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Abstract

Verification is generally recogriized as a necessary element
of any significant agreement on arms fimitations and reductions.
Verification matters, for a long time, have beewri a stuntiing
blaock in the way of disarmament between the Soviet Uniton and the
Urnited States. However, the mid 198ds marked a tundamentali change
in the Soviet attitude towards verificatian.

This paper argues that the breakup and democratization of
the Soviet Uniow affords the perfect opportunity for true nuclear
disarmament. The United States must take the led in pursuing
this goal, yet to date, 1t 15 1 o hurry to ratify the SiTARI

treaty. The United States 1s alse on a couwrse towards the
abandorment of the ABM Treaty. Will the United States Dbe the

cause of futwre stumbling blocks 1n true rnuclear disarmament?

Finalliy, iThe Un~Site Inspection Agerncy (OS1A) rneeds to
become a growth industry. 051A can play an important vrole in the
conversion  of the Soviet military industrial complex and  the
dowrnsizing of the military.

WordPerfect 5.1 was used to format this paper.




The rapidiy unfolding events 1n the former Soviet  Urnilon
cemand immediate attention be drawn to this orce superpower’s

nuclear arsenal. The entire process of disarmament and  arms
control must  be aggressively pursued 1n o a rnew light. The old

verification stumbling block 18 a thing of the past. N, both
the Urnited States amd the former Soviet Union shouwld mabke yood on
proposals of the last forty—five veare to rad the world of
nuclear weapons.

Verification is generally recogrnized as a necessary element
of any significant agreement on arms limitatioms and reductions.
Verification matters, for a long time, had beern a stumbling biook
it the way of disarmament between the Soviet Uriion and the United
States. However, the mid 13980 marked a fundamental charnge 1w
the Soviet attitude towards verification. This paper  wil:
address boath the Soviet and US approach to verification witn an
emphaslis on the legal aspectes of verificatior. The role of the
United Nations will also be discussed as 1t attempted to strike &
median  Detween the two superpowers. A thorough analysis of
these approaches will show that much work  was comnpieted belween
these two superpowers and the UN 1n the field of arms control and
disarmament, but political difterences prevented any substantial
cuts from taking place. With the Cold War rno  longer standing in
the way, there 1z o excuse foor not moving forward. The finatl
T sactions will Caver prospects for the futuwre and
recommendations to be iritiated immediately.

Differing Miews to Arms Contral

The Urnited States coined the term "arms comtrol’. It was
meant to  denote interrnationmally  agreed rules limiting the arms
cuompetition rather than reversing it. Arms control includes
diverse measuwres to freeze, Limit o abolish specific categories
of weaponsg to prevent certain military activities; to regulate
the deplavment of foirces; to reduce the risk of  accidental war:
to constrain oy prohibit the use of certain arms 1n war; or to
Build up confidernce among states through greater cpermess 1in the
military field. It was hoped that all this together woald
produce arn international climate conducive to glrusavmament. *

The whole process of arms controls can seem very paradoxiocal.
How  do adversary naticons  sign binding  covenants agree:ing to
manags their military competition? They do it 1n the belief that
their a1ndividual security is better served tharn the alternataive
of an unrestralined arms race. Also, they oiare an overriding
interest in lowering the praobabillity or confiict. find frrailyv,
it 1s hoped that such treaties wilil lighten the bwrden of  the
cost of maintaiving military establishments.®

tJazef Goldblat, Agreements for Arms Control: A Critical
Survey, Stockholm Internaticonal Peace Research institute, 1382,

3. V.

“Francesco Cologero, Verification: Momitoring Disarmament,
Westview Press, Colorado, 1991, p. L.




Arms  control, however, was blocked for many years by the
different perceptions of the notion of security on the part of
the Soviet Unionm and the United States. The waord “"security"
translates to mean "absernce of danger" in Russian; while it means
"guarantee against darnger" in English. With this 1in mind the
Soviets supported complete disarmament while objecting to tarms
control without disarmament'. The United States was more
interested in verifiable partial measures than 1n disarmamewnt.
The major problem during the Cold War was reconciling these two
approaches. 2

PFrovigions for the verification of @ compliance 1 arms
controal treaties became a central feature of regotiations because
of  the two approaches between these adversarial countries.
Soviet studies of arms control  and disarmament had cursory, 11
rot  dismissive, treatment of verificatiorn up to the early 198@s.
Roland Timerbayev, a long-serving disarmament specialist 1n the
Saviet Foreign Ministry, authored the firsg cubstantial Soviet
study of verification issues 1n 1983, This book signalled that
the Soviet Umaiorn was on the verge of revamping 1its starnce on
verification.

The advent of "perestroika’  brought about a marked increase
in verlificatior—related output of the Soviet Urnion. Soviet
afficials also went to great lengthe o point ocut the charnge in
their verification stance.®™ 5 the Soviet Foreign Minister

Eduard (. Shevardradze put 1t, "At last our (the USS5R*s) allergy
tr verification has perished". He also remarked in  New York 1n
Septembey 1388 that, "We do wot try to hide the fact that for a
lovig €ime ouwr attitude to any kind of inspections, especiailly on-
site inspections, was urenthusiastic".®

My Shevardrnadze® s remarks to the LN Confeorence Yy
Disarmament in August 1987 were also indicative of the change
that was brought on oy "perestrolka”. He stated that the ULBSR
proposed  the "widest assortment of  forms  and  methods  of

verification, both national and irntermational.”
These represented significant changes in the Goviet attitude

-

AGSergey Rogov, Disarmament, Vaol. 2111, Nrv.ooer 3, 139, p.

1@.

“David Scrivener and Michael Sheehan, Airms Contyod
Verificatiorn: A Bibliography of Western and Soviet Sources, 1994,
p. 7.

Sibid.

“E.fA. Shevardrnadr-e, "Fress-konferentsia E.A. Shevardnad-e',

Hravda, 25 Sept. 1988, pp. 4-5.

7E.RA. Shevardnadze, "At  the Conferernce on Disarmament’,
Current Digest of the Soviet Fress, Vol. 39, No. S, 1987, pp.
i S=-14,




to verificatior. In the past the Soviets had eqguated
verification to espionape, Their excessive precsccupation with
secrecy and adamarnt stand against intrusive procedures for
verification made arme control negotiations difficult.®

On the wother hand, the Americarn pursuit of urrealistically
stringent verificatiorn demands added to the problem. American
megotiators became obsessed with the details of verification to
the detriment of thought about the substance of prospective

agreement s. Some have sven suspected that the United States
undermined future arms cortrol treaties by exploiting
verification urncertainties and compliance problems. @

Soviet attitudes toward verificabion, while often at odde

with those of the United States, did have a logic and coherence.
Soviet leaders had as much mistrust of American intentians as the

Rmericans did of the Soviets. The Soviets have uwunderstood the
need  for appropriate verificatiom and control in arms contreral
verification from the begirming. Historical record shows that

the Saoviet Union presented an elaborate proposal tor monitoring
and comtrolling a barn on nuclear weapon produaction as early as

1346, This proposal included the coreation of  an international
covtrol commission with extensive powers of  inspection  and
arnalysis. Ihe plan was umacceptable +to the United States,

brcause 1t called for the destruction of all ruclear weapons
bBefore the control machinery was to be created. @

The plan the United Statez presented at this time was
rejected by the Soviets, becauwse 1t would have protected the
fimerican nuciear monopoly for at least a few yvears. Im this plan
the United States wouwld have retaired its bombs while the Soviets
would have been barved from brylng to build the bomb. *?

This was the setting for the start of the arms race as we

briow 1t. The Urmited States and the Soviet Union were rnot  the
only  principal  players pursaing  disarmament and arms  conbrol
immediately following World War I1. The newly forrmed Unaited

AT .

Nations would play a significant role as the backdrop {For these
two future nuclear supeirpowers.
The United Nations

O Jurne 26, 1945, the United Nations Charter was signed in
Sarm Francisco. Two months later, 1n August 1945, the dropping of
the first nruclear bomb, confromted the United Nationms with the

SGerivener and Sheehan, p. 15
®1lbia, p. =.
tefllan 5. Hrass, "The Soviet View of Verification', ir

Verification and Arms Control, William C. PFPotter, ed., 1985, p.

37.

11Canat D Elacker and Gloria Duffy, Internaticonal Arms
Control s lossues and  fAgreements, cnd ed., Stanford University
Fress, 1984, p. 98.




urgent task of establishing control aver nuclear envergy, and of
outlawing the use of nuclear weapoms.,® The very first
resa>lution to the United Nations, unanimocusly adopted by the
Gerneral fAssembly 1n January 1946, pledged “"the elimination from
national armaments of atomic weapons and of  all other majzor
weapons adaptable to mass destruction". 22

This resolution established the UN Atomic Ernergy Commiszsion,
which was asked to draw up plans for  the control of  nuclear
anergy and for the elimination of nuclear weapons. Both the
Urmited States and the Soviet Union submitted plans in 1946,

The Urnited States put forward what came to be xrown as the
Baruch Flan under which an international atomic development

authority would be created. This authority would be entrusted
withh managerial corntrocl  or ownership of  all  atomic  energy
activities potentially dangerous to world security; with the
power to control, inspect and licernse all cther atomic

activities; as well as with developing the beneficial uses of
ataomic ernergy. =

The Baruch Plan was rejected by the Soviet Unicn on the
grounds . that 1t would interfere with national soverelgnty and
internal affairs of states. It alsc put control  before
profhibition which was the wrong priority in the Soviets view. 1™

The Soviets submitted a draft conmvention which reversed the
primities. I the Soviet’s counter—-proposal of June 1946,
profhabition and destruction of aucleasr weapons preceded control.
The production and uwse of  atomic weapons were  ©To be prohibilted
and all atomic weapons were to be destroyed within three montihis,
whereupor an international system to supervise the implementation
of these commitments would be established. *©

The Western powers never accepted the Goviet order of
priorities. They felt that prohibitiorn is uselees in peace-tine,
whern no country uses muclear weapons, and may not be ohserved 10
times of war. Friung, the Americans were not guite ready to gilve
up the ponopoly of  nuclear weapono, that they had had sirnce
1945, 7

The Stomic Energy Commission failled to reach an agreement
due to  the deadlock betwesen the twa  plarns. The Soviet Unilon,

teiules Moch, "A Short History of  Disarmament”, in
Digarmament and  MAems  Control, ed. Carla  Schaerft and Frank
Barnaby, 1972, p. 79.

