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Buried was the bloody hatchet; 
Buried was the dreadful war-club; 
Buried were all warlike weapons, 
.4nd the war-cry was forgotten. 
There was peace among t be nations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This study being a contemporary current issue, which 

bas continued for last four decades and may continue for 

many more years to come, may highlight ne\-J facts and come 

with new analysis in due course which may, substantially 

disprove.tbis research -v;ork. This is an OX12..Uof study which 

most likely will be undergoing chronic cna.nges every now and 

then. 

Since Hiroshima, both formal and informal arrange­

ments that govern the world's nuclear weapons have assumed 

a settled shape. The threat of nuclear catastrophe bas been 

enhanced by the unabated arms race which not only consumes 

scarce natural and human resources but has also resulted in 

stockpiles of nuclear weapons whicb can destroy all life 

on this planet many times over. The danger became all the 

more menacing vJi th the beginning of the decade. of the 

eighties when nuclear disarmament began to: be propounded 

and serious efforts were started to take the nuclear arms 

race to outer space. .''No peace today, no life tomorr0\-! 11 • 

Besides, dras.tic reductions in nuclear weaponry and especi-. 

ally the complete abolition of offensive armaments needs 

much of rrutual political accommodation behieen them i.e., 

the U.S. and Soviet Union. Against this backdrop, the 

main focus of this study is to examine the basic features 

of the three summits - Geneva, Reykjavek and Washington -

in both their structural and procedural aspects. 



(ii) 

Chapter I traces a brief history·of summitry incorpo­

rating the aspects of super power Nuclear Diplomacy, rationale 

behind· the arms race, motives and mutual understanding in 

limiting, controlling of nuclear weapons and the various 

proposals, initiatives taken by both the U.s. and Soviet 

Union. 

Chapter II e:xa.'Jlines issues before Geneva Summit and 

ho'W the two Super PoVJers VJi th diametrically opposed ideological 

and geo-political interests in tended to come to an agreement 

to control/reduce the nuclear weapons from this plan~t. 

Chapter III illustrates what happened at Reykjavik 

Summit and world public op:i,nion regarding success and failure 

of the Sumrni t. 

Chapter IV attempts an indepth analysis of Washington 

Summit. It discusses the issues relating to eliminate an 

entire class of nuclear VJeapons. 

In conclusion, the study of Geneva, Reykjavik and 

Washington Summits bring out three issues; strategic, politi­

cal and diplomatic. 

The theoretical literature pertaining to this research 

work is based on primary sources including the Corn.":lunist Party 

of Soviet Union, Department of Defence, Staff Committee 

Documents, Press Reports, Speeches and Secondary Source such 

as Books, articles, journals, press clippings from various 

newspapers. 



CHAPTER - I 

BACKGROUND: THE U.S. - SOVIET NUCLEAR 
DIPLOMACY. 



Since Second World War, the global involvement of all 

states has been determined by the tidal vmves of relations 

between the two Super Powers - the United States and the 

Soviet Union. The history of Super Powers' antagonism 

has been interrupted by seeking of accommodation in the 

act of balancing each other, running from an uneasy wartime 

alliance thfough an almost irrunediately following sharply 

hostile cold war. For a long time, as the cold war 

escalated, the hostility between the two and their allies 

was motivated by a need for defence of the "free world" 

against· "the communist conspiracy for world revolution 11
, 

' for determining common global positions on the western 

side; on the eastern side, the motive was to stand up 

against "monopoly capital ism", ''neocolonialism'' and 

11 imperialism'! 1 Thereby,. the arms race was pursued by 

both Sides under the assumption of an irruninent risk of a 

military show down between the two systems or at least, 

of a constant danger of encroachment from the other 

ideological camp. 

In line with this the central element in the development 

of the relations between the two has been the arms race 

1. Alva .tvlyrdal, Game of Disarmament: How the United 
States and Russia Run the Arms Race, Manchester,1977, 
p .23. 
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which has time and again hal ted the process of detente 

and disarmament. The detente of recent years has led 

to a search for greater harmony in Super Power relations 

through some limited approaches to freer economic, 

scientific and cultural relc::~tions and, generally widened 

communications. The Helsinki Conference held in 1975 

represented a kind of codification of the ideas of 

detente. but without any firm comrni tments regarding 

implementation. However, detent~ has not led to a 

reversal or even a cessation of the arms race. The 

main new phenomena has rather been the institutionalisation 

of the continuous character of the arms race. The result 

is the two Super Powers now stand more armed than even 

before with gigantic arsenals Hhich continue to be 

increased. 

From the beginning, both have excelled in high 

rhetoric about the goal of ,disarmament, often employing 

acrimonious polemics against each other's positions. 

But beneath the surface they have increasingly acted as 

if there were bet~~en them a conspiracy not to permit 

a halt, still less a reversal of the arms race. To this 

development belongs the tying up other nations in alliances. 
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Although, the Soviet bloc had already been established 

and solidified, Europe was more firmly structured by' the 

formation of NATO in 1949, and Warsaw Pact in 1955. In 

other parts of the world, various regional or bilateral 

accords usually created less tightly regulated arrangements. 

Despite all pronouncements of mutuality and partnership, 

within these alliances, the ower has remained firmly in 

the hands of the two Super Powers. Spurred on by the 

Super Powers' arms race most other countries have militarized 

unprecedently, not least the underdeveloped countries. 

The Super Powers have actively contributed to thiS militari~ 

zation by military aid and by the politicization of 

development aid. To the corollary, they have not acted in 

concert to prevent or stop wars in various parts of the 

'world, as the Chqyter. of the U.N. prescribes that the 

great powers should do. It is noticed that they have often 

taken sides in Indo-China, Afghanistan, Middle East war 

etc. Although, they have not got themselves involved in 

active warfare, still, their military build up and 

ideological competition contribute to instability. Taking 

disarmament while relentlessly building up their own 

armaments to dazzling 1eve15,, producing and aiding allied 
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countries to do the same, w.aking the world more dangerous, 

compelling even non-aligned countries to keep their defences 

high - this is how peoples and their respective Governments 

of the lesser powers have experienced Super Power politics 

after the war, Again, W.hile these repercussions are played 

out all over the world, the two Super Powers in their 

competitive antagonism are fixated on each other. 

Primarily, the motivating force for the Super Powers' 

arms race has been that - (a) each must be second to none: 

and secondly (b) whenever the will of the u.s. Congress 

falters regarding military expenditures, the Pentagon 

propaganda machine releases news about an approaching bomber 

gap or mis~ile gap or some other alleged advance, in the 

Sovie·t armory. The Soviet Government is not dependent 

on a scrutinising Congress and the internal debate there 

iS muted. But it can be safely.assumed that 'those responsible 

for the budget are egged on by their military establishments 

which deliver correct or incorrect informat~ons about 

threatening changes in American capabilities. (c) Thirdly, 

another main motivation of the arms race between the 

Super Powers is for each to match the other in destructive 

capacity is continuously revealed in official statements on 
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both sides. 2 

Initially the Soviet Union started from a position 

of inferiority, but it has gradually advanced towards 

equality in the gross kills, effect of nuclear weapons 

deployed or in production. In regard to technology, the 

u .·s. has always been and is for all forseeable time far 

ahead. But in practical terms especially from the beginning 

of SALT negotiations in 1969, the two Super Powers have 

acknowledged that what they possibly can agree upon is 

the estctblishment of essential parity which each of them 

then attempts to surpass in order to reach superiority. 

Each side still has exaggerated conceptions about the 

other's military-technological thrust and this drives the 

arms race onward. As long as the arms race is permitted 

to go on, more than momentary stability can never be 

secured. 

Apart from identifying the most dynamic elements in 

the arms race, one should ask how much iS enough ? Is 

there any rationale for continuing the quest to match the 

2. Ibid., P• 25 
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other side at ever higher levels and for trying to surpass 

it ? These are some questions left unformulated by the 

Super Powers themselves in bilateral negotiations. 

Experts have often approached the problems and 

effectively pointed out how vast is the over kill capacity 

of both Super Powers. The immediate aim of such observations 

has been to demonstrate the need to reach an agreement 

between them to scale down their nuclear ambitions. 

However, the question is raised whether one of the Super 

Powers could unilaterally and safely cease the competition 

and even decrease its nuclear arsenal without risking its 

deterrent effect. 

Furthermore, independent analysts, all agree upon one 

thing - the overkill capacity of each of the Super Powers 

is far beyond •enough'. Even if the ambition should be to 

kill all of mankind, the magnitude of expected damage is 

the question of most vital concern to the people living 

under what they believe is 'the protection of the terror 

balance. They must find that the physical,biological and 

social consequences of ever using what the two sides have 

in their nuclear arsenals are completely out of line with 



7 

any reasonable view of what could be the national objectives 

of the United States or the Soviet Union. 

As observed by Jerone B. Wiesner and Herbert, ''in the 

event of an exchange of blows by strategic nuclear forces 

of the u.s. and the Soviet Union most of the urban populations 

of the two countries could be killed, and most of the 

industry and commerce could be destroyed by the direct and 

immediate effects of the nuclear explosions. The towns 

and rural areas of the two countries would at the same time 

be subjected to varying amounts of radioactive fallout. 

The details of what would happen to the people living 

in such areas depend importantly on the weather conditions 

prevailing at the time and on the details of the attack 

pattern, but well over one half of~ town and country 

populations could be killed by the fall out. In addition, 

the living standards and the life expectancy of the survivors 

would be substantially reduced by secondary effects including 

both the effect of less than lethal levels of fallout and 

the general breakdown of civilized services". 3 This estimate 

3. Je-rone B. Wiesner and Herbert F. York, ''National 
Security and the Nuclear Test Ban", Scientific 
American, October, 1964, p. 35. 
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of destruction was stated succinctly by Jerone B. Wiesner 

in the year 1964. 

EveA since. shortly after World War II, the military 

power of the u.s. has been steadily increasing. Throughout 

this same period the national security of u.s. has been 

rapidly and inexorably diminishing. In the early 1950s, 

the Soviet Union, on the basis o+ its own unilateral 

decision and determination to accept the inevitable 

retaliation could have launched an attack against the 

United States with bombers carrying fission bombs. Some 

of these bombs would have penetrated American defences. 

In the late 195os, again in its own sole decision and 

determination to accept the inevitable massive retaliation, 

the Soviet Union could have launched an attack against the 

u.s. using more and better bombers, this time carrying 

thermonuclear bombs. Some of these bombers would have 

penetrated American defences and the casualties could 

have numbered in the tens of millions. 

From the Soviet point of view the picture is similar 

but much worse. The Soviet military power has been steadily 
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increasing since it became an atomic power in 1949. Thus, 

both sides in the arms race are confronted by the dilemma 

of increasing military power and decreasing national 

security. The clearly predictable course of the arms race 

is a steadily open spiral downward into oblivion. Although, 

it is very difficult to make precise estimates, but it 

l( . 
seems that a fuel nuclear exchange between the two would 

result in the order of 10,000 casualties from cancer and 

Leukemia in countries situated well away from the two main 

protagonists. In addition, genetic problems that are even 

more difficult to calculate would affect many :mi lt.~:o~s 

of others to come. Civilizations would survive somewhere, 

but probably not in the U.s. or _the Soviet Union and 

perhaps. not elsewhere in North America or Europe''. 4 

With Sputnik in 1957, the Russians demonstrated the 

possibility of Russian missiles with nuclear warheads 

reaching the U.s. and the credib.i.li ty of the American nuclear 

umbrella was shaken. The shock of the Soviet testing of 

4. ~., P• 35 
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a ballistic missile that could cross the Atlantic led 

the u.s. in 1957 to negotiate, as a token of increased 

defence preparedness inStQllation of intermediate range 

missiles (IRBl ) in Britain, Italy, and Turkey. Hm-1ever, 

the IRBMs were never a real threat to the Soviet Union 

because of its strategic retaliatory force and thus were 

not effective protection for the western countries either. 

Again, the lirni ted '"ar concept vJas part of the U.s. 

official strategic doctrine of flexible response and is 

endorsed by its allies in Western Europe. As such it makes 

the Russians suspicious that the u.s. might pretend to 

engage in a limited war, and then use the occasion to 

escalate it. Reflection on policy statements from Soviet 

Union raises the question of whether these statements may 

be merely propaganda or whether they are a warning to the 

u.s. that it will not be allowed to wage war in Europe 

without inviting a nuclear onslaught at home. The Soviet 

Union must equally with the u.s., fear annihilation of its 

own country in case of a direct international confrontation. 

Thus, underlying both of strategies is a definite, joint 

interest in preserving their own territories respectively. 

As David Packard, Secretary of Defence put it: 11 U.S.S.R. 
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as well as the u.s. are going to use their nuclear potential 

against each other only when an unavoidable threat appears 

against their ovm existence". 5 

From the u.s. stand point, it has a double scenario, 

one for deterrence and one for war. (a) Deterrence for 

avoiding a Super Po1.ver \var chiefly through strategic nuclear 

weapons up to the level of Hutual Assured D::struction (MAD) • 

(b) If war occurs, it is to be fought as a limited ,.,Jar in 

Europe, possibly using tactical nuclear attack, but not 

allowi~g that war to escalate to intercontinental warfare 

involving the territories of the Super Powers themselves. 

Thus, keeping the above facts in one's mind, it appears 

that their chief purpose was to maintain a stalemate rather 

than truly working for elimination of nuclear weapons from 

this planet. 

A phase of stalemate in strategic domain between the 

two powers came into being in late 1940s' only. The second 

5. Ibid., P• 37 
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world war ended with the u.s. being the world's only 

undamaged nuclear weapons power. From 1946 onward, the 

Soviets• principal military aim was to b~unt the perilous 

edge of nuclear supremacy of United States. Then, very 

soon the wide gap was narrowed rapidly with a supreme 

effort. By the mid 1950s, the Soviet Union had become a 

thermonuclear power, equipped with strategic missiles 

that could devastate large parts of the u.s. Yet, in the 

196Qs it was maintained that the Soviets lacked the 

western and specifically u.s. sophistication in dealing 

with mili·tary strategy and in coming up with strategic 

concepts. Such alleged sluggishness is ascribed to 

Stalinism, force of tradition and lastly inertia of 

established institutions. More particularly, this is 

alleged in the context of Khruschev•s confidence in the 

wake of Soviet acquisition of space-borne capacity. But 

only after Cuban missi.le crisis in 1962, it has been proved 

that u.s.s.R was an vulnerable as u.s. in strategic nuclear 

capability and implementation. The fact of 'equal security' 

created a movement towards mutual restraint which was 

established later in the Partial Test Ban Treaty ( 1963), in 

Sea-Ded Treaty (1967) and in Non-Proliferation Trcaty(1968). 
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At the time of 24th Congress of the CPSU, V.H. Kulish 

noted that any one country trying to gain military 

superiority will alter international relations. He said, 

11 the appearance of the new types of weapons could seriously 

affect the balance of military forces between the two 

world systems". 6 The developments in the late 1970s 

and the first half of the 1980s show the u.s. commitment 

to achieve. unilateral military superiority on behalf 

of the United States. 

In continuation to this fact, the Soviet position. 

on strategy virtually is the basis of their position on 

military superiority. Their viev1 of national security 

seemed to be undergoing a change since 197Qs - a period in 

which they achieved'strategic parity with the west and 

the U.s. Particularly SALT agreements are the ample 

recognition of strategic parity or mutual vulnerability. 

This will mean that the unilateral defence of national 

security is tc{operate within the framework of the capacity 

of each side to cause unacceptable damage on the other. 

6. V .11. Kulish, '' Conclusion" from selected writings 
on Soviet Military Strategy, as quoted in Rakesh 
Gupta, Soviet Policies in the Eighties, New Delhi, 
1987, p. 83. 
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Thus, the SALT significance lay in the political-military 

strategic field. Raymond L. Grathoff, a member of the US 

SALT-I delegation has observed: 11 in a politico-military . 
context these agreements reflected_and bore witness to 

American recognition of the fact that there exists a 

military parity in the broad sense of inability of either 

side to prevail military over the other and hence an 

inability to coerce the other side". 7 According to 

Harold Brown, it is the common interest of the u.s. and 

the Soviet Union to avoid a nuclear war and that the 

attempt on the part of the u.s. to achieve military 

superiority of the kind that it had in the 1950 "would be 

dangerous and unlikely to succeed". 8 Subscribing to 

common security for both Super Powers is security from 

nuclear war pnd visualised that the management of this 

security rests on cooperation and not competition. He 

said the common security·" ••• cannot in the final analysis 

be dominated by competition. Their security must be based 

7. Raymond L. Grathoff, "The Soviet Military and Salt", 
in Tiri Valenta and William Potter, ed·., Soviet 
Decision Making for National Security George Allen 
and Unwin, London, 1984, p. 141. 

8. Harold Brown, Thinking About National Security, Defence 
and Foreign Policy in a Dangerous World, Westview, 
Colorado, 1983, P• 17. 
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on unparalleled degree of cooperation. It must be common 

securi ty 11
• g This has elements of cooperation and competition 

on the basis of mutual essential equivalence. Thus, both 

on their part.have subscribed to the idea of common 

security. In the early 1980s, the u.s. Administration 

without consulting the European Allies responded to the 

criticism and announced the strategic defence initiative 

(SDI) in March 1983. It signified a paradigm shift from 

Mutual Assured Destruction(MAD) to Mutual Assured Survival 

Strategy(MASS). The MASS therefore was offered the 

vision of a nuclear-free world and hiding the continued 

relevance of nuclear weapons. 

In thiS context, as a continuous process in the global 

rivalry
1
the arms race has conceptually offered mutual 

perceptions. In the place of the concept of arms control, 

arms reduction carne into existence. Earlier, in June,1946, 

Bernard M. Baruch, u.s. representative to U.N. Atomic Energy 

Commission, proposed international authority to conduct 

9. Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices~ Critical Years in 
America's Foreign Policy, New YorK, 1983, 
P• 418. 
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all atomic energy research and development, control all 

atomic activities, eventually destroy all nuclear weapons. 

If the plan was adopted, u.s. the only nuclear power at 

that time, would give up its arsenal. Authority would be 

empowered to inspect for violations of treaty provisions. 

Although, plan endorsed by large majority of U.N. members, 

Soviet objectives to ownership, staging and enforcement 

provisions and counter proposals that nuclear activities 

remain under control of National Governments with authority, 

empowered only to conduct periodic inspection of declared 

nuclear facilities. Along with u.s. many countries considered 

Soviet verification provisions altogether inadequate and 

as a result negotiations were deadlocked. 

In corollary to thiS fact, a fear of what the opposite 

side may be aiming for then act on both as·a force, to 

drive the arms race onward. They both realised the truth 

that as long as the arms race was permitted to go on, more 

than momentary stability could never be secured. Henry 

KiSsinger, the then Secret~ry of State of u.s.A said, 

"what in the name of God is strategic superiority? what 

is the significance of it politically, militarily, 
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operationally at these levels of numbers ? what do you 

do with it" ? 10 Having all these thoughts in their 

mind, they want to come and focus on one common point 

of development ·of a ne""' regime that would outlaw nuclear 

weapons and reduce danger posed by chemical, conventional 

and other weapons of mass destruction. But the more 

important Soviet suggestion in thiS regard is a~ soon as 

policy-makers achieved it should decrease its level 

while maintaining equal securi ·ty of both Sides. 11 In 

·short, this has reference to the Kennedy-McNamara strategy 

of nuclear deterrence and flexible response which accompanied 

arms race in ICBMs. It was John F. Kennedy who cried 

the "missile gap" in the wake of Soviet success in 1957 

which had inaugurated the space age. But later it was 

found baseless. 

The Soviet Union accepted the challenge once again. 

It had been forced into cold war logic earlier. Senator 

10. Paul H. Nitze, ''The Strategic Balance Between 
Hope and Skepticism", Foreign Policx, no. 17, 
Winter 1974-75, p. 136. 

