he
s tart ing po inHt for Sov iet d i ncU'S i,:r :,r, arms crt r, o ard
disarmament. Others will argue that the Soviet Union had made

iil ar" p'oposals during the past 70 years. g:;ctocr Isn aelyan
states that steps towar-d real d isarmame at the state level wae
laid down as far back as the emergernce ,,f the wor,,ld' s first

s-ci a ist state r the internat i,,ral sere. On Lern,:;
instuctiens. Soviet Commissar , re Affairs Ge,-, ",crg

Ch der a re e'd at the very fi rst meet in f the Geo ,a
Con ference in 19 I the intention :,f the oc viet Siate "to prpooe
a generai reduct i or aof a rmaments anid to suppct every pr:osal
ai red at : asirg the burden of mi l: . prv i idec that the aric -.
Of all , U UitrieS W, ere reduc d""". B- . .. status that S-,viet:
conrsi ist ert pr omot ior of peace anj di sar-ament woerc a Laaic
prerequ t e underlying th , erCe(nce of the poircipl w

ii1EarameL in interratina i law. Th e Soviets have alwav--.

-side, its pop,.a. at it the Genoa Conferene in 192L the

So et r ion was angrr thua first to sign the Prtoc--,l for the

:r.aib:t - an of the Us in War of :spy;xati n, Pcisor:us or Other
-aa"s, and of b::acteriolgi cal ,iethods of Warfare ir 1925. in the
ltI e L920''o adrd early 9300 it tabi. a dai"aft M

n 
.:ve.: ,

gent-al : camplete and imedri.diate disarnmaient and then-, a pa. ft
a. avon-tiwn on aria redutct ion at the prepar atory commrisnior otth
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1he Leninist course towards gereral disarmament, of which
the destr'uction of ruclear weapons was a major cormponent , was
cortinued by the Soviet Union after World War I1. As noted
earlier, the Soviets tabled at the United Nat ions in 194I6, a
draft internatiora], conventiion envisag irg an obligation rot t

use atomic weapons under any circumstances, to forbid the r
product ion and storage, and to destroy all the manufactured and
unfinished atomic weapons at that time. Soviet experts believe
the rejection of the draFt by the United States brought about the
escalat ion of nuclear armaments. "

Until 'the death of Josef Stal.in, the Soiiet Union had no
real nuclear doctrine. Unable to acquire nuclear weapons of his
own, Stalin rejected the notion that nuclear weapons carried any
unique military sigrni f icarce. He viewed them as merely another
weapon to be used in battle. Stalin's death in 1953, however,
brought about a revoI ut ionary chanle ir Soviet m i lita ry
doctrine. "-

Nuclear weapons came to be seen as decisive implements of
Nar. S]oviet rocket forces were viewed as the key weapons in the
s.trugqgl aga:nnt US imperialism. The Soviet Union recognized the

need to fight a ruclear war if the circumstances ever arose.
This meant they had to acquire nuclear superiority, not just
parity with, over its primary capitalist enemies and they must be
prepa-\red to fight and win a nuclear war. " 4

Under Brezhnev, military power was valued as the prime means
for ensur i rg So viet security and promotirg sociali st irfluerice
around the worlId. By the early 1970s the Soviet Un iorn had
attained military-strategic parity with the United States, as
wel I on, acqui'red g lobal power project ion capabi l it ies. The

',vi-ts felt they were row equals ,of the US on th is one measure
of power; however, this military might came at a fearful price.

i'der" to fuel the engine of this rm ilitary machine, sigrnificant
ec.u:,mic ceources were divert ed. The Soviet Union became a
military giant with a crippled ecoromy.'" The Soviets had
allowed themselves to be dragged into a race in strategic ruclear"
armament s which put an unjustified strair n their economy. No
rn.wtter, what the cost, Soviet leadership felt militarv strategic

• ibid.

""Michaea. J..STiR the Future of Detererce,
Macri ill an, London, 1 990, p. 1 ,2.

""Ibid: p. i,_3.

-- Vidya Nadkarni, "Soviet Percept ions cf the Last-West
Ba lance", Qpara t i.Ze rte.y, Vol. 10, No. 3, July-Sept. 1991,
p. 2 47.

"Ibidl, p. 24I.
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parity with the United States had to be preserved."-
The latter part of the 1980s saw a realization that defense

spending was a dispropc'rtionate burden on the nation as a whole.
Less would have to be spent on defense if ary progress was to be
made in imprcoving an economy which had been in a state cf
stagnat icr for s,-,me t ime. " Gorbachev saw arms control
diplomac y as a vehicle for change, as an copporturity to reorder
priorities from military to civil ian spen dirg at home." a

ir the past, arms coritrol was seen as a means to licmit tne
advantages of the US.E.m  From 1945 to 1985, Soviet arms control
objectives sought a number cf military, pc liticai arid ecoromic •

objectives, all withrin the overarching goal of avoidirg war.
These objectives were as follows:
!. Limit nuclear threats to the Soviet homeland.
2. Cc:nsolidate the gains of the Second World War.
3. Limit the military capability arid pc litical cohesion of
Western alliances.
4. Restrain American advances in military technology.
5. Codify equal status with the US.
L. Build confidence and t'ust between East arid West."'

Larger nucla.ar arsenals had donie ncothring to enhance the
Soviet Union's perception of its own security. Therefore, the
opposite approach of seeking stability through lower levels of
nuclear weapons might work better."" Since 1985, Gorbachev was
riot so concerned as Brezhnev was to use arms control tco
demonst rate mi lilt ary parity with the United States. His
cr i ter ioin for mi i itary force reqa uirements was "sufficiency"
ather than parity." -"3 The Sovietsc began to make bold moves to

bar arid eliminate whole classes of nuclear weapons. They alsco
brought about fundamental changes in their approach to the
pr o b o ,-f mitorig cmp iarce with disarmament o'bi i gat ions.

[he Soviet posit ion concern ing on-site in spect ions radical iy

"' Serqei J,ort unio'v, I nit erniat I onal ftfa is (Moscow) March
1'330, p. ES.

""WJR Gardner, "Soviet Nuclear Deterrence - is minimalism
Dad?", a!United Services lIst itute for- Defense Studies
Journal, (A t umri 1991, p. 33.

"kiane M. Sharp, "Lont inuity and Change in Soviet Arms
Cortrc-,l Policy", The Journal of Soviet Mii.t itary Studies. Vol. 3,
Nc. 1, March 1990, p. 9.

'"Gard net', p. 3L.

"'See Sharp, pp. 1-3.

""Gardnier, p. 32.

""Sharp, p. 4 .
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changed.'" Gorbachev was more willirg than any previous iader
to provide military data arid to open up Soviet territory arid
military facilities to observation and inspection. '

The Soviets row co-,r sider on-site inspections a major aspect

of monitoririg. The criteria for effective monitoiring was defined
by Gorbachev to insure: "infallible, urquestionable, reliable and

scrupulous means exist for ensuring complete confidence that
weapons are being el iminated, obi i gat ions concerning remlaining
weapons and permitted military activities are being observed. ard
bans are not being circumvented."'