13UN Bewneral Assembly, Resoclution 1{1), 24 Jan., 1346.
t4h0oldblat, p. 13.

1= Moeh, p. 79,

t&Goldblat, p. 13.

rMoch, p. 79,

4
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which was then considerably less advanced tharn the United States
in the atomic field, could not accept a plar that could lead to
ar American monopoly  of atomic  weapons., Equally, the United
States found urnacceptable the Soviet proposal for the abolition
of atomic weapons before establishing an effective intermational
contral to ensure compllance with the ban. @

The Atomic Evergy Commissiorn adjowrned indefinitely 1in 1923,
The United States lost their nuclear monopoly with  the Soviets
19

exploding  their first nuclear device o September 23, 1943,
The talks on gerneral anmd complete disarmament had falled. The
failure to provide a zatisfactory answer to such & fundamental
guestion as wihhat would be the political order governing
imtermational relations in & completely disarmed world may have
gdoomed the procecs from the start.=®

The issue of verification and compliance would apopear again
in a Umited MNMationms forum ~ tihe Eighteernn Nationm Disarmament
Coramittee. Yovielb  Foreign Minister Ondrel Gromyies  provided a
statemnment to the Committee that set the tome of discussions. "We
are not prepared  to take anyone at theilr word... We curselves do
ot asle that we be taker at ow word. "®* The history of these
megotiations shows  that  achieving agreements on verification
measwres has often  been ag difficult  as achievaing agr2ement  on
Phe mgasuwres to be veraiied.

The relationship between verification and an  arms control
agreement 1s 1moortant and needs to be examined betfore locoing at
further attempts by the Urated Natiorns  1nm 1ts  guest F oy
disarmament.

Verification allows for the successful  operation of ar

agreement once 1t enters into Force. By wundertaking certain
recstricted measures as called for  inm an agreement, statez expect
ti decreasse the likelihood  of war. These restricitive

undertakings are measuwres  that directly affect the national
security of Statec. Natiorns are unlikely to agree to treaties or
agreements  which affect their natiormal secuwrity without soame
anzsuwrance that other parties to the agreement are in fact abiding
by itz terme. Verification provisiaons contained v an agreement
are means of providimg that azswranoce. 3

fRdeguate verification 15 defined differently by i1wndividual

18paidblat, p. 14.
r1@Moeh, p. 79.
“@Goidblat, p. 2.

SLENDL/FC. &1, 16 April 1968, p. &7.

“Efllis Morris, The Verification Isgue  in Urnited Nations
Disarmament MNegotiabions, Urited Nations 1987, p. 1.
“Alprd.
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countries. There 1s rnz universally accepted definition.
Verification measures can change based onn a nation’s perceived
threat to natiornal security posed by the arms in questicor, For
this reason, verification measures must be discussed o a case by
case pasis and developed to meet each nation’s political
perception of the secwity reguirements of each arme control
neasure,

Verification has been defired as "the process o f
deteormining, to the extent necessary adequately to safeguard
maticrnal  security, that the other side is complying with an
agreement ., = Verification 13 & process of making political
Judgments as to whether the behavior of a nation is consistent
with the arms control agreement iv guestion.

Mzritoring provides the technical information ov which the

Judgments are based. These two termns "verification” and
"monitoring” showld ot be confused. Moitoring 1% an
intelligence furnction that i1s used to determive what military
programs aother states are  pursuaing. Momitoring 1s  carried on

regardless of eny arms  contral agreements, by unilateral methods
and through co-operative measuwres between two or more states.

National technical means (NTMs ) are the primary waysn of
Mol toring. NTMs iveclude reconnaissance satellites, radar and

wther electronic collection systems, aircraft photography and
selemic detect ior. Mowmitoring can also be conducted through non-—

techhnical mearnes suach  as  spies, informants and information
axchanges betweern goverrnments. 5€

Whereas moniitaring can provide concrete techrnical
informat 1o, verification 13 irnherently subjective a&nc
Jucgmental. Verificatioun judgment receilves input not only from
monmitoring, but is also influenced by interpretations of what the
treaty provisions actually  mearn, by perceptions of the other

matron's capabilities and intentions, by impressions oreated oy
pact hehavior, and by the general! state of international and
domestic paolitics at the time.®7

fideguate verification involves the acceptarnce of o degree of
uncertainty and  risk, since 1@ percent verifiabiriity is selidom
possinle. Adeguate verificatiorn has been described as "mothing

more tharn the recogrnition that few Tthiwmgs 1n 1ife canm  be
determined with absolute certainty, that levels <f confidence arnd
margins of erraor are i1rnevitable, and that the i1mportant guestions

=4 bid.

mhecurity and Groms Control: The Search for a More Stable
FPeace (Washington, D.C., Us Department of State, June 1383, p.

L.

eSSt ephen M. Meyer, "Veritication and Risk ivi fhrme
Comtrol”, International Security, Spring 1984, p. 8@,

“EMorris, pPe L.

&




are how high can we make the levels of confidence and how narrow
the marglins of error’, =8

FAncther difficulty erncountered 1in the wnegotiation of
verification measures 15 that they affect national sovereignty as
well as natioral security. Most  verification measures by their
very nature, involve some degree of intrusiorn into areas  of
matioral contraol. Acceptance of more intrusive measwres, sach as
orn—-slte  1nspection, reguire  a greater swwrender of @ mational
sovereignty. €9

Just az verification issues proved an impasse to the Atomic
cvevgy  Commission, they would alss prove to be a stumbling biock
for the Eighteoen Nation Disarmament Committee. THe Eighteen
Nat 1o Disarmament Zoomittee (ENDCH begar meeting in March 196o,
charged with the task of negotiating a treaty on complete  and
general  disarmament. 2@ Complete and general disarmament were
viever achieved, but the ENDL did have a rnumber of succeszes which
shoauld be noted.

e achievemsnts of the ENDC irclude the partial tect-ban

freaty of 12633 and the nuclear mnon-praoliferation Treaty of
1967, B I 1969 the ENDC was expanded to  inciude twenty-two
vations, reorgan:ced and named the Conferernce of the Committee on
Disarmament (CCD). The CCD  rnegotiated the pronabrticr onw the
emplacemert  of nuclear weapons on the sea—~bed3®* arnd the

probibition of the development, produactionm and stockpiling of

Hal o Aspliv  and Fred . Kaplar, "Verification i
Ferspectaive", inm William C. Fotter, ed. Verification and

SALT (Bouwlder, Colorado, Westview Press, 19800, p. 177.
=M orrle, e S

A@The members of the ENDC were Brazil, Bulgaria, BRurma,
Canada, Lzechostiovakia, Ethiopia, India, ltaly, NMexico, Nigeria,
ol and, Romania, Sweden, the Soviet Union, United frab Republic,
United Kingdowm, and the United States. France, while techrically
a member, did wnot participate.

Ftreaty Barming Nuclear Weaporn  Tests in the Qtmosphere, in

Outer Space and Underwater, sigrned O August 1%6a, entered 1nto
forece 1@ October 19363.

2ETreaty on the Nor-"'rolitoration of Nuclear Weapons, sigrned
1 July 1968, entered into force 5 March 1970,

B3Treaty on the Prohibibion of the bmplacement of Nucoclear
Weapons  of Mase Destructiorn on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor
and 1in the Subsoil Thereof, signed 11 February 1771, entered 1nto
force 11 May L1972,




bacterioclogical (biological) weapons and toxins. 34 In June 1979
the CCD was reorganized and named the Commititee on Disarmament
(CD). Its membership has expanded to forty nations and since

1284 it has been called the Conference onm Disarmament. 35 The
CD has not  produced an arms conteo agreement, but has moved
towards resolvivng some cutstanding losuwes, particuiarliy in  the

verification area.

Recernt world events, such as  the FPersian Gulf War and the
collapse of the Saviet Unicon, have renewed interests in the value
of  the United Nations. In the spirit of '"mew political
thimlking", the Soviet Union had reassessed the potential of  the
UM as a center for the oollective search for solutions to
specific international problens on the basis of observance of the
balance of interests of all States.2® Now some say the Urited
States must alsas rediscover the UN.D 37

Regrattably, the arms control worie of the UN to this point
in history has not halted the arms ~ace or reduced the military
potential @ of states. In many cases, lthe weapons prohibited have
had little, if  any, military importance, and  the outlawed
activities have never been seriously contemplated as methods of

wWar, e Ny more than ever, ie the time to globalize
disarmament and demilitarize interrnationmal relations with the aid
of the United Nations, =2 This, im b, means that a more

effective system of collective secwrity tharn the one embodied in
the UN Charter would have to be elaborated. #2

Une proposal o do just that  sees the oreation of a new
organviization of the UN, to be the keepsr of a small number of
nuclear  weapons and means of delivery, with an i1ntermatiocnal
police force to make the cache i1nvulnerable. This worganization
wold  serve as  a transitional force 1n the process of  de-—
muclearizing the world. Its purpose would be to prevent a state,
which suddenly disclosed the possession of a nuclear armory, Frouw
threatening i1ts use as a political instrument of submission of

AL avvent 1on fa g} the Frohibition o f t e DC-JVElr'_'npmen_-r,t ;
Meoduction and  Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological)d and
Toninm Weapors and on Their Destructicw, sigred 10 April 1972,

Ao G, P S

AN lexander N. Halyadine, Disarmament, Vaol. X111, No. 4,
199a, p. 13.