11. E.Primakov, 'Philosophy of Security• in K.Subramaniam 
and Air Commander Jasjit Singh, ed., Security ~iithout 
Nuclear Weapons Indo-Soviet Dialogue, New Delhi,1986, 
p. 5. 



18 

Vandenberg wanted u.s.-Soviet relations to be broken 

off in 1939. Further, he wanted the US "to win the war 

first 11 so that Russia's frontiers could be rolled back12 

in the name of justice. Followed by the atomic bomb and 

accompanying strategy of massive retaliation the cold war 

imposed a logic on the USSR which almost in an autarchic 

fashin produced its O\"'n bomb while stressing the peaceful 

use of atomic energy, which was emphasised in the Soviet 

propoSals in June 1946. But it was rejected by the western 

powers and the u.s. came up with the Baruch Plan that 

wanted to preserve u.s; monopoly over the bomb and deny 

it to the USSR. The cold war logic resulted in an 

A-bomb for an A-bomb, H-bomb for an H-bomb, MRV for MRV, 

MIRV for a MIRV till the time a strategic parity was 

reached between the US and the USSR~ In the 1970s, the 

process of detente, sanity against the goldrush of arms 

race and militarism 1 \,;C~..s pMs~t. 

After this, both Super Powers were engaged in various 

12. D.F. Fleming, The Cold War and Its Origins, 
1917-1960 ; London, 1961, P• 273. 

13. Rakesh Gupta, Soviet Politics in the Eighties, 
New Delhi, 1987, PP• 86-87. 
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arms control initiatives. In April, 1953, President Dwight 

Eisenhower propoSed nations to limit production of strategic 

materials devoted to the military and suggested savings 

be used for worldwide assistance. In the same year, in 

December, President Eisenhower called for creation of 

international atomic energy agency to receive nuclear 

m·aterials from individual states and use them for peaceful 

purposes. In July 1955, u.s. President proposed exchange 

of blueprints of military bases and aerial reconnaissvance 

to protect nations against threatening military buildups 

and surprise attacks_. This "lrlas a first step towards 

comprehensive disarmament. On January 14, 1957, Ambassador 

Henry Cabot Lodge said, "the U.s. proposed that the first 

step toward the objective of assuring that the future 

developments in outer space would be devoted exclusively 

to peaceful and scientific purposes would be to bring the 

testing of such objects under international inspection 

and participation••. 14 On October 31, 1958, the u.s. 

unilaterally suspended nuclear weapons testing for a 

period of one years. 

14. Ibid. 
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On 25 September, 1961, President John F. Kennedy 

offered plan for g'2neral and complete disarmament to U .N, 

calling for immediate test ban to halt nuclear weapons 

production, ban on nuclear weapons in outer space, 

gradual elimination of nuclear stockpiles and improvements 

in U.N· peace keeping forces. On April 18, 1962, u.s • 
• 

presented three stage - disarma~nt proposal: ( 1) reduction 

and ceiling on nuclear and conventional forces, test ban 

etc., (2) further fifty per cent cut in delivery systems 

and other arms; (3) reduction of arms and forces to levels 

necessary for internal;order, elimination of nuclear weapons 
. - - 1 5 

·- and strengthening of U.N. peace keeping forces. On 

January 21, 1964 at disarmament talks in Geneva, u.s. 

proposed "verified freeze'' on nuclear materials for weapons. 

Other provisions and safeguards against accidental or 

surprise attack were prohibited transfer of nuclear weapons 

to non-nuclear states. In 1966, signatories agreed to ban 

nuclear weaponry from outer space in peaceful uses of 

outer space treaty. President Richard Nixon signed 

ratification of treaty of non-prolifer~tion of nuclear 

15. Ibid. 
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weapons, and stated that, " this nation, through the 

administrations of all Presidents of this century, is 

16 devoted to the cause of peace". Soviet Union also 

ratified this treaty in November, 1969. In the same 

year, Nixon stated that u.s. unilaterally renounced 

first use of lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons 

and all methods of biological warfare. 

On February 11, 1971, the sea-bed treaty was signed 

to prohibit employment of neclear and other weapons of 

mass destruction on ocean floors or their subsoil. In 

the same year, there was the Nuclear Accidents Agreement 

which initiated measures to "reduce the risk of accidental 

nuclear war 11 between u.s. and the Soviet Union, including 

pledge to improve safeguards, immediate notification in 

case of accident and advance notice of miSsile launchers 

towards other•s territory. On May 29,1972, President Nixon 

and General Secretary Brezhnev negotiated and Signed 

basic principles of relations between theU.s. and the Soviet 

Union in Hoscow. Regarding disarmament they declared that 

they both regarded .as the ultimate objective of their efforts 

16. Ibid. DISS ----, 
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to achieve complete disarmament and the establishment 

of an effective system of international security in 

accord with the purposes and the principles of the U.N. 

In the same year, a biological weapons convention was 

held prohibiting development, production and s tock.pilling 
r 

of toxin and other biological weapons and requiring 

destruction of existing inventories. 

u n 
In November 1981, Reagan offered zero zero proposal 

for INF under which u.s. and NATO would cancell deployment 

of Pershing-II and ground launched cruise missiles if 

Soviets dismantled triple~warhead SS-20 missiles and older, 

single warhead SS-4 and SS-5 missiles. In Harch, 1983, 

given Soviet refusal of zero zero proposal, United States 

offered interim proposal under which u.s. would reduce 

planned deployment of Pershing-II and ground launched 

cruise miSsiles in case Soviet reduction of number of 

warheads in their long-range INF missiles to an equal 

level on a global basis. In the month of June, u.s. 

announced changes in START proposal to increase flexibility; 

relaxation in limit of 850 ballistic missiles on each side; 

and equal ceQir.g in number of heavy bombers and cruise 

missiles carried by bombers. In October, again u.s. 
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incorporated 'build down' concept into START proposal 

which linked reductions to rates of modernisation or to 

an approximately five per cent annual reduction, whiehever 

was greater. The u.s. also was willing to discuss "build 

down" plan for bombers. In 1985, after the Geneva Summit 

Ronald Reagan and Gorbachev recognised - (a) that in the 

present world there can be no military superiority and 

(b) that in a nuclear war it is hard to imagine a scenario 

in which there will be victors and vanquished. This is 
e 

pr~inently an acceptance by the u.s. of the Soviet position 

on mili~y equivalence and the West European reluctance in 

accepting the paradigm of limited nuclear war perhaps 

17 hypocratically though. 

on the Soviet side, in September 1961, Soviet Un~on 

broke a two and half year moratoriU."J on atmospheric nuclear 

testing. In October, Soviets exploded fifty megaton 

thermonuclear device, largest ever detonated. In the Limited 

Nuclear Test Ban Treaty(1963) there was prohibition on 

17. ~., P• 84. 
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nuclear weapon tests in atmosphere and outer space and 
'hudeo.Jl.-

also the Moon. Inj,non-proliferation treaty(1968) signatories 

agreed not to transfer nuclear weapons or other nuclear 

explosive devices to nations that do not possess such 

weapons and states without nuclear weapons programmes. 

SALT-I Interim Agreement on offensive strategic arms 

Launchers had permitted an increase in sea-launched 

ballistic missiles up to an agreed level. In 1972, ABM 

Treaty(SALT-I) limited anti-ballistic missile systems 

in USSR and us. It was updated in 1974 to provide one 

anti-ballistic missile site for each country. In November, 

1981, in Madrid Conference a revie'"' \vas made with Helsinki 

Accords. In December -1983, P.oscovJ announced suspensions 

of talks on intermediate range nuclear forces in Geneva 

and did not set date for resumption of START talks, also 

being held in Geneva. 

After going through all these above proposals_ made 

by soviet Union and United States respectively one can 

come to certain specific steps which was taken by them at 

the same time, more particularly in the domain of "arms 

control". 
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At the outset the very term •arms control' is used 

here in a broad sense to denote measures intended to 

freeze, limit or abolish specific categories of weapons; 

to prevent certain military important items; to reduce 

the risk of wars to constraint or prohibit the use of 

certain arms in wars or to build up confidence among 

States through greater openness in the military field. 

It thus includes measures of both arms limitation and 

disarmament. Mainly it includes: 

1. restrictions on nuclear weapon testing, 

2. the prohibition of non-nuclear weapons of 

mass destruction, 

3. the demilitarization, denuclearisation areas, 

4. strategic arms limitations, 

5. the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

6. the prevention of war, 

7. the humanitarian laws of war. 18 

In this context one can discuss the most important 

steps in the field of arms control, where the two Super 

Powers are in the lead. 

18. J. Goldblet, 11 Agreements for Arms Control; 
A Critical Survey", quoted from Taylor and 
Francis, 1982, Stockholm International Peace 
Research Institute, SIPRI Year Book 1982. 
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In the first place, Partial Test Ban Treaty, Signed 
' 

in Moscow on 5th August, 1963, came into force on 10th 

October in the same year. The underlying objective was 

to ban nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, and both 

in outer space and under water. It prohibited the carrying 

out of any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other 

nuclear explosions: 

a) in the atmosphere, beyond its limits, including 

outer space, or under water including territorial 

waters or high sea; 

b) or, in any other environment if explosion causes 

radioactive debris to be present outside the 

territorial limits of the State under whose 

j\lrisdiction or control the explosion is conducted. 19 

Next, there was threshold Test Ban Treaty signed at 

Moscow between u.s. and the Soviet Union on 3rd July, 1974, 

which prohibited the carrying out of any underground nuclear 
-~ 

weapons test having a yield exceeding one hundred fifty k t. 

19. Ibid. 
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FTo~ 
~31st March 1976 onwards, each party undertook to limit 

the number of its underground nuclear weapons tests to 

a minimum. The provisions of the treaty did not extend 

to underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 

which were to be governed by a separate agreement. National 

technical means of verification were to be used to provide 

assurance of compliance and a protocol to the treaty, 

which specified the data that have to be exchanged between 

the parties to ensure such verification. Since the treaty 

was not in force by 31st March, 1976, they agreed to cut 

off date for explosions above the established threshold. 

The parties stated that they would observe the limitation 

during the pre-ratificution period. 

In peaceful nuclear explosion treaty, both the u.s. 

and the Soviet Union signed on underground nuclear explosions 

for peaceful purposes. It was signed at Moscow and Washington 

respectively on 28th l1ay, 1976; but came in to force only 

on 31st December, 1981. It prohibited the carrying out of 

any individual underground nuclear explosion for peaceful 

purposes, having a yield exceeding 150 kt., or any group 

explosion (for pec1ceful purposes, having a yield exceed) 

with an aggregate yield exceeding 1500 kt. The treaty 
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governed ull nucleur explosions carried out outside the 

weapon test sites after 31st March, 1976. The question 

of carrying out individuul explosions with a.yield exceeding 

150 kt. was to b~ considered at an appropriate time to be 

agreed. In addition to the use of national technical meuns 

of verification, the treaty provided for access to sites 

of explosion. In certain specified cases, the treaty 

provided operational arrangements for ensuring that no 

weapon related benefits precluded by the threshold Test 

Ban Treaty are derived from peaceful nuclear explosions. 

After thiS understanding, they came to sign SALT-I 

(Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty) at Moscow on 26th May,1972, 

but came into force on 3 October, 1972. It prohibited the 

deployment of Anti-Ballistic Missile systems for the 

defence of the whole territory of both the countries, or 

of an individual region, except as expressly permitted. 20 

2o. 

In addition to the agreement on ABM, there was a 

Ams Control, De}artment of State Bull_~_t_~g_, 
June 1987, pp. 4 -47. 
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protocol signed at Moscow on 3rd July, 1974; which entered 

into force on 25th May, 1976. It mainly provided that 

each party should be limited to a single area for deplo:z'Tnent 

of anti-ballistic missile systems or their components 

instead of two such areas as allmved by the AB!1 treaty. 

Each party would like to have the right to dismantle or 

destroyed at the time of the signing of the protocol and 

to deploy an AB£1 system or its components in the alternative 

area pe~~itted by the system itself. It further provided 

that, before starting construction, notification is given 

during the year wh.ich commenced at 5 years interual, 

therefore, those being the years for periodic reviet!l of 

the ABM treaty. This right was to be exercised only once. 

The deplo'{ment of an ABH syst~em within the are.:; selected 

should be regained, limited by the levels and other 

requirements est,;blished by the ABM treaty. 

An Interim Agreement bett:~een the countries had been 

si(Jned on cert.::dn mea:::>ure::> wi ·th respect to the limitation 

of strategic offensive arms, at Moscow on 26th July,1972, 

entered into torce on 3 October, 1972. It provided a freeze 

for a period of five years o·f the aggregate number of fixed 

land based ICBMS launchers and ballistic missile launchers 
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on modern submarines. The parties were free to choose 

the mix, except that conversion of land-based launchers 

for light ICBMs or for ICBMs of older types, into land based 

launchers for modern heavy ICBMS was prohibited. National 

technical means of verifications are to be used to provide 

assurunce of compliance with the provisions of the 

Agreement. 

In September, 1977 the US and the USSR formally 

stated that although the Interim Agreement was to expire 

on 3 October, 1977, they intended to refrain from any 

actions incompatible with its provisions or with the 

goals of the ongoing talks on a ne"'' agreement. 

Besides, a memorandum of understanding between the 

us and the u.s.S.R regarding the establishment of a Standing 

Consultative Commission on arms limitation was signed at 

Geneva on 21st December 1972, and came into force on the 

same date. It established a Standing Consultative Commission 

to.promote the objective and implementation of the provision 

of the ABM treatY and Interim Agreement of 26th May, 1972 

and of the Nuclear Accidents Agreement of 30 September, 1971. 
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SALT-II was siqned at Vienna on 18 June, 1979 

on the limitation of strategic offensive arms between 

the u.s. and the Soviet Union. It set for both parties 

an initial ceiling of 2400 on ICBH Launchers, submarines 

Launched ballistic missiles (SLBM)capable of a range in 

excess of 600 km.. This ceiling was to be further lowered 

to 2250 and the lowering must begin in January, 1981, 

while the dismantling or destruction of systems which 

exceeded that number must be completed by 31st December,1981. 

A sub limit of 1320 was imposed upon each part~ for the 

combined number of launchers of ICBMS and SLBMs equipped 

with HIRVS and aeropl1nes equipped for long range(over 600 krn.) 

cruise missiles. Moreover, each party was limited to a 

total of 1200 launc.hers of MIRVED ICBM and SLl:3Ms and 

MIRVED ICl:lHS. There vJere ban on the testing and deplo:yment 

of new types of ICBMS, with one exception for e -1ch side i.e 

on building fixed ICBM launchers, on converting fixed 

light ABM launchers into heavy ICBM launchers, on heavy 

mobile ICBMS, heavy ~.BMs, ASBMs, on surfaced ship ballistic 

missile Launchers, on systems to launch missiles from 

earth orbit including fractionul orbital missiles. National 

technical means was to be used to verify compliance. Any 

interferr:nces with such means of verification or any 
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deliberate concealment measures which impeded verification 

were prohibited. The treaty was to remain in force until 

31st December, 1985. Prior to signing of the treaty, on 

16 January 1979, the U.S.S.R informed the U.S. that the 

Soviet TU-22M aircraft called 'Backfire' was a medium 

range bomber and that the Soviet Union did not intend to 

give this bomber an intercontinental capacity and would 

not increase its radious of action to enable it to strike 

targets on us territory. The u.s.s.R also pledged to 

limit the production of 'backfire• aircraft to the 1979 

rate. 

A protocol to the SALT-II treaty was signed at Vienna 

on 18 June, 1979 but came into force on December 31,1981. 

It banned the deployment of mobile ICBH launchers or the 

flight testing of ICBMS from such launchers; the deployment 

of long range cruise missiles on sea-based or Land based 

launchers; the flight testing of long range based launchers: 

the flight testing of Long-range cruise missiles with 

multiple warheads from sea-based or land-based Launchers 

and the flight testing or deployment of ASBMs. The protocol 

is an integral part of the treaty. The SALT-II treaty and 

the protocol are accompanied by agreed statements and common 
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understanding clarifying the obligations under particular 

~ticles. In short, over the years till SALT talks the 

u.s. and the Soviet Union had concentrated on that kind 

of disarmament which consisted in preventing others from 

manufacturing nuclear weapons; their entrance to the SALT 

would serve, in part, to support that enterprise in arms 

control. In retrospect, it had been the Nth power problem, 

as it was then called the question of non-proliferation 

r<:tther than arms control in the more conventional sense 

that had dominated over the past years of u.s. - Soviet 

21 nuclear diplomacy. 

After a six years of lapse again Soviet General 

Secretary Gorbachev and American President Ronald Reagan 

met at Geneva on 19 November, 1985. Although, major 

break through was not made during this Summit, yet, the 

most important fact was that the leaders met after a 

long span of six years, a period in which a step by step 

confrontation between the Soviet Union and the United 

States was mounting. Hence it was in itself a significant 

21. William, R. Kintner and Robert L. Pfaltgruff, 
S,;LT Implications for Arms Control in the 1970s, 
Pittsburg, 1973, p. 1. 
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step fo~ward. The positive outcome of the Summit was that 

both the leaders of two great nations agreed on a basic 

formulation that "a nuclear war cannot be won and must not 

faught". This laid the foundation for forward motion 

towards the objective of nuclear disarmament. 

At their second Summit of Reykjavik in October, 10-11,. 

1986, the t~ .. w sides agreed to eliminate 100 warheads each 

on land based intermediate-range nuclear forces. They also 

agreed that, within the five years, they would reduce by 

fifty per cent of all the strategic nuclear weapons. However, 

the Summit failed on the question of •star wars• or strategic 

defence initiative(SDI). Later the Soviet. Union gave 

clear indications that it would be willing to delink the 

INF issue from that of the strategic defence initiative 

(SDI). After this, it was Soviet initiative that started 

a zero solution for the intermediate nuclear force in 

Europe which later became a double zero and later as global 

zero. 

In recent past on 7-8 December, 1987, the two leaders 

met in Washington D.c., and signed an historic treaty to 

eliminate an entire class of nuclear missiles. The INF 
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treaty bans missiles with ranges of 300 to 3400 miles. 

It includes an agreement on verification under which the 

two sides will be able to verify implementation of their 

accord. Its importance lies in the fact that it is an 

earnest of their intention to advance towards the next 

and more important goal of reaching agreement to reduce 

by half strategic offensive arms in the context of a firm 

guarantee of strategic stability. Very aptly did the 

Soviet leader Gorbachev say "Today is the first stepping 

stone towards signs of a constructive super power relations, 

progress and improvements and move towards a nuclear 

disarmament". Furthermore, this was the first agreement 

of its kind in the history of the world's march towards 

the complete elimination of the nuclear weapons.22 

22. Patriot(New D?lhi), 9 Decelllber, 1988 



CHAPTER - II 

GENEVA SUl'•JMIT 



Six years after the SALT-II agreement, on 19-20 November, 

1985, the u.s. President Ronald Reagan and the Soviet General 

Secretary Gorbachev met in Geneva. Relations between the two 

had altered drastically since the last Vienna Summi t. 1 

Assessing the historical importance, Gorbachev said, the 

"first and foremost" question was what could be done to 

halt the unprecendented arms race and its extension to 

new spheres". The Associated Press reported Gorbachev•s 

thought in this context : "I think when that is explained 

to him, he will find it will help us to end the armSrace, 

we both must have the same intentions. If he feels as 

2 strongly that way as I do, then V.Je will end the arms race", 

Before the Summit, observers· of both sides respectively 

had very fragile expectations about the event. A case in 

point was Carter's decision to go ahead within the production 

and deployment of the controversial cruise missiles. The 

Soviets interpreted the decision as an indication of u.s. 

refusal to allow Moscow to have strategic parity with 

1. Daily Telegraph, London, 19 November, 1985. 

2. International Herald Tri9une, Paris, 
November 19, 1985. 
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Washington. Truely, SALT-II was negotiated and signed 

in June 1979, but thereafter the decline in Super Power 

relatio~ was swift. 3 In a joint appearance both of them 

agreed .in the first ever Super Power Summit of its kind 

to accelerate negotiations beb;een the two nations "to prevent 

an arms race in space and to terminate it on earth". They 

were further in agreement that "the nuclear war cannot 

be won and must not be fought". They therefore pledged that 

"they will net seek to achieve military superiority''. 4 

Thus, Reagan claimed that he had moved arms control forward 

at his Summit meeting with Soviet leader Gorbachev and tried 

to convince him that missile defences could help the Super 

5 Powers 11 escape the prison of mutual terror". 

Backgrou~c!: 

As this was the first ever u~s. - Soviet Summit in 

six years after the SALT-II agreement in 1979, it can only 

be understood against the background of the u.s. - Soviet 

relationship during those years. In the post-war era, 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid., 22 November, 1985 

5. \'/ashington Post, Washington, 23 November, 1985 
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American nuclear superiority was indispensable in deterring 

Soviet probes thnt might hnve led to World War III. But 

fortunately that era is over, and we live in the age of 

nuclear parity, when each Super Power has the means to 

destroy the other and the rest of the world. 

