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Burled was the bloody hatchet;
Buried was the dreadful war-club;
Buried were all warlike weapons,
And the war-cry was forgotten,
There was peace among the nations.

- long Fellow, Hiawatha, XIII
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INTRODUCTION

This study being a contemporary current issue, which
has continued‘for last four decades and may continue for
many more years to come, may highlight new facts and come
with new analysis in due course which may.subétantially
disprove.this research work. This.is an aredof study which
most likely will be undergoing chronic changes every now and

then.

Since Hiroshima, both formal and informal arrange-
ments that govern the world's nuclear weapcns have assumed
a settled shape. The threzt of nuclear catastrophe has been
enhanced by the unabated arms race which not only consumes
scarce natural and human resources but has also resulted in
stbckpiles of nuclear weapons which can destroy all life
on this planet many times over. The danger became all the
more menacing with the beginﬁing 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 tomorrow",
Besides, drastic reductions in nuclear weaponry and especi-
ally the complete abolition of offensive armaments needs
mach of mutual political accommodation betveen them i.e.,
the U.5., and Soviet Union. Against this backdrop, the
main focus of this study is to examine the basic features
of the three summits - Ceneva, Reykjavek and Washington -

in both. their structural and procedural aspects.



(i1)

Chapter I traces a brief history-of summitry incorpo-
rating the aspects of super power Nucleaf Diplomacy, rationale
behind the arms race, motives and matual understanding in
limiting, controlling of nuclear weapons ahd the various
proposals, initiatives taken by both the U.S. and Soviet

Union.

L

Chaptef II examines issues before Geneva Summit and
how the two Super Powers with diametrically opposed ideological
and geo-political interests intended to come to an agreement

to control/reduce the nuclear weapons from this planet.

Chapter III illustrates what happened at Reykjavik
Sumnit and world public opinion regarding success and failure

of the Summit.

Chapter IV attempts an indepth analysis of Washington
Summit, It discusses the issues relating to eliminate an

entire class of nuclear weapons.

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 Communist_Party
of Soviet Union, Department of Defence, Staff Committee
Documents, Press Reports, Speeches and Secondary Source such
as Books, articles, journais, press clippings from various

newspapers.



CHAPTER - I

BACKGROUND: THE U.Se. ~ SOVIET NUCLEAR
DIPLOMACY -




Since Second World War, the global involvement of all.
states has been determined by the tidal waves 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
_a;liance thfough an almost immediately following sharply
hostile cold war. For a long time, as the cold war
escalated, the hostility between the two and their allies
was moti&ated by a need for defence of the "free world"
against "the communist conspiracy for world revolution®,

A
for determining common global positions on the western
side; on the eastern side, the motive was to stand up
against "monopoly capitalism", "neocolonialism" and
"imperialism' 1 Thereby,'the arms race was pursued by
both sides under the assumption of an imminent risk of a

military show down between the two sSystems 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 Myrdal, Game of Disarmament: How the United
States and Russia Run the Arms Race, Manchester,1577,
P23




which has time and again halted the process of detente
and disarmaement. 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 relations and, generally widened
communications. The Helsinki Conference held in 1975
repreéented a kind of codification of the ideas of
detente but without any firm commitments regarding
implementation. However, detent@ has not led to a
reversal or even & cessation of the arms race.. The

main new phenomena has rather been the inStitutionélisation
of the continuous character of the arms race. The result
is the two Super waers now stand more armed than even

before with gigantic arsenals which continue to be

increased.

From the beginning, roth 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 between 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.



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. 1In
other parts of the world, various regional or bilateral
accords usually created less tightly regulated arrangemenfs.
Despite all pfonouncements of mutuality and partnership,
wiﬁhin these alliances, the | ower has remained firmly in

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

Super Powers' arms race most othér 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 Chapter of the UuNe 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 levelS., producing and aiding allied



‘countries to do the same, making 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, While 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 missile gap or some other alleged advance, in the
Soviet 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 cbrrect or incorrect informations 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



both sides. 2

Initially the Soviet Union started from a position
of inferiority, but it has gradually advanced towards
eduality 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 establishment of essential parity which each of them
then attempts to surpass in order to reach superioritye.
Each side still has exaggerated conceptions about the
other's military-~technological thrust ana this drives the
arms race onward. As lohg 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 isS enough 2?2 Is

there any rationale for continuing the quest to match the

2. Ibido, Pe 25



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 ﬁointed out how wvast is the over kill capacity
of both Super Powerss 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 dquestion is raised whether one of the Super
Powers could unilaterally and safely cease the competition
and even decrease jits nuclear arsenai without risking its

deterrent effecte.