Such an attitude was not the case prior to Gorbachev' s
arrival. As much as the Soviets called for "general ancd complete

disarmament" they lacked any credibility when the requirements of
verification of compliance came into play. it would take an,
overhaul of the Soviet system before such requirements could take

place ir the Soviet Union.1-7

Soviet writ ings on i rternat ional law recogni ze the
feasibility of provisions for territorial arms inspection an-d
admit the possibility of foreign nat iora is perform i ng this
funct ior. However, it was more ii --e l y they would oppose

territorial arms inspection on internation al grounds. Tre common
excuse being that the proposed activities of an arms irspectorate
wol d int er fere with the domestic affairs of the Soviet

Un ion."
Tne Soviets viewed arms controi as fac ilitat irig espionage

against the Soviet camp. " Ur,t i 1 recent ly, the primary
obstacle to the conclusion of arn arms control agreement was the
Soviet leadershLip's reiuctarce to permit foreigni irispectors to

operate or Soviet territory. They exr-essed this reluctarice ir

interniat ionai law terms, claimirig that inspect ior act ivit ies

would corstitute an undue i nterferer,ce ir the dorestic affai .rs of
the Soviet state. The i nteriat ioral law pri nci ples: of

non i nt erfererce and state sovere i grit y ex pressed very fundamert a Il

""Alexarder N. Kalyadire, Disanarient, Vol. Xiii, No. .
19'+0, p. iW.

""Sharpl p. 5.

"'As quoted From Fravda, ? August i987 by Kalyadire, p. i2.

'Zigurds L. Zile, Robert Sharlet, ard Jonathan Love, The
Svj.t Le Sstem ari,.d ...... m__In,__spect i on: A Case St udy in Fi, 1 iLy

mpleme tati, New York, 17:, p. ix.

-AZile, p. 14.

''Thm::rias W. Wolfe, SOviet In fluences on an, Arms Lentrol

Qr-rorint, RAND Study P-2995, p. 1
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co-ncerrs of Soviet leadership. 1 Convenient ly relying orn

interrational law was easier than admittirg to Soviet secrecy
laws ard a pervasive suspicion of foreigrers. 1 It also
allowed for the cortiruous and intensive process of irculcatirg
in the Soviet population a high respect for the value ard
irportarce of armed might. ' 1 lowing inspect ion act ivit ies
would run courter to, this emphasis.

The Soviets also called upon the UN Charter when dealiig
with Western insistence for more intrusive verificatior. They
saw the Final Document of the First Special Session of the UN
General Assembly on Disarmament of 1978 as the authoritative arid
the most conser,sual source for treaty compl iarce. 7 They
believed a key prerequisite for any disarmiament agreement is the
acceptance of the premise that the agreement is based or the
principle of urdirirished security of states as put forth by the
F in a]. Docu mert. This pr ircip le states: "The adopt ion of
disarmament measures should take place in such an equitable arid
balanced marner as to ersurre that ro individual state or grcup of
states may obtain advartages over others at any stage. At each
stage the objective should be urdimirished security at the lowest
possible level of armamerts arid military forces'.

The So, viets believed the principles set forth in the Final
Documert constitute the single legal basis cf any verificatrion

system that is devised in contemporary irternat ional relatrions.

Verificat-ion should correspond to the prirciple of legitimacy
which rears that verificatior measures must not harm the security
of either side, endanger their economic arid social development,
cr be of a discriminatory nature. Verificatio-,n should correspond
to the principle of effectiveress which means the verification
system agreed upor must ensure timely detectior of vic lations
which may endanger both the supreMe State interests of the

partiejs to ar aqreemient as well as the fate of such ar agreerment
itself. Verification should correspond to the proportio nalitv
prir ciple where the wc:pe of verification corresponds to the
disarmament measures being taken, be they freeze, limitaticr,
reduct ion or el imin at ion. Verificat icr should corresprd to the
princip.e of universality which means the equal right of every

1OZile, p. 308.

- I I b i d.

7" Ibid, p. 56.

":. R. Tri.,muhamedov, "Ver-i ficat ion, of Disarmaent",

w-cerestr.o-ika arid In ternationai Law, A. Carty arid G. Danilerko,
eds., 1990, p. 49.

?AQuoted from paragraph ;-'9 of the Fin al Document by Victor

.. Israelyar, "Arms Liritation and Disarmament Talks: Soviet
Appr.ah", 28 Mlill Law Journal, 13Lk, p. /58.
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party to- an agreemert to verify the observance of the agreernert
is observed. Firally, verificatior should embody the principle
of corpleertarity o-f various verification mears arid methods
which are employed either simultaneously cr wtage-by-stage.

In add it ion to irterratioaral law and the UN Charter, the
Soviets based their concern for arms cortrol and disarmament or,
their constitution. Article 28 of the Const itut ion of the USSR
stated clearly that Soviet foreigr policy is aimed at "achieving
universal and co-mplete disarrmiament arid corsistertly impiemerting
the prirciple of the peaceful coex i stence of states with
different social systems".1r-

The Soviets b)amed the failure of disarmament on the West.
They saw the arms race in direct contradiction to the basic idea
of the United Nat ions Charter and that of irterrati oral law.-'7

They, in part icular, faultea the United States for using
verification matters as the main pretext for r,'_ot undertakig g any
substantial steps in disarmament. The Soviets accused the West
of purposely proposirg excessive ard unacceptable verificatior
requir'erments, thereby ensuring that negot iations were
undermined. ' Most notable was the attempt to reduce
verification to ore of its forms - or-site inspect ior. The
Soviets saw this as putting -forward the sc luti -n of verificeatior
prcob i ems as a cnd it i on sine ...... Ranor, for negot iat iors or
substantive issues of disar ramert, ard ignoringr approaches to
ver if icat ion, which had already wr broao irternat iora i
a pprova 1 '

The provisions of the Firal Documert, in the Soviet view,
clearly showed that verificaticr issues should be discussed ard
settled sirmultaneously and an, close ccnrectior with the ccncrete
pr,-,blerms of arms l imitat ion and disarmarert under corsiderat ion

rather than as separate issues. "O By playing up the
ver'ificaticr aspects the American side was portrayed as seekirg
to ccver its i ntertio rs arid co,'nt in uing to, pursue the arms

V=P. St an i slavlev arid P. Tuzrukhamedcv, " This Seemed

Urattainable" I nterratic'nal Affairs(Mcsc'w), No. 3, 198,g. pp.
:9-- A. A discussio':n of the Final Dcocumert of the First Special

Sess icri or Disarmarert.

'"Israelyar,, McGill Law Journal, p. K57.

'"Turkin, p. 135.

"u z mukhamed,-v. p. 50.

'wV. L. Israelyan, "For Effect ive Cortrcl of Real
I) i sarrmament", Tn, terriati,-,nal ffairs (M,-osccow), N,-,. 3, 1984, p. 150.

'0lbid.
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race. "' Such attempts to use verification issues as grounds
for avoiding agreements on arms limitations and disarmament were
seer as "immoral and sanctimonious" by the Soviets. "2

As aften the case, the verificat ion corncept advanced by the
US was usually lopsided allowing cnly the US to check whether the
other side complies with the accords and did not take into
account the legit imate concerns of the partner. This is
illustrated by the posit ion taken at the negoti ations to prohibit
chemical weapons. The United States put forth a so called double
standard in relation to inspection on request. Demand inq on the
one hand that the right to conduct inspect ions at state
enterprises and installations ue made legally binding, the
Armerlcan delegation on the other hand made an effort to introduce
pro visions in the tuture convent ion which would make it possible
to exempt from on-site inspect ion the installations owned by
private companies and transnat io nal corporat ions, using as a
pretext the necessity to protect commercial and industrial
secrets. In this way, the United States would deliberately limit
the verification over a considerable segment of the powerful
chemical industry in capitalistic countries while at the same
tim placing under control all the chemical enterprises it)
sociali st statec. e (No doubt an early attempt to get one
Sovin t s to, move to a market economy!!!)