In these strategic circumstc:;nces, Surrnni t meetings 

have become inevitable for pres~ervation and maintenance ....__. 

of vJOrld peace. No doubt, both the Super Powers have 

diametrically opposed ideological and geopolitical interests. 

There are lots of differences between them which can not 

be resolved. Yet, beth have one major goal in common-survival. 

Each has the key to the other •s very survival. Here an 

essential element of a new relationship is not sentin~ntal 

expressions of friendship but hardheaded mutual respect. 

In thiS context, a question hinges to one•s mind that can 

two Super Powers with diametrically opposed geopolitical 

interests;avoid war and develop a peaceful relntionship? 

Before ans~ering it is important to recognise first the 

6 major dangers which could lead to nuclear war. These can 

be : 

i) War by accident: where one side launches a nuclear 

attack because a mechanical malfunction creates 

6. Richurd Nixon, "Super PO\.,rer Summitry", 
Foreign ]?.ffairs, Fall 1985, pp. 1-11. 
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the mistaken impression that the other side 

has launched an attack; 

ii) Nuclear proliferation: which could put nuclear 

weapons in the hands of a leader of a minor 

revolutionary or territorist pm·rer who would be 

less restrained from using nuclear weapons than 

the major powers have been; 

iii) Escalation of small wars: in areas where the 

interests of the Super Powers are both involved, 

such as the t1iddle East and the Persian Gulf; 

iv) War by miscalculation: where a leader of one 

Super Po\ver underestimates the will of the leader 

of the other to take ultimate risks to defend his 

interests. 

In all four of these scenarious, the U.s. and the 

Soviet Union have a mutual interest in reducing the danger 

and risks which could lead to a nucleur war. Therefore, 

they are prepared to come to a Summit where they could play 

a constructive role. 

In the previous Summit, it was clearly indicated that 

the climate of the Super Powers• relations was steadily 



40 

deteriorating. There are many reasons for this development. 

Soviet expansionist policies in many regions of the world 

iS a pointer to this. Six months after the Vienna summit 

there was Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and that made 

arms control and other forms of cooperation at first 

difficult and lastly impossible. Relations were further 

exacerbated by a continuing Soviet military build up.7 

Under these conditions the basis for a productive 

u.s. - Soviet dialogue did not exist. Before such a 

dialogue could take place, several changes had to occur. 

The trends of the 1970s had to be reversed. Thus, the 

foundation for November's Summit wq.s five years• rebuilding 

of American strength in the economic, political as well as 

in the military spheres. Besides, the Summit was a testimonial 

to Alliance solidarity and cohesion also. 

Before the meeting a number of meetings were he+d at 

the Foreign Secretary level. The nuclear arms reduction 

talk, which the Soviets had broken off in Oecember 1983, 

7. Rozanne z. Ridgway, •• The Geneva Summit - A Testimonial 
to Alliance Solidarity 11

, NATO Review, no.6, December 
1985, pp. 1.;...4. 
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resumed in March, 1985; also series of regional experts• 

meetings, dealihg with the Middle East, Africa, Afghanistan, 

Asia and Latin America respectively. Last but not the 

least, the end of a transi ti.onal period of leadership in 

the Soviet Union and the accession of a new and vigorous 

leader made such a meeting more than an abstract p~ssibility. 8 

Having all these in mind, the US has been.seeking a more 

constructive long-term relationship with the Soviet Union. 

In January, 1984, Ronald Reagan said, "we must and will 

engage the Soviets in a dialogue that will serve to promote 

peace in troubled regions of the world, reduce the level 

of arms and build a constructive working relationship 11
• 

The u.s. had agreed to enter new negotiations,"on the 

whole range of questions concerning nuclear and outer space 

arms", and the u.s. Secretary of State, George Shultz and 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko discussed these questions 

in Geneva on 7-8 January, 1985 9 before the Geneva Summit. 

8. Victor B. Olason, 11 The Geneva Talks on Nuclear 
and Outer Space Weapons", NATO Review, no.1, 1985 
PP• 10-11. 

9. Text of Joint u.s. - u.s.s.R Statement on new 
nuclear and space arms talks, Geneva, 8 January, 
NATO Review. 
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January Communique 

AS the joint statement issued by them at Geneva in 

1985, January communique, they discussed the subject and 

objectives of the proposed u.s. - Soviet negotiations on 

nuclear and space arms at the next meeting. Both of them 

agreed that the subject of negotiations would be a complex 

of questions concerning space and nuclear arms, both 

strategic and INF, with all the questions considered and 

resolved ih their inter-relationship. It was agreed that 

the objective of the negoti2tions will be to work out 

effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in 

space and at limiting and reducing nuclear arms and at 

strengthening strategic stability. Shultz expressed the 

hope thztt the negotiations would ultimately 11 lead to the 

complete elimination of nuclear arms every where 11
• 

Later, a delegation from each side, divided into three 

groups, entered into a negotiation on 12 March, 1985. The 

groups were to address: (1) strategic offensive nuclear arms, 

INF, space and other defensive arms. In the START group US 

sought radical reductions in the numbers and destructive 

po\ver of strategic forces and was prepared to explore trade 

offer that would accommodate differences in the force and 
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structure of the two countries. (2) The US sought the 

elimination of or radical reductions in US and Soviet 

INF, and expressed its readiness to·pursue the lowest 

possible equal, global lirrli ts, (3) The U.s. intended 

to raise ground as well as space-based systems in the 

h . d f . 10 t 1r orum. 

In short, the u.s. wanted to reverse the erosion in 

the stability of the strategic relationship that has 

resulted from Soviet actions inconsistent with the spirit 

and letter of the ABM treaty, and from the continuing 

growth in Soviet offensive nuclear forces. Looking to 

the long term, the U.S.would discuss the possibility of 

moving away from a situution in which security rests on 

the threat of massive nuclear retaliation tm·Jards increased 

reliance on defehce as a basis for deterrence. 

Geneva Summit 

The agreement reached at Geneva on 7-8 January, was 

a useful first step in what would be a long completed 

10. Ibid. 
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negotiating process. {1} The US expanded the dialogue with 

Soviet Union and opened a forum where the arms control 

iss.ues dividing the two sides could be discussed. With 

regard to Reagan's strategic defence initiative, it was 

emphasised that this was a research programme, consistent 

with the ABM Treaty which held out the possibility of 

enhancing the ability to deter aggression against the u.s. 

or its allies. In thiS connection, the u.s. wished to 

discuss with the Soviet Union, the iSsue of space arms and 

the broader question of strategic defence, including existing 

Soviet defences. 

Lastly, the u.s. hoped that through this u.s. - Soviet 

dialogue, it could achieve deep reductions-of nuclear forces 

and strengthen strategic stability. Equally important, the 

u.s. would continue to press in diplomatic contacts with the 

Soviet Union for progress in the three other key areas . 
of u.s. - Soviet dialogue: regional problems, human rights 

and bilateral issues. 

Issues.Discussed in Geneva 19 November, 1985 

During the meeting a comprehensive discussion covered 

the basic questions of u.s. - Soviet relation and the current 
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international situation. In their meeting, agreement was 

reached on a number of specific issues~ 11 

1) Both leaders having discussed key security issues 

and aware of their responsibility for maintaining 

peace agreed that a nuclear war could not be won 

and must not be fought. Recognising that conflict 

between the two could have only catastrophic 

consequences, they emphasised the importance of 

preventing any war between them, whether it is 

nuclear or conventional. They would not seek to 

achieve military superiority. 

2) They discussed the negotiations on nuclear and 

space arms and they agreed to accelerate the work 

at these negotiations, with a view to accomplishing 

the task set down in the joint u.s. - Soviet Agreement 

of January 8, 1985, namely, to prevent an arms race 

in space and to terminate it on earth, to limit 

and reduce nuclear arms and enhance strategic 

stability. During the negotiation of these agreements 

11. Reagan-Gorbachev Summit Joint Statement, NATO Review, 
no.6, December, 1985, pp. 25-27. 
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effective measures for verificdtion of compliance 

with obligations assumed would be agreed upon. 

3) They agreed to study the question of risk taking 

into account the issues and developments in the 

Geneva negotiations. They took satisfaction in 

such recent steps in this direction as the modern­

isation of the Soviet - u.s. hotline. 

4) They reaffinned the commitment of the U.s.s.R. 

and u.s. to the Treaty of Non-proliferation of 

nuclear weapons and their interest in strengthening 

together with other countries, the non-proliferation 

regime, and in further enhancing of the treaty, 

inter ali2 by enlarging its membership. 

5) They asserted their commitment, assumed by them 

under the treaty on the non-proliferation of world 

to persue negotiations in good faith on matters of 

nuclear arms limitc.tion and disarmament in accordance 

with Article VI of the treaty~ 

6) They planned to continue to promote the strengthening 

of the international atomic energy agency and to 
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support the activit;ies of the agency in implementing 

safeguards as well as in promoting the peaceful 

uses of nuclear energy. 

7) In the context of discussing security problems, 

they reaffirmed that they were in favour of a 

general and complete prohibition of chemical 

weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles 

of such weapons. They agreed to accelerate efforts 

to conclude an effective and verifiable international 

convention on thiS matter. 

8) They agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on 

the level of experts on all aspects of such as 

chemical weapons ban, including the question of 

verification. They agreed to initiate a dialogue 

on preventing the proliferation of chemical weapons. 

Lastly, they also emphasized the importance they 

attached to the Vienna Mutual balanced force reduction, 

(MBFR) negotiations and expressed their willingness to work 

for positive results. 

Attaching great importance to the Stockholm conference 
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O'h c.okf[ cU"ffte. 

~and security building measures and disarmament in Europe, 

and noting the progress made there, the t\>TO sides stated 

their intention to facilitate, together with participation 

of other· States, an early and successful completion of the 

work of the conference. To this end, they reaffirmed the 

need for a document which would include mutually acceptable 

confidence and security building measures and give concrete 

expression and effect to the principle of non-use of force. 

In addition to these, they emphasized the need for 

continuing dialogue. Both agreed on the need to place on 

a regular basis and intensify dialogue at various levels. 

Along with meetings between the leaders of the two countries, 

they envisaged regular meetings between the U.s.s.R. Hinister 

of Foreign Affairs and Secretary of State as well as between 

the Heads of other Ministers and agencies. They agreed 

that the past visit of the Heads of Ministers and departments 

in such fields of protection of the environment had been 

useful. 

Apart from discussing strategic arms and its ban, they 

had recognised the importance of vieHS on regional issues 

at the expert level, they intended to expand the programmes 

of bilaterul exchanges, and also to develop-tru.de and economic 
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ties. Besides this they also agreed on cont~acts and 

exchanges on scientific, educational and cultural fields. 

They moreover, believed that there should be greater 

understanding among the peoples to this end. They showed 

their willingness to encourage greater travel and people 

to people contact. 

In short, the joint statement concluded with agreements 

on a number of bilateral issues, including nuclear power air 

safety measures, civil avitation, the opening of consulate · 

General in New Yorlc and Kiev; environment protection measures 4 

exchanges and contacts in the field of science, education, 

medicine and sports; and on the irqportance of developing 

international cooperation in obtaining energy from thermo­

nuclear fusion. 

Overall Assessment 

Measured against the hopes and expectations from the 

US perspective it was a success. Neither a 'breakthrough' 

nor a 'non-event', it was rather an important step forward 

in a continuing process, a milestone on the long, uphill 

road which jointly u.s. and Soviet Union were destined to 

travel together. 
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The pertinent question is that Summits, like other 

important events, do not take place in a vacuum. They 

must be understood in terms of the past.and are judged 

by their impact on the future. In themselves, they are 

not decisive events, but must be seen as part of a process. 

Above all, the agenda of the 19-20 November meeting 

~' was as the President had said, Shaped by the facts of this 
l\ 

century. Discussions covered the full range of ,issues that 

affect the u.s. - Soviet relationship .in one way or another, 

the most crucial was arms control. 

Most importantly, the work of the u.s. and Soviet 

negotiations in Geneva and the impetus given by new Soviet 

and u.s. proposals put forward in October and November. 

These proposals moved negotiations forward, and enabled u.s. 

to find areas of agreement. But the discussions showed that 

profound ditferences remained in all the major areas of the 

12 
Geneva negotiations. These were: 

1) In the field of strategic arms, the President 

underscored their commitment to deep mobilising 

12. A Report to the USSR Supreme Soviet session on the 
results of the Geneva Summit and the International 
situation NATO Re~, November 27, 1985,pp.163-89 
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reductions. Gorbachev asserted that the Soviet 

Union shared this objective. As a consequence, 

the joint statement issued at the close of the 

Summit records u.s. agreement on the goal of a 

fifty per cent reduction through not on the 

categories of weapons this reduction should 

encompass. Similarly it also holds out the 

possibility of that an interim agreement limiting 

the IN:F' missiles can be concluded without reference 

to progress in the other tv-m negotiations. The 

crucial need of verification in arms control 

agreements was also reaffirmed, an issue to which 

the u.s. attached particular importance. 

2) On Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI) the substantial 

conceptual differences remained. The Summit 

discussions had value because each leader had a 

chance to express his views first hand. Reagan 

expounded his vision of moving deterrence towards 

a more defensive mode and away from reliance on the 

threat of nuclear retaliation. He stressed particu­

larly that the u.s. did not seek superiority an 

affirmation that found expressions in the joint 

statement nor a first strike capability. The Soviet 
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leader for his part sought to lay out the Soviet 

concern raised by SDI. Moreover, President Reagan 

has stressed that the SDI research programme is 

designed to enhance allied as well as American 

security. 

3) The nuclear and space talks were the main focus 

of arms control discussions. The US reiterated 

to process in the mutual and balanced (i) force 

reduction talks in the conference on disarmament 

in Europe. The joint statement underline the need 

for concrete confidence building measures. u.s. 

agreed on the importance of a ban on chemical 

weapons and would look jointly at the ways to halt 

their proliferation. They·expres$ed their support 

for enhanced cooperation in support of the non-

proliferation treaty. (ii) They agreed to explore 

the concept of risk reduction centres first put 

forward by the two U .3. Senators, John ~'larner and 

Sam Nun. 13 

13. Rozanne L. Ridgway, " The Geneva Summit- A Testimonial 
to Alliance Solidarity", NATO Review, n. 6, December, 
1985, PP• 1-4. 
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The second major item on the agenda was regional 

issues. The wide ranging discussions were on'Kampuchea, 

Afghanistan, Central America, Southern Africa and the Middle 

East. From u.s. stand point of view these discussions are 

important for the overall relationship. They are important 

as regional conflicts have affected the Super Powers 

relationship adversely in other areas of mutual concern 

such as arms control etc. 

Thirdly, human rights was an essential agenda item 

in U.s. - Soviet Summit discussions at Geneva •. 

World Renction 

Here process won over subs4ance. It was seen widely 

by officials on both sides as a victory for Reagan who wanted 

to emphasise process and play down substance and a setback 

for Gorbachev who had staked so much personal prestige on 

an Gl.rms control breakthrough at the two days encounter. He 

was disappointed, when he failed to elicit concessions from 

Reagan ~n space based defences. By all accounts it did not 

work. The Soviet officials were of the opinion that he 

would revert to a long-term strategy of trying to turn u.s. 

allied opinion against Reagan •s SDI. Moreover, the b<Jo 
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leaders tqok the meetings into their own hands in a 

remarkable display of personal diplomacy. On substance, 

the two leaders developed a realistic understanding of 

the hard realities of their conflicts and made progress 

on nuclear control and regional disputes. 

·After the first ever Summit they took a positive view 

of the practice of regular Soviet - u.s. consultations on 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which had been 

constructive and expressing their intent to continue thiS 

practice in the future. Furthermore, an important result 

of Geneva was the mutual agreement that the dialogue should 

continue not only at the SuffirrQt, but at other levels as well. 

Moreover, the most significant fact is that a fresh 

start has been made. The question iS will it lead to a 

more stable constructive relationship that can be stabilised 

without the fluctuations that have so oft~n characterised 

u.s. - Soviet Union relations in the past? Will it prove 

the basis for meaningful arms agreements embodying substan­

tial reductions of offensive arms? Much depends on the both 

of them. They have differences based in values and philosophy 

and they are expressed across a broad range of interests. 
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Nonetheless, recognising these constraints, the u.s. 

believes there is the potential for a more constructive 

relationship, particularly in this field. 

Out of this a new approach of mutual accommodation 

in Soviet - American negotiations emerges the role of 

tru~t in moderating their global rivalry crucial in their 

conflict behaviour. Clearly, if each side does not feel 

it is gaining, at least as much as it conceeds, there will 

be no agreement at all. Here, the pertinent question is 

what is the world reaction to such an agreement between two 

leading powers of this planet? The dilemma in which both 

the Soviet Union and the u.s. find themselves is in a very 

real sense, the creation of their military hardliners. The 

Russians and some other \'larsa\v Governments have harped on 

the danger of war. The western countries also need to use 

a mounting rhetoric of military options for their otvn 

domestic purposes. Henry Grunwald quoted Salvadar de 

Maderiage as say.:Lng, 11 Nations do not distrust each other 

because they are armed, they are armed because they distrust 

each other••. And therefore to want-disarmament before a 

minimum of common agreement on fundamentals is an absurd 

as to want people to go undressed in Winter". 14 

14. The Ne"I:J York Times, quoted in International Herald 
Tribune, Paris, 11 December, 1984. 
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west European Countries 

Officials ahd specialists in western Europe have 

reacted cautiously to Gorbachev•s proposal to rid the 

globe of nuclear weapons by the end of the century. 

Interviews with disarmament anq foreign affairs specialists 

in several West European capitals indicated a considerable 

degree of confusion and skepticism about the intent of the 

Soviet le,ader •s plan. But interest in c..lCUl.rjyi~'ha _ details 

15 of the proposal is strong. 

Gonker Roelants, a spokesman for the Dutch foreign 

ministry said, "we welcome his plan and we will study it 

within the alliance, but it can be evaluated only after 

details are presented in a more definite form by the Soviets 

in Geneva 11
• Further referring to the latest round of u.s. 

Soviet arms talks, he said, "Gorbachev wants to convince 

he iS a peacemaker, always at the forefront with new 

proposals, but I think we are sophisticated enough to see 

behind his smile". 16 

15. 11 West Europeans cautions on Soviet Nuclear Plan, 11 

Los Angeles Times Services, International Herald 
Tribune, Paris 22nd January, 1986 

16. International Herald Tribune, Paris, January .2211986, 
quoted from Los Angeles Times Service by Tyler Harshall. 
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Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich of vlest Germany 

labelled the plan "very important" and called for consultations 

on it among the western allies. But he added that the 

plan appeared ambiguous on the security of nuclear countries 

in western Europe.1 7 

· In his opinion the Gorbachev plan calls for eliminating 

nuclear missiles in three steps. In the initial phase of 

five to eight years, the u.s. and Soviet Union would cut 

their strategic arsenals in half and agree to halt all 

nuclear testing. The two countries would also remove all 

intermediate range missiles aimed at based in Europe. 