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
Ssocial consequences of ever using what the two sides have

in their nuclear arsenals are c0mpietely out of line with



any reascnable view of what could be the national objectives

of the United States or the Soviet Unione.

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 thé
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 the 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. Jerone B. Wiesner and Herbert F. York, "National
Security and the Nuclear Test Ban", Scientific
American, October, 1964, p. 35.




of destruction was Stated succinctly by Jerone B. Wiesner

in the year 1964.

Even since shortly after World War II, the military
power of the U.S. has been sStesdily increasing. Throughout
this same period the national security of U.S. has been
rapidly and inexorabiy diminishing. In the early 1950s,
thé Soviet Union, on the basis of 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 1950s, 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



increasing since it became an aﬁomic power in 1949. Thus,
both sides in the arms race are confronted by the dilemma
of increasing military power and decreasing national
Ssecurity. The clearly predictable'course of the arms race
is a steadily open spiral downward into oblivion. Although,
it is véry difficult to make precise estimates, but it
séems.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 €ven
more difficult to calculate would affect many millions

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 credibility of the American nuclear

umbrella was shaken. The shock of the Soviet testing of

4. Ibid., p. 35
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a ballistic missile that could cross the Atlantic led
the U.S5. in 1957 to negotiate, as a token of increased
defence preparedness installation of intermediate range
missiles (IRBl') in Britain, Italy, and Turkey. However,
the IRBMs were never a real threat to the Soviet Union
because of its strategic retaliatory forée and thus were

not effective protection for the western countries either.

Again, the limited war concept was part of the U.S.
official strategic deoctrine 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 mefely 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 cbuntry in case of a direct international confrontation.
Thus, underlying both of strategies is a definite, joint
interest in preserving their own territories respectivelye.

As David Packard, Secretary of Defence put it:s " U.5.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 own existence". >

From the U.S. Sstand point, it has a double scenario,
one for deterrance and one for wars (a) Deterrence for
avoiding a Super Power war chiefly through strategic nuclear
weapons up to the level of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD).
(b) If war occurs, it is to be fought as a limited war ih
Europe, possibly using tactical nuclear attack, but not
allowing 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., pe 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 blunt 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 19505, the Soviet Union had become a
thermonuclear power, equipped with strategic missiles

that could devastate large parts of the U.S5. Yet, in the
1960s it wés maintained that the Soviets lacked the

western and specifically U.S. sophistication in dealing
with military 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 missile crisis in 1962, it has been proved
that U.3.5.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-Bed Treaty (1967) and in Non-Proliferation Treaty(1968).
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At the time of 24th Congress of the CPSU, V.M. Kulish
noted that any one country trying to gain military
superiority will alter international relations. He said,
"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.3. commitment

to achieveé  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 view of national security
seemed to be undergoing a change since 19705 - a period in
which they achieved strategic parity with the West and
the U.5. Particularly SALT agreements are the ample
recognition of strategic parity or mutual vulnerabilitye.
This will mean that the unilateral defence of national
security is tdoperate within the framework of the capacity

of each side to cause unacceptable damage on the other.

6. V.M. 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: " in a politico-mili?ary
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 and visualised that the managemept 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

T 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, pe. 17.
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on unparalleled degree of cooperation. It must be common
security”. 9 This has elements of cooperation and competition
on the basis of mutual essential edquivalence. Thus, both
on their part have subscribed to the idea of common
security. In the early 1980s, the U.S. Administration
without consulting the Europeén Allies responded to the
criticism and announced the strategic defence initiative
(SDhI) ih 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 weaponsS.