In 1986 the S-,viet Un ion announced that it was willing tc,
a-ccept internati nal cr-site irspect ion cf the destruction or
co'nversion om f producti on facilities of chemical weapons. Pri or
to this limited concessionr, the Soviet Union had consistentlv
re )e.: ted any forms f 3 nt rusive in t ernat io nal yen i f icat ion
measures, including the establishment of any internatio nal agency
fcr verificatior.a" This fundamental change in the Soviet
attitude towards verification was an integral part of drastic
ref,orms, takintrg place in the domestic and foreign policies cf tile

Soviet Union.Q' The problem of verificatio n was no lornger on
the aqenda as some i.ind of obstacle to agreements."'-

Some in the West say the Soviets were "scared" into this new
approach by the esca at ion of the arms race by the United States,
e o;ecially by its space plans. The Soviets felt it was

" Israelyan, "'Two flppr':oaches... ", p. 56.

"CR. M. T imerbayev, "A Soviet Official on en i f icat ion",
Blletin o--,f the t Mic Scientists, Vol. 43, No. i, Jan. -Feb.
1987, p. 8.

O"Stanislavlev, p. 26.

Morris, p. 95.

""-Tuzrmukhamevdov, p. 51.

&firmerbayev, p. 8.
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consistent with "new political thinking" as sent forth by
borbachev. The new Soviet approach was motivated by the high
serse of responsibility for the destinies of the all rations.a'e
It was in this regard that the Soviets assumed in 1982 a
unilateral commitment to refrain from first use of nuclear
weapons; in 1983, also urnilaterally, it imposed a roratorium or,
launching antisatellite weapons; in 1985, or deployirg medium-
range missiles in Europe; arid finally, in that same year, on
nuclear weapon tests. 0

This 'new political thinking" called for a Soviet

reoriertation in its approach to dealing with its interratioral
ervironnert. Concrete mani festat ions of Gorbachev' s new
oriertation inciuded their withdrawal from Afghanistan, their
agreements to the on-site inspect ion provisiors of the

intermediate-rarge Nuclear ForceQ(NF) Treaty, and a decrease in
military aid to Third World countries."" In more recent timres.

it served as the foundation for the CFE arid START Treaties.
Gorbachev had gone out of his way to make a number of

uri lateral or asymmetric Lcrcessionis to obtain arms cortro,'l
agreements. In the INF agreemert, the Soviets gave up more than
twice as many missiles and three times as many warheads as the
US; in the CFE treaty they gave up tens of thousands rlore tanks,
artillery pieces, arid military vehicles. And in START, not only
did the Soviets agree to get rid of more deliverable warheads
thar the US, they had fewer to begin with."'

The United States declared in the past its adherence to the
idea of 1 iquidat ing nuclear weapors. The Soviet Unior had
offered the opportunity to do just that. Yet, the new Soviet
ideas were riot acted upon imnmediately, and usually drowned in a
quagmire of all kinds of quest ions, doubts arid evasiors of
answers to the clear-cut proposals."' Washington has shown a
negative attitude to disarmament in the past as manifested it its
refusal to ratify some treaties arid accords signed earlier, such
as the &ALT II Treaty."" Many believe the same will happen
with CFE and START as ratification is cointiriually put off to a
later date. These agreements were riot to begin movirng through
the ccngressiornal labyrinth in early 1992. A lot in the world

O"Sovyetov, p. 16.

QIbid, p. 17.

""Gloria Duffy and Jerniter Lee, "The Soviet Debate on
Reasonable Sufficiency", Arms Control Today, October 1988, p. 19.

"OThe Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Nov. 1991, p. 16.

' 1 Sovyetov, p. 20.

"Israelyarn, "Two Approaches... ", p. 57.
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could happen before either treaty is ratified."

The former Soviet Union is also calling for an international
verification mechanism under the aegis of the UN. Verification
as a part of disarmament is a global problem that requires an
international solution."" The UN must become the single center
fc'r the coordination of efforts for security through
disarmament. "

The U.S. Approach
The Soviets saw the American approach to arms control in the

following marner. Continued armament should not be impeded by
arms conitrol. Soviet conduct worldwide was the cornerstocne t,
Amer ican preparedness to negotiate with the Soviets on the
elaboration of arms control measures. The Omericans sought to
reduce the largest possible amount of weapons of a potential
enemy and, if possible, to leave the US arsenals untouched. The
priority condition to any agreement was effective verification.
A cut in some types of weapons should give the U.S. the right to
build up weapons of other types.' In essence, the American
posit ion can be summed up by what Hans J. Morgenthau wrote in
;975: "Arms control is not disarmlament at all, it is a mere
regulation of the arms race. "7

In regards to arms limitations talks, the Soviets saw the
Americans as creating a "technical" deadlock by their insistence
for on-site inspect ion. Any time the Americans did not want to
reach concrete agreements they would emphasize such verification
mcasures, shifting the blame for that on the USSR which allegedly
had displayed intractability in verification matters." a

Such was the came when Gcrbachev came to power in the Soviet
Union ra i 985. Ironically, the Soviet Union had finally produced
a leader inr favor of a liberal arms control agenda after the
United States had already turned to a conservative president,
Ronald Reagarn, an avowed skeptic abcut the uti]ity of arms

""The Bulletini of the Atomic Scientists, November 1991, p.
5-.

4Stanislavlev, p. 32.

MMO.A. Grinyevsky, "The Verification of Arms Control,
D)isarmament Agreements and Secur ity", Disarmament, Vol. ii, No.
2, Summer 1988, p. 18.

"IV. Abarenkov, US Arms Control Policy: Words and Reality",

inite rnat ional Affairs(Mcscow), No. 8, 198L, p. 69.

"'The Dynamics of the Arms Race, ed. by D. Carlton and C.
Schaerf, London, 1975, p. 57.

9 "Abarenkov, p. 72.

18



control."" It was Reagan who said ir, 1978 that "the Soviet Union
canrnot possi bly match us in an armis race" .10 Such an
attitude would spur the arms race to new heights.

The history of the nuclear age was dominated by the
adversarial relationship between the United States ard the Soviet
Union. Each sought to assure its own security through the
strength of their own nuclear forces. 10 Over 40 years they
deterred the other from attacking through their own ability to
destroy the attacker in retal iati or. They round themselves in a
position o,:f "mIutual assured destruction". .

How the United States ircorporated nuclear weaponsr irto
Arericar military strategy was never a simple matter. The
complexities grew exponentially as the Soviets acquired a nuclear
arsenal of their own and as new techrological advances occurred
o. became feasible, such as thermonuclear weapors,
intercontinental ballistic missiles, antiballistic missiles.,
tactical nuclear missiles, NIRVed(multiple independently targeted
reertry vehicle) missiles, ,eut ror bombs, cruise missiles,
ballistic missile-equipped subrarines and missile accuracies
capable of killing hardened sites. 01

The official rat ionale for the design of US nuclear forces
w-as the idea that deterring the Soviet Union from a potentially
successf'ul conventio nai attack against Westerr Europe could only
be accompl.ished by an explicit threat that the US would be
prepared to respond to such an attack by initiating the use of
nuclear weapons and by escalating if necessary to global nuclear
war. ' Ir other words, they were st imlulated by fear of
Siv~et expansion. 0

Purely economic concerr was another rationale. The US and
its NATO allies would have to c,-me up with 96 divisions of
convent ioral forces to match the Soviet bloc forces. This would
have been far too costly and in 1954, NATO decided to deploy
tactical nuclear weapons in order to compensate for its weakness

"'Schreider, p. 23.

S0 0 Arms Cort r Aca Associat ion, Arms Cort ro 1 and Nat iona l
Security, Washington, D.C., 1989, p. 33.

±1 Arms Control (ssociation, p. 6.

10QIbid.

ltlaC,,l. Lloyd J. Matthews, RRMY, December 1991, p. 52.

1 0 "Calogero, p. 27.

1 'J,:,hn N. Hazard, Armerican Journal of Irternat i onal Law,
Vol. 75, 1985, p. 845.