In the next phase, other nuclear powers including 

Britain, France, and China would begin to cut back their 

nuclear weapons over a five year period. 

While arms control specialists on both sides of the 

Atlantic remain uncertain about exactly what new ground the 

Soviet proposals contain, Gorbachev seems to have softened 

Moscmv •s position on intermediate -range nuclear missiles. 

17. Ibid. 
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But there are also clear indications that Moscow 

has tied that softening and indeed the whole proposal to 

a commitment by the u.s. to give up development and testing, 

although not research of its strategic defence ini tia ti ve, 

which is popularly known as "Star Wars". 

Moreover, by calling for the elimination of u.s. 

and Soviet medium-rancJe nuclear weapons from Europe without 

demanding immediate compensation for Frenctl and British 

nuclear missiles, the Soviet proposal holds evident 

attraction to the u.s. allies. 18 

Lawrence Freedc. ,, professor of disarmament studies 

at Kings College at the University of London, said, 11 the 

apparent move on European missiles is more than I would 

have expected. The package iscertainly not negative. It 

conveys a sense that something more than positive is going 

on 11. 19 

Proposal, according to British foreign official, 

18. Ibid. 

19. Ibid. 
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"contains some quit: attractive new ideas with some 

tricky conditions".
20 

Britain repeatedly has rejected 

Soviet attempts to negotiate a reduction with the Russians 

of the British nuclear force until such time as MoscoH 

cuts its own misSile force substantially. British 

official said that: the disparity between Britain's 

192-warheads and Moscow's 10,000 would make any such 

exC.:rcise absurd. 

But they said the current Soviet offer to reduce 

its warheads by half would at least raise the prospect of 

. f t' . 21 a rev1.ev1 o nego 1.at1.ons. 

Besides, the other West European nuclear poHers ,.,ere 

more skeptical. The irr~alance between u.s. is so great 

that a fifty per cent cut makes no sense, said Stephane 

Chemelews'ky, a spokesman on Soviet affairs in the French 

Ministry of External Relations. "vie are not impressed by 

it is much more a propaganda exercise", he opined further. 22 

20. Ibid. 

21. Ibid. 

22. Ibid. 
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In a communique the leaders of Commonwealth countries 

welcomed the Super Powers• Sumnit in Geneva and stressed 

the importance of a "constructive and positive outcome". 23 

To them, the Summit voiced special concern that some 

countries might be the actual or potential manufacturers 

of chemical v1eapons and called for global and verifiable 

agreements to ban the development, production, stockpiling 

and use of chemical weapons. 

In his address to the U.N. General Assembly at 

its 40th anniversary, Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi pleaded 

that constructive disarmament proposals must be earnestly 

examined and hoped that the 11 Big Two'' talks would mark 

"the start of a purposeful dialogue and of a process of 

pulling back from the brink11
•
24 

He commended to the world 

leaders "the practical programme of disarmament" put 

forwarded by six nations in the Delhi Declaration earlier. 25 

23. Ibid. 

24. D.R .Goyal, ed., l\:uclear Disarmament: The Six ,Nation 
Initiative and the Blg Power Response, NeH Delhi,f987, 
P• lX - XlV. 

25. Ibid. __.___ 
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The members of the non-aligned movement are also of 

the opinion that co-existence should be there but international 

order and nuclear weapons race cannot go hand in hand. 

As the peace of the world is threatened by nuclear war, so 

is the prosperity of an economic crisis of unprecedented 
w 

gravity. The developing countries perceive the~rock of 

their security only in a diSarmed and nuclear-free world. 

In thiS context, the initiative of the six nations 

from four continents - Argentina, Mexico, Tanzania, Greece, 

Yogoslavia and India represented humanity's response to 

the dreadful prospect of annihilation of mankind. First 

expression of this initiative was a statement issued on 

May 22, 1984, which asserted that nuclear disarmament could 

not be treated as a concern of nuclear powers alone and 

appealed to two super Powers. To resume the deadlocked 

process of negotiations for arms limitations leading to 

disarmament. 26 In January 1985 in their first conference 

in New Delhi they attributed the findings about the impact 

of nuclear w rfare in recent atmospheric and biological 

26. D.R.Goyal, ed., Nuclear Disarmament: The Si~ Nation 
Initiative and the Big Powers Response, New Delhi, 
1987, pp. x-xiv. 



62 

studies which had made the prevention of nuclear war and 

dismantling of nucl•::=ar weapons a categorical imperative 

for human survival. In short, the Declaration called upon 

the nuclear power states to put a »halt to the testing, 

production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their 

deliverty systems", and insisted that it "must be immediately 

followed by substantial reduction in nuclear forces, leading 

to complete elimination of nuclear weapons and the final 

27 
goal of general a·nd complete disarmament". On the eve 

of the Geneva Summit on October 24, 1985, the Six sent 

a message to the two leaders ur:g_ing suspension of nuclear 

tests for a year. To remove the obstacles regarding 

verification they proposed to help by establishing "verification 

mechanisms on our theories" which could provide a high 

28 degree of certainty that testing programmes have ceased". 

They added further: "The world's highest expectations are 

focussed on our meeting at Geneva. All peoples and governments 

hope that you will be able to stop the deepening of tensions, 

27. Ibid. 

28. Ibid. -
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opening an era of peace and security for humanity. 

Thus one can conclude that the Summit was not a 

total failure, but rather a positive step towards attainment 

of the most important goal viz. nuclear disa~ament. 

Undoubtedly, i't expressed their intention to continue 

the· practice in future. 

The overall balancesheet of the Geneva negotiations 

was positive. The experience suggests that both sides 

should first and foremost refrain from actions, subverting 

what was achieved in Geneva, and refrain from actions 

which could block talks and depart from the existing 

constraints on the arms race. This calls inter alia for 

straight and honest compliance with the treaty on the 

~imitation of ABM systems and also the further mutual 

respect by the sides for the relevant provisions of the 

SALT-II Treaty. 

In fact, necessity to prevent an arms race in space, 

coupled with resolve to reduce nuclear arms motivated the 

two leaders - Reagan and Gorbachev~to meet at Reykjavik 

later. 



Chapter III 

Reykjavik Surmni t 
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The Swnmit meeting betvveen President Reagan and Soviet 

leader l"Iikhail Gorbachev, which took place at Reykjavik, the 

capital city of Iceland (October .11-12 ,1986), vvas marked by 

the presentation of the unprecendented Soviet prograrmne for 

elimination of all nuclear arms by the year 2000. On the u.s. 

side, this was matched by President Reagan's insistence on 

going ahead with his frightening strategic defence initiative 

(SDI) programme •
1 

It vPs a major political event in inter-

·national affairs, in the drive against the arms race, for 

the prohibition and elimination of nuclear vveapons and for 

the removal of war t11rea t hanging over entire humanity. The 

Soviet Union put nuclear disarmament and the ending of the 

arms race as top issues of world politics on the negotiating 

table at Reykjavik. It vras a v,rhole package of m::.jor propo-

sals, which, j_f accepted, \'!Ould h;:we ushered in a new epoch 

in ti1e life of hwnanity, that j_s one-vrithout nuclear arJTI..s .. 

Before leavinc~ ':.ashington, Reagan said: "we go to Reykjavik 

for peace. '.:le go to t~-Jis meet inc,; for freedom. 11.11d we go 

2 in hope. 11 

For the first time, the official Soviet Communist 

Party news paper ?.ca vd.a talked of' a drastic change for the 

1 Gorbachev's Television Adc!.ress to Soviet l:.Ublic, f:lain­
stream, 1 Novembc:r, 1986, Vol. XXV, No. 7, p. 27-53. 

2 The Hindu (r.bdras), 11 October, 1986. 
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better in Soviet-American relations and in the world as a 

whole. It stressed the realism and constructive approach 

displayed by both sides. noreover, in Reagan's words, it 

vvas "the last base camp" 3 on the -v.ay to a future Summit, a 

preparatory ph::::lse to the \iashincton Summit. 4 

Still there ~:vere plenty of stumbling blocks, including 

the fate of the shorter ran<'_:~e missiles which the Russians 

depl·oyed in Eastern Zurope after walking out of the INF and 

START talks in Geneva at the end of 1983. A deal on inter-

mediate range weapons vrould not be of much military signifi-

cance on the 1'-U.'\.TO side; at l2ast, the. cruise and Pershing-

IIS had alv,ays been seen as a political rather than a mili-

te.ry weapon, but it would be shown that the two men were 

capable of agreeing on something concrete. 

The t·res ident J.n<l his adv i;:.;ers believed that agreeing 

to a mutual b'ln on test:Lng would merely freeze a situation 

in whicll t:1e Soviet Union '.'fOUld have an advantage. But it 

is just possible tl'k.i.t the l!.S. might agree to some deal by 

'.vhich there ',·;ere fevver rests, or might agree to move tov.ards 

ratifico.tion of the threshold test ban treaty, which limits 

the siz.e of tests to yield of 150 kilotons. There might 

even be a move to reduce t11e tl1reshold d0\'!11 to 100 or 150 

kilotons thouc,l1 that would depend on some .Soviet move on 

8,. 
3 Hichael T·landelbaum( .Str-obe 

P'"yonr1 11 F-. 0"1··e 1· 0'"' ·. ·"'rr·., 1· 1 .. ,, 
..UIC:" ..A. ' CJ .i J. < ~J.. C... 0 ' 

4 Ibid. 

'I'albott, "Reykjavik and 
'i.id.Shington,J pp. 216-35 • 

'))o· 3, 1 qsr 
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verification.5 Besides, il.eagan believed in his personal 

charisrna 1.·Jl:-1ich v:ould give him ~(reater pov;er of persua tion and 

conviction in a face to face encounter. It is the reason why 

he v.Bs ulec:tsed v1i th the Geneva :::>: .. 'rnmi t and vfdnted to have the . ~ 

second in the series at F'Leykjavik. Further, the timing of 

the meeting just three ·weeks before the mid-term elections 

he viewed as a great advantage to himself. He ~oped for 

progress in arms control, in reducing Soviet offensive wea­

pons. Also, he calculated th:.lt as long as nuclear vieapons 

v.rere there somr:thing or some kind of testing \v-as inevitable. 

Similarly, the 3 oviet ob.j(:: cti ve at Reykjavik was to 

persuade Reagan to prolong the SALT-II agreement which was 

otherwise due to be breached in the follov,.-ing few v;e,·ks by 

the further installation ol:' cruise missiles on ,~meric::.m D-52 

born be rs. 

Apart from tl1is, th.e pres§ure on Gor~3.chev personally 

to reach an arms control agreement with Reagan \·ras c;rea ter 

than many in ~/lest appreciated. His economic reform pro-

[Sramme laid at the 27th Party Congress, simply could not be 

announced without a major reduction in arms spending, stopp-

ing the drain of the best sldlls, rna ter ials and other re­

sources to the military section and applying them to the 

civil sector. Fu:~thermore, hope for pro£,Tess on strategic 

arms control meant restraining the development of the American 

defensive system. Gorbachev moved into a decisive phase by 

5 Ibid. 
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a new 3ovit:t approc.1c~n to the problem by combinine; reductions 

in offensive strategic forces v.,itl1 constraints on strategic 

defences. 

Against this backgrou..nd, there were some barriers arising 

out of it. F'irstly, there were 3oviet and tb2 U.S. different 

perspectives on stratec;ic defences. 6 In the end, however, 

that may be irrelevant~ what counts much for arms control is 

the ability o:C both si c-Jes to come to an agreement for achiev-

ins internation<J.l security o.t o. lO\v'C?r level of armaments. 

Another obstacle rno.ximalist or delib:,rately utopian 

appro ch to arms control vrhich not only the U.S. but also 

the Soviet Union displayed. Eather than exploring the 

possible, both Super Pov,~C?rs p·.rhaps, motivated by the out-

burst of anti-nuclear public sentiments in vvestern societies 

durin;:,; the early 1980s, dem<:~nded the unattainable. \'!hereas 

F'leagan insisted on a shield e.c;ainst missile attack which 

would render nuclear missiles 11 impotent and obsolete". 7 

Gorbad1ev pleaded for the total elimj_nation of all nuclear 

v1ea:;:Jons by the year 2000. 

Dot11 notions contained an eler~1ent of real politilc in 

their instrur.rk':ntal effect, as tite U.S. President felt he had 

6 "L; • .S. -Soviet ;.;uclro:ar i:lrms control", SIPRI year boolc, 
Viorlcl .-·,rrnarnent anci Disarrnanent, 1987, p o 325-26. 

7 George Shultz, ".Lrogress at Heykjavjjz: U.S. 
.... -tr..,~~n 1 l··To-·e,.1·b->r 1 "'-='' 1ro., ""V N 7 
0 t.:.: a. .. ! ' " v .. l_ ' _/~Jf-)' \i ..1... .i\.1\. ' - 0. ' 

. - . II I- . Vl'2v;, -'aln-

P~). 33-35. 
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devised a gocx:l method both to strengthen the U.S. ani to 

extract concessions from the 3oviet Union. Moreover; the 

Soviet leader des ired to profit from anti -nuclear feelings 

in Western Europe by promoting, on tbe guise of a universal 

plan, the old Soviet objective of a nuclear free Europe. But 

as contributions to arms control, these initiatives, if they 

were intended ns sucl1, were counterproductive. 

The third obstacle in the path of reaching an agreement 

was the division within the U.S. Government and the unwilling­

ness or inability of the President to overcome it.8 Perhaps, 

some similar divisions might have existed vd.thin the Soviet 

leadership and government, and they might hc:,ve emerged if 

there had been a series of negotiations. As it vra.s, the 

Soviet Union vra.s able to display an increasingly coherent 

position vis -a -vis the U.S. administration. 

Reagan had cor;1e to the .Summit and gone home without 

yieldinc even tbe slic;htest concessj_on on SDI. By appearing 

to insist on progress in arms control as a condition for 

holding the Summit conference the Soviets· were trying to 

exert political and psychological pressure on Reagan, \'!hose 
.: 

interest in another meeting and in arms control accord was 

evident from his statements during the Spring and Summer. 

In a Czech newspaper Rude Provo, Gorbachev complained, "v;e 

have not moved an inch closer to an arms reduction agree-

8 I"'ichael I'-1andelbau'TI and St~obe Talbott, "Reyl{javik and 
Beyond 11

, Foreign Affairs, Washington, no. 3, 1987, 
pp. 216-35. 
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ment, despite all the offers made by the USSR 11 • 
9 Even as 

they seemed to h:::: stalling on a second Summit, the Soviets 

stepped up their propaganda on behalf of a moratoriuin on all 

nuclear testing and a phased reduction of nuclear ,,.:eapons 

that would lead to the elimination of both sides' arsenals. 

In January 1 985, in Geneva, Gromyko and Shultz had ·r-

insisted the:~t the issues of INF, strategic arms, and sp3.ce 

and defensive .systems had to be resolved 11 in their inter­

relationship" . 10 Yet starting with the Reagan and Gorbachev 

Summit of November, 1985, Soviet officials began saying they 

would be v:illing to settle for an interim INF agreement, 

progress toWJ.rds a nuclear test ban or perhaps even so 

called c mfidence building rn . ..::asures Stl.Ch as strengthened 

procedures for avoidinc the acciciental start of a v.ar in 

Europe. In sl.:.ort, tlle SoviEts seemed ambivalent about a 

future Summit. In fact, they did not v.Bnt -'co a]_lov; Reagan's 

su_pporters to claim, as they held 8.:lter tlle Geneva meeting, 

tba t staml :il1f, tQll Qnd ':~ oldin~ f i:cm had paid off and that 

Gorb3. chev had l\:nudded u1·::cr to tl1e Fres ident. At the same 

they 1.-.:er ~ v1orr ied a bout tl-:e consequences of yet another breal\:-

dov,n in .-::',ovic·t-American diplomacy. The men in the Kremlin 

are cxtn::mely conservative and deeply uncomfortable with 

d ts continuity, uncerta ini.ty, unpreclicta bili ty. The failure 

9 Ibid., pp. 218-19 

10 Ibid., p. 219. 
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to hold a follow up Sun:mlit v;ould represent all three. This 

a pc.rt they ··:Jere genuinely 110rr ied about the future of the 

nuclear competition. A respite from or perhaps a long-term 

arranGement for tht: regulation of that competition v.as impor-

tant if Gorbachev vrere tc have the per edyshka, or breathing 

space, tl1at he seemed to need in order to carry out his 
. 11 

domestic programme. 

Furthermore, the difficulties tbat the Soviets had 

experienced with Reag-an gave the Fresident a certain poli-

tical advantage in managing the domestic politics of an 

t · ~ l . d 12 I _,_ ~ d -'-t t agreemen li one vrere ac~ueve • n OGu:::r vvor s, an aG emp 

vas made by the tv1o to identify tbeir common areas and issues 

in arrrJ.S control, on '>Vhich progress could be made at the 

earlier Gen;,;va negotio.tions. 

Daniloff j_ssue: 

But before the Reykjavik Summit, it received a set 

back vrith the arrest of i>merican journalist Nicholas [aniloff 

by KGB officials in Ho.scow on charges of espionage, in 

return for the seizw.~e of a Soviet physicist Gennadi zakharov, 

for ·allegation of similar offence, as attempting to purchase 

11 Arnold Horlick, 11 U.S. -Soviet Relations: The Return of 
Arms Control", Foreign Affairs, 1\merica and the World, 
198L~. Seweryn Dialer and Joan Afferica, 4 'I'he Genesis of 
Gorbachev's \'lorld1 Fo:ceic;n 1~ffairs, ' 

1985. 
12 Ibid., p. 220. 
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intelligence secrets from an agent who had been working for 

the FBI. 13 There 1v8.S a widespread resentment against the 

arrest. The u.s. Ambassador to the U.N. then called on his 

Soviet counterpart and deli ve1~ed an oral message demanding 

the reduction of the staff strength of the Soviet permanent 

mission at the U.N. by twentyfive. The Soviet permanent 

representative, 111e:xander Belongov, branded the U.S. action 

illegal and issued a ~,,arning at a press conference in New 

York. This kind of behaviour ca:rmot but evoke condenmation. 

Nor can it reme,in ·without consequences. Shevardnadze, Soviet 

Foreign I>Iinister said, n-,ve v.Jill not use other sharper words, 

but will say frankly th::~ t if the U.S. side believes that it 

can act arbitr<:?..rily with impunity, it is mistaken that 

action will not be left unansv">0red 11 •
14 Moreover, Daniloff's 

imprisom:Jent poisoned the atmosphere and complicated the 

agenda of the meeting. 

J.Ios cow had prolonged tlle tens ion in Vlashington and 

among v'U.lnera ble 1\.mericans by adding that the retaliatory 

step vmuld not be taken in haste without regard for the hope 

and po.ssi1Ji1ity oi' a coordin~~tcd move by the two Super Po1·..ers 

to mal-ce the v:orld a safer lJL:(ce to live in by reducing their 

overflowing nuclear arsenals. The Soviets have be en lceen on 

a m2eting betv.reen Gorbachev and FTesident Fleagan at Heykjavik 

and it seemecl confidently that the event could come off in-

13 Ibid. 

14 Deccan Herald, 7 October, 1 986. 
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spite of the Zakharov-Daniloff affair. 

A problem arose out of this because the u.s. resented 

to a mass exDulsion of Soviet diplomats from the U.N. appa-

rently in retaliation to the arrest of Daniloff in IVloscow 

that if the U.S. Government v.as allowed to get avra.y with 

this, one of the essential aspects of the 1947 agreement 

between u.s. and the U.N. would have been defaced. 