In this context, as a continuous proc&ss in the global

rivalry, the arms race has conceptually offered mutual

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

Pe 418.




all atomic energy research and development, control all
atomic activities, eventually destroy all nuclear weaponsS.
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 provisionse.
Although, plan endorsed by large majority of U.N. members,
Soviet objectives to ownership, stagihg and enforcemenf
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 o go on, more
than momentary Stability could never be secured. Henry
Kissinger, the then Secretary of State of U.S5.A said,

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

is the significance of it politically, militarily,
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operationally at these levels of numbers 2 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 new 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. sopn as
policy-makers achieved it should decrease its level

while maintaining equal Security 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 whb 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 againe

It had been forced into cold war logic earlier. Senator

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

11 E.Primakov, ‘'Philosophy of Security' in K.Subramaniam
and Air Commander Jasjit Singh, ed., Security Without
Nuclear Weapons Indo~Soviet Dialogue, New Delhi, 1986,
jo 5e
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Vandenberg wanted U.S.-Soviet relations to be broken
off in 1939. Further, he wanted the US "to win the war
first" so that Russia's frontiers could be rolled back12
in the name of justice. Followed by the atomic bomb and
aécompanying Strategy of massive retaliation the cold war
imposed a logic on the USSR which almoSt in an autarchic
fashin produced its own bomb while stressing the peaceful
use of atomic energy, which was emphasised in the Soviet
proposSals 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,Saﬁity against the géldrush of arms

race and militarism 131903 P’wse"‘f'

After this, poth Super Powers were engaged in various

12. D.F. Fleming, The Cold War and Its Origins,
1917-1960 , London, 1961, pe. 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 bwight
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 Eisenhoﬁer called for creation of
international atomic energy agency to receive nuclear
materials from individual States and uSe them for peaceful
purposes. In July 1955, U.S. President proposed exchange

. A . Y
of blueprints of military bases and aerial reconnaissance

to protect nations against threatening military buildups
and surprise attacks. This was 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 general and complete disarmameﬁtyto U.N,
calling for immediate test ban to halt nuclear weapons
production, ban on nuclear weabons in outer space,
gradual elimination of nuclear stockpiles and improvements
in U.Ni peace'keeping forces. On April 18, 1962, U.S.
présented'three stage - disarmanent proposal:s (1) reduction
and ceiling on nuclear and conventional forces, test ban
etc., (2) further fifty per ceﬁt cut in delivery systems
and other arms; (3).reduction of arms and forcés to levels
necessary for internal order, elimination of nuclear weapons
and strengthening of U.N. peace kéeping'fofées.15 On
January 21, 1964 at disarmament talks in Geneva, U.S.
proposed "verified freeze" on nuclear materials for weapons.
Other provisions and safeguards agaihst accidental or
surprise attack were prohibited transfer of nuclear weapons
to non-nuclear states. In 1966, sigmatories agreed to ban

nuclear weaponry from outer space in peaceful uses of

euter space treaty. President Richard Nixon signed

ratification of treaty of non-proliferation of nuclear

15. Ibid.
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weapons, and stated that, " this nation, through the
administrations of all Presidents of this century, is
devoted to the cause of peace".16 Soviet Union also
ratified this treaty in November, 1969. In the Same
yvear, Nixon stated that U.S. unilaterally renounced
first use of lethal or incapacitating chemical weapons

n. and all methods of biological warfare.

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

to prohibit employment of naclear and other weapons of
mass destruction on ocean floors or their subsocil. In
£§/ -the éame year, there was the Nuclear Accidents Agreement
g; which initiated measures to "reduce the risk of accidental

~~
E: nuclear war" 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 Moscow. Regarding disarmament they declared that

they both regarded as the ultimate objective of their efforts

16. Ibido o D'ss ”77‘-_"77'\1
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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, & biological weapons convention was
held prohibiting development, production and§5tockpilling
of toxin and other biological weapons and requiring
destruction of existingvinventorieS.