19



vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc in conventional arms. 10
From the early 1950s to the late 1970s, US strategic nuclear

deterrent strategy kept searching for a sustainable balance among
credible deterrence, affordability, moral acceptability, and
other complicating factors. In the process, the declared
strategy of the United States evolved, through several
iterations, from "massive retaliation" tc, "flexible response".
More recent ly, the search has turned to at least some
contemplat icrn of "minimum deterrence". 10 Yet, the United
States still maintains its pledge to initiate the use of nuclear
weapons in response to Soviet conventional aggression in Europe
even to this day. ± s

it is now argued that there is no chance at all of a
successful conventional forces attack by the former Soviet Union
across Europe, therefore this first strike pledge is a useless
anachronism. "0 Some find it hard to believe that the United
States, the world's most powerful country, needs to threaten to
use nuclear weapons first in order to meet its security needs,
but other nations must forego them in the interests of
intcrnati onal security. They feel its time for President Bush to
announce that the United States will never initiate the use of
nuclear weapons and that our nuclear devices exist only to deter
others from getting and using their own. 110

Current US nuclear policy is directed toward three
,objectives: deterring conflict, controlling escalatiorn should
deterrence fail, and terminating conflicts on terms favorable to
US political objectives. ''' Some feel that the objective fact
of Soviet or Russian strategic nuclear capabilities, not current
political variables or expectations, must be the key guide to US
force plann ring for the future. 1''

The United States continues to maintain its stance on strict
veri ficat ion in arms control agreements. The US believes that
on--site inspectic'n, the most intrusive methods of verification,
is essential to disarmament. It has explained that its
insistence for on-site inspection was at least in part due rio
differences in political systems. in a statement to the Eighteen

1 0 'Calogero p. 206.

1 0 7Larry D. Welch, "U.S. Strategic Forces After START",
Global Affairs, Summer 1991, p. 25.

1 0 Mazarr, p. 107.

±a'Calogero, p. 228.

1 1 0 Mortcrn H. Halperin, New Yrk Times, I Oct. 1991, p. 23.

1 1 1 Mazarr, p. 1.

'*"Welch, p. 31.
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Nat ion Disa'marment Committee the United States said, "The United
States knows that US underground tests in violation of a publicly
proclaimed i nternati onal treaty could not be concealed from a
free press in a free courtry. The United States has no similar
assuranrces with regard to the Soviet Union". 13

The United States saw its arms control negotiations with the
Soviet Union differing from its arms control negotiation with all
other states for three reasons: (a) the Soviet Union was seen as
an expansionist nat ion, whereas the state system as it existed
was accepted by most other countries; (b) Soviet territorial
exparsior was backed by an enormcous military forces; and (c) the
Soviet Union did not accept the binding authority of the United
Nat iors Charter as a codiffication ,of international law. 1 1

The United States constructed its approach to nuclear arms
nego tiations with the Soviet Unior on a simple principle: the
goal of the negot iators must be equality in deterrence. The
agreed limits on nuclear arsenals must make impossible any Soviet
nuclear blackmail based on the plausible threat of a successftul
aggressive first strike."I-s

Some experts believe the United States wastes its time in
pur'suit of arms cortrol. They feel the strategic arms control
procens has not c:ntributed at all to the ability to prevent
war. " Arms control simply does not work as advertised as
far as they are concerned. They po:i.nt to the historical
experience of the 1920s and 1930s to demonstrate the fail ure of
formal arms l imitat io:n agreements. They find that such
agreements are negotiable and sustainable only when the political
cortext is usually friendly and when war is nowhere in sight.
These agreements cannot help prevent war, promcote stability, or
achieve other lofty objectives. They lead to treaty-compatible,
treaty-e-c:vaszive or treaty-avoidirg weapon systems which make sense
primarily with reference to arms control arid not to prospective
miliLtary utility for r ational geostrategic needs. Finally, they
provide irresistible ircertives for nor--democratic courtries to

cheat. In the eyes of these experts, such agreemients allowed
Uermany and Japan to build huge military machines. ''-

E>perience arid evidence has shown that arrms control has ill
served American national security as far as some are concerned.

''"M,:,rris, p. 96.

1 Eugene V. Roctow ard Mary Elizabeth Hoirkes, "The United

States Approach to Negot iatirg Arns Limitation Agreements with
the Soviet Union", 28 McGill Law Journal, 1983, p. 750.

11."Ibid, pp. 753-754.

'C,:lir S. Gray, "Destirat ion Urknown: "rcm SALI to SIAR!",

Strategic Review, Spring 199i, p. 36.

1 'llbid, p. 41.
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They believe it is a great myth that arms control reduces the
size of superpower nuclear arsenals arid creates stability.

Strategic nuclear weapons deployed by the Soviet Union between
1970 ard 19&5 increased by 533 percent, from 1,876 to 9,987. The

increase registered by the United States was 27 percent, from
4, 000 to 10, i74. Richard Pipe' s comment "If this is arms
control, it might be interestring to experiment for a while with
an honest arms race" is used t:' shown the irony of this
myth. 11

These same doubters of the value of arms c:rtrc l further
comment that the Soviets build missiles in response to its
perceived military necessities. not in congruence witfl agreement
with the West. 1w They find it difficult to think of an arms
cortrol treaty, with the po-,ssible exception of the nuclear non-
proliferation treaty, that the Soviet Union has not violated.
Such Soviet non-compl iance and circumvent ion meant that the

treaties and agreemert at issue had failed to accomplish the
habits of obedience arid control of the Soviet arsenai that they
were desi gned, on the US side, to achieve. 11 While
congr'ssioral act io r can make pc lit ical ly-birdirg commit merits
legally binding or the US government under US law, the Soviets
did not have the same obligatior. The Soviets would generaliy

abide by the precise terms of ar arms control treaty, as required
by the general norrmis of international law (such as pacta ,unt
servarda), but would also, take advantage of ary loopholes in a
such a treaty in search cf possible advantages for Soviet foreign

policy. '"
Other experts c.,ntirue to see the value of armils control, but

in a new light to reflect the end of the Cold War. The old
framework for arms cortrol is seen as obsolete. They say the
dogma of "mutual assured destruct ion" should also be tossed aside
with the Cold War antagonisms. '" A new lock needs s;o be
taken regardirng the value of strategic defenses. The US rio
longer faces a rational adversary. Its enemies today are
inst a bi li ,y ard unpredictabi litv. For this reasr, some feel
strategic defenses car contribute to crisis stabi1ity. They
believe these defenses becomie ever more important an strategic

' 'Col in S. Gray, "Nuclear Del usion''s", Pc l icy Review, Summer

1986, No. 37, p. 48.

1 1 "Ibid, p. 49.

11:"Ibid, p. 51.

'''Jeffrey R. Boffa, "Soviet Views of Arms Cort-oi Treaties:
Contradic tior arid the Prccess of Resclution", Temple Irt'l &
Ccp_ __._L. 3., 223, 1988, p. 235.

'''Edward L. Rc, wriy, "Arms Control and the Future of U.S.-
Soviet Relations", Strateaic Review, Winter 199i, pp. 1 7 - 18 .
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offLens;ive redu cti1ors taike p1 ace ' '
Many 'uClear arms experts in the US and members of CongresA:H

row believe the iBM Treaty has o, utlived its usefuln ess. -hey

feel it is time the United States and the former Scviet Union
agree to get beyond this t.reay and create a strategic balarce

based a survivable, effective strategic defenses. '"'
Col in S. Gray, a leading Amer.icar expert i: the field ...

defense policy and strategiic theo.ry, introd uced a recent work ot
his with a stat e rent by Louis j. Halle tz sum up the fru-tratior
of arms cont rol. It follows:

in no other ,-,oar ized endeavor of the nations of man.nd
has s,: much wo rk,' beer expenrded to so little -e ffect as it,
t Le effort: to achieve arms coroto-l. We must suppose that
t Ihere has bn somet h in g t urdament a 1 1 y wrorn g at the
c onceptual level to-, account for so consistent a failure
on .- large a scal e ovev so- iong a period. "--

What was fundamentally wro-ng was that th- two superp-,wers
were nego tiatin g arms crtroi while simultaneously enr gaging inr a
vi go -ou's race to i ncrease and t ci rmprove the same weapo,ns the
nrego tiat ionrs were supposed to control. It is common knowledge
that the pacs of technologuical developtent rusned ahead ,of the
pace , f ne_ ot i at i onis. ± 11-

H UN overnmental Expert Group that Inga linornor chaired was
ch-Ia a r ed with carryinq out a comprehensive study 00 the
r-iati :ip bet ween d i sarmament and devep . Tpett [he report.