All these activities could be called e;ame of one-up-

manship between two intelligence agencies - the CIA and the 

KGB. Neither Reagan nor any of his top advisors v;as av.are 

of the arrest of Zakh.arov and therefore its possible conse-

quences could not be foreseen and g_uarded against. S~milarly, 

the KGB, for its own reasons did not consult Gorbachev be-

fore tah:ing D3.niloff into custody. 

From the above fact it is clear tha.t the Soviet leader-

ship v.as not interested in the speculation a bout the state 

of Reagan's foresight and knowledge of the chain of events 

that started with the arrest oi Zalcharov. Further, the 

whole affair was a concerned plot to create favourable con-

ditions for another explosion of anti-Sovietism in the u.s. 

and was naimed at thv'.Brting Soviet-American dialogue and a 

possible Summit" •15 

In short, Daniloff's imprisonment poisoned the atmos-

phere and complicated the agenda of the meeting. The depth 

15 "Disarmament meet: U.S. Thvt:...lrts Consensus 11 , Hainstream, 
2 July, . 1988, pp o 5, 30. 
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of hostility and mistrust bet·w-een the Soviet-,American rela-

tions often appear to exemplify Hurphy' s La.w. 1dhat can go 

',vrong, does go wrong and at the worst possible time over the 

years much has gone wrong, often scuttling the best laid 

plans of statesmen on both sides. The U-2 incident of Hay, 

1960 led Kbrus che v to storm out of the Par is Summit. The 

Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August, 1968 delayed 

agreement to be held in the SALT. The invasion of Afgha-

nistan virtually guaranteed that the U.S. Senate would not 

ratify tl1e S.il..LT II treaty, and the dovming of a Korean Air-

liner in September, 1983 impeded Shultz's effort to reengage 

the Soviet Gnion in quiet diplomacy on a variety of bilateral 

and ree;ional issues. 

In sum, Jor all the preva:.i_ling differences among them 

these incicil2nts h~td three major important features in common 

which they shared wi tl1 the Daniloff affair: 

(1) the Kremlin's concern with security, 

(2) if ,_,,rJ1at the Soviets do leads to 2. crisis in their 

relc::,tions with the U.S. they are quick to blame 

'ilashincton, 

(3) the dL:::,ruption in relations has ah,ays proved 

temporary. 16 

In a series of coEE1unications with the 1:1hite House 

before DanilofJ 1.v8.S allo\ved to leave the 

16 Ibid. 

IT Q ,-, 7.:J u.I-....J • .,::)ei.\.., Gorbachev 
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expressed irritation over tbe uproar in the U.S. that the 

journalist's detentj_on had yrovoked, but also frustration and 

impatience that the U.S.-Soviet relationship should so often 

seem to delay deliberate, coherent management from the tap. 

In a letter to Lonald Reagan on September 19, 1986 Gorbachev 

wrote of the n12ed for the tv1o leaders to involve themselvGs 

personally, so as to impart an 'impulse' to the stalled dip­

loma~ic process.17 He proposed a Reykjavil\: Summit as a pre-

p::.lrathm for · ..... Z:l.shinc:ton Summit. Hoacan v.c.s immediately in-

clined to accept. 

On 29th September, Daniloff was finally released and 

Zakharov returned home. The complexity of events \·Jere charac-

teristic of both the Soviet Union's conceptual framevmrk and 

Gorbachev's challence to American policy. 

The Soviets had led American officials to expect that 

INF vrould be the focal point of the meeting. Since the 

Geneva Summit in 1985, the Soviets had been hinting, and 

flatly stating sometimes that Gorbachev v.e.s prepared to sign 

a separate INF agreement delinl\:ed from other arms con irol 

issues. As it ,.,iB.s vi tally important in the politics of N\TO, 

the s ¢alled Euro missiles symbolised America's commitment 

to u:::.e its ovm nuclear \v-eapons to protect Western Europe. 

Conversely, t:1e Soviet campaign to block the American deploy-

ments 1·/8.S part of a brooder effort to encourage the nctecoup]j))j 

17 International Herald Tribune, Paris, 11 October, 1986. 
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18 
of the u.s. from Europe 11 

When the time v,as ripe to make a deal that vrould be 

the centre piece of a .Sunnni t, Shultz and Shevardnadze v.rere 

dra"'m. toward INF. The negotiations were crafted to the 

immediate diploma tic neC?d to achieve a concrete agreement 

to focus on the important military questions at stake vrhe-

ther the u.s. should spend billions on developing exotic 

anti-ballistic missile systems and whether the Soviet Union 

would have to spend comparable sums on cot.J.nter measures or 

not? 

.Strancely enough, when Heac,;an arrived at the Suinrni t 

meeting he found INF -v;as not the main i tern nor did it have 

priori t:/ over other strategic j_ssues. 

Before the Sumrni t , the wm~ ld speculation v{c:l s u a grand 

compromise 11 , i1i \·vhich the U.s. would accept significant 

constraints on SDI in exchan::;e for equally significant re-

ductions in Soviet offensive forces. The Soviet incentive 

for such a compromise v;as cle2r as an Awerican defensive 

system, C?ven if it '.-.. •ere not particularly effective, 1;10uld 

force the Y,remlin into an expensive and potentially disPup­

tive round of the arms race. 1-loreover, SDI rep:re,sented a 

new kind of competition in exotic technology, where the 

advantage, at least, initially vrould be with the U.s. The 

most important fact v:as that those 'dhO pondered over the 

18 · PLakesh Gupta, 3 ovic t Policies in the _;ip:htie.s, ~ atr iot 
fublishc:r, New Delhl, 1987, p. 89. 
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possibilities for such a compromise had never been certain 

about hOVl far the Soviets would go in offering to reduce 

their most threatened offensive vieapons in order to obtain 

restraints on American defences. 

Issues discussed: 

A vmole s'et of important measures vvas put forward at 

the 'Reykjavik Summit. The discussion 1rJ8.S no longer about 

limiting nuclear ar;ns race, as vras the case with the SALT-I, 

SALT-II and other previous treaties, but about the elimina-

tion of nuclear vreapons v1i thin a comparatively short-period 

of time as evident from the following:19 

(1) The first Soviet proposal vas with regard to strategic 

offensive weapons. Gorbachev expressed Soviet desire to 

reduce them by fifty per· cent v1itl1in the next five years. 

The stratec;ic weapons on land, ,.,ater and the air v10Uld be 

ho.lved. I-Ie agreed to 2. major conce:3sions by revoking the 

previous demand that the strategic equation include _a_merican 

medium range missiles reaching Soviet territory and American 

forvJB.rd based systems. 

(2) Secondly, in dealing 1vi th medium range missiles, Gorba-

chev sugcested to Ftec..gan that the Soviet and American missi-

les ·of tl-Jis class in .2urope be completely eliminated. 

19 Speech by f.iilchail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the 
CPSU Cent:r·al Committee, on Soviet Television on 14 
October, 1986. 
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(3) Thirdly, the question raised by Gorbachev was regard-

ing the exi ::;ting ABH and Nuclc:•ar Test Ban Treaty. The Soviet 

approc.ch was: since both the Super PovJers -.."'ere entering a 

totally nevr si tu<J.tion which would witness the beginning of 

subptantial reductions in nuclear tveapons and their complete 

elimination in the foreseeable future .it va.s necessary to 

protect onc.?self from any unc.?xpectc.?d developments. 

(4) Both pled.:;ed to seek cuts in their strategic nuclear 

forces by fifty per cent, to try to neg,otiate an interim 

a gre c.?ment on INF' and, in addition, to prevent an arms race 

in space , :~mel c ncl :L t on eo. rth. 20 

(5) Both sicles f<J.vour8d mcxlernisation restraints but with 

a: different bj_as: the Soviet Union hav~ng completed a major 

missile modernisation programme ,_.,anted to prohibit <J.ll nev1, 

untested strategic weapons; tlle u.s. which \·,e.s just beginn-

ing its ovm force of modernisation insisted that only new 

heavy and mobile ICBrvls should be so prol1ibi ted. 

(6) \'.li-tl1 reeard to INF, the Soviet Union, \·rhile prep:tred 

to accept a force up to 120 cruise missiles in Viestern Burope, 

insisted that it needed a similar SS-20 force plus sufficient 

INF to compensa-te for the British and French strategic forces. 

Apart from these differences existing bet,,.-een the two, 

on 15th January, 1986, 2 oviet leader Gorbachev launched a 

major, ar,1bitious proposal, sug[e;esting a detailed schedule to 

20 U .3. -Sovic.?t nuclear arms control - SIPRI Yec::.rbool-::: 1937: 
1:/orld iirrnaments and Disarm3.Jnent, pp:-325-26. 
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achieve the total abolition of nuclear 1veapons by the year 

2000. The main j_nitial step of halving the strategic arsenals 

of both Supc:r Pov:ers ··:Jas still tied to restrictions on .SDI. 

However, such a reduction vJ8-s possible only if both the USSR 

and the U.S. renounced the development, testing and deploy-

ment of space strike ~-.€apons. Yet the proposal also con-

tained important ne•H moves, which, though still far from 

meeting ';vestern demands, indicated a Soviet readiness to get 

t . t" . 21 nego 1a 1ons mov1ng. 

In particular, this applied to an area v.,rhich the G€ne-

ral Secretary had signed on previous occasions for treatment 

sep:lrated from the SDI impasse: D•IFS. itlhat N\TO's military 

experts had feared and advocated and what Reagan had made 

the official position in the INF negotiations since 1981 V\6S 

nov.,r being proposed from Noscov.,r a zero solution for all INF in 

Europe. 

Even then the initiatives still did not quite bridge 

the gap be~ tween tl;.e former Soviet and U.s. positions: Gorba-

chev sl101,,€d no readiness to reduce Soviet INF right to build 

up their own Il\JF forces to compc=nsate for British and French 

strategic forces to be frozen at their present level. At 

the same time, ho'v,Jever, this v,as the first Soviet proposal 

suggesting the total disapp;::arance of the Soviet SS-20 rnis-

sile in the Zuropean zone - a decisive departure from all 

previous sta ternents. 

21· · Reprinted in, Neues Deutschland, 16th January, 1986. 
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One of the most important elements was the issue of 

verification. 1:/hereas Soviet l~::.aders before Gorbachev had 

shown $ome readiness in individual cases to accept a degree 

of on-site inspection, he \·.as the first to forn1u1ate Soviet 

readiness for comprehensive verification. All the steps in 

his disarmament nlan vl2re to be subject to verification by 
' .l. 

national means as v;ell as through on site inspection. And 

Gorbachev even stated ttat the Soviet Union \-.BS prepared to 

agree to any additional means of verification. 

Overall Ou.tcome: 

Soon after the Reykjavik meeting \..as oyer, its results, 

consequences were in the centre of world public attention • 

.bverybody wanted to know: what happened? i'Jhat results did 

it yield? ~'lhat would the world be like after it? Would it 

lead to f·u.rther successful Summit meetings in the future and 

serve the actual purpose in the truer sense? To ansv;er all 

the above questions one can clearly examine the issues discus-

sed at Reykjavik and the ultimate conclusion to which both 

could have come. 

In the first pl<:.ce, Gorbachev had proposed totally 

different kinds of restrlctiol'...s at different times, from 

vJbat Americans 1-rc:mted as regards to reductions of offensive 

forces. Their c;1ief grol v.as restraints on defensive systems, 

more catec;prically the Ar:1erican SDI. 



- 80 -

Secondly, earlier in 1985, Gorbachev , .. ,anted a complete 

ban on nspace strike arms 1122 including all laboratory re­

search etc. Later he stated that 11 fundamental 1123 research 

might be allavJed in respect of strategic defence. }fe proposed 

an extension of the ABT'I treaty, signed in 1972, for a period 

24 of 15-20 years, then for 11up to 15 years 11 • In a letter to 

Gorbachev in July, 1986, Reagan proposed continuing the ABI•1 

treaty for seven and a half years and neither side would be 

able to withdraw during that period. The question of dura-

tion was obviously amenable to compromise. The two could 

split the differences and arrive at a figure of 10 years and 

they did so at Reykjavik. But that did not resolve the 

different question of what the ABr1i treaty actually permitted 

in the way of research, dr:::velopment and testing of high­

technology space based defensive systems. It v.as over this 

issue that the Reykjavik meeting collapsed. 

Thirdly, on the crucial issue of SDI, from the Soviet 

I' view, Reagan s position mec..nt that the U.S. v.as not willing 

to pay any appreciable price in defensive-restraints to get 

offensive reductions. Heagan's agreement to delay SDI deploy­

ment for ten years and adhere to the ABN treaty depended on 

t11e complete elimination of all ballistic missiles vrithin 

that 10 years periodo I-'ioreover, Reagan's understanding of 

22 Ibid., p. 227. 

23 Time, September, 1985. 

24 · Ibid. 
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the ABM Treaty differed sharply not only from that of the 

Soviets but also from the interpretation of a number of key 

members of Congress and even of the Americans who negotia­

ted the treaty in the early 1970s. 

After the meeting, U.s. administration spokesman main­

tained that the 'I' rea ty gave the U.s. the right to conduct 

research and develop, test the SDI system and its components. 

'So when the 10 years moratorium ended, the U.s. might have 

s orne sort of defensive system really to put in place. Faced 

with that prospect, the Soviets would have no incentive to 

reduce their offensive forces. Quite the contrary, they 

would have every reason to increase their arsenal of offen­

sive weapons; for in order to deter the u.s., the Soviets 

believed, they must be able to penetrate and overwhelm vJhat­

ever defences the U.S. would eventually deploy. Thus, 

Reagan '.s position on the defensive half of the grand comp­

romise at Reykjavik came do1-vn to a refusal to accept any of 

the restraints and SDI that the Soviets v..anted. Furthermore, 

hi.s· main concerns seemed to be protecting SDI from Soviet 

efforts to :'Idll" it. In an intervie1"' published in ~' 

Gera'rct Smith, Chief American n,-:e;otiator, said, "there could 

be testine;, outsicle the laboratory of some new technology 

and devices, as long as they v;-ere not components of a deplo­

yable system. Defining components may· be a l~ey element in 

the ongoing negotiation, but between the Soviets current 

laboratory definition of permissible research and the adminis-

tra t ion's claim that anything e;oe s, there should be a way of 
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accommodating Gorbachev's fear and Reagan's dream." 

In contrast to the Geneva Summit, the item, arms 

control in agenda i¥3-S relegated to seconq.ary importance. 

Gorbachev' s concessions on medium range missiles v(cls perhaps 

the most important one. But in fact, by trying these con­

cessions to a package deal on the SDI, he put the onus of 

failure on Reagan and made the President's commitment to 

missile defence appear to be the greatest stumbling block to 

any final agreement. 

For Gorbachev, the preparations for the Summit helped 

to formulate a platform which led to the ultimate success. 

:.·1ore over, the infamous SDI became more conspicuous as a symbol 

of obstruction 'in the way of peace, as a concentrated expres­

s ion of militaristic designs and the 1.mwillingness to avert 

the nuclear threat looming large over maru{ind. 

For the u.s. it v(cls an extraordinary event, it could 

set the stage for a major advance in U.S. and Soviet Union 

relations. So far Reagan had refused to compromise and 

vowed not to use the SDI as a bargaining chip, yet a combi­

nation of factors viz. the soberting experience, mounting 

budgetary constraints, ,,'est European pressure and a desire 

to secure Reagan's place in history as a 11peace President" 

might have even caused him to reconsider at Reykjavik. In 

addition, a more assertive Congress and his stBtus as a lame 

duck' President could increasingly erode his bargaining 
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leverage. Further, his vision of making nuclear v.€apons 

"impotent and obsolete" as opposed to building an imperfect 

defence for missile silos involved teclmology that v!Ould not 

be available 1.mtil the end of the century. And consequently 

if he could afford to accept a 10 year moratorium on testing 

and developing missile defences, as discussed at Reykjavik, 

without sacrificing his longterm dream, laboratory research 

would continue and deployment could be left for future nego-

tiation. In sum, it 1tfclS a historic opportunity vrhich 1,;8.S 

not' lost at Reykjavik. It \vas still "within the grasp1125 

said Reagan. To him what vvBspeeded then v12re not mutual 

recriminations but renewed commitments on both sides to 

build on the substance of progress made at Reykjavik. The 

possibilities for significant progress in stabilising rela-

tions had increased but so also the cost of overconfidence 

and amateurism. 

George Shultz elaborated on Reagan's proposal about 

postponing deployment of a strategic defence system for 10 

years in conjunction with fifty per cent reductions of stra-

tegic forces over the first five years, and the elimination 

of all U.S. and Soviet ballistic missiles over the second 

five years. He also agreed to continue to abide by ABH 

Treaty on the SDI. A quest ion was raised in the minds of 

Americans, in ·walking avvBy from a quick deal on Reykjavilc 

25 Jyotsna Saksena,vF:.eykjavik, Euromissiles and V/est Euro­
pean Security; Strategic Analysis, January, 1987, Vol. 
XI, No. 10, pp. 1185-98. 



- 84 -

•:rhether the Americans reached the end of the road or ;not? 

The reply ,yas in near negation. As the Americans said, they 

~;,"ere prepared to build on the work done there and durin.:; the 

months preceeding the meeting, the real significance of 

26 Reykjavik was that both the Super Po,,Jers got so close. 

In his Press Conference at the conclusion of Summit 

and later on at his 14th October's televised speech, Gorba-

chev made clear that he vJ8.s not closing the door, mainly f'or-

two reasons. Firstly, he could not rule out the possibility 

of coming to an understanding 1·,rith the U.S. without funda-

mentally altering the assumptions underguarding his overall 

foreign and domestic policies. Secondly, v1ere he to secure 

Reagan's assent to an important arms control accord, arms 

control's validity and need would no longer be ina jor American 

issues, as they had been since the early 1970s. 

The impasse at Reykjavil: h8.d been greatly exaggerated. 

Hather it vrould be more correct to say that Reykjavil~ v,ras not 

a failure. Gn the contrary, the meeting sho1ved how much 

could be achieved given enough political will on both sides .. 

Both the Super Powers 112d significantly narro·wed their 

differences on INFS, testin£; and deep cuts in offensive 

nuclee:i.r mj_ssile accord. Question v!8s: whether Reagan 1·.as 

using the SDI as a leverage? \vas the President's commitment 

to the SDI absolute? The alternative before Reagaa v-Ps deep 

26 "Progress at ;=leykjavik: u.s. View", Hainstream, November 
appeared in the New York Times, by U .0 • .::iecretary of 
State George Shultz. 
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cuts in offensive vreapons and some constraints on the SDI or 

no accord on strategic arms during his administration. 

World Reaction: 

German Democratic Republic considered the meeting at 

Reykjavik between the two Super Po-wers as a major political 

event of extraordinary importance in the strue;gle to end 

the arms race and to prohibit and abolish nuclear v;eapons. 

They comn.1ended the constructive and bold Soviet appr each to 

resolving the vi tal questions affecting mankind and declared 

that the \'!estern democratic attitude on the part of the 

S .. u . 27 OVle""C nlon. 

The Warsa .,.., Treaty States supported the position taken 

at the meeting by the Soviet Union for a radical reduction 
i 

in strategic offensive \.\12apons. They supported the Soviet 

demand that ''reliable verj_ficc.tion be guaranteed of the 

package of mc:asures proposed 11 • 
28 

\'lest Germany v ievred l{eykja vik already a turning point 

in histor:/ in East-':iest relations and in alliance policy. 

A GovernmC?nt security policy formulo.tor said: 11 The heal t..hy 

thing in Reykjavil\: v.as th<:it v;e saw clearly what the Euro-

27 Statement by the Politburo of the SRD Central Committee, 
the Council o~ State o.nd the Council of I-iinis ters of 
the CDR of 2.2 October, 1986, Neues Deutschland, 14 
October, 1986. 