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 March, 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 misSsiles in case Soviet reduction of number of
warheads in their long-range INF missiles to an edqual
level on a global basis. In the month of June, U.S.
announced changes in START proposal to increase flexibility;
relaxXation in limit of 850 ballistic missiles on each side;

and equal celling 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 mcdernisation 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
prqpinently an acceptance by the U.S. of the Soviet position

on militery eguivalence and the West European reluctance in
accepting the paradigm of limited nuclear war perhaps

hypocratically thoughe 17

On the Soviet side, in September 1961, Soviet Union
broke a two and half year moratoritmon 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. Ibid., p. 84.
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nuclear weapon tests in atmosphere and outer space and

muclean :
also the Moon. Injgnon-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 No&ember,
1981, in Madrid Conference a review was made with Helsinki
Accords. In December 1983, Moscow announced susSpensions

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 sSpecific 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 fieid.

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,

S5 the
6. the
7. the
In this

steps in the

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
prevention of war,

humanitarian laws of war. 18

context one can discuss the most important

field of arms control, where the two Super

Powers are in the lead.

18. J. Goldblet, " 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 anyrother

nuclear explosions:

a) in the atmosphere, bevond its limits, including
outer sSpace, or under water including territorial

waters or high sea;

b) 'or, in any other environment if explosion causes
radioactive debris to bhe present outside the
territorial limits of the State under whose

jurisdiction 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

2

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

19. 1Ibid.
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FTO‘M
431st 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 & separate agreement. National

technical means of verification were to be used to provide

aésurance 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 threshbld.
The parties stated that they would observe the limitation

during the pre-ratification period.

In peaceful nuclear explosion treaty, both the U.S.
and the Soviet Union signed on underground nuclear explosions
for peaceful purposes. It was Si@ned'at Moscow and Washington
respectively on 28th May, 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 peaceful purposes, having a yield exceed)

with an aggregate yield exceeding 1500 kt. The treaty
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governed all nuclear explosions carried out outside the
weapon test sites after 31st March, 1976. The question

of carrying out individual explosions with a. yield exceeding
150 kt. was to be considered at an appropriate time to be
agreed. In éddition to the use of national technical means
of»verification, the treaty brovided 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

In addition to the agreement on ABM, there was a

20. Arms Control, Department of State Bulletin,
June 1987, pp. 42-47,




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 deployment
of anti-ballistic missile systemsS or their components
instead of two Ssuch areas as allowed by the ABM treatye.

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 ABM system or 1tsS components in the alternative
area permitted by the system itself. It further provided
that, before starting construction, notification is given
during the year which commenced at 5 years interwal,
therefore, those being the years for periodic review of

the ABM treaty. This right was to be exercised only once.
The deployment of an ABM system within the area selected
should be regained, limited by the levels and other

requirements established by the ABM treaty.

An Interim Agreemeént between the countries had been
signed on certain measures with respect to the limitation
of strategic offensive arms, at Moscow on 26th Julv, 1972,
entered into torce on 3 October, 1972. It provided a freeze
for a period of five years of the aggregate number of fixed

land based ICBMsS launchers and ballistic missile launchers
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on modern sSubmarines. 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
assurance of compliance with the provisions of the

Agreemente.

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 provisionsor with the

goals of the ongoing taiks on a new agreement.

Besides, a memorandum of understanding between the
US and the U.S.3.R regarding the estzsblishment 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-I1 was signed at Vienna on 18 June, 1979

oﬂ 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 ICBM Launchers, submarines
Launched ballistic missiles (SLBM)capable of a range in
excess of 600 km. This ceiling was to be further lowéred
to 2250 and the lowering must begin in January, 1981,
while the disméntling or destruction of Systems which

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

A sub limit of 1320 was impoSed upon each party for the
combined number of launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs edquipped
with MIRVS and aeroplanes equipped for lqng range (over 600 kme.)
cruise missiles., Moreover, each party was limited to a
total of 1200 launchers of MIRVED ICBM and SLBMs and

MIRVED ICBMs. There were pan on the testing and deployment
of new types of ICBMs, with one exception for ench side i.e
on building fixed ICBM launchers, on converting fixed

light ABM launchers into heavy ICBM launchers, on heavy
mobile ICBMs, heavy Si.BMs, ASBMS, on surfaced ship ballistic
missile Launchers, on Systems to launch missiles from

earth orbit including fractional orbital missiles. National
technical means was to be used to verify compliance. Any

interferences with such means of verification or any
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deliberate concealment measures which impeded verification
were prohipited. The treaty was to remain in force until
'31St December, 1985. Prior to signing of the treaty, on
16 January 1979, the U.5.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
givé 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.S5.R glso 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 ICBM 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
orticles. 1In short, over the years till SALT talks the
U.3. and the Soviet Union had concentrated on that kind

of disarmament which cénsiSted in preventing others from
menufacturing 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
rath=r than arms$ control in the more conventional sense
that had dominated over the past years of U.3. - Soviet.