.-,it ed to the General Assembly 10 years ag,- n In '91. showcd
that bo.th the United States and the Soniet Uni,or ran the grav.
r sL o a il ,ow in g their ucnor ies to f a 1 ter by c,-t n;hn the
puruit of an arms race. The analyses showed con vin cigly the
devast at i ngj effects on the economy caused by devot in gi huma,
material and financial resources to the arms race. Two p ints
were drawn from the corcl us ions. Firs t, , a F u rid arie nt a 1 ch,-,ice had
to be made. The world c_-.L/d either contirue to pursue the am:
race with vigoc,:r and accept the heavy burden that it places on tCe
economy. or, it couil riove consciously toward a 1ore sLsta i niab l e
nt ernat ic-,nal economic arid polit ical order. lit: could not ,c,

ht h. Second, there is a mut ual self-i rt erest among al l
countr 1 es in effect i ve d i sarmament, i rrespect ive of economic and

l 1Mibid, p. 22.

1" lbid.* p. .'i.

i :-- C:, 1 n rS. Gray, "STh RT ] I " Good Arms Cnt rc , -lobal
tf~i..__i , Surmler .1 991, p. 47.

1Ingra Thcrsor, "Neqot iat ing firms Limitat ion Agreeriments:
Non-Aligned Perspectives" 28 QcGil Law J-,urr, al, 1983, p. 780.



soci1alI syst emis, or, 1levelIs of economiic devel1opment.12
One could wonder, if maybe Gorbachev qcrt hold o:f this r'epor-t

and took it to heart for- his "new po1lit ical1tikin' st h
f und arneent a i cho_-ici, both the US ard the (So:viei. Union were late
arr~i virnq toc the cornclus ion abozut the burdens of the armis r-ace.
Thep forme,0.r- scrv eI-t e(CrIom1 is sh~ rd;the L)-. economy is in
serious t-ro1-.ubl1e. 'he seccond poiant is taoki ng awhIile to _--irik inr as
w je T I

Fh :I s MitlA-k aI .I fI n. tt V- ia e s . r ri a effective
di sar-mawment needs to:: be b-rcuotht toj the for-efron-.rt. It is beycrs-n
doubt t'hat t he Lo-lid War- has e-nded. It is t ifie to - reivsoet
t he t r- od i t i lo-n alI nc'r, m ad pract ices o f i rite rrn at j ornal law that
WEreC _ au IC? ased du't.ng then C ld War 1&

T: ni. erra , ~ . Y'II u -ree t,-, be hoord ost e-peci
the Nuciear- No-r Yaf tin r-eat"' Evidence fr-om thehi t"'
of t he rm race poi ints i-. e irat ability r nuclear- dete- e rce.
A-t no: time wa- e~ithev 'r- ucoQ'wer sat isf ied that what it ha a :
I ts r uc Iea r. aI-2 r-iZ1ra- A 1A cf f a C: ert to give it secur-ity.

Somrae a re c ai.i1i nr r , I j. mni m umr det erriert , but it is ve'r-Y
dou bt fu I h;oD, 1ong, it L4 i I~ I s t av i i m aum nW It h counrt r i Ez w a 4V's
th i r i nCo ivso incviL i r t he ir, o:wn weaorrn_ nr-e effccti ye, and

,~v~ 'fthe _--;her- side mor -AvYierable. The Non--Pro 1 1ferat icor
I rc v cr..I e ti it rue sc. ut i on. AL:c coir- c.i n q t c- art i cie VI of
t. n e I r-eoat v. th n n u cIe a r weaponsic states uretck to- pursue uh
aim oF ruu I di.iar-mamertl atLs par-t -- f 1; e uit i mate : icc jet ive c..f

frra1ard cor'in p1 te d isar-maenprt . There is no:: pro i a i 0 i n the
N, ,n -Pr 1. A. f C at i oDr! ral fr a* permanen ;Urt ret ent i on o-f niuclear-
adrf1Onrift. -4

The rjet erA ion of rc ear Lt'W E a Ponsr~ do0Es rat.:: u ca I or 't C-_ LPeC2 aC L.1'-
t he wo rl1d . F h e I Ii rii n at io o- f nuclear, weapon--rs Is a _:rtop i t th e

r ~ Ldret o. It ccn~thappen ocraht.The moat & ff isaert
Va, tA o ach ieve arm I'MF re ?d IC t Ion-I - i s t he Ic: lets a-? 2iinati a in o--f
weapon ):,V*s 1i a givenl Categ-:rtyj onYE at a tamle. as was, d,-,re by thie
INF TreaLy. 1 -1

'Th Ere a r-e t hose Who wi 11 arque1 .. I t h at t he pr~act i c.A
d if f ICul t Ki f ach Vi i r;g -t Czer;u c I (a a i _ id ron 1d w . u d kype-A"

mak tha SE tc ID 52t i in poss i b I e. There woul e Dc or, t. Lm s
qe ar~ cut 'ia ..., Fir- . F ain, F I na nc c, Ch i noa, I rd t anid I:L-acs

c - w uL a as c-ther, pcssilIe r I and-st ir-i ru-le epr stat es t;

± .&!"W Mchael Re isman, .1. nt urr Li n iva 1 L~aw Pft en, t ILe Col-,Id
War rhe ' Emr-i can J.''lurC ie Cf' Irt etrat ional aw. V.---.1. 64, 1590,

p.iid p.~



agree to a multilateral framework for nuclear disarmarient and
r i gorous i nspect i ons. '_ Senator Sam Nurnn, cha i rran cf the
Senate Armed Services Comm ittee, properly concluded: "We are or,
thie verge of either having the greatest destruct ion of nuclear
weapons ii the history of the world or the greatest proliferation
o'f nuclear weapons, nuclear materials and the scientific know-how
to make these weapons. "a It will take the natrions of the
world wor-irg in concert to prevent the latter.

Others feel that the leaders of the former Soviet republics
have not written off nuclear weapons as an elemert of politicai
prestige and as a deter'rent to war. '' As the West seems to-
be moving towards abardonin g its first strike nuclear doctrire,
these irdependert republics, eriarored with the diplomatic and
political clout that possession of nuclear weapon confers, could
take up first strike as their own. '- The prospect of a
,.oviet nuclear civil war carrot be dismissed. Im There is
also the fear that some S.viet scientists and weapons designers
will sell their skills to foreigr countries eager to become
rucl ear powers. '"" For these reasons Secretary of State Jarmes
A. Faker stated, "First and foremost, we must help the Soviets
destroy arid cntrol the ri.litary remnants of the cold war. "'
Congress aLso voted t;o, put up $400 miii,-,ri tc, help the USSFR and
its republics dismantle nuclear weapons. 1 It will take a
lot mi,or e rm:,ney for the job to be done correctly arid the Urited
btates plans' to hold a conference with other Western nations to
wo,. rk oL1t; a pian to fund s.tch an endeavor.