A7John Ruggie, Disarmament, Vol. XTIT, Noo 4, 1990, p. 8.

38Galdblat, p. 355.

BV ladimir  Petroveky, International Hffairs{Moscow!, March
19291, p. 4.

“2Galdblat, p. 363.
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ancther ctate.«?

it ghould be clear that any substantial reductions 1n the
rimber of vuclear weagporns 1n the worlid - 1f this is truwly a goal
of world leaders -~ will reguire a greacer role for such
internatiomnal organizations as the United Nations  than has been
the case 1n the past.*#

While the Urnited Nations has failed to live up to  the

apectations of 1tz founders, 1t can share the blame with twe ey

members  of 1ts Secuwrity Courcil. It 1 omly the warmoing  of
relations between the United States and the Soviet Uniocrn that :
brought about  rernewed hope for the UN's inoveasing importance
International affailrs. A brief look at each oo Try’o appyro
to arms contral and disarmament 1 important to underctand
sigrificance of  the opportuanity we  have today  for ridding
world of nuclear weapons.
The Soviet Approach

Mikhatl Gorbachev took over as general secretary of  the

~}

Communist party of the Soviet Unionm 1w March 1388, Hle 51k vears
i command of  Soviet  foreign policy facilitated ihe draratac

changes 1n Eastern BEwrope and 1v arms control negotiations. =
vepealed  the Bre*hﬁe“ Doctrivne by vaotifying Eastern BEwraopean’s
mmuniliet leades that Suoviet military forces would not intervens
to hesp  them iy power. He became a willing partrner to a wide
roumben of tmportant arms conteol negotistions, and hils reoins
opened the dooms to orn-site inspection 1n the USSR.““

Draven by the need to chavnel carce  vesowrces 1nbto
rebuilding and veorienting  the Loviet Qhomy, LGorbachey was
gagey ta roaduce his military Fforces  and thelr  budgets threough
arms ooty and  arms  reduction agreements. ¢ The Sovaist
somcentration on military  bulldup  resulted iv undevrmiming and
distorting the ecoromy, which was  the true rookkbed o7 the
country’e secuwrity and independence. *®

[y

s

[

It Mie statement of January 15, 19686 Gorbachew, then Gerneral
Sporetary of the CPSU Central Commitiee, outlined a sirategy for
peacs designed to vid the earth of all rmaclaar weapore by the end

of  this century, to deliver mankind from the threat of nuclear

“ralogerd, p. =18,
“@&placker, p. 343,

“dparry bHohveider, "19990: The Year of the Treaty", Refernce
and Diplomacy, Yol. 8, Noo &, June 1992, p. @2.

“sellid.

“=Genrikh  Trofimenbo, International  Affairs (Moscow), March
19%1, p. 77.




holocauwst and ensure a peaceful futuwre. 4 Gowv-bachev’s strategy
called for a three-stage plan for {otal denuclearization.4”
The first stage included the 5S¢ percent reduction of strategic
arms;  the i stapge  included deeper strategie cutis, the
eliminat 1o atl INF weapons, and reducticons in the arsenals of
states other tham the United States and the Soviet Urnilong the
third stage included obther cuts necessary for comnplete global
denuclearization by the year Z0Q0Q, 4

Gorbachavy’s  plan was orunilal, becauce many saw 1t asz the
svarting ogoint  f Loviet discussion o arms control and
dicarmament. Othere will argue  that the Soviet Uniorn had made
similar proposals during the past 780 years. Victor lsraglvan
ztates that steps toward real disarmament at the state level wore
iard  down as  far back as the emergencse of  the world’s first
soaclalist state o bthe international scene. Or Levnin®s
imstructionsz, Loviet  Commlssanr ¥ Foreigyn AfFfairs Georgy
Chiicherin  declared at  the wvery flrst mgeting of  the BGBerca
Conmference i 1982 the ivtentiorn of the SDoviet State "to propoce
& general reduction of armamernts and  to suwpport every 7
aimed at gaszing the burden of milzziarism grovided that ;
of ali countries were reduced. " G, Tunbarn states that Loviet
cneistent  promotion of  peace  and dizarmament  were a Lazic
lervlying the emorgonece of  the privoiple ot
dizarnamnet ivterrnatlomal  law. The Govietz haove alwavae
be ) teved Ui Drzarmamnent was the only way af “ﬁ“uPiﬂg peace., B9

bBoside 5 proposals at the Genoa Donference v 19 Lhe
Soviet  Unlon was among the fivst to sign the Protocold the
Sibatton ol the Use 1o War of Asphyxiating, Folsonouas o Other
en, and of Bacterioclogical Methods of Warfare in 19200 1m the

! 2 1t tabicd  a deatt  convert

gencral, complete and tmmedlate disarmoanent and thoen a { i
LoveeRnT lon o arms cadaction at the prepavatory commizoilon of tho
dorla Disarmament Conterernce and at the Conlerence tegeat.m?

o
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The Leninist cowrse towards general disarmament, of which
the destruction of nuclear weapons was a major ocomponent, was
continuwed by the Soviet Union after World War I1. Rs noted
earlier, the Soviets tabled at  fthe United Natioms in 1946, a
draft internationel convanticon envisaging an obligation not to
use atomic weapons under  any  cilrcumstarnces, to forbid  their
production 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 Urited States brought about the
egcalation of rnuclear armamernts.

Until the death of Josef Stalin, the Soviet Urnion had no
real nmuolear doctrine. thable to acguire rinclear weapons of his
oWy, Stalin rejected the viotion that ruclear weapons carried any
urnicgue military sigrnificarnce. He viewed them as merely ancther

weapoy to be used in battle. Stalin’ s death in 1353, however,
brougnt  about a revolutionary  chanye in Soviet military

doctrine, ®2

Nuclear weapons came to be seern as decisive implements of
Wkl Soviet rocket Forces were viewesd as the key weapons in the
styuggle against US imperialism. The Soviet Urnion vecogwiized the
need to Fight & rnmucliear war 1 the circumstarnces ever arcse.
This meant they had to acguire nuclear superiority, ot just
parity with, over its primary capitvalist ernenies and they must be
prepared to fight and win a nuclear war, =%
Under Brezhnev, military power was valued as the prime means

for enczuring Soviet  security and  promoting socialist influence

arownd the  world. By the early 137@s the Sovielt Uniaon  had
attained military-strategic parity with the United States, as
WEL L a9, acguived glabal piower projection capabilities. =% The

Goviets felt they were raow eguals of the US on thais one measure
of powers; however, this military might came at a fearful price.
v order bo fuwl the engine of this military machive, significant

@owaille rescolrces were  diverted. The Soaviet Union became a
military giant with a ocorippled economny. ™ The Boviets had

allowed themselives to be dragged into a race 1n strategic rnuclear
armaments which put an urgustified straivn on thelr economy. N
malbter what the cosb, Soviet leadership felt military strateg:c

=Eibhid.
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Ralance", Comparative Steateogy, Vol. 18, Noo &, July-Sept. 13991,
. &47.
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parity with the United States had to be preserved. =7

The latter part of the 198@0s saw a realization that deferise
spending was a disproportionate burden on the mation as a whaole.
Less would have to be spent on  defernse if any progress was to be
made 1v  lmpraving  an economy which nad  been in a state of
stagnation fore same  time. =9 Gorbachev saw  armns  control
diplomacy as a vehicle for change, as an opportunity to reorder
priorvities from military to civilian spending at home, =9

In the past, arms control was gsesn as a means to limit the
advantages of the U5, &2 From 1245 to 1585, Soviet arms control
cbhjectives saught  a number of military, political and econcomic
abjectives, all withivm the overarching goal of avoiding war.
These objectives were as folloaws:
L. Limit rwuclear threats to the Soviet homeland.
<. Comsolidate the gains of the Second World War.
S Limit the military capability and political cohesion of
Western alliances.
4. Restrain American advances in military technology.
S Codify egual status with the US,
£ Build confidence ard trust between East and Wecst.e3

L.arger nuclaar arsenals had done nothing to enhance t
Saviet Union®s perception of ite own securaty. Therefore, the
aopposite approach of geeking stability thyough lower  levels of
nuclear weapons might  work better., ®< Since 13985, Borbachev was
ot so concerned  as  Breshrhnevy was to use  arms control to

demonstrate military parity with the Urnited GStates. His
cvriterion for military force reguirements was  "sufficiency”
rather than parity. 3 The Soviets began to make bold moves to
bar and eliminate whole classes of ruclear weapons. They also
Lrouwght about fundamental changes 1n theiyr  approach ta the
problem  of monitoring compliavice with  disarmament obligations.

The Soviel yosition concerninvg on-site inspections radically
3 2

“7Zergel  Kortunov, International  Affairs (Moscow), March
19%9, p. 6.