21

nuclear diplomacye.

After a six years of lapse again SOVieé 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 wﬁich a step by step
confrontatibn between the Soviet Union and the United

States was mounting. Hence it was in itself a significant

217. William, R. Kintner and Robert L. Pfaltgraff,

SALT Implications for Arms Control in the 1970s,
Pittsburg, 1973, pe 1.
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step forward. 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*Octbber, 10-11,
1986, the two 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. Howevér,
the Summit failed on the dquestion 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 strétegic defence initiative
(SDI) . After this, it was Soviet initiative that started
a zero sSolution for the intermediate nuclear force in
Europe which later became a double zero and later as global

ZIro0.

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 fimmm
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 matrch towards

the complete elimination of the nuclear weapons.22

22. Patriot(New Delhi), 9 Deceuber, 1988
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GENEVA SUMMIT




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 Summit.1
Assessing the historical importance, Gorbachev said, the
"first and foreﬁost" 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
strongly that way as I do, then we will end the arms race",2
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

Te Dajily Telegraph, London, 19 November, 1985.

2. International Herald Tribune, 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
relatios was swift.3 In a joint appearance both of them
agreed .in the first ever Super Power Summit of its kind

to accelerate negotiationsS between the twb natibns"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 nat seek to achieve military superiority"e. 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

Powers "escape the prison of mutual terror".

Backgrounds:

As this was the first ever U;S. - Soviet Summit in
six years after the SALT-1I agreement in 1979, it can only
be understood againsSt the background of the U.S. - Soviet

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

3. Ibid.
4, Ibid., 22 November, 1985

Se Washington Post, Washington, 23 November, 1985
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American nuclear superiority was indispensable in deterring
Soviet probes that might have 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 circumstances, Summit meetings
have become inevitable for prquervation and maintenance
of world peace. No doubt, both the Super Powers have

e

diametrically opposed ideological and geopolitical interests.
There are lots of differences between them which c¢an not
be resolved. Yet, bcth 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 sentimental
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 é peaceful relationship?
Before answering it is important to recognisé tirst 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. Richard Nixon, "Super Power Summitry",

Foreign Affairs, 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
weapoﬁs in the hands 6f a leader of a minor
revolutionary or territorist power who would be
less restrained from using nuclear weapons than

the major powers have been;

iii) Escalation of small warsg in areas where the
interests of the Super Powers are both involved,

such as the Middle East and the Persian Gulf;

iv) War by miscalculation: where a leader of one
Super Power underestimates the will of the leader

of the other to take ultimate risks to defend his

interests.

In all four of these sc¢enarious, the U.S. and the
Soviet Union have a mutual interest in reducing the danger
and risks which could lead to a muclear 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
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deteriorating. There are many reasons for this development.
Soviet expansionist policies in many regions of the world
is a pointer to this. 8ix 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 prbductive
U.Se = 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 was 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 held at
the Foreign Secretary level. The nuclear arms reduction

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

7 Rozanne Z. Ridgway, " The Geneva Summit - A Testimonial
to Alliance Solidarity", 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 transitional period of leadership in
the Soviet Union and the accession of a new and vigorous
leader made suéh a meeting more than an abstract péSsibility.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 ﬁhe world, reduce the level

of arms and build a constructive working relationship".

The U.S. had agreed to enter new negotiations, "on the

whole fange of gquestions 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 2 before the Geneva Summit.

8. Victor B. Olason, " The Geneva Talks on Nuclear
and outer Space Weapons", NATO Review, no.l1, 1985
pp. 10=-11.

9. Text of Joint UeS. ~ U.S.S5.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 subjeét 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 in their inter-relationship. It was agreed that
the objective of the negotiastions will be to work out
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in
Space and at limiting and reducing huclear arms and at
strengthening strategic stability. Shultz expressed the
hope that the negotiations would ultimately "lead to the

complete elimination of nuclear arms every where".