Befor' that meet irg takes place, Wash ington ard Moscow
o:hu].ld rmove quickly to irplerment scrme o f the measures from the
SiHRt Freaty, regardless of its ratificat ion. The old obstacles3
to ver if i t o. , . ,,r ,"- rm 1 c nger in the way. Theso measures
include: i ) dat, a exchange: this cal 2ls for precise informat icn on
numbers, lceat i ons and character ist ics of weaons a d)

1 *"Chernaff, p. 237

' '"-.Ge:rge J. Church, "Sovi\.et Nuken Onl he Loose' ,Time
December 16, 1991, p. 40.

la"Leor Sl,:::,s, Wa-shi torn Quarterly, Autumn 1991, p. 14E.

'"-Reisman, p. 865.

±la.arry Schneider, "The First Nuclear Civil War?", Defense

MaM__RPl_.2T 7X, Jul y/ A ugust 1'9 1, p. 7.

.. 7Church, p. 41.

ioew Y,,-k [:ime, 1?, Dec. 1991. excerpts from Baker' s

.peech at Prircetor University.

' "wChurch, p. 41.

.5



rnot if i cat ion: this iricIid des i nf ormat icorn ori the miovemenit o:1f
miissileicc, bo::mbers arid submarines, especially critical no,--w as each
re-public cla:.ims independence and cnrlof weaponns on their-
teirritor-y; anid 3) ojn-site inispect ic-ori: there is no subst it ute fo--r
h av ingiq -0e rI c an i rI.)ct 0'r- on-)r the qrour, a bl1e to-- s:ee f:o r
thipriielves that t he Sv ie t nuclear rsna is secur1e. I "a T C.e
US' h-as beer,.srn the oni--site inspect ion0 car-d fo-Ir- 40 V vZ--r S
is the time toplay it orseif Weree E ll b . U f fi nO

The I NF.r-oat y p-ro-ved that the US had a hard t imre c.on ii uID
with pro--perly tr-ainied, laniguage--qualified personornel t th c-:

Uviet INF sites. Aldd tc! that huntrdreds of ST[ART n E stc
p.,ls the undeclaried icitecs- east o-f the Urals with tact Ical nu1tcl1e zri

L'japnsan te cd could well.1 p-rove ur unmanageabl.1e f :or the U s
AnC~d the Cos'.,5t will b e h i gh. Th e LIS [in-S ite

Inrspect i- Ar :qericv -r, INF, which emroplo,.y s 300@ people, has arl
annua--l budget o-.f $83 , moll1ion.1

Ai f inaIli rit E, or1 nA po-,ss ible obs ac "e t t ru -e r u C lea r-
d i a-ir rm o n t s ho ,u d b e ro t e d. This is the Aroer-i cari pro--posatl to--
-fI U1Id t het- !'-it . balis,-tic Plissile (ABM) Tfreaty. T1he usual rao
giv en stopo ctthe Ur it ed St at es fr Irom a n accidental o
uniau-thori zed nuclear- at tac k. 'T he US h as no devplroyed stirateq ic

defenes t defend aga inst ballistic miissilec attack, though the
t,.-aty does al]. w a. ci nq 1e site ar-med w ith 1020 f i-xed laurichers:.

The~~ US1 di::at e t inrule cyte.con-sider-i ru the oe~x 'a
cc'c*.ts~mr than . ts ver-y limit ed poetinwas wrth.

Ii Icc ar? t-C wo I"h F2 ~ t houht o- t he imuact o-f -t r,,at eqi c
sDe2 C2 n ies On akyrms' ConDrt rol- I de fenses ar Ie1 i nhererit I y

d "Ia Fbi-iiq 7 t hE-e by l ead i ng to- icl'easiEs? inr st rat eg i C
u'Ffensive frsc-'-'s; Ari dS de-,fent-,s es can enhance str-ategic- stabil1itv
by :1 rilprovirq the sur-vivabiIl ity o-f trat e iC2 re C- .i-A 7, 1" forceS

I-h e A BM T'rea ty f al l1ed to l-,Iead to the hoc--D.e d :r cu t inr
G~ g cf esiy f1rc but it has pr.eventedanvmrcei

(Jc-ef-enrs i y e fo --tr-ck:?s. A-nd it is t- ne f --'tunid at i. -otn for cu-t baxc!r - n
f: [ens- I S1Vet r-at eg i C arm11s as -A5See i ri the STARF .. reat y. I 1C;- od e r to

c oni t rnu e riimo-ve ahead in s, trateqic- a-rms- red _ c't I 'Dris, t he CPE BM
Tr e aty s ho-Dul.d no-1t be abandoned. It is- har-d to:: imnage even, t h F

-r mi vjet r-epib icc e Ii iElii na t ing s trt-t e gic niu Ca r or, Ce s
vih i ]e the Uited States3 is; depleoying a roaj--r- !;trategic detenise.

Wi 11 ei?;even rts: ri-a~y havc.-how thiat th-e So--viets ar-e o-penr

''~ichrdBurt, Los Angjeles Timjes-, 29 Sept. 1991,. p.-5

1 MaM . Lc'wenthal , "The Pci it ics c-f Ver-ificatio-n. What' ~
No:w, Wha .tls NotAl Wash ingtconr Quar-terly) Winter i9'31, p. 1l*L6F.

i q irit L e -aueCrWeir, CGFE - T h St ':vI S Far'
I nteiriatir-nral Dfense Review, 11191, p. --7.

1
k Wa ynre Scredr StriAtpgic De fenc:e arid Ar-ms CoDntrol,-"

LorpaatI h. r ateljy. V:] -. 102, No. 1,* Jani-Mar- 1T-91 , p. P-3.
... .... ... ... ...... ...



to US suggestioris on the values of a limited defense system, the>
lack the money for any such system. '" The pcst--Soviet
leadership ha.s a low-cost offensive response to urilateral US
defense deployments available, all of which would increase the

strategic threat to' the United States. Their simplest and lowest
cost response would simply be to rot carry out the 50 percent

reduction in warheads on its ICBM force mandated by ST-RT. ,
The theoretical excuse of an accidental or unauthorized

launch being used for abandoning the ABM Treaty is starting to

so nrid . ike the demand for on-site inspect ion. Is the Unitec!
Stat en tr, .i y interested in true nuclear disarmament or are we
looking for excuses to spend more money on expensive weapons that
do abs-o-lutely nothing for our security? The Soviet Union is in
a far better position than the United States t,-, make g,-ood cr its
Cold War proposals of nuclear disarmament, for they have no money
and ro desire to carry on this silly game. A far wiser way to
prevent accidental use is to get on with drastic reductions in
the nuclear arseral.

As the world moves beyond the Cold War, the superpowers

should move away from bilateral accords such as START, which
merely charnel tne arms race ir different directinrs and move
towards multi lateral accords that call for worldwide
demiiitarizatior as called for by the Nor-P'roliteration Treaty.

This treaty itself indicates what is needed to end the arr.-i;
race a comprehensive multilateral disarmament agreement. The
brceaktp arid democrat Lzation of the Soviet Union affords the
perfect opportunity to make this happen. oc

Recommerdat i ons
A recent study published by the Center for Science and

Irternational Affairs at Harvard University calls for the United

States "to thin k and act boldly" in making ad.justmer ts to the

dramatic changes in the nuclear situation ir the former Soviet
Uni on. Th is study' s bold visi on calls for a co,mp l ete
denuclearizatior of the former Soviet Union with the United
States footing the bill and later providirig for the security of

this area. *7

Anot her recent study in ,l urnb i a Law Review calls f Or

'" 4 Neil Munro, Defenre Nows, 16 Sept 1991.

'""Spurgeor M. Keeny, Jr., "Limited ABN Defense: Dargerous

and Unnecessary' , Arms Cortrcl Today, October 1991, p. 18.