SBLIR Gardner, "Saviet Nuclear Deteryence — 15 Mivnimalism
Dead?", RBoyal United Services Instituate For Defernce Studies
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changed. &% Gorbachev was more willivng thanm arny previous lesader
ta provide military data and to open up Soviet territory and
military facilitiesz to observation and inspection. %

The Soviets now consider on-site inspections & major aspect
of monitoring. The criteria for effective monitoring was defined
by Gorbachev to insure: "inmfallible, uwunguestionable, reliable and
serupulous means exist  for enswring complete confidernce  that
waapons  are being eliminated, obiilgations  concerning remalrnlng
weapons and permitted military activities are beivig observed, and
nans are not being circumvented, "

Such  an attitude was not the case prior to Gorbachev's
arrival. As much as the Soviets called for "gereral and complete
dizarmanment” they lacked arny credibility whern the reguiremnents of
varification of compliarnce came into play. It would  take an
cverhanl of the Saviet syvstem before such requirements could take
place in the Soviet Urnion. €7

Soviet writings on international law recognricze the
feasibility of provisions for territorial  arms ivnspechion and
admit the possibility of foreipgn naticonals performing this

funct ion. However, 1t was moare  likely they would oppooe

ritorial arms inspection on international grounds. The common
exouoe beidng that the proposed activities of an arms inspectorate
wonld  interfere with +the domestic affairs of the Boviet

Uriiom, &6

The SBoviets viewed arme controcl as  facilitating espionage
the Soviet  camp. ©9 Urtil recent 1y, the primary
ta the conclusion of an arms corntrol agreement was the
y leadership’s reluctance to  permit Toreilgn  lnspectors to
operate oan Sovielh territory. They exmressed this reluctance 1n

internatiornal law terms, claiming that inspection activities
waonld constitute an undue interference in the domestic affaire of
the Boaviet state. The internatiornal law principles of

rovinterference and state soverelignty expressed  very fuandamentad

eeflexander N, Malyadineg, Disarmamsnt, Vol. XITII, No. G
9%, p. L.

&S5harp, p. S.
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13
et




concerns of Soviet leadership.?? Conmveniently relying on
international law was easier than admitting to Soviet secrecy
laws and a pervasive suspicion of foreigrers.?? It alsx

allowed for  the continuwous and intensive process of inculcating
in the Soviet paopulation a high respect for the value and
importance of armed might. 7% Allowing i1inspection activities
would rurn counter to this emphasis.

The Soviets also called upon the UN Charter when dealing
with Western insisterce for more intrusive verificatiorn. They
zaw the Fiwnal Document of the First Special Session of the UN
Gerneral RAssembly orn Disarmament of 1978 as the authoritative and
the most consensual source  for treaty compl lance. 73 They
believed a key prereguisite for any disarmament agreement 13 the
acceptance of the premise that the agreement is based on the
privciple of undiminished security of states as put forth by the
Fimal Document. This principle states: "the adopticorn  of
disarmament measures shouwld take place in such  an eguitable and
balariced marmer as to ensure that no individual state or group of
states may obtain advantages over others at any stage. Rt each
stage the objective should be undimirnished security at the lowest

ogsible level of armaments and military forces'”., 7%

The Soviets pelieved the principles set forth in the Final
Document constitute the single lepgal basis of  any verification
system that ig devised in contemporary internaticonal relations.
Verification should corvespond to the principle of  legitimacy
which mneans that verification measures must not harm the security
of either side, endanper theilr ecornomic and social development,
o be of a discriminatory nature. Verification should corrvespond
to the privciple of effectiveness which mears the verafication
system agreed upon mgst ensure timely detectioon of violations
which may endanger both the sumpreme state 1nterests aof the
parties to an agreement as well as the fate of such an agreement
iteelf. Verification should corrvespond to the propovticrnality
principle  where the soope of verificatiorn oorvesponds to the
dizarmameant measuwres being taken, be they freeze, limitation,
reduction or eliminatior. Verification shouwld correspond to the
orinciple of universality which means the equal ripht of  every

TezZile, p. 3208.
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73R, R, Tuzmulkhameday, "Verification of Disarmament",
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party to an agreement to verify the observance of the agreement
15 observed. Finally, verification should embody the prirnciple
ot complementarity of  various  verification means and methods
which are employed either simultarneously o stage-by-stage. 7™

Ir addition to intermational law and the UN Charter, the
Soviets based their concern for armse controel and  disarmament on
their constitution. Article 28 of the Constitution of the USSR
stated clearly that Soviet foreign policy 19 aimed at "achieving
universal and complete disarmament and consistently implement ing
the principle of the peaceful coexisternce of states with
different social systems". 7€

The Soviets blamed the failwe of disarmament on the West.
They saw the arms race in direct contradiction to the basic ides
of the United Nations Charter and that of interrnational law. 77
They, in  particular, faultea the Urnited States for using
verification matters as the mailn pretext for not wndertaking any
substantial steps in disarmament. The Soviets accused the West
of  purposely praposing excessive and unacceptable verificataion

reguirement s, thereaby ensurlng that negotiations were
undermined. 79 Most naxtable was the attempt to reduce
verification +to one of its forms - on-site inspectiorn. The

Soviets saw this as putting forward the solution of verification
problems as & condition sine gua  ron for rnegotliations on
substantive idissues of disarmament, and igroring approaches to
veirification, which had already W broad international
approval e

The provisions of the Final Document, i the Soviet view,
clearly showed that verification l1ssues should  be discussed and
settled simultarnscusly and 1n close connection with the concrete
problems of arms limitation and disarmament uander consideration
rather than as separate lssues.8? Ry playirng up the
verification aspects the American cide was portrayed as seeking
to cover  1tes  intentiors and comtinuwing to pursue the arms

ey, Stanislaviev and E. Tuzmukhamedov, "This GSeemed
Urnattainable", International Affalrs (Moscow), No.o 3, 1288, pp.
~A. A discussion of the Final Document of  the First Special
Session o Disarmament.

7&lasraelyan, MeGill Law Jouwrnal, p. 7857,
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78Tuzmukhamedov, p. Q.

TRV L. Israelyan, o Effective Contral of Real
Disarmament”, International Affairvs(Moscow), No. 3, 1984, p. 1350.
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race. a1 Such attempts to use verification issues as grounds
for avoiding agreements on arms limitations and disarmament were
seen as "immoral and sanctimomious" by the Soviets. 8®

Re aoften the case, the verification concept advarced by the
US was usuwally lapsided allowivig only the US to check whether the
other side complies with  the accords and did naot  take 1nto
account  the legitimate corncerns of  the partner. This 1s
iliustrated by the position taken at the rviegotiations to prohibit
chemical weapons. The United States put forth a so called double
standard in relation to inspection on reqgquest. Demanding ovi the
one hand that the 1right to conduct inspections at  sltate
enterprises and installations bDe made legally binding, the
fimerican delegation on the other hand made an effort to introduce
provieions 1n the fuatuwre convention which would make 1t possible
to exempt from orn-site  irnspection the i1wstallations owned by
private companies and  transnational corporations, wsing as  a
pretext  the rnecessity to protect  commercial and  industrial
secrets. In this way, the United States would deliberately limit
the verification over a considerable segment of the powerfual
chemical i1ndustry in capitalistic courntries while at  the same
time placing under control  all the chemical enterprises 1in

socialist states.®3(No doubt  an early attempt t2o get uche
Sovieto to move to a markel economy ! D)

Ivi 12286 the Soviet Union  armouwnced that 1t was willing to
accent international on-site inspection of the destruction or

conversion of  produection facilities of chemical weapons. SH Y}
to this limited concegsion, the Soviet Union had comsistently

vejected any forms  of  intrusive 1nternatiornal veraification
measuras, including the establishmernt of any intermatiomal agency
For verificat ior. 8« This fundamental charnge 1nm the SHoviet

attitude fowards verification was an integral part of drastic
reforms, ftaking place in the domestic and forelgn policics of the
Saviet Union., 8% The problem of verification waz no longer  oan
the agenda as some kind of obstacle to agreements. 2%

Some in bhe West say the Soviets were "scared” 1nto this new
appraach by the escalation of the arms race by the United States,
eipecially by its  space plans. The Soviets felt it  was

atlgraclyan, "Tws Opproaches... ', p. 38.

asR. M. Timerbayev, "M Soviet Official on Verification”,
Bulletin of the ftomic Scientists, Viol. 43, Nz iy, Jan.-teb.
1387, p. 8.
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consisternt with "new political thinking” as  sent forth by
Gorbachev. The rew Saviet approach was motivated by the high
sense of responsibility for the destinies of the all nations. 87
It was in this regard that the Soviets assumed 1in 1982 a
urnilateral commitment to refrain from first use of ruclear
weaponss in 1983, also umilaterally, it imposed a moratoriuam on
launching antisatellite weapons; in 1285, on deploying medium—
rarnge  missiles in Ewrope; and  finally, irn  that same vyear, on
nuclear weapon tests. @8

This "mew pxlitical thinking” called for & Soviet
reariantation in  1ts approach to dealing with its international
environment. Concrete manifestaticons of Gorbachev’s new
orientation included their withdrawal fHirrom Afghanistarn, their
anreements ta the on—site  inspection provisions  of the
Intermediate-range Nuclear Force(lnF) Treaty, and a decrease in
military aid to Third World countries.®?  In more recent times,
it served as the foundation foorr the CFE and START Treaties.