28 The coE1munique issued by the meeting of the Foreign 
I-Iinisters' committee of the 1ilarsaw Treaty States held 
on 14 and 15 October in Bucharest, News Deutschland, 
16 October, 1986. 
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peans must do. We sa·v1 that the Super Po-v;ers are ready to 

negotiate over the ·heads of the Europeans, ready to call in-

to questions the entire strategy vre have been operated on." 

To Bangladesh Times it appeared as na preparatory step to 

the full ·blo·wn Summit". vlest European and l\IATO countries 

vrere more cautious and did not expect any positive outcome 

from the Summit. 

According to Korea Herald 29 Reykjavik v.as a break-

through regardless of what it will be called a hurry up 

meeting, a one-on-one meeting or a preparatory· Summit. "The 

question of disarmament is so urgent that"~ said "it is 

better to start s ornewhere 11 • According to Nev1 York Times, 

perhaps the main lesson of il.eykjavik wa.s that the conces-

s ions there vrere more substantial than those in any other 

East-':Iest arms conference since \·/orld \·Jar II, and that they 

st{ll held the promise not of a 11 world without nuclear 

weapons 11 . or 11a shield for the human race 11 • 

~0 

For Los Angeles Times 5 ''Reykjavik ho·wever was merely 

the be ginning of the most promising phase in the 1 ong and 

discouraging history of nuclear diplomacy and at least it 

offered s orne lessons". 

India \.PS glad to see that the two giant pov;ers had 

resumed their efforts to make progress tov,ards. disarmament 

29 Korea Herald, Seoul, 2 October 1986. 

30 Quoted from Los Angeles Times Service, 30 September, 
1986. International Herald Tribune, Peris, 1, October, 
1986. 
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at Reykjavik. She also hoped that at their next meeting, 

both of them would reach "important and meaningful agree­

ments". 

Follovring the world reaction to the major events, 

. question' crops up in one's mind what \,vould be the future 

prospect after Reykjavik, which had occupied greater impor­

tance. Eminent American specialists on international 

affairs, r·1cGeorge Bundy, George F. Kennan, Robert S. I1lc 

Namara and Gerard C. Smith told New York Ti~ that "to 

them, the Iceland Sumrai t meeting offered an opportunity for 

progress in the reduction of nuclear dangers more promising 

than any since the imperfect effort for international 

control of atomic energy broke down under Stalin's rejec­

tion 40 years ago" • 

On the surface, t~e meeting produced first a picture 

of disappointing impasse and then a busy public relations 

campaign on both sides. But still, it had marked real 

progress and continued hope. 

Earlier, Americans viev;ed that there v.Jas a radical 

incompatibility betv.reen Reagan's initial dream of a leak 

proof strategic defence. They asserted that "it is 

possible to reach c;ood aweements or possible to insist on 

the Star ~Tars programme as it stands but wholly impossible 

to do both "• This propos it ion seems amply confirmed by 

Iceland. He was clear that the Soviet Government had no 

in ;:.ention of reaching major arms conti'ol agreement that 
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reduced its strategic forces tml2ss and until it could get 

acceptable constraints on strategic defence. 

But it \#S not a total failure. The encounter had 

more hopeful lessons. The SDI had proved to be a powerful 

barcaining lever. If indeed the Soviet government could 

have satisfactory constraints on strategic dei·ence, it 

would be ready to conclude agreements greatly reducing 

offensive forces. From.vJhat had b('jen revealed, there was 

little possibi_lity of reachinc; an agreement. There vtls 

reason to doubt A1nerican reports that extraordinary progress 

1,.;as made, and much of it by positive chunges in Soviet 

po.sitions. 

On SDI, the question whether the Iceland impasse on 
. 

strategic defence vfJ.S as much an obstacle as it seemed, the 

Americans pointed out that Gorbachev's fear v.as baseless. 

The H.ekjav ik Sur,Imi t made it clear tlla t Hoscow' s primary 

goal vtas to protect the Soviet Union against deployment of 

offensive and defensive systems that might create a U.s. 

f irs't strike capability. 

In sum, both sides v•,rere willing to at:,ree that there 

was no need of early strategic defence deployment. The 

proposals made in Iceland suggested that the next decade 

should be used to make great reductions of ballistic 

missiles. 

There \·,-as more over anot:1er confusion a bout what the 

SDI \:,as designed to do. Reagan first spo~\:e of a defence 
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so strong that the American people would be truly safe from 

Soviet missile forces. 

· Indeed, there 1,,as hard work ahead. It is much easier 

to cut the number of offensive missiles in half than to go 

all t11e way to zero, and both sides in the end may need 

small offensive forces as general assurance against secret 

deploY:ments by anyone. It is also easier to call for agreed 

long-term control of strategic defence than to state its 

proper terms. 

Thus, it ·was necessary for both to look again at their 

opportunities and their fears. The Americans in particular 

should take a hard look at the real record and prospects of 

the SDI. The President Reagan recognised the limits as well 

as the strategy of this bargaining lever. 

I'1ore over, the challenge of the Iceland meet in[; ~,,as to 

rise above its frustration and begin<;:~. determined search 

for v£J.ys to fulfil its hope and lead to a full-fledged 
I 

future summit with the same objective and success. 



Chapter IV 

WASHlliGTON SUiv'WliT 
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After Reykjavik Surmnit, tbe U .S.-Soviet leaders met 

at i;~ashington for an arms reduction agreement culminating 

into signing of the INF treaty. It 1tJas the nuclear arms 

and came almost eight years after SALT-II. For the first 

time instead of 1 arms control 1 , the concept 1 arms reduction 1 

became the main theme for the summit. More important thing 

~as the theme for President Reagan had reiterated his keen 

desire for S.tra tegic .Arms Reduction Talks (ST.A.RT) in the 

Summit. Accordingly, on December 8, 1987, Reagan and 

Gorbachev signed INF treaty eliminating medium range and 

shorter range nuclear missiles. Under the terms of the 

accord theU.S. agreed'to scrap 396Pershing-2 and land-

based cruise missiles deployed on West Germany, Britain, Italy 

and Belgium. Similarly, the Soviet Union agreed to eliminate 

683 milliles, about 50 of which are deployed in East Germany 

and Czecho slovalda. 1 

The lliF Treaty became possible for the two leaders 

realised the imperatives of political self-interest and the 

burden of the arms race on their nations respectively. More­

over, Reagan was himself conscious of his term of Presidency 

----·-·---
1. O.N .Mehrotra, "The INF Treaty: A Step Toward Nuclear Arms 

Reduction", §.trategi.G.....:Sn.al~is (New Delhi), Vol.XI, No.12 
March 1988, pp.TJb~-77. 
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and in case of Go rbachev he YJas in teres ted in .Qla.§.§.nost_2 

I • 3 
(openness) and t§l:_~stmjJ.@ (economic reconstruction) to 

establish the spectacular achievements in their socio-

economic structure. 

The Summit symbolises the supremacy gained by the 

"disarmament" approach in ending the nuclear arms race. 

Till noYJ, the d·ominant philosophy on the nuclear arms 

limitation bas been the "arms control" approach YJhicb 

sought to manage arms race rather than eliminate it. 

Instead of eliminating the threat of a nuclear YJar, the 

arms control stimulated the nuclear arms racee 

It -was in 1982 that an attempt was made to negotiate 

INF Treaty. But it faile:i for American embargo on the supply 

·of critical materials for the construction of the Siberian 

gas pipeline. Again, the 1983 proved a crucial year as it 

YJas in doubt to decide whether and ho-w to implement its 

1979 commitment based on "double track" approach envisaging 

deployment of ne-w American nuclear missiles only if negotia­

tions on INF failed .'the t-wo super po-wers failed to reach an 

----~-

2. Glassnost: openness in existing system, viz., political, 
cultural, introduced by Gorbachev in 1988. 

3. Perestroika: restructuring of economic system in particu­
lar. As such individual Soviet enterprises must aim at 
being self-supporting and self-financing, state subsidies 
are to be cut as units learn to make their own profits, 
melt their financial commitments to the state and use 
their own profits for expansion and social programmes. 
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agreement on intermediate-range nuclear -weapons in the 

stipulated period and therefore the West Germany Parliament 

approved the deployment of new J.me rican nuclear missiles on 

November 22, 1983. The very next day the Soviet announced 

its decision to boycott the Geneva talks. Here, in this 

context one can estimate the importance of the Euro­

strategic Hissile debate known as ''Euromissile Crisis".4 

The Euromissile issue was first raised by HeJ.r¥lJt 

Schmidt, the then Chancellor of West Gennany irt October 1977. 

He advocated for inclusion of Soviet INF (SS-20s) in the 

S.:ALT-II, but they could not qualify to be included in the 

Strategic Arms Limitation talks because of their range. It 

was·widely felt in the \~est that its nuclear superiority of 

the U.s. a..'1d its linkage in NATO's triad of deterr~ce, 

for-ward defence and flexible response were neutralised by 

the Soviet Union through deployment of SS-20 missiles. It 

was also felt that ~~t~nt.~ and arms l~nitation negotiations 

were given more emphasis. There -was a serious debate on the 

possibility of adopting a ne-w strategy to deter the Soviet 

Union. The Soviet argument on the contrary -was that 

Persbing-2 missiles -with their accuracy and range posed a 

decapitation threat to Soviet command and control system. 

The West European fear was that the P ershing-2 

missile -with its range into the Soviet Union would be used 

4. Ibid., p.1364. 
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to signal to the USSR that there was no intention to target 

Soviet territory and thereby to decouple the nuclear weapons 

on Europe from the US strategic system. This could enable 

both super powers t.o fight a devastating nuclear war limited 

to Europe. Secondly, the very deployment of Pershing-2 

missiles in West Germany invited a preemptive strike on them 

making it inevitable a war in Europe to escalate to nuclear 

level. Thus, Western specialists, YJho discussed the implica­

tion of deployment of new missiles, failed to arrive at a 

conclusion as to ho-w deterrence and reassurance could be 

reconciled. 

While President Reagan kept on repeating his 'zero 

option 1 offer of November 1981, the Soviet leadership put 

forward many proposals to maintain superiority in INF in 

Europe over that of NATO, in rejecting the 1 zero option' 

proposals, the Soviet Union alleged that the motive behind 

the proposal -was to defuse protests in Western Europe and 

thus clear the path for deployment of a ne-w generation of 

US missiles that -would give Washington a "first strike 

capability"5 against Mosco-w's cormnand and control centres. 

Moreover, the Reagan administration -wanted to follo-w 

a policy of 'build up, build down', under this policy, the 

US -would begin to field its ne-w nuclear missiles in Western 

--·-----
5. First strike capability: Theoretical capability to launch 

a pre-emptive nuclear attack which 'WOuld destroy all of 
an adversary's retaliatory nuclear forces. 
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Europe and the Soviet Union was expected to dismantle its. 

missiles until they were roughly equal. Then only both 

sides would agree to reduce their forces. In short, the 

Soviet Union did not wish to surrender its ·superiority 

over the NATO because it knew that there was resistance 

against deployment of new American missiles in many West 

European countries. The peace mov~ent had already gained 

momentum in western countries. 

The two super powers conducted negotiations on the 

question of intermediate range nuclear force in Europe for 

two years beginning from November 1981. They tried to out­

smart each other by proposing their arms control proposals. 

The US reportedly offered the interim solution, in March 

1983 envisaging limit to 100 missile. launchers and 300 missile 

warheads or some variation of this for each side, with no 

restrictions on the types of missiles involved. The u.s. 
would be allowed to deploy some Pershing-2 and cruise 

missiles while the Soviet Union \l}ould have to reduce their 

current force of mobile SS-20 missiles. 

Apart from the neVI proposals on resolving the Euro­

missile crisis offered by the leaders of the two super powers, 

Paul Nitze, who led the US negotiations at Geneva and his 

Soviet counterpart Yuli Kvitsinsky, in July 1982, worked out 

a package in their famous 'walk in the woods• which involved 
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equal ceilings for both sides• medium range nuclear weapons 

in the European theatre. But this package was rejected both 

by the Kremlin and by Defence DepartmEnt and Joint Chiefs of 

staff of the US. However, the US kept on its pressure for 

an agreement on 'zero option • • 6 

There was a widely shared feeling that the breakd9wn 

of the Geneva .talks further deteriorated the East-west 

relations. The second cold war intensified and it appeared 

that the arms race between the two super powers would be 

more vigorous, as Reagan was interested only in his •zero 

option'. 

Despite growing tension in East-West relations, the 

Soviet and US leaders realised thq.t there was no option but 

to negotiate feasible agreements on arms control/reduction. 

The bilateral negotiations on arms restarted in March 1985 

after an agreement reached between the Secretary of State, 

George Shultz, and the then Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei 

Gromyko, in January 1985. Later the S:oviet Union tried to 

link INF with SDI. On the other hand, the Reagan administra­

tion had rejected the Soviet demand of linkage between an 

agreement on INF and the SDI. In fact, Reagan's commitinmt 

to build a space based missile defence system was made as a 

non-negotiable issue. 

6. Ibjd • 
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As explained earlier the Geneva talks could not make 

much progre_ss because both the super powers had not decided 

to change their earlier policies. But the change in Soviet 

leadership bad given a new impetus to tbe arms control 

negotiations. And Gorbachev annou...YJ.ced a self-imposed 

unilateral moratoriu...~ on underground nuclear tests for five 

months, beginning on August 6, 1985 on the eve of 4oth 

anniversary of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima. Again, 

Reagan administration rejected the moratorium saying that 

tests were needed to perfect .American weapons. In reality, 

the US was not willing to impose moratorium on underground 

nuclear t·ests. 

As the reduction of nuclear missiles of both the 

super P'?wers i..Yl Europe "Was the major issue of negotiation 

related to East-\~est relations, on October 1985, during bis 

visit to France, Gorbachev proposed 50 per cent reduction 

in Soviet and the US strategic nuclear weapons capable of 

reaching each other• s territory. A total ban on tbe 

'development, production and deployment' of offensive space 

"Weapons of both countries and the uncoupling of British and 

French nuclear weapons from US-Soviet negotiations and called 

for direct Soviet talks with Britain and France on medium 

range nuclear missiles in Europe. The underlying objective 

of Gorbachev proposal was to probe the .Amerlcan stand on 

some issues at the forthcoming S·ummit of Geneva. 
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The Summit at Reykjavik that followed was a clear 

indication of that the two leaders were interested in 

negotiat:hlg seriously on arms control/reduction agreemEnt. 

But on some important issues they remained indifferent. 

The question of SDI apparently made the Summit a failure. 