'"Jarmes Raffel ard Briar ID'Ag,-,stin,,-, "Time for an Old

Blueprint", The EBlletin of the At,::,ric Scientists, November 199i,

1
*7Kurt M. Campbell, Ashtor B. Carter, Steven E. Miller, and

Charles A. Zraket, Soviet Nuclear Fission- (Center for Science arid
Internat iral Affairs, John F. Kennedy Schocl of G,-,verrment,
Harvard Un ivers i. ty, No-vember 1991).
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"carrying a big carrot" when workirg towards disarmament. The
authors of this study believe that irterraticnal agreements

linking "multilateral disarmarmert and ecoromic developmert" offer
the most promising way towards disarmamert and security in the

internat ional environment. '" The developed states of the
world, such as the United States, with their relative wealth have

always spent freely in their pursuit of national security. The

breakup of the Soviet Union rcow presents an opportunity to

achieve this goal of security in a new cheaper, safer way. t"

Both studies are on track in that the United States is
identified as the country which car influence most the future
outc:om in the former So'viet Un ion, especial ly in regards to the
future of its nuclear arsenal. Yet, the U.S. seems to be

dragging its feet in this field.
While Presider,t Bush's urilateral initiatives for the

reduction of nuclear weapons should be applauded, he has failed
to raise the all-important topic of how destruction of warheads
is to be verified. Many in his adrinistration feel a more
exchange of information" will suffice to establish the where-

abouts and ever,tual destruction of about 15,000 nonstrategic
nuclear weapons deployed throughout the former Soviet
Union. '" It has even been hinted that provi d in g for

ver fication now could only "slow the process down."''

Such an a~titude is irresponsible. The greatest threat ti:
Li.S. security is the prol i ferat ion of weapons of mass

destruction. The United States now has the opporturity and moral
obl igat ion to insure that a pcotert ial source of this

prol iferation is accounted for and destroyed. Prcper

verification will bring immediate benefits. It can make it more
difficult for new republics or dissident factio r,s to gain cont rcl
cf ruclear weapons or, their territory. It locks the Russia

Federatior into a decisior to make good on its pledges to match
LI. S. cuts. And, most important iy, it sharply 1 i mit s the
posibility of sales of nuclear materials recovered from Soviet

warheads to undesirable count ries cr organi zati-rs.11-7

While I do not believe the United States will succeed in

'""David A. Koplow arid Philip G. Schrag, "Carrying a Big
Earr::t Lirking Multi lateral Disarmamert and Deve lopment
AFs :.istarce, " Columbia Law Review (vol. 91, June 1991) pp. 9-

i ob .'9.

1 °Ibld, p. 1058.

'""Christopher Paine and Thomas B. Cochran, "So Little Fime,
So Many Weapons, So Much To Do," The Builetir r-,f the Ato mic

Scientist iJanuary/February 1992) p. 13.

i ilbid., p. 16.

Imelbid.
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obtainirg the tctal disarmament cf the former Soviet Unicn as
argued for i n the above Harvard study ary time soon, I do feel.
there are immediate steps that need to be taking that are just as
bold.

First, the United States must ratify the STA.RT Treaty.
Sec'etary James Baker has yet to introduce the treaty to, the
Senate and, unless he does so in the next few weeks, the tight
congressional calendar wil make Senate action or the treaty
virtua ly impossible this elect ion year. '" This could
exacerbate problems Russia is having with the three republic
holding strategic nuclear weapons ard signi ficart ly postpone
deeper cuts in strategic forces.

Unless this treaty is ratified, it has no legal force ard
the nuclear capabilities of the nor-Russia republics will remain
a problem. If Ukraine arid Kazakhstan wera. to take p,,sessin of
the formier So vet strategic fo-rces on their terr itories, they
would become the world's third and fourth largest riuclear powers.
deal ing a devastating blow to the nuclear noriprol ferat ior

regime. The provisioris of the S-TART Treaty would bririg about a
ic ieal eLiminatir of the strategic rucler weapons in these
republ ics.

Second, the United States must make it clear to the new ron-
Russian stat-en that, in additior to implemert ing the prvirsions
of the SIART Treaty, they must join the No-nproliferation Treaty
as nicin-nuc!1-.ar states. As dis.cussed above ri the CoLrlbia study,
these states must understand that U.S. political and ecorcmic
support will depend on their willingness to remain non-ri.c ' ar-
weapon states.

rhird, the On-Site Inspect-ion Agency ( SIA) reeds to become
a growth industry. As the So-viet threat fades and budget cuts
bite deeper into the Pentagon pocketbook, OSIA must be e;.panidea
arid given greater funding. This agency has crducted over 400
.NF inspections since July 1986 on f-ormer Sco viet or former Warsaw

Pact territory. '" Yet, as the dramatic shiufflin g OF nom_,e
15,@0 tactical nuclear weapons has been taking place in the
former Soviet Union, technical ex-perts from 051A already in the
former Soviet Union monitorirg reductions ir nucler weaponry from
the 1987 INF Treeaty are being used to ensure food and medical
supplies froim Operation Provide Comfort fall irto the right
hands. Twelve teams, totaL ing 9/ advisers tro the agency, are
overseeing the distributicn of humanitariar aid to' ensure that it
reaches the needy and not black marketers. i -

'""Spurgeon M. Keery, Jr., "Save START, rms C;rtri Toda,
(April 1992) p. 2.

I"F'eter Grier, "On-Site Arms Control Veri ficat ion
Proceeds, " The Christ ian Science Mo, it r (September L5, 1991).

'""Michael Smith, "U.S. Arms Verification Officials Police
Aid to Republics, .efense ews (ebruary L4, 1992) p. 50.
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It does rot take a rocket sciert ist to figure out that
scarce resources like OSIA inspectors could be employed better.
The U.S. perception of the benefits of on-site inspections (OSIs)
conti nues to be based on a paradoxical premise: "OSIs will be
most reeded but least rel pful when cooperation by the ho-st
country cannot be expected. Lonversely, inspectiors are likely to
be ,ot useful precisely when they are least needed - when
parties to an agreement have a strrg desire to cooperate. 1z

uat because our rel at ionsh i p with the forrmer Soviet Un icr, is nio
logrer hostile, we should not disriss the iriportarce of on-site
ir specti,-:Cs or the value of thesc. irspecto-,rs.

Ob1A should serve as a facilitator for U.S. private firm-ris
interested in dis--armament procedures. fhe $400 million of Nurir-
Lugar money which is to be used to assist ir "planni rig arid
t enclving tchnical problems associated with weapons destructior
ard proliferatior,"'"O should be giver to OSIA to be put to
immediate use. Tc date this money has beer "trickled cout 11,

grudgirg regotiat ions" rather than used boldly to steer the
former Soviet Un ionu and U.S. firms in the direct ion stated in, the
o irg ial Sve'-.t Nuclear Threat Reduction Act of 1991. 1-1"

DSIA, with its past five years of experiernce ir the former,"
So-:viet Uion arnd in the d isarmamert fieid, carn greatly assist
ccrpav . ir d ismant ii ng the n uclear weapons in the former So,viet
Univ. Problers have already been ider, tified in storing ard
s.c:ur ing r,.clear weapors while they await destruct ion. This area
rup rvet a potent ial $1-bi 1 iion busi ness that many U.S.
com.ic-s with opcrtise inr such matters would love to pursue.
OSIA can grease the skids arid open the door for such compar ies in
the 1ormer ,viEt Union.'".-

U.. comparies c an as sist in accoun tirg for and processirig
speci al n uclear mater 1s, dismarnt li ig ard storage of nigh
explosives, and const , t ion of new storage ard deact ivat ion
s:te" for racear weapcrs. Present ly, the capacity of Soviet
ass:erbly/disassembly facilities is no more than 2,00 weapcns per
year under normal procedures. At this rate, it would take over 7

.earu to dismantle and destroy just the tactical nuclear weapons,
w i.e S.'-dHT provisions w ; I put added st rain to, exist i ng

"S i dney N. Graybua arid Mi c, e 1 repon, "Or-Site

I nspect ions, " i r Ver f i cat ila nrd Compi iarice (Cambridge, MA,
1938) ed. hy Michael k.repcr arid Mary Umerger , p. 106.