Gorbachevy had gone out of his way to make a&a wnumber of
urnilateral or asymmnetric oocncessions to abtain arms conterol
agreement s. In the INF apgreement, 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 more tanks,
artillery pileces, and military vehicles. fivid 1vm START, rnot only
did the Soviets agree to get rid of more deliverable warheads
than the US, they had fewer to begin with.®®

The United States declared in the past 1ts adherence to the
idea of liguidating nuclear weapons. The Soviet Urnion had
offered the opportunity to do just  that. Yet, the rnew Soviet
ideas were riot acted wpon immediately, and usually drowned in a
gquagmire of all kinds of guestions, doubts and evasians of
answers to the clear—-cut proposals. @1 Washington has shown a
negative attitude to dicarmament in the past as manifested it 1ts
refusal to ratify some treaties and accords signed earlier, such
as  the SALT I1 Treaty.,?= Many believe the same will happen
with CFE and START as ratification is comtinually put off to a
later date. These agreements were not to begin moving threough
the congressional labyrinth ivn early 195:z. A 1at in the world

87g5ovyetov, p. 16,
8albid, p. 17.
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could happen before either treaty is ratified. ==

The former Soviet Union is also calling for an intermational
verification mechanism under the aegis aof the UN. Verification
as a part of disarmament is a global problem that reguires an
international solution.®*  The UN must became the single center
o the coordination of efforts for security thraough
disarmament. 2
The U.%. Approach

The Soviets saw the American approach to arms control in the

following marnmer. Comtinued armament should not be impeded by
arms control, Soviet conduct worldwide was the cormerstone to
Amarican preparednrness to negotiate with the Soviets an the
elaboration of arms control measures. The Americans sought to

reduce the largest passible  amount of  weapons of  a potential
enemy and, 1f possible, to leave the US arsenals untouched. The
prioeity candition to any agreement was effective verification.
oout iv some types of weapons shoulid give the U.S5. the right to

build up weapons wuf other types.?2€ Iin essernce, the American
position can be summed wup by what Hans J. Morgenthau wrote in
1975, "Arms control is not  disarmament at  all, it is a mere

regulation of the arms race. "27

In regards to arms limitations talks, the Soviets saw  the
Pmericans as oreating a “technical” deadlock by their insistence
for an-site inspecticr.  Hrny time the Pmericans did not want to
reach  oconcrete agreements they would emphasize such verification
measures, shifting the blame forr that on the USSR which allegedly
had displayed intractability im verification matters, ®e

Such was the casze whern Gorvbachev came to power in the Soviet
Urmilon in 1985, Ironically, the Soviet Unior had finally produced
a leader 1w favor of  a liberal arms control agenda after the
Urnited States had already turned to a conservative president,
Fomald Reagar, an  avowed  skeptlc  about the wtility of  arms
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contral.®? It was Reagan who said in 1978 that "the Soviet Urnion

carnnot posslbly match ws  in an  arms  race". 192 Such an
attitude would spur the arms race to new heights.

The history of the rnuclear age was dominated by the
adversarial relationship betweern the United States and the Soviet
Ui o, Each sought to assure its own security through the
strength of their oawn nuclear forces, @2 Over 4@ years they

deterred the other from attacking through their own  ability to
destroy the attacker in retaliation. They found thenselves in a

position of "mutual assured destruction'. 1o®

How  the United States incorvporated nuclear weapons  into
Americarn military strategy was rever a simple matter. The
complexities grew exponentially as the Soviets acguired a nuclear
arsernal of their own and as wew techrological advawnces occoccurred
o became feasible, such as thermoriuclear WEeADINS,
itnbercont inental ballistic missiles, antiballistic missiles,
tactical rnuclear missiles, MiRVed (multiple indeperndently targeted
reentry  vehicle) missiles, veutron bombs, crulse missiles,

ballistic missile~equipped submarines and wmissile accuracies
capable of killing harderned sites. 1@

The wfficial ratiovale for the design of US nuclear forces
wag the idea that deterring the Soviet Urnion from a potentially
successful conventional attack against Western Euraope could only
be accompliched by an explicit threat that the U5 would be

prepared to respond to such anm attack by initiating the use of
ruclear weapons and by escalating 1f necessary to global nuclear
war, 31924 In other words, they were stimulated by fear of

Sov.et expansion. 195

Furely economic concern was arncther rationale.  The US  and
ite NATO allies would have to come uap with 96 divisions of
conventioral  forces to match the Soviet bloo forces. This would
have been far too costly and in 1934, NATO decided to  deploy
tactical ruclear weapons in order to compensate for its weakness

?A5chreider, p. 23.
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Security, Washingtonm, D.C., 13989, p. 33.
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vis—a-—-vis the Soviet bloc in conventional arms. *@&

From the early 195080s to the late 197@s, US strategic rnuclear
deterrent stratengy kept searching for a sustainable balance among
credible deterrence, affordability, moral  acceptability, and
cother complicating factors. In the process, the declared
strategy of the United States evolved, through several
iterations, from "massive retaliation” to "flexible response®.
More  recently, the search has turned to  at least some
comtemplation of  "minimum  detervence'". @7 Yet, the United
States sti1l1l maintains its pledge to inmitiate the use of rnuclear
weapaons 1n response to Soviet conventional aggression in Europe
evern to this day. 128

it 1% now argued that there is vo charnce at all of a
zuccessful conventional forces attack by the former Soviet Union
across  Euwrope, therefore this first strike pledge is & useless
anachronism. *@®?  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 1ts security rneeds,
but other niations must  forego them  in the intereste of
international security. They feel i1ts time for Fresident Bush to
armounce  that the United States will riever initiate the use of
nuclear  weapons and that ouwr nuclear devices exist only to deter
others from getting and using their own. 1@

Current US nuclear policy is directed toward three
cbjectives: deterring conflict, contyrolling escalatiocn should
detervrence fail, and terminating conflicts on terms favorable to

Us  political objectives, 333 Some feel that the aobjective fact
aof Baviet or Russian strategic nuclear capabilities, not current
political wvariables o expectations, must be the key guide to US

force plarming for the future., 3
The Urnited States comtinues to maintaln 1ts stance on strict

verification in  arms control agreemnents. The US believes that
cr—gite incepection, the most intrusive methods of  verification,
e essential  to disarmament. It has explaivned that 1ts

insistence for on-gite inspection was at least 1n part due to
differences in political systems. In a statement to the Eighteen

rt@eCalogera, p. Sdb.
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Nation Disarmamert Committee the United States said, “"The Urmited
States knows that US underground tests in violation of a publicly
praclaimed  international treaty could ot be concealed  fram a
free press 1n a free country. The United States has no similar
assurances with regard to the Soviet Unioent. 312

The United States saw its arms control mnegotiations with the
Soviet Union differing from its arms control negotiation with all
other states for  three reascns: (&) the Saoviet Unlon was seen as
an expanzsionist nation, whereas the state system as 1t existed
was accepted by most other countries; {(h) Saviet territorial
Exparsion was backed by an enormous military forces; and () the
Soviet Union did rnot  accept the binding authority of the United
Mations Charter as a codification of irntermnational law. tis

The United States constructed 1ts approach  to nuclear arms
regotiations with the Soviet Union o & simple principle:  the
goal  of the nrnegotiators must  be equality  in deterrence. The
agreed limits ov nuclear arcenals must make impossible any Soviet
auciear blackmail based on the plausible threat of a succezstal
aggressive First strike, *1%

Some experts believe the United States wastes its time in

pursuit of arms control. They feel the strategic arms control
procecs has not contriboated at all to the ability to prevent
war, t3e Arms canteol  simply does viot work as  advertised as
far as they are oconcevned. They point to the historical
experience of the 198@s and 193d0s to demonstrate the failuwe of
formal  arms limitation agreements. They find that <=such

agreaments are negotiable and sustainable only when the political
context is usually friendly and when war 1s nowhere in sight.
These agreements carnnot help prevent war, promote stability, or
achieve other lofty obiectives. They lead to treaty-compatible,

primarily with reference to arms control  and rnot to prospective
military utility for national geostrateglic rneeds. Finally, they
provide irrvesistible incentives for rnor-democratic countries  to
cheat. In the eyes of these experts, such agreements  allocwed
Germany and Japan to build huge military machines. *37

Experience and evidence has shown that arms conteol has 111
served American wnational security as far as some are cooncernead.

113Morris, pP. 96,

114 ygene V. Rostow and Mary Elizabeth Hoinkes, "The Urnited
States fApproach to Negotiating Arms Limitation Agreements with
the Soviet Unidorn®, &8 McBill Law Jogrmal, 1983, p. 750,

1137hid, pp. 783-756.

11&Co]lin 8. Gray, '"Dectivation Urkrnown: “rom SALT to STARTY,
Strategic Review, Spring 199i, p. J36.

1177hid, p. 41.
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They believe it is a great myth that arms control  reduces the
size of superpower nuclear arsenals and coreates stability.
Strategic ruclear weapons deployed by the Soviet Urnion between

1972 and 1985 increased by 533 percent, from 1,876 to 9, 987. The
increase registered by the United States was 273 percent, from
Gy to 1@, 174, Richard Pipe's comment "If this is arms
comtrol, 1t might be interesting to experiment for a while with
art homest arms race" is used to shown the irony of  this

myth., *1e

Theze same doubters of the value of arms control further
comment  that the Soviets builld missiles in resgsponse to itz
perceived military necessities, nct in congruence with agreements
with the West, 129 They finmd i1t difficult T think of an  arms
antirol treaty, with the possible exception of the nuclear non-—
proliferaticon treaty, that the Soviet Urnion has oot vicolated.
Such SBoviet mnon-compliance and circumvention meant  that the
treaties and agreement at issuwue had failed to accomplish the
hapits of obedience and ocontrol of the Soviet arsenal that they
Were designed, oY the US side, tzx achieve. &2 While
congressional action can make politically-binding commitmernts
legally binding on the US goverrnment under WS law, the Soviets
did wot have the same obligation. The Soviets would generally
abide by the precise terms of an arms control treaty, as reguired
by the general norms of  international law {(such  as pacta  sunt
servanda) , but would alsao take advantapge of any loopholes 1n a
such a treaty in search of possible advantages foor Soviet forvelgn
policy. 1&t

Other experits continue to see the value of arms conmtraol, but

in a new light to reflect the end of the Cold War, The oid
framework for  arms oconteral is seen as obsolete. They say the
dogma of "mutuwal acsuwred destruction” should also be tossed aside
with the Cold War antagonisms. 18 A rew look needs oo be
takern regarding the value of strategic defernses. The U5 no
longer faces a ratiomal adversary. Ite eremies today are
inastability  and unpredictability. Foor this reasorn, zome feel
stirategic defenses can contribubte to orisis  stability. Thev

hbelieve these defernses become even move important as strategic

t18CH) i 8. Gray, "Nuclear Delusions”, Policy Review, Summer
19B8&, No. 37, p. 48.