But one common thing in their mihd was their faith in 

"nuclear disarmament 11 that led to washington Summit. 

~~~tion 

In February 1987, Gorbachev took the initiative to 

resolve the contentious issue relating to linkage between 

INF and SDI and e:xpressed his willingness to delink the INF 

from that of SDI. In April that year during Shultz-

5hevardnadze parje y Gorbachev' s proposal for global elimina­

tion of US and Soviet intermediate range and short range 

nuclear missiles was diqcussed. It ·was here that 

Shevardnadze communicated to hiS American counterpart that 

Gorbachev accepted Reagan's 'zero option' and offered his 

global double zero plan. 

An.Othe r major hurdle was t.he question of hoYJ to 

verify an arms control agreement. The US had earlier 

demanded strict verification procedures, which included a 

system of 'challenge' inspections of factories and missile 

sites on 24 hours notice. Later Washington reportedly 
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diluted its demand or strict verification and agreed that 

the surprise inspections VJOUld be limited to certain missile 

facilities. The reason for this concessions VJas that Moscow 

dropped its plan to retain 100 medium range VJarheads outside 

Eu,rope. But American manufacturer and security officials 

were VJorried about Americans relaxing the rules for strict 

verification. However, some American e:xperts criticised the 

Reagan administration for revLsing its position because the 

US failed to seize the chance to set a precedent for strict 

verification that could serve for other treaties. 

It was against this backdrop that on December 8, 1987, 

President Reagan and the Soviet leader Gorbachev signed the 

historic treaty to eliminate their land-based in te nnediate 

range (1,000 to 5,000 km) and shorter range (500 to 1,000 km) 

nuclear. missiles. The 169-page treaty with 17 articles and 

three anne:xures contains detailed provisions regarding 

elimination and verification of nuclear missiles. 7 

In this c;:onte:xt, here is an attempt to analyse and 

review tbe important issues discussed at the Summit. 8 

7. U5aR-ua 5ummit, Washington, December 7-10, 1987, 
Documents and Materials. 

8. C.Raja Hoban, ''Peace and Security: The Changing World 
Scenario", Mainstream, 5 December, 1987, Vol.XXVI, No.8, 
pp.4-9. 
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.An "agreement in principle" was announced in September, 

1987 by both the US- Soviet Union to eliminate all land based 

intermediate range short range nuclear missiles. The agree­

ment led to the scrapping of about 1550 Sov;iet nuclear -war­

heads and about 400 American ones. Since February 1987 

various proposals initiated by Gorbachev had coverted the 

original Reagan's r zero option' for INF in Europe "into a 

double zero" including short range missiles. And it made 

the ban a global one. 

Although the INF accord affected only about 4 per cent 

of the combined nuclear arsenals of the US and the Soviet 

Union, yet, the significance ought to be noted here: 

(i) It is the world 1 s first nuclear "reduction agreemmt!' 

not like the past nuclear arms control agreements, which set 

even higher ceilings for nuclear arsenals. 

(ii) In fact, it is the first time both super powers 

agreed to eliminate in toto entire class of nuclear weapons. 

Previously, only aged, old and obsolescent nuclear weapons 
I 

were retired. The accord led to the removal of some most 

modern nuclear -weapon systems i.e., the Soviet (SS-20) and 

the U5 Pershing-II and the Ground Launched Cruise Missiles 

(GL9M); 

(iii) The most important point to be taken note of was that 

the accord symbolising the feasibility of the 'dis armament 
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approacb'1 in the place of arms control one. 

(iv) Finally, it bad broken ne~ ground on tbe crucial question 

o.f' verification. Under the leadership of Gorbacbev, the 

shedding of long standing S:oviet inhibitions on intrusive on 

site inspection, facilitates movement across the board in 

all arms limitation talks. 

(v) Besides, the attributed importance of the signing the 

treaty, the long term political significance of tbe 4 per cent 

cut in Soviet and American arsenal' s could far ou t"Weigb its 

military significance. Particularly, the confrontation in 

Europe. 

( 2) Strategic Arms Reduction 

Limiting strategic nuclear arsenals bas been the 

central theme of the Soviet-American arms control process, 

until INF issue has dominated the spectrum. In fact, the 

SALT-I and II "Were unable to restraint the nuclear anns race. 

As "We have seen, the joint strength of both strategic nuclear 

~arheads multiplied from about 5, 500 in 1968 to 20,000 in 1980 

~hen the SALT process got derailed. Although SALT put a 

ceiling on delivery systems, yet, it ~as easily circumvented 

' by increasing the number of warheads on each delivery system • 

.Again, the SALT-II treaty signed in 1979, could not be 

ratified in the US as political support for detente and arms 
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control quickly vanished on the late 1970s from the scene. 

Although, the two resumed talks on the limitation of 

strategic Arms Reducation (ST.ART) in 1981, it did not prove 

much progress; The reason for this was that the Soviets 

placed most of their weapons on the land based missiles, 

giving less emphasis on the air-delivery and sea-based 

weapons. On the other band, the US has a more balanced 

distribution of its weapons among the triad as evident from 

the table below: 

, Table ---· 
STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WARHEADS 

--------
US.IA. USSR 

-------------------------
Land based ICBMs 

SlBMs 

On bombery 

2, 2C4 

5, 632 

3,538 

6,420 

3,344 

940 

11,374 10,704 
-------------------- --

Both sides had agreed on a ceiling of 6, 000 v.~arheads 

on, 1, 600 strategic deli very vehicle ICBMs, SIBMs, and heavy 

bombers earlier. In Washington they agreed to a sub-ceiling 

of 4,900 warheads on ballistic missiles, ICBMs and SIEMs. 

Within that the Soviets have agreed to cut their heavy 

missiles, the SS-18s by half to 154 launchers. 
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Counting rules were also agreed upon for missiles. 

In short, agreement in principle was reached on a counting 

rule for bombers carrying air-launched cruise missile 

regardless of the number of ALCHs they carried. But the 

Soviets were resisting US proposal to count the B-52 and 

B-1 at considerably fewer than the 12 ALCN warheads they 

actually carry. or the 22 the B-1 in capable of carrying. 

As regards the above fact, pertinent question was: 

should either side have a sizable proportion of its weapons 

basing roodels or believes 'What the other side does? It is 

correct to say that the treaty did it by eliminating 

Pershing-II missiles, a threat to Soviet command and control 

system practically. 

In sum, this epoch-making arms reduction agreement is 

tr1e result of following Soviet concessions: 

i) Substantive cuts in Soviet land based forces; 

ii) Agreement to abide by US counting rules on 

air-delivered weapons in fact; 

iii) Willingness to take the rapidly gro;,ving US sea­

launched cruise missiles out of the ambit of 

strategic arsenals.9 

Horeover, ST-ART could help coping 'With the vulner­

abi,lity of ICBHs, symbolically the most prominent threat 

·to crisis stability. Modernisation, testing constraints 

9. Ibid. __,.....___ 
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that would inhibit or slo'W improvements in missile accuracy 
I 

could reduce the possibility of destroying ICBMs S.1105. 

Reducing MIRVs, especially on highly accurate missiles, 

could reduce the advantages of shooting first AnY or all 
I 

of these steps would not only add to stability but also 

leap to tbe way to deeper cuts in the future. One more 

point here to be noted as mobile missiles pose a problem 

for. verification, that have to be counted in verifiable way. 

On 15 December 1987 .Ambassador Paul Nize said Nuclear Power 

Comrni ssion: "We wanted to be sure that everything we'd 

'WOrked out in the INF Treaty would be carried over to the 

START agreement ". 

(3) StrateKic Defence Initiative 

The idea of building defence against missiles by 

Reagan administration, in March 1983 VJas one of the most 

significant strategic development. The essence of tbe 

Soviet-American strategic bargain during g~tent_~ was mainly 

two fold: (i) a ceiling on offensive nuclear weapons codified 

in the SALT treaties and severe restrictions on the defence 

building formulated by the .ABH treaty. Basically, this 

bargaining was based on the understanding that peace could 

be preserved only by ending nuclear threat. The Soviets 

----------------------
10. Lean V.Sigal, "START Nears the Finish Line", Bulletin 

of the Atomic Scientists, Vol.44, No.3, April 1988. 
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justified by S.DI Reagan tried to attain strategic superio­

rity and break out of the strategic stalemate imposed by 

the balance in offensive nuclear forces!' 

During the last one year there have been certain 

development on the issue of SDI and in the attitude of both 

super powers as 'Well. The ne-w position allowed to certain 

types of defences until nm..-. the US had ruled out all 

compromises because of Reagan's vision of SDI. But recent 

developments indicated the stigma of retreat from this 

dangerous approach of the Reagan administration: (i) the 

assertion of the US Senate of its constitutional right to 

disallo-w re-interpretation of already ratified treaties; 

(ii) the Senate's refusal to permit SDI testing \.Jhich wuld 

violate restrictive interpretation of ABM treaty; (iii) the 

shooting down of the technological vision of SDI by 

important sections of the scientific community; (i v) the 

controversy among the supporters of SDI regarding scienti­

fic fraud; (v) the impossibility of sustaining an expensive 

SDI programme at a time v.•hen US defence allocations could 

only stay put on decline; (vi) the departure of the champions'·' 

of SDI; (vii) the vJillingness of new Defence Secretary 

Frank Carlucci to \·Jork more in tune with the Senate's 

position or the restrictive interpretat~n of .ABM Treaty. 

Further what Gerlod Yonas said, "the purpose of the SDI is 

to provide the hard data as v-Jell as the indepth insight to 
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allo'"' truly informed decisions" is partially true but not 

d·e·void of that SDI is symbolic of all the worst apprehen-, 
sions of the current nuclear era. 

There was also agreement between the two on nuclear 

issue viz. tes~ing at the Summit. The approach had changed 

no\.J. It is a phased approach leading to a lowering of the 

ceiling on the yield of underground nuclear tests from 150 K-b. 

and perhaps a slow reduction in the frequency of nuclear 

testing. Another notable development over the past year in 

the Soviet-.American agreement to set up nuclear risk 

reduction centres to reduce the dangers of accidental nuclear 

war. 

5. Chemical Dis ar:nanBnt 

There 11as been a subs tan ti ve mvement on the issue of 

eliminating chemical weapons over tr1e year. It was earlier 

raised as an is sue at Geneva Conference on Disarmament. It 

was agreed on a halt to cl:':Bmical weapons production: a system 
I 

for destroying e:xisting societies; and a systern for over 

seeing the commercial chemical industry etc. But in fact 

inspection and verification has eluded there• It was 

agreed there on a halt to che;nical weapon production; a 

system for over seeing the commercial chemical industry as 



10o 

a check against clandestine production. But inspection 

and verification bas been an issue ttlat eluding consensus 

at chemical disarmament conference. Over the years, the 

Soviets have virtually reversed their past position on 

--chemical "Weapon inspection, thereby narrowing the differ­

ences on drafti..'"lg a ban on chemical VJeapons. 

Apart from, on the is sue of Conventional F'o rce 

Reduction, the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (NBFR) 

talks have symbolised the \I!Orst features of ge~.~gt e and 

arms control, avoid basic_issues; emphasise the irrelevant; 

build up rather than build down; talk for the sake of 

talking. The opponents of INF accord have argued that it 

VJould leave the \.Jest vulnerable to the purported Soviet 

conventional superiority. They have argued that nuclear 

VJeapons should not be removed from Europe, so long as the 

conventional imbalance is not rectified. 

From the foregoing discussion, one can say that the 

washington Summit focused mainly on the n~F treaty and 

prospects for further nuclear disarmament. Indeed it has 

historical significance being first ever in kind in eliminat­

ing a VJhole class of nuclear \ole apons. It is the major step 

forVJard in dismantling the Soviet-American cold VJar. 

Gorbachev summarised the conceptual essence of his meeting 

VJith American President, as consisting of a transition to a 
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ne-w phase in their relation, while recognising that the 

two sides are no-w emerging out of a long drawn out confronta­

tion. In his TV adjress to the Soviets, he referred to the 

dangerous tendencies -which could undermine nascent turn in 

the process of demilitarisation of international relations. 

He .also realised that there was much hard -work ahead to 

nurture the "first sprout of nuclear disannament that pushed 

concrete walks' to prejudice and stereotype hostility. In 

view of this, he thinks that the INF treaty and other under­

standings he arrived at Washington "offer a historic chance 

to the whole humanity to stand getting rid of the heavy 

burden of militarisation and war -which took not only a 

horrible toll in human life but rolled back economic develop­

ment and material, cultural and shackled freedom and spiritual 

and social creativity of peoplesn. 11 

Gorbachev• s utterances in Washington are inconsistent 

with the policy of peace, as it stresses much on the integral 

and,interdependent nature of the world, the mutuality of 

security) reasonable suf1iciency of military power, the 

primacy of political interact ion, (in the way of achievenBnt 

of world security), the pursuit of the goal of a nuclear 

weapon free world, the idea of a comprehensive global 

security, the need to democratise international relations, 

the strengthening of UN system and so on. Further, they had 

11. Hindu, Madras, 2 January, 1988. 
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broadly outlined the nature of cuts to be imposed on the 

strategic nuclear arsenals of both sides. By all accounts 

the progress on START at the Summit was impressive. 

On the issue of third \vorld conflicts, both the 

leaders realized that tw right of every people to make 

their O\oJI'l social choice and have the freedom to pursue that 

path. In short, the emphasis is on global security and on 

creating internationalnorms against intervention. 

Reagan too in his TV address to his people declared 

that he intended to go for arms reduction rather than just 

arms control. He said: 11\~e are moving away from the SJ-

called policy of MAD by which nations hold each other 

hostage to nuclear terror and destruction!' 

Apart from bright prospects of an agre-ement on reduc­

tion of long-range nuclear -weapons of the two super powers, 
I 

some agreement was made on chemical weapons control, 

conventional weapons and armed forces control, ban on nuclear 

testing elimination of strategic offensive arms are made at 

the Summit. 

Yet, the strength and range of Western criticisns of 

the INF accord indicates the persistence of serious obstacles 

in the path of disarmament. NATO countries fear that the 

elimination of tvJO categories of nuclear weapons would under­

mine Western security and cohesion and push NATO down the 
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"slippery slope of denuclearization". They argue that the 

endorsement by Reagan of the vision of a nuclear free 

world put forward by Gorbachev is both unrealistic and 

dangerous. In its vie\v, nuclear 'Weapons are sin~_gua nQJl 

for Western security. A.s Henry Kissinger put it: ''President 

Reagan cannot keep repeating the goal of denuclearising the 

world without further eroding the American nuclear commit­

ment to Europe. Moreover, somebody must face the fact that 

slogans of denuclearization are impossible to fulfil - and 

hence irresponsible ••• it cannot be in the interest of 

democracies to keep arousing objectives more sentiinental 

than realistic - and to stigmatise the -weapons on 'Which the 

defence of the west must for the foreseeable future be based". 

It is evident that the nuclear cult is still alive 

and well. The faith in nuclear -weapons as useful instru:nen ts 

of policy and the belief that there is no alternative to 

nuclear deterrence in maintaining peace are far too strongly 

entrenched to point an easy movement towards the goal of 

comprehensive nuclear disarmament. However, the INF treaty 

is the first major step toward nuclear disarmament. It i.S 

the first agreement -which calls for elimination of two 

categories of modern arms. This could be possible because 

the leaders of the tVJo super poVJers agreed to circumvent 

their· central disagreement on the is sue of testing space 

--------

12. Ibid. 
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based defensive weapons. In fact much depends on the politi­

cal YJill of the t'itJO leaders and their allies as regards the 

future anns control/reduction. .At present the prospect of 

long-range nuclear warheads reduction agreement between t be 

two super po\>Je rs· seems to be quite bright. 

vJorld Reactions 

.As for NAT 0 countries, elimination of the weapons 

removes a divisive political problem in Europe, particularly 

in West Germany, which anguised over the deployment, and 

among the Belgians and Dutch, who were reluctant to acc~t 

the missiles in the first place. In short, they think the 

elimination of two categories of nuclear weapons would under­

mine western security and cohesion and push N.ATO down the 

ttslippery slope of denuclearisation 11 •
13 

The West European countries vehemently criticised 

the INF accord which c1early indicates the pertinence of 

serious obstacles in the path of disarmament. A number of 

leadit'1g statesmen from US and West Europe like the former 

. US President Richard Ni:xon; his Secretary of State, Henry 

Kissinger, architect of detente and SALT process, Zbigniew 

Brazezinski, National Security Adviser to Carter; General 

Bernard Rogers tbe retired chief of NATO forces have all 

warned against the dangers of the INF accord. 14 

------·--------
13. Ibid. 

14. Ibi£.:. 
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Europe's independent nuclear powers welcomed the 

signing of a super pO\ver accord of this kind to scrap 

Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) but warned 

against making further nu~lear cuts without first reducing 
1,.... 

~n. imbalance in other weapon sectors. J 

West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl voiced the 

straight backing to the accord signed earlier in Washington 

by both the leaders of US and S.oviet Union. In his TV 

address Chancellor Kohl said Washington ceremony was of 

"historic importance "• 16 

In London, British Prime Minister~- _.Thatcher told 

the House of Commons that the INF agree..11ent was "an historic 

event and good news for us all". She added there should be 

. no further reductions in nuclear weapons in Europe. Until 

such a time as we are far nearer parity on conventional 

weapons and chemical weapons have been eliminated. 

French Premier Jacques Chirac said, INF accord would 

only prove "a po si tiv e step if it is followed by other agree­

ments to strengthen security in Europe". 17 

UN Secretary General Javier Perez de Cullar hailing 

the accord said, "the signing today of the INF Treaty by 

15. Patriot, New Delhi, 10 December, 1987. 
I 

16. Ibid. 

17. Ibid. 
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Reagan and Gorbacbev constitutes a truly remarkable develop­

ment that I welcome whole-heartedly". He said, "I eame stly 

hope that the two sides will now make progress towards 

significantly reducing strategic nuclear weapons, and in 

dealing with the other most important issues on their 

agenda 11 •
18 

In an official communique the Spanish Government said. 

that '~uropean, allied and international security will be 

inc rea sed by reducing arms levels~:, the ll'JF treaty opens the 

way to a less armed and safer world 11 •
19 

The Polish leader Wojciech Jaruzelski sent a telegram 

congratulating the leaders of the both super powers on the 

signing of the treaty banning medium range nuclear missiles. 

The six nation Summit at Stockholm raised the question 

of nuclear disarmament by suggesting that the world should 

think of managing world without nuclear weapons. It posed.· 

the issue of multilateral management of the disarmament 

process by suggesting a role for the UN in verification. 

Among the countries of South Asia) India hailed the 

agreement bet\tieen the two leaders. The Prime Minister 

·-------
18. Ibid. 

19. D.R. Goyal (ed.); .Nu~;J;eaL_Disar:nament th,!LSi! Nation 
Initiative and_th~~Po~r Resgonse, New Delhi, 1987. 
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Rajiv Gandl1i described the agreement as "a truly momentous 

development"· He told the Parliament that the agreeillent 

had vividly demonstrated that given the necessary political 

will, technical, problems such as verification could be 

overcome. He expressed: "This agreement is not, and should 

not be considered as more than a beginning, a historic 

beginning, a vital beginning, but still only a beginning". 20 

He hoped tbe -world would be really safe only when as the 

Delhi Declaration puts it, 11 the balcne of terror ei ves way 

to comprehen s:i,v e international security". In ·spearate 

messages to both the leaders, tbe prime minister congratu­

lated on the signing of the historic agreement as a "triumph 

of ,reason and amity over fear and hostility". In a state-· 

ment in Parliament, the .Hinister of State for external affairs) 

Natvmr Singh said that India regards the signing of INF Treaty 

as "a vindication of own stand on nuclear disarmament"· The 

Indian Press generally reacted favourably and described the 