-m"Paine arid Cochran, p. 13.

IOG6rahariu A11 ison, Ashtocn P. Carter, and Philip Ze iikow,

"The Err-r of Laution cr Disarming the Forlier Soviet Un ior, " The

Washirtar Post (Natiora] Weekly Editlon, April 13-19) p. L5-26.

mm"U.S . Companies Target Emeng irg Market For Disrimanit 1 ir,g
CIS Nuclear Arsenal, " Aviat-ion Week . Space Techroogy (February
10, 10990 P. 23.
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OSIA can also serve as a mrnitorrig agency for the storage
of special nuclear materials. The Soviet Union produced an

enocrmous quantity of plut on ium and enriched uran ium since World
War Ii. This large stockpile of fissionable material presents a

substantial poter tial proliferation threat, both now and ir the

future. This material could prove to be a long-term security

problem, since the halflife of U--235 is 713 mill ion years ard the
halflife of plutonium 239 is 24,600 years.'" In addition to
mon itoriru this material, OSIA cou.d insure adequate fundirig was
made to companies and scient ists seeking to conv rt such

materials to practical, rioni-weapors use.
While evertual dismartlemert of ruclear weapons is the goal,

OS IA car, make an immediate impact by overseeing the disaririg of
these weapcns. Members of the military of the former. So viet
Urion can easily -erove tritium bottles or the batteries that

power the arming and fuzing circuitry for some of the weapons.

Once disabled, OSIA car ther tag these weapons and track them

until their destruction.

OSIA should a 1 so play an irmport ant role in helping

cc riversion of the Soviet military irdust ry and the 0owrsizig of
the riilitary. Top-rank ir g [mi 1 itary officers irn USIA have

established profes.ioral t ies with important leaders in the
former Soviet military that can prove berieficial to the fiture
attitude ,:F whatever military structure ermerges from the Frmer
S.oviet Union.

A Russian legislato r called the formler Soviet Armv "the 16th

repiublic, hungry and unsettlcd but well arrmed arid trained. " The
military populatior, in cludirig dependents, is 4.0 milli,or. Such a

size could qualify it to be the third-largest :crmorwealth :.tate,
atter Huss]ia and Ukraine. " It is ir our interest to pay

attention, t- the n eeds and problemts of this group. They could

easily upset disarmam nt progress arid future security hopes.
With this in rir d, USIA could initiate corstructio , pr:,jcta

for housirg, recommerd alternat ives for fut ure mi 1 it a
str'uctures, and organ i ze joint trairig betweei n-ir ri i 1itary
forces. Jo i rt ; trairinq for i rspec:t,_r v sho-u 1d also be

S"sc. .et Nuclear. Fissrn, p. 45.

Ibid, pp. 29-30. Ihe total Soviet pl.utoriium stockpile is
in excess of 100 metric tors (100, 00 kg), and the highly
enr iched Umara cr1 stockpile Is Ln excess of 500 tors. Only 3-7 kg
of plutoniuma is needed to make a plutoniu m fissi on bomb. 10 k4

of highly enriched urarium, or about 25 kq of uran iumi erir ched
beyoinid 20 percent in U--235. suffices to make a uraniur, fissi, on
b m b.

±&-Alexei Izyumcv, "16th Republic: Armed and Dangerous," The

Wahirinton fPst (Nat io ral Weekly Edition, January 27-February 2,

1992).
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highlighted, especially with respect to the rules for the

interpretation of applicable treaties arid knowledge of the

relevant rorrms of the new nat ional laws.
The republics of the former Soviet Union have agreed to keep

all long -range nucler weapons under a sing le control. The four
republics with battlefield nuciear weapons - Russia, Belarus,

Kazakhstan, arid Ukraine - promised Secretary of State James

Baker, recently, that all tactical nuclear weapons would be
transferred to Russia by July 1, 1992 for eventual storage and
dismantling. A problem with Ukraine occurred in March 19 9 2 when
it suspended its transfers, naying Russia had failed to provide

asurance that the transportation and destruct ion of the weapons

was being handled properly. '"" Any cases like this in the
future should be immediately addressed by OSIA. If necessary,
USIA personnel should be prepared to have nuclear weapons t urned
ozver to their custody if relations between the republ ics

breakdown. A cont inuous disarmament and vei f ic:at ion process
should take place with problems immediately addressed.

OSIA, in, conj unction with its Russian counterparts, can lay
the foundat ion for a un iversal n uc:lear in spect ion regime under
the auspices of the United Nations. A universal, effective

verificatrion regime can lead to the slashing of nuclear arsenals
throughout the world. Deep reductions will make the regime that

muchi more import ant.
Finally, soie will argue that verification pre visioens are

rather ho-l low without means tc' enhance or pn ish

noncompliance. '"" The range of responses to a treaty
violation leads most often to the extremes: "the innocent state

may have to choose between destroying the treaty regime in, toto-

or acquiescing in the illegitimate behavior."'"" i believe
the economic incent ives arid world ,opin.ri on wi 11 prove to be

significant "big carrots" in the new world order.
I also believe that a verification plan cannot ensure strict

compliarce if a state do).iberately chooses to deviate from its

agreement. "Strict compliance is founded best in a mutual desire

to reap the benefits of an agreement. "ia It is not Russia or

''"Eric Schmitt, "Aid to Russia; Russia is Said to Plan for

a Smaller Armed Force, " The New Yc'rk Times (April 2, 1992) p.
A 10.

'a."Kenneth L. Adelman, "Why Verification is More Difficult

(and Less Important), " International Security (Spring 1990) p.

1 41.

& =K,,plow anid Schrag, p. 1024.

''"Peter Pericles Orphanos, " INF Treaty On-Site

Verification: An Emerging Standard For Policing Arms Control

Treaty Obligations, " New York Law Schocl Journal of Internatic'nal
and Cor-aat iv e Law (vol. 10, 1989) p. 444.
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Ukrai ne we will have to worry about in the future. It is ir
their best interest to cont irue to seek the benefits of

disarrmarent agreements. Unfortunately, I think we may find that
the United States will no longer have a mutual desire to abide by

somie treaties.

My recommendat-ions have focused on the act ions the United

States needs to take in the former Soviet Union. These
recommendat ions are based on the United States agreeing to

reciprocal verification. This may be too great ar assumption.
On-site inspection in the United States has the potent ial for a
ceri ous violation of the Fourth Amendment's prohibiti on against

unreasonable searches. " In the landmark case, Reid v.
Covert, the Supreme C-ourt held that a treaty betweer the U.S. ard

a foreign nation may not violate the Constitution. '"a
Our efforts to verify disarmament in the former So-viet Un ion

will establish the future pattern for irternational controls in
tracking nuclear weapons and materials. Confidence in this
procedure rests on its impact or, the ent ire world cormrunity.

Certain individual states, ircluding the United States, cannot

remair above the regime. To err in favor of disarmament, rather
than the Const itution, may be the consequence of our desire for

security.

'"'Kevin C. Kennedy, "The Const itut iorn and On-Site

Inspect ion, " Brooklyr Journal of Ir,ternational Law (vol. 14,

1988) p. 2 .

1 ""Orphanos, p. 444.
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