1191hid, p. 49.
1@ ihid, p. Si.

tetJeoffrey R. Boffa, "Saviet Views of Arms Control Treaties:
Contradiction and the FProcess of Resclution”, Temple Int'l &

Comp. L.J., &3, 1988, p. 235.

tedfdward L. Rowny, "Arms Control and the Future of U.S0 -
Soviet Relations", Strategic Review, Winter 1991, pp.17-18.
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ot fensive reductions take placo., Y&3

Mary  nuclear arms experits 1n the US and members of Corprecs
nxw believe the GbBM Treaty has outlived its uasefulrnesg. They
teel 1t is time the United States arnd the former Soviet Unilaon
agree  tao get beyond this treaty and coreate & strategic balarnce
based a suwrvivable, effective strategic defenseg, t&4

Calin 5. Gray, a leadiny RAmerican e@xpert 1w the field oF
defornse policy and strateigic theory, intraduced a recent woark af
hie with a statemert by Lowrs J. Halle to sum up the frustration
of arms control. It follows:

it ma other organized endeavor of the nations of mard:od

haz <2 much woirke been expended to oo 1ittle orffect as v

the efforts to achieve arws contirol. We must suppose that

there Mas  bean something furndamentally  wrong at the
cemceptaal level to account for so comsistent a faiilvre

on 20 large a scal® over So lang a period. e

What was fundamentally wrong was that th  twoe superpowers
wer e negotiating arms control while simodltanesusly sagaging 1n a
vigorous cace to loacreaze and Lo improve the same weoapons the
nepotiat ions were  supposed to comtrol. It is  common knowledge
Lhat the pace of techrological development rushed abead of the
pace of negﬁtiations.iaﬁ

HOUN bnvcrhmen,al Expert Group that Inga Thorzon chaired was

charged  with carrylng ount a  comprehensive  study e the
relationship between disarmament and development. The report,
cunittved  to the General 1% years ago o 1981, showed

that both the United Statesz and the Soviet Urnion ram the grave
ink of  allowing fTheilr economies Lo falter by comtanaing the

purzuit  of an arms race. The analyses showed convircingly the
devastating effects on the economy causaed by devolting  human,
material and financial resouwrces o the arms race. Two points
wenre dyavn from the conclusions, “ivst, a fundamental choice had

to be made. The world osuld  either continge To owrswe the ans
race with vigor and acceot the heavy burden that it places on the
economy, or, 1t could move consciliounsly toward  a more sustairvabie

raternat tonmal ecornonmnic and political order. it coald vt 5
bbby, Seocond, there is a mutual self-interest among all

countries  in effective disarmament, irrespective of ecornomic and

1=2ipid, p. 2E.
telbad, pe 24,

PESConlin G Gray, "GTART TI: "Good"  Arms Combrol?, Global
Affairs, Summear 1291, p. 47,

1t&lnga  Thorson, "Negotiating frms Limitation dgreemants:
Mov—-Allgned Perspectives', &8 McBGi1ll Law Journal, 1983, p. 780,
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social systems, or levels aof ecoromic developnent. 187

Ore could wonder 1if maybe Gorbachev got haold of this report
and took it to heart for his "nmew political thinking®. Rs to the
furndamental choles, both the US and the Sovieo Union were lale
arriving to the conclusion about  the burdens of  the arms race.
The former Soviet  ecornomy 1€ shattered; the US ecornomy 15 1n
serious trouble, The sescond point 15 taking awhile to sink in as
well.

Thaie mutual seif-interest  of all countries i effective
disarmament nee to ke  brought o the forefront. It is beyaona
doubt that the Cold War has It ie time to revive some of
the traditional norms and practices of international law that
were supprezeesd daeing the Cold bar, 2E8

Triterral anal treaties need o be hownored, most ezpecially
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treatv. Evidenrce from the histoey
of the arms race points to the instability of nueclear deterrence.
At o time  was either suparpower  satlisfied that whaet it had o
its  wuclesar arsesrnals was sufficsient to give it security. 19

Some are calling for a mivimum detervent, but it 18 wvery
cdoubt Fal how long it will stay minimuam with countries  always
thirnking of ways of making thelr awn weapons more effective, and
those of the other side more vulrnerable. The Non-Proliferation
1ky provides the true solution. According ta  article VI of
the lIreaty. the ryuclear weapons states undertook  to pursuae the
aim of raciear disarmament, as part of the wltimate obhjective of
gerneral and complete disarmament, There i1s wo provisiown 10 the
Hon—Proliferation Treaty forr a permanent retenticon of nuclear
armament p. 22

> -
The retention of nucliear weapons does nob

ir

guarantee peacs in

the world. fhe elimination  of nuelear weapons 12 & step in the
ight divection. It carrmot happern overnight, The most efficient
way to achieve arms reductiron 1 the comslete e@limination of

weapone in a given category, one at a  time, as was done by the
INF Trealby. 3

There are thosae who will argue  that the practical
diffiroeultice of  achievirng o denuclearized world  would aopear Lo
make  that goal cilose to 1mpossesible. There would pe problems
getting cowntriles like Bratairn, France, China, Irdia and Israel,
as owell as  other possibie clamdestine rwclear  weapons states to

1w7Ibid, p. 781.

tEay, Michael Reismarn, "ITrnternational  Law After the Cold
War', The Anericarn Journal of  dvternatiooal caw, Vol. 84, 1396,
[WRY Ge L.

PR aligera, Do W8,
rtAdThid, p. a1i.

vALibid, p. 213




agree to a multilateral framework for nuclear disarmament arnd
rigorous  anspectiliong, 324 Senator Sam Nunrn, chairman of the
Sernate frmed Services Committee, properly concluded: "We are on
the verge of either having the greatest destruction of wnuclear
weapons v the history of the world or the greatest proliferation
of ruclear weapoms, nuclear materials and the scientific kmow-how
to make these weapons, 133 It will take the nrnations of the
world woorkavg o in concert to prevent the latter.

Others feel that the leaders of the former Soviet republics
have rnot weitten of f ruclear weapons as an element  of political
orestige and as a deterrent to war. 3% Qs the West ceems to
be moving  towards abandoning its first strike nuclear doctrine,
these i1ndependent republics, ernamored with the diplomatic and
prlitical clout that posswession of nuelear weapon confers, couwld

take up firvst strike as their owen, 139 The prospect of  a
Soviel  wnuclear civil war  canrmot be dismissed. 3% There 13

algoao the Ffeayr that some Soviet scientists and weapons desigrers
will sell their skills to foreign cowtries eager to become
L Ear poweris. 187 Fovs these reasons  Secretary of State James
. Baker stated, "First arnd foremost, we must help the Soviets
dectroy and control the malitary repmants of the owld war, "336
ongress also vobed Lo pot o up %4900 millior to help the USSR and
L republics dismantle nuclear weapohngs. 232 It will take a
more money For the job  to be done correctly and the United
htates plang to hold a conferernce with other Western natioms to
wordke ont a plan to fund sach an endeavor.,
Before that meeting takes place, Washingtorn and Moscoow
shawld  move gquickly to implement some of the measures from the
STHART reaty, regardless of its ratification. The old abstacles

to verification  are no longer 1n the wav. Thess measures
include: 1) data excharnge: thie calls for precise 1nformation oan
DTS , locations avid characteristics ot WEeERDINS § <)

13eCharnaff, p. 237.

122Geomge J. Churcoh, "Sovaiet  Nukes On The Looze”, Time,
December 16, 1991, p. 40.

1234 por Slass, Washington Guarterly, Autuamn 1991, p. 146,

13=mRelgman, p. 863.

rt3eRarry Schrneider, "The Firvet Nuclear Civil War?®, Deifense

arnd Diplomacy, July/fAugust 1991, p. 7.

LE7Church, pe 4l

1380Naw  York  Times, 13 Dec. 1991, excerpts from  Raker's
specch at rincetor University.
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rintification: this includes information on the movement of
missiles, bombers and submarines, especially critical now as each
republic claims independence and contral of weapons on their
territory:; and 3) on-site inspection: there 12 no substitute for
havimng American inspectors on the  ground, abie to zee for
themselves that the Soviet nuclear arsenal is  secure. 14 The
Us has been wsing the on-site inspectionn card for 40 vears. N
1% the time to play it or see 17 we were really bluffing

The INF Treaty proved that the US had & hard Hime coming up
with properly trained, language-gualified persormmel for  the 133
Saviet INF sites. fidd to that hundreds of  START and CFE siles,

plus the wdeclared sites east of the Urals with tactical nuclear
weaapms and the  load could well prove urmnanageable  for the Ub
alore, 141 And  the cost will  be fhaigh. The US On-Site
Irnspection Agerncy  For  INF, which employs 30¢Q people. has an
armmual oodget of 83 millicon. 2o

A finmal nmote o & possible ocopstacie to truae nueclear

dizarmamaent should be rnoted. This 1s the American proposal to
atencd the fntiballistic Fissile (ARBEM) Treaty. The usual reason

giver is  bto protect the United States  from an acciderntal or
vrnanthorized nuclear  attack. The US has no  deployed strategic
detenses to defend against ballistic missile attack, though the
treaty does allow a sirmle site armed with 18@ fixed launcheras.
The US dismantlad 1ts  sivole system, considering the operaticnal
couts more than 1ts very limited protection was worth.