Later, a delegation from each side, divided into three
groups, entered into a negotiation on 12 March, 1985. The
groups were to addresss: (1) strategic offensive nuclear arms,
INF, space and other defensive armS. In the START group US
sought radical reductions in the numbers and destructive
power of Strategi¢ 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 limits, (3) The U.S. intended

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

third forum.1o

-In. short, the U.S. wanted to reverse the ercsion 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 situation in which secﬁrity rests bnv
the threat of massive nuclear retaliation towards increased

reliance on defence 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. 1Ibid.
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negotiating process. (1) The US expanded the dialogue with
Soviet Union and opened a forum where the arms control
issues dividing the two sides could be discussed. With
regard to Reagan's strategic defence initiative, it was
emphasised that this was a research programme, consSistent
with the ABM Treaty which held out the possibility of
enhéncing the ability to deter aggression against the U.Se.

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 sStrategic 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. Egqually important, the
U.S. would contiﬁue to press in diplomatic contacts with the
Soviet Union for progress in the three other key areas

of U«sSe =~ 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 issuess 11

1)

2)

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
consedquences, they emphasised the importance of
preventing any war between them, whether it is
nuclear or conventional. They would not seek to

achieve military superiority.

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 ﬁask 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 éarth, to limit

and reduce nuclear arms and enhance strategic

stability. During the negotiation of these agreements

11

Reagan-Gorbachev Summit Joint Statement, NATQO Review ,
no.6, December, 1985, pp. 25-27.
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5)

6)
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effective measures for verification of compliance

with obligations assumed would be mgreed upon.

They agreed to study the question of risk taking
into account the issues and developments in the
Genéva negotiations. They took satisfaction in
such recent steps in this direction as the modern-

isation of the Soviet - U.S. hotline.

They reaffirmed the commitment of the U.S.S5.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 alie by enlarging its membership.

They asserted their commitment, assumed by them
under the treaty on the non-proliferastion of world
to peérsue negotiations in good faith on matters of
nuclear arms limitation and disarmament in accordance

with Article VI of the treaty.

They planned to continue to promote the strengtheninc

of the international atomic energy agency and to



47

support the activigies of the agency in implementing
safeguards as well as in promoting the peaceful

uses of nuclear energye.

7) In the context of discussing security problems,
they reaffirmed that they were in favéur of a
general and complete prohibition of chemical
weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles
of such weapons. They agreed ﬁo accelerate efforts
to conclude an effective and verifiable internatibnal

convention on this matter.

8) They agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on
the level of experts on all aspects of such as
chemical weaponé ban, including the question of
verification. They agreed to initiate a dialogue

on preventing the proliferation of éhemical 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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on conpiclence

zgnd security building measures and disarmament in Europe,
and noting the progress msde there, the two sides stated
their intention to facilitate, together with participation
of other Stateé, 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 basjis and intensify dialogue at various levels,
Along with meetings between the leaders of the two countries,
they envisaged regular meetings between the U.3.5.R. Minister
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 views on regional issues
at the expert level, they intended to expand the programmes

of bilateral exchanges, and also to develop trade 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 contacte.

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 York and Kiev; environment protection measures,
exchanges and contacts in the field of Science, education,
medicine and sports; and on the importance of developing

international cooperation in obtaining energy from thermo-

nuclear fusione.

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,ashaped by the facts of this
century.“ Discussions covered the full range of issues that
affect the U.S. - Soviet relationship in one way or another,

the most crucial was armsS controle.

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 enabléd UeSe
to find areas of agreement. But the diSCuSSionsvshowed that
profound ditferences remained in all the major areas of the

. 12
Geneva negotiations. These weres

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
rgsults of the Geneva Summit and the International
Situation NATQO Review, November 27, 1985,pp.163-89
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reductions. Gorbachev asserted that the Soviet
Union shared this cobjective. As a conseduence,
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 oﬁ the
categofies of weapons this reduction should
encompasSs