agreement as historic step towards strengthening the v1orld 

d 1 . t . 21 peace an ower1.ng ens1.ons. 

In sum, a point here to note is that both Reagan and 

Gorbacbev have rejected the strategy of nuclear -war fighting. 

-----------------------
20. Indian and Foreign Revie-w, "India Hails INF Treaty, 11 

T5 February1988, Vol..2)~ No.8, pp .1 0-11 • 

21. Ibi'L.. 
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The Geneva communique had emphasised that ''Nuclear -war cannot 

be· v.~on and must never be fought". This is qui t.e a step if 

one looks back a decade when th~ strategy of counter force, 

involving entire class destruction of military targets with 

inevitable colateral destruction of the civilian population 

and even counter value strategy against industrial and 

population targets was postulated. Compared to this we now 

have a situation where it is realised that the requirements 

of Gleterrence can be met at much lower levels, Soviet leader 

Gorbachev has projected tbe goal of a rrove to\'llards minimal 

levels of nuclear and conventional arms. Nuclear deteiTence 

still continues to be the strategy; a strategy to prevent 

v.~ar and there is now a move towards the implementation of 

this strategy· levels· by arms reduction. · Reagan also speaks 

of the American and Russians having been too long both masters 

and captives of tbe arms race and ref.ers to the objective of 

cutting strategic missiles by half. 22 ~ This is mov~ment in 

positive trend and temper particularlYi after the Summit at 

Washington. 



CONCLUSIONS 

In the foregoing chapters, an attempt has been made 

to examine the basic features of the three Summits-

Geneva, ReYkjavik and Washington - in both their structural 

and procedural aspects. The overall impact on v1orld politics 

of nuclear diplomacy bet-vieen the US and the Soviet Union is 

the result of the manifold cross-connections created by 

their respective doctrines of national security. Moreover, 

the intensification of regional conflicts has been accompa­

nied by the rise of interventioi).ism of the Super Po-wers: 

e.g., the increasing US involvement in the Central American 

crisis and the Soviet involvement in Afghanistan0 The three 

Summits discussed in the present study have taken together 

offered a progressively cJearer picture of the issues that 

divide Washington and Moscow. Although the interests of 

the Super PovJers diverge, yet the assumptions and goals of 

tbeir foreign policies do not point to a complete breakdo'WI'l. 

of relationship. On the contrary both in terms of generali­

ties and specifies the negotiating machinery can be geared 

up to generate confidence and coherence of policy interac­

tion. Thus it iS clear that the Super Po-wers have got off 

to a slow start towards normalisation of relations. At the 

Geneva surrmit it YJas too early to say that tbe tYJo countries 

could YJork out a comprehensive accommodation. All that could 

be said -with confidence YJas that the t"WO chief negotiators 
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bad focused on the more controversial operational issues in 

nuclear diplomacy. At the Reykjavik summit the rhetoric 

and acti vi ties of the two leaders pointed to a less hostile 

relationship with serious exploration of alternative , 

scenarios. The Washington Summit pointed to policy proposals 

rooted in a wider framework, which could in turn help to 

' forge a consensus. Thus when the vJashington parleys ended 
was 

itAclear that both the divisive issues and the negotiating 

machinery had gained a visibility which was unparalled in 

their earlier interaction. This imparted a positive sense 

of achievement in the direction of gaining eventual control 

over super power conflicts. 

In conclusion we can address ourselves to the general 

question of the plausibility of transformati ve change in 

super power relations and point to new challenges under 

three agendas: (1) Strategic issues, (2) political issues, 

and (3) diploma tic issues. On several occasions in the past 

super po~er relations have run into serious difficulties on 

account of their different perceptions of reality. A fruit­

ful hypothesis would seem to be that in the modes of diplomatic 

conduct and attitudes in the three Summits the two super powe'rs 

have given an absolute priority to the elimination of violent 

conflict bet¥1een them to avoid a catastrophe for the entire 

human species. 
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Strategic Is§.!!~ 

The long term global strategies of both the super 

po~ers are in essence multidimensional arrangements for 

extending their influence throughout the world. Both are 

not averse to geo-political expansion and where direct use 
-

of military power is counter-productive, they have developed 

approaches ~hich involve the indirect use of military, 

naval and air power. The heavy reli<l.nce on the deterrent 

effect of nuclear weapons has provided a unique political­

mill tary setting to super po~e r understanding of national 

security issues. 

The Geneva Summit witnessed the agreement of Reagan 

and Gorbachev on the principle of a fifty per cent cut in 

strategic forces. In addition they agreed on a separate 

interim agreement on limiting nuclear weapons in Europe 

together with a common approach to the prevention of 

proliferation of chemical and nuclear weapons. 

The Reykjavik Summit was marked by an agreement to 

eliminate 100 'Warheads eacl1 on land based intermediate 

range forces. They also disc us sed the stipulation of the 

time period. Apparently the Summit failed on the question 

of "Star Wars" but later the Soviet Union gave indications 

that it would be willing to delink the ThTF issue from that 

of SDI. Clearly the Soviet initiative effected what 
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started as a "zero" solution to the INF i:n Europe. It 

became a double "zero" and later a global "zero". The 

importance of the Reykjavik Summit pointed to the adapta­

tion of· the double zero INF proposals to the global 

reality, in "Wi:)ich the role of both the conventional forces 

and nuclear forces have to be related to the enhancement 

of both nuc:le a~ and conventional stability. 

The Washington Summit provided a logical alternative 

to the escalation of conflict by developing a major initia­

tive for the elimination of an entire class of nuclear 

weapons. 

Taking an G)Verview of all the three Summits on the 

developing agenda of strategic issues, we can discern the 

descriptive and explanatory features of the process for 

achieving a more stable strategic equilibrium. The whole 

process of political linkage and leverage has had a 

che'ckered history. What is a remarkable feature of the 

three summits we have studied is that the tVJo sides show 

an incre2sing measure of conceptual clarity and willingness 

to assess a variety of approaches to reach a consensus on 

the patterns, sources and tYPes of stability. The images 

and perceptions about strategic issues have moved in a 

direction "Which ~ill prove to be meaningful and comprehen­

sible by both the super powers. 
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_Political Issues 

The central dimensions of the agenda of political 

issues is of course related to the dictum in vJbi d1 both 

Washington and Moscow apparently still believe that ''none 

should be second to the other". The three Summits have 

undoubtedly be lped to share perceptions about global and 

regional problems and the political tasks which devolve on 

both the Super Powers. It is not simply a matter or 

considering the political is sues as academic questions. 
• I 

What Reagen and Gorbachev were able to experience 'WaS the 

co-existence of tbeir competing ideas along with a joint 

exploration of the political concepts and issues in an 

integrated manner. Tbe Summit sequence from Geneva to 

Reykjavik to Washington helped to familiarise the two 

leaders with the conceptual tools for a political analysis 

in which political tactics and strategy have to be related 

to the formulation, evaluation and implementation of 

stabilising factors in East.-West relations. Siree both 

statesmen have to face domestic priorities Ylhich cry out 

for urgent solutions, the political imperatives are not 

only to project military power, but to eliminate sources 

of political risk. The agenda of political issues, there­

fore, clearly focuses on the joint investigation of the Y~ays 

to· manage or resolve regional and global conflict. The 
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theories of Soviet and American intervention in the post-

1945 world thus have become irrelevant to the emerging 

international milieu. 

Dipl~tic Issues 

With outlooks based on the balance of mutual assured 

destruction, the diplomatic objectives on both sides have 

been based on worst-case scenarios. The development of the 

US policy of containment shows the manner in which a geo­

political COntest integrates local, regional and global 

conflicts to produce a volatile world. The three Summits 

mark a return to the search for greater harmony in super 

po\.Jer relations through diplomatic initiatives. Both sides 

are in the process of giving up their illusions of omnipotence 

and have once again started using diplomacy for assessing 

various alternative future developments. Frustrated by 

earlier failures of heated controversies over strategic 

issues, the super powers have scaled do~ some of their 

commitments. Diplomacy can make an important. contribution 

to the avoidance of direct challenges and establishing a 

more general international diplomatic equilibrium. This 

requires a more perceptive understanding of the other Su:per 

Power's political culture and the understanding of national 

self -interest in the context of the emerging in te mational 

order. This does not maan that either Washington or Moscow 

is giving up .I€..§:1politik; it only means that diplomatic 
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interactions will be used more extensively to determine 

situational characteristics and military and political 

capabilities in determining both perceptions and policies. 

Geneva, Reykjavik and \-Jashington did not solve 

many of the major problems \oJhi ch were encountered by the 

US and the Soviet Union. The three Sumnits helped to· 

lay the intellectual foundations for alternative approaches 

to thinking about the principal contradictions between 

the tvJO super powers. It is doubtful if the hardliners on 

either side \-Jill regain their position of dominance in 

strategy, politics or diplowacy. It would, however, 

warrant further study whether the following words may one 

day have greater implicationgror global stability: 

"The most unjust peace is preferred 

to the justest war that was ever 

waged." 

--- Cicero (Julius Ceaser) 
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Table 1.1. US strategic nuclear forces, 1987 

Weapon system Warheads 

No. Year Range Warhead No. in 
Type deployed deployed (km) x yield Type stockpile 

!CB.\fsa 
:-.Iinuteman ri 450 1966 II 300 I x 1.2 Mt \\"-55 -180 
:-.linuteman III (Mk 12) 240 1970 13 000 3 X 170 kt \\"-6: 750 
:-.linuteman Ill (Mk !2A) 300 1979 13 000 3 X 335 kt \\"-~S 950 
:-.rx 10 1986 II 000 10 X 300 kt \\"-87 110 
Total I 000 2 290 

SLB.\fs 
Poseidon 256 1971 4 600 10 X 50 kt \\"-68 2 750 
Trident I 38-1 1979 7 400 8 X 100 kt \\"-76 3 100 
Total 640 6 050. 

Bombers 
B-IB IS 1986 9 800 8-24 250 
B-52G'H 263 1955 16 000 8-24b .j 733 
FB-111 61 1969 4 700 6b 360 
Total 339 5 343 

Refuelling aircraft 
KC-135 615 1957 

' The four Titan II ICBMs remaining at Dec. 1986 are scheduled to be deactivated by mid-1987. 
o Bomber weapons include six different nuclear bomb designs (B-83, B-61-0, -1, -7, B-57, B-53, B-43, B-28) with yields from sub-kt to 9 Mt. ALC\!s with 

selectable yields from 5 to 150 kt, and SRAMs with a y-ield of 200 kt. FB-I lis do not carry ALCMs orB-53 or B-2S bombs. 

Sources: Cochran. T. B., Arkin, W. M. and Norris, R. S., Nuclear Weapons Darabook, Volume 1: US Forces and Capabilities. 2nd edn (Ballinger: Cambridge, 
:-.!A. forthcoming); Joint Chiefs of Staff, United Stares ,\Iilirary Posture for FY 1988; authors' estimates. 

Table 1.2. US theatre nuclear forces, 1987 

Weapon system 

Type 
No. 
deployed 

Year 
deployed 

Range 
(km) 

\Varhead 
x.viPirt 

No. itl 

"' 
Vl .., 
;o 

-< 
m 
> 
;o 
t:l 
0 
0 
7' 

-.::: 
C<> .._, 



Table 1.2. US theatre nuclear forces, 1987 

Weapon system 

Type 

Land-based systems: 
Aircraft 

.1-vfissi/es 
Pershing II 
GLCM 
Pershing 1a 
Lance 
Honest John 
Nike Hercules 

Other systems 
Anilleryb 
ADM (special) 

Naval systems: 
Carrier aircraft 

Land-attack SLCMs 
Tomahawk 

ASW systems 
AS ROC 
SUBROC 
P-3/S-3/SH-3d 

Naval SAMs 
Terrier 

No. 
deployed 

2 000 

' 108 
208 

72 
100 
24 
27 

4 300 
150 

900 

100 

630 

Year 
deployed 

1983 
1983 
1962 
1972 
1954 
1958 

1956 
1964 

1984 

1961 
1965 
1964 

1956 

Range 
(km) 

1 060-
2 400 

1 790 
2 500 

740 
125 
38 

160 

30 

550--
1 800 

2 500 

10 
60 

2 500 

35 

Warheads 

Warhead No. in 
x yield Type stockpile 

1-3 x bombs 2SOO 

1 X 0.3-80 kt W-85 125 
1 X 0.2-150 kt W-84 250 
1 X 60--400 kt W-50 100 
1 X 1-100 kt W-70 1 :;s:; 
1 X 1-20 kt W-31 132 
1 X 1-20 kt W-31 -;.s 

1 X 0.1-12 kt 2 022 
1 X 0.01-1 kt W-54 i:'O 

1-2 x bombs 1 000 

1 X 5-150 kt W-80-0 1!0 

1 X 5-10 kt W-44 574 
1 X 5-10 kt W-55 150 
1 X <20 kt B-57 897 

1 X 1 kt \V-45 290 

• Aircraft include Air Force F-4, F-16 and F-111, and NATO F-16, F-104 and Tornado. Bombs include four types (B-28, B-43, B-57 and B-61) with yields from 
sub-ktto 1.45 Mt. , 

b There are two types of nuclear artillery (155-mm and 203-mm) with four different warheads: a 0.1-kt \V-48, 155-mm shell; a 1-to 12-kt W-33. 203-mm shell; 
a 0.8-kt W-79-1, enhanced-radiation, 203-mm shell; and a variable yield (up to 1.1 kt) W-79-0 fission warhead. The enhanced radiation warheads will be 
converted to standard fission weapons. 

' Aircraft include Navy A-6. A-7. F/A-18 and Marine Corps A-4, A-6 and A V-88. Bombs include three types with yields from 20 kt to 1 ~lt. 
d Some US B-57 nuclear acpth bombs are allocated to British Nimrod, Italian Atlantique and Dutch P-3 aircraft. 

Sources: CocL;c:n, T. B., Arkin, W. M. and Norris, R. S., Nuclear Weapons Databook, Volume 1: US Forces and Capabilities, 2nd edn (Ballir.~cr: Cambridge, 
MA, forthcoming); Joint Chiefs of Staff, United Stares Military Posture for FY 1988; authors' estimates. 
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Wocnsdrccht continued, and construction of the second British base began. 
The full complement of 1 OS Pershing I I missiles \Vere deployed in FR Germany 
by the end of l<JR.'i. 

Overall, the number of US nuclear warheads in Western Europe continued 
to decline, in response both to the agreement reached by NATO Ministers at 
Montebello, Canada, in October 1983 to reduce the numbers of nuclear 
warheads in Europe (sec Sf PRJ Yearbook 1986) and political and fiscal 
decisions resulting in numerous retirement and reduction programmes.J' By 
end Jl)f>6, about 4WO warheads (see table 1.3) were deployed in Europe. 

Tnhlc 1.3. US tlltclc:ar wariH:;tds in Europe, JCJ(J) .. t)_'i 

Type 

Artillery 
8-inch 
155-mm 

Tactical SSM~ 
Lance 
Pcrshin!( I 
Pershing II 
(Iones! John 
Sergeant 

Nike 
Hercules 
SAMs 

Bombs 
B-57 NDB 

ADMs 

GLCMs 

Total 

May 1965 

975 
0 

() 

200 
() 

I tJOO 
300 

990 

1 240 

0 

5 945 

Dec. 1981 

938 
732 

(,()2 
2'!3 

() 

I'!H 
0 

686 

I 929 
192 

372 

() 

6 032 

Dec. 1986 

9.00 } 
732 

(1'!2 
l!Xl 
lOX 

() 

() 

75 

I 629 
192 

() 

20X 

4 636 

End modernization• 
(1992-9.1) 

-500 total 

(,92 
100 
lOX 

0 
() 

0• 

I 329 
192 

() 

4M 

3 385 

• Assuming there arc no further reductions of nuclear warheads because of future arms control 
agreements. 

Source: Authors' estimates. 

Reductions since the original NATO modernization decision in December 
1979 have now included: (a) withdrawal of all atomic demolition munitions 
(ADMs) from Europe (1985); (b) phased retirement of all Nike Hercules 
missile warheads (began in 1981, to be completed by 1988-89); (c) retirement 
of nuclear warheads used to arm Greek and Turkish Honest John tactical 
missiles (1985); and (d) 'significant reductions in the total of tactical bombs' 
since 1981 with the deployment of new B-61 bombs replacing older B-28 and 
B-43 bombs on a less than one-for-one basis. 34 

After numerous delays, it appears that US nuclear artillery modernization in 
Europe is moving forward (sec SIP!?/ Yearbooks 1985 and 1986 for further 
discussion). In rnid-ltJl)6, it was reported that non-enhanced radiation versions 
of the new W-7tJ ~-inch nuclear artillery projectile had heen deployed in FR 



TI·IE TRADE IN MAJOR CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS I'JI 

Table 7.3. US and Soviet supply of major weapons to Third World regions, 19!\2-86: 
share of region's total imports and region's share of supplier's total exports 

Percentage shares arc based on SIPRI trend indicator values, as expressed in US $m., at 
. constant (1985) prices. 

Importing region 

Middle East 
South Asia 
Far East 
South America 
North Africa 
Sub-Saharan Africa 
Central America 

Source: SIPRI data base. 

Supplier's share of 
region's total imports 

USA USSR 

32 31 
12 5(> 
46 21 
12 () 

13 46 
]() 44 
17 66 

Region's share of supplier's 
total exports to Third World 

USA USSR 

li2 46 
6 23 

19 7. 
5 0 
4 10 
2 8 
2 6 

Table 7.4. Recipient shares in US exports of major wc:tpons to tlJC Third World, 
1977-81 and I\IK2--X6 

Percentage shares arc based on SIPRI trend indicator values, as expressed in US Sm., at 
constant (1985) prices. 

Recipient 1977-81 Recipient 198~-86 

Iran 19.0 Egypt 25.5 
Israel ]6.3 Saudi Arabia 17.0 
Top2 35.3 42.5 

Saudi Arabia 13.0 Israel 9.3 
South Korea 9.0 Taiwan 7.4 
Taiwan 5.5 Pakistan 5.8 
TopS 62.8 65.0 

Jordan 5.2 South Korea 4.6 
Egypt 5.1 Jordan 2.7 
Morocco 3.4 Thailand 2.1 
Thailand 3.1 Kuwait 1.9 
Singapore 2.0 Venezuela 1.8 
ToplO 81.6 78.1 

Total value $.12 51\4 Ill. $21\ 157 Ill. 

Total no. of Third 
World recipients 69 61 

Source: SIPRI data base. 

the USA may supply airborne early-warning (AEW) capabilities to Pakistan 
while at the same time seeking military co-operation wilh India. 

China views US arms sales to Taiwan as a symbol of US intentions 
concerning the future of Taiwan. So far, the United States has not endorsed the 
reunification concept of 'one country, two systems' as proposed by China. 
From the Chinese point of view, a more rapid reduction of US arms sales to 
Taiwan-in accordance with the joint Sino-US communique of 198213-would 
signify a neutral US attitude towards the issue of reunification. China argues 



Table 1.4. Soviet strategic nuclear forces, 1987 
, ____ ./ -00 

Weapon system Warheads c.n 

NATO No. Year Range Warhead x No. in "tt 
;:t1 

Type coUt·nan1c dcployctl deployed (km) yield stockpile• 
-< 

ICBM.1· tr1 
SS-11 Motl. 1 Scgo 28 1966 11 000 1 X 1 Mt 29 - 56 )> 

;:t1 
Mod. 2 360 1973 13 000 I xI Mt 380 - 720 to 
Motl. 3 60 1973 10 600 3 X 250-350 kt (MRV) 190 - 360 0 

SS-13 Motl. 2 S;tvagc 60 1972 9 400 1 X 600-750 kt 63 - 120 0 
SS-17 Mod. 2 Spankcr 150 1979 10 000 -t X 750 kt (MIRV) 630- 1 200 ;;>:: 

SS-18 Mod. 4 Satan 303 1979 11 000 10 X 550 kt (MIRV) 3 200 - 6 200 '-0 

SS-19 Mod. 3 Stilctw 360 1979 10 000 6 X 550 kt (MIRV) 2 300 - 4 300 00 
-._) 

SS-X-24 Scalpel 1987? 10 000 7-10 X 100 kt (MIRV) 
SS-25 Sickle 72 1935 10 500 1 X 550 kt 76 - 140 

Total I 398 6 900 -13 000 

SL!JMs 
SS-N-5 Sark 39 1963 I 400 I xI Mt 41 - 47 
SS-N-6 Mod. 1/2 Serb J 2Hil" 

1967 2 400 I X I Mt } 450- 520 
Mod. 3 1973 3 ()()() 2 X 200-350 kt (.MRV) 

SS-N-R Sawfly 292 1973 7 800 I x 800 kt-1 Mt 310 - 350. 
ss-r--: 11 Snipe 12 1977 3 900 1 xI Mt 13- 14 
SS-N-iK Mod. ]1:1 Stingray I 

224 
1'178 6 500 3-7 X 200--500 kt } 

710- 1 900 Mod. 2 J 1978 8 000 I X 450 kt-1 Mt 
SS-N-2!1 Sturgeon xo 19il3 8 300 (r-9 X 350-500 kt 500 - 860 
SS-N-2Jc Skiff 32 19R6 7 240 10 ><"350-500 kt 340 - 3RO 

Total 967 2 400- 4 100 

/Jombers 
Tu-95 Bear A/13/C/G 100 1956 8 300 2-4 x bombs/ASMs 280 - 560 

.Tu-95 Bear J-ld 40 1984 8 300 8 x AS-15 ALCMs 320 - 640 

Total' 140 600- I 200 
Refuelling aircrafl 
I 140-170 

--- .. ···- ... _. ------------

/1/IMs 
ABM-IB Galosh f'vlnd. .12 198() 320 x unknown 32 - 64 
ABM-3 Gazelk (,K 1\11'5 70 x low yield 68 - 140 
Total )()() 

100 - 200 



•. y- .. ~ :!'. ·. •:,"':~.~ --; 
Table ~5. Soviet theatre nuclear forces, 1987 

Weapon system Warheads 
N 

NATO No. Year Range Warhead x No. in 0 

Type code-name deployed deployed (km) yidd stockpile• 
Cll 

Land-based systems: ., 
Aircrafl ;1.:1 

Tu-26 Backfire 144 1974 3 700 2-3 x bombs or ASMs 288 ....:: 
Tu-16 Badger 287" 1955 4800 2 x bombs or ASMs 480 tT1 
Tu-22 Blinder 136" 1962 2 200 I x bombs or ASMs 136 :> 
Tactical aircraft' 2 885 700-1 000 1-2 x bombs 2 885 ;1.:1 

c:l 

Missiles \D 
0 
0 

SS-20 S;Jbcr 441 1977 5000 3 X 250 kt I 32.3--2 2()(Jd ;>:: 

SS-4 Sandal 112 1959 2 000 1 xI Mt 112 
SS-12 Mod. 1/2 Scale hoard -130 1969178 801}...900 I X 200 kt-1 Mt 130 

>0 
00 

SS-IC Scuu B 1 1965 280 1 x 100-SOU kt1 
_, 

SS-23 SpiJer f 690 
1985 350 I X 100 kt J 

690...1 400 

FROG 7 1. 890 
1965 70 1 X 10...200 kt } 890...3 600 

SS-21 Scarab j 1978 120 I X 20...100 kt 
SS-C-1 B• 100 1962 450 1 X 50...200 kt 100 
SAM sf n.a. 1956 40-300 1 x low kt n.a. 

Other systems 
Artillcryx <7 700 1974 W-30 1 x low kt n.a. 
ADMs n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Naval systems: 
Aircraft 
Tu-26 Uackf:rc 132 1974 3 700 2-3 x bombs or ASMs 264 
Tu-16 Bcdger 220 1901 4 800 1-2 x bombs or ASI'vls 480 
Tu-22 Blinder 35 1962 2 200 1 x bombs 35 
ASW aircraft" 20-1 1965 1 x depth bombs 204 

Anli-ship cruise missiles 
SS-N-3 Shaudock/Scp;li 2M 1962 450 1 X 350 kt 264 
SS-N-7 % 1968 56 1 X 200 kt 96 
SS-N-9 Siren 224 1909 111 I X 200 kt 224 
SS-N-12 Sandbox 120 1976 500 ] X 350 kt 120 
SS-N-19 112 1980 41i0 I X 500 kt 112 
SS-N-22 44 1981 111 1 X 200 kt 44 

. .. ···-·-~ -~ - -·--·-.. 

/.and-a/lack cru1sc Jni.\siln 
SS-N-21 l9C:fl :l ()(X) x n.;l. n.a. 
SS-NX-24 12'1 llJ86'! <3 (){)() x n.a. n.a. 

ASW missiles and lorpedoes 
SS-N-14 Silex 314 1968 50 I x low kt 314 
SS-N-15 n.a. 1972 40 1 X J0 kt n.a. 
SUW-N-1/FRAS-1 10 1967 30 1 X 5 kt 10 
Torpedoes 0.3. 1957 16 I X low kt n.a. 

Naval SAMs; 
SA-N-I Goa 65 1961 22-32 1 X 10 kt 65 

-~~~-3 Goblet 43 1967 37-56 1 X 10 kt 43 
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