Thera are twr schools of thought on the impact of strategac

cefenses O arms coantyol s i defernses &g irmherently
destabilizing, theraeby leading tao  1noreases ivi strategic

affernsive forcess; ard defenses can enhance strategic stability
by improvicg the survivability of  strategic retaliatory forces
and their command and control elements. 142

The ABM Treaty failed to lead to the hoped For cuts in

strategic offensive forces, but 1t has prevented an arms race 1n
defensive foross, fArid it is tine foundation for  cuthacks in

offensive strategic arms as see 1 the START Treaty. In crder to
coantinue to move ahead in strategic arms reductions, the  ABM
Treaty should wnmot be abardoned. It 1¢ hard to image even the
former Hoviet republics eliminating strategilic muclear  foarces
while the United States is deployving a malor strategic defense.
While recens: events may bave shaowrn that the Sovaiets are open

tediichard Buwrt, Los Angeles Times, &9 Sept. 1991, p. M-I,

tertmark M. Lowenthal, "The Puolitiecs of Verificatior
Mlow, What's Not”, Washiwngton Quarter-ly, Winter 1931, p.

rteevigitle Sauerweir, "CFE: Thi Stanry S Far",
Internaticonal Deferse Review, 1/91, p. 37.

tedJayne Schroeder, "Strategic Defense and  Arms Control",
LComparative Slirvategy, Vol. 1@, No.o 1, Jarn—-Mar 1991, p. 83.
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to US suggestions om the values of a limited defernse system, they
lack the movey for any  such  systen. 34« The post-Soviet
leadership has a low-cost offernsive response to unilateral US
defernse deployments available, all of which would  increase the
strategic threat to the Umited States. Their simplest and lowest
cost response would  simply be to not carrvy aout the S0 percent
reduct iorn 1n warheads on its ICEM force mandated by START, r9=

The theoretical excuse of an accidental o wnauthorized
taunch being wsed for abandonming the ABM Treaty is starting to
g like the demand for orn-site inspection., Io  the United
States truly interested in truae nuclear disarmament o0 are we
locking for excuses to spend more money on expensive weaporns that
o absolutely wothivg for owr security? The Soviet Urniorn as in
a far better position tharm the United States to make good on 1ts
Cold War proposals of nuciear disarmament, for they have rno money
and »no desire to carry on this silly game. A far wiser way to
prevent accidertal use is to get on with drastic reductions in
the ruclear arsenal.

Az the world moves beyond the Cold War, the superpowers
shauld move away fraom bilateral accords such  as S5TART, which
merely charmmel tne arms  race in different directions and move
towards miltilateral aceords that call o worldwide
demilitarization as called for by the Non-—-Proliferation Treaty.
This {treaty itself indicates what 1s rneeded to end the arms
race —  a comprehensive multilateral disarmament agreement. The
breakup and democratization of  the Soviet Union affords the
perfect opportunity to make this happen. *4&

Recommendationg

£ recent study published by the Center for boience and
Internatiornal Affairs at Harvard Univercity calls ror the United
States "to thinmk and act boldly” in making adjustments tao  the
dramatic changes in the nuclear =itwation in the former Soviet
Urinarm, This study’s bold vaision calls for a complete
denuclearization of the former Soviet Union with the Urnaited
States footing the bill and later providing for the security of
this area. 47

Fristher  recent study 1w Columbia Law  Review calls  for

taaneil Muaryro, Defernue News, 16 Sept 1391,

taszpurgecn M. Keeny, Jr., "Limited ABM Defornse: Dangerous
and Urmecessary", Arms Control Today, October 1991, p. 18.

1eelames Raffel and Brian D Agost ino, "Time for an Qld
Blueprint", The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, November 1991,

p. 3.

147kurt M. Campbell, Ashton B Carter, Steven BE. Miller, and
Charies A. Zraket, Soviet Nuclear Fission (Center for Science and
International Affairs, John F. Hernedy School  of Goverrnment,
Harvard University, November 1991).
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“

“carrying & big carrot" when working towards disarmament. The
authors of this study believe that international agreements
linking "multilateral disarmament and economic development" of fer
the most promising way towards disarmament and security in the

international  envirorment. 148 The developed states of the
warld, such as the United States, with their relative wealth have
always spent freely in  their purseit of rnational security. The

breattup of  the Soviet Unior row presents an opportunity to
achieve this goal of security inm & new cheaper, safer way.14?
Bolh studies arve o track 1w that the United States is
1dentified as the country which carn influence most  the future
oubtoome 1n the former Soviet Union, especially in regards to the

future of its ruclear arsenal. Yet, the U.S. seems to be
dragging its feet in this field.
While President Bush’®s unilateral imitiatives forr  the

reduction of nuclear weapons should be applauwded, he has failed
to ralise the all—important topic of how destruction of warheads
15 to be  verified. Marny 1in hic administration feel a mere
"exchange of  information” will suffice to establish  the where-
abouts  and  eventual destruction of  about 15, 00@ nonstrategic

riue dear WEARITS deployed throughout the former Saviet
Uriioe, 5@ It has ever been hinted that providing ot

vaeritication now could only Y"slow the process down, 151
Such an attitude 15 1rrespomsible. The greatest threat &

i

Li. 5. cecurity 1S the proliferation wf weapons of  mase
destruct 1on. The United States rnow has the opportunity and moral
oligation to  insuare that a potential source of this
proliferation 1s acecounted for  and destroyed. Froper

veritfication will bring immediate berefits. It can make 1t more
difficult for wnew republics or dissident factions to gain control

of  nuclear  weapons on thelr territory. It lockse the Russia
Federation into a decigion to make good on its pledges  to matcoh
L. 5. oute. fAnd, most important ly, it =harply limits the

poneibliity of sales of nuclear materials recovered from Soviet
warheads to undesirable countries or organizations, 15
While I do rnot believe the United States will succeed 1in

ta48navid A, Hoplow and Philip 6. Schrag, "Carrying & BRig
Caryot: Linking Multilateral Digarmament and Development
fisoictance, " Columbia Law Review (vol. 91, June 19931) cp. 395
hassh,

149211 d, p. 1258,

tS@aChristopher Faine and Thomas R, Cochran, "800 Little Time,
Soo Many Weapons, S Mueh To Do, " The Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientist (Jaruary/February 1992) p. 13.

1=iIhid, p. 16

1= Ibid.




obtaining the total disavmament of the former Soviet  Urnion as
argued for  1n the above Harvard study any time soorn, I do feel
there are immediate steps that rneed to be taking that are just as
bold,

First, the United States must ratify the START  Treaty.
secretary James Baker has vet to introaduce the treatvy to the

Sernate and, urless he doegs so 1n the next few weeks, the tight
congrezsional  calendar wll make Senate action on the treaty
virtuasly impossible this election year, =3 This could

exacerbate problems Russia is having with the three ropublics
holding sitrategic nuclear weapons and  significantly  postpone
deeper cuts in strategic forces.

Urnless this treaty iz ratified, it has rno legal Torce and
the rnuclear capabilities of the rnon-Ruszia republics will remain
a problem. If Ukraine and Hazakhstan were to take possessicn af
the former Soviet strategic forces on their territories, they
would become the world?s third and fourth largest rnuclear powers,
dealing a devastativig blow to the ruclear rnonmprolifaeation
regime. The proavisions of the STAHART Treaty would bring about  a
logical  slimination of  the strategic mucler weapons in theuse
repuhlics.

Second, the United States must make 1t clear tao the rew novn-
Ruzwian states  that, in addition to implementing the provisiongs
of the START  Treaty, they must joiwm the Nonproliferation Treaty
as non-muclaear states. s discussed above 1n the Columbla study,
these states must understand that U.S5. political avd economic
support will depernd on their willingrness bto remalyn norn-nuclooar-
weapor states.

Thiyd, the On—-Site Inspection Agency (USIA) reeds to bDecome

a growth industry. s the Soviet threat fades and  budget cuts
bite deeper into the Pentagon pocketbook, 05160 must  be expanded
and given ogreater furnding. This agency has conducted aver 40@
INF inspections since July 1988 on former Saviet or former Warsaw
Mact territory. 13 Yet, as the dramatic shoaffling of some

15,022 tactical nuclear weapons has been taking place in the
former Soviet Union, technical experts  from CSIA already in the
former Soviet Union monitoring reduactions in nucler weaponry from
the 1987 INF Treeaty are being uwsed to ensure food and medical
supplies from Operation Frovide Comfort fall imta the right
hande. Twelve teams, totaling 97 advaisers ftrom the  agancy, are
overseging the distributiorn of hbumanitarian aid to ensuwre that 1t
reaches the needy and not blachk marketers. 5%

i1sas5purgeon M. Keerny, Jr., "Save START, " Armg Corntral Today
(April 1993) p. 2.

is4Dater Grier, "On—-Sirte Arms Comtrol Verificationm
Praceeds, " The Christian Science Mornitor (September 25, 1931).

i=m=Michael Smith, "U.5. Armseg Verification Officialzs Police
flid to Republics, " Defernse News (February &4, 19392 p. S@.
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It does not take a rocket scientist to figure out that
scarce recowrces like 05IA inspectors could be employed better.
The U.S5. perception of the bernefits of on-site inspections (0SIs)
continuwes ta be based on a  paradoxical premice: "OUO5ie will be
nmost rneeded but least nelpful when cooperation by the host
count ey cannot be expected. Converzely, inspections are likely to
he  most usefual praecisely when they are least needed - when
parties to an agreement have a strong desire to cooperate. "1=e
Just becauwge our relationsihip with the former Soviet Unilor 1€ o
longer hostille, we should ot dismiss the 1mportance of orn-site
inspections oy the value of these lrnspectors.

OLlH should serve as a Tfacilitator for UL S, private firms
inlerested in disarmament procedures. The %420 million of Nunn-
Lugar money which is  to be used to assist in "plarnming and
rewolvaeng tecnnical problems assoclated with weapons destructionm
and prolifevation"*®S7 showld be given to 0O8IA to be put to
immediate use. To date this morney has  been "trickled owut Ln
girrudgivg  negotiations” rather thanm uwsed boldly to steer the
Former Soviet Union anmd U. 8. firms in the direction stated in the
original Soviet Nuclear Thireat Reduction fct of 1931, =8

06517, with 1ts past five years of experience in  the former
Soviet Union and 1w the disarmament fieid, can greatly assist
companies in dizgsmantling the muclear weapons in the former Soviet

Urizisri, Prablems have already beerr w1dentified in storing and
securing nuclear weapons while they awailt destruction. Thics area

ropresents a poterntial $1-billiov busiress that marny L. S,
copmpanios with oupoertioe in such matters would  love to pursuae.
JSIN carn grease the okids and open the door for such companies irn
the tformer Goviet Unlon, 359
Uo 8. companies can assist 1n accounting foor and processing
Lpecial  nuclear materials, dismantling and storage of 11gh
WBROLOHIVEE, and  construction of  new storage and  deactivation
sites for nuclea Wweapons. PFresently, the capacity of Loviet
sembly/dicassenbly facilities 18 no more than 2, a8Q weapons per
ander normal procedured. At this rate, it would take cver 7
yaars to dismantle and destrov just the tactical nuclear weapons,

while  GTHRT S proavisions will put  added otrain to existing
1865 driey M. Graybeal and Michael e T, "Or-Hite

Irncpectiong, in Verification  and Compliance (Camb:ridge, mA,
1388) ed. hy Michael Hrepon and Mary Umberger, p. 1496.

t=70aine and Cochrar, p. 13,

iZmeGrabham Allilizson, (Ashtorn B. Larter, and PPhilip Zelilikaw,
"The  Ervor of Canticon on Disarming the Former Soviet Urmion, " The
Washington FPost (National Weeldly Edition, April 13-19) p. o5-26.

1B, 4, Companies Target Emerging Market For Dismantling
CIS Nuclear fArsenal,” Aviation Week & Space Techrnology (February
g, 1%4992) p. 3.




facilitireg, 159

O08IA can also serve as a monltoring agency for  the storage
of  special nuclear materials. The BSoviet Union produced  an
enormouns guantity of plutoniuvm and ervriched wranium sivce World
War I1. This large stockpile of fissiornable material preszentes a
cubstantial potential proliferation threat, both vow and 1n the
futuwre. This material could prove ta be a long-term  security
problem, sivice the halflife of U-235 1s 7153 millicn years and the

Halflife of plutorniuam 239 1s 24,000 years., 16 In adcition to
meiitboring this matervial, 05IA couwld insure adeguate funding was
made  to companies  and scientists  seeking to cornvert  such

materials to practical, rnon-weapons use.

While eventual dlrmahtlemunt of nuclear weapons 1s the goai,
051A  carn make an immediate impact by overseeing tne disarming of
these weapons. Members of  the military of the former Soviet
ibniton can easily remove tiritium dottles or the batteriez  that
power  the armivig and fuzinmg circwidtry for some of the weapons.
Ornce digabled, 05IR canm thern tag these weapons and tracike  them
urt il their destruction.

05IA showld also play an damportant role  in heiping
conversion of the Soviet military 1ndustry and the gownsizivg of
the military. Top-rankivng military officers 1n 08518 have

@stablished profegcional ties with important ieaders 1n the
former  Soviet military that can prove beneficial to the future
attitude of whatever military structure emerges from the {armer
SGoviet Urmion.

A Russian legislator called the former Soviet Army "the 1€th
ropublilco, nungry and uncettled but well armed and traived.” The
military population, inclading dependents, 1s 4@ willion, Such &

ree could gualify it to be the third-largest commonwealth <tate,
atrter Russia and Ukraine. *&® It i in ouwr interest to pay
attention to the rneeds and problems of this group. They Lu'lﬁ
zaslly upset disarmament progress and futuwre cecurity hopeo.

With this in mind, 0516 could initiate concitruction projecte
for housing, recoammerd alternatives for  fubture military
structures, and organize joint Eraining between cur military
forces. Jaint traiving  for inspectors zhoald also e

teasqnyviet Nuclear Fission, p. 45

rtetibid, pp. @9-30. The total Soviet plutoniuam stockprie 1s
v excess  of 100 metric tons (laa, dd kgl and the highly
enriched wanium stockpile 15 n excess of SQWQ tons. Onily 32-7 kg
of plutonium 1s needed to make a plutonium fission bomb. 10 kg
of  highly erriched warnium, oy about 25 kg of wranium enriched
beyond 2@ percent 1n U235, sufiices to make a uranium figsion
bomb.

1ezflexel Izyumov, "l6th Republic: Armed and Dangercus, ” The
Washington Mogst (Nati1onal Weekly bBdaition, Javnuwary Z7-February o,
19393 .
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highlighted, especially with respect to the rules for  the
interpretation of applicable ftreaties and krnowledge of the
relevant normns of the new national laws.

The republics of the former Soviet Union have agreed to keep

all lomg-range nucler weaporns under a single control, The four
republics  with bBattlefield nuclear weapons -  Russia, EBelarus,
Hazakhstan, and Ukraine - promised Secretary of State James

EBaker, recert ly, that all tactical nuclear weapons would  be
trancsferred to Russia by July 1, 1992 for  everntual storage and
dismantling. A problem with Ukraine cccocuwrred in March 19392 when
1t suspended ite transfers, saying Ruzsaia had failed to provide
asurance that the trarnsportation and destructiocon of the weapons
was being handled properly. e Rny cases like this i1n the
future should be immediately addressed by 0SIA. If riecessary,
Q8IR persormel shouwld be prepared to have nuclear weapons turned
aver to their custody if relations between the republics
breakdowr. A continuous disarmament and verificatiorn process
should take place with problems i1mmediately addrecsed.

05IA, 1irm corunction with 1te Russian counterparts, can lay
the foundation for a universal rmuclear 1nspection  regime under
the auspices of the nited Nations. A urnivercal, eftfective
varification regime can lead to the slashing of nuclear arsenals
thvyoughout the world, Deep reductiorns will make the regime that
much moere important.

Finally, some will argue that verification provisions are

rather bl Low without means ta anhance ar puriish
noncomnpliance., 194 The ravige of responsas to a treaty
viclatiorn leads most often to the extremes: "the innoccent state
may have to choose between destroyirg the treaty regime  in_toto
o acguiescing in the illegitimate  behavior.,'3es i believe

the ecovomic 1ncentives and world  apivoaorn will  prove Lo De
significant "big carrots" in the vew world order.

1 alen believe that a verification plan canncot ersure strict
compliance 1f a state deliberately chooses  to deviate tram  ats
agreement. "Strict compliance i1s founded best 1n a mutual desire
to reap the bernefits of an  agreement. "1%® It 1s rot Russia or

1A r-iIc Schmitt, "Ald to Russia; Russia is Said to Flan for
a Smaller Armed Forece," The Mew York Times (Opril =z, 1922 Fa
AL1A.

tesienneth L. Adelmarn, "Why Verification is More Difficult
(and Lessz Important),” International Security (Spring 1392) p.
141,

1€3oplow and Schrag, p. 1884,

1&GLater Fericles Orpharncs, " INF Treaty Orn_Site
Verification: An Emerging Standard For PFolicing Arms Contral
Treaty Obligations, " New York Law School Jouwrrnal of International
and Comparative Law (vol. 12, 138939) p. 444.
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Ukraine we will have to worry about in the future. It 15 1n
their best interest to continue tao seek the bernefits of
disarmament agreements. Unfortunately, |  think we may find that
the United States will rno lovger have a mutuwal desire to abide by
some treaties.

My yecommendations have focused on the actions  the United
States needs to take in the former Soviet  Union. These
recommendations are based on the United States agreeing to
reciprocal  verificatiaon. This may be too great an assumption.
On—site inspection in the United States has the potential for a
serlious violation of  the Fourth Amendmert?’s prohibition against
unireasonable  searches. &7 In the laridmark cacse, Reid wv.
Covert, the Supreme Couwrt held that a treaty betweer the U. 4. and
a foreign nation may rnot violate the Constitution. 268

Dy @fforts to verify disarmament in the former Soviet Urnion
will establish the futuwre patterr forr international conmtrols an
tracking rnuclear weapons and materials. Confidence in  this
procedure rests on its impact on the entirve world community.
Certain individual states, including the United States, carnpat
remaln above the regime. To  erv 1n favor of disarmament, rather
thar the Constitution, may be the conseguence of our  desire for
security.

1t&7Vevin C. Hernnedy, "“The Cornstitutiaon and On-Site
Inepectiorn,” Brooklyn Jouwrnal of Internaticonal Law  (val. 14,
1988) p. &o.

1e8rpharnas, p. 444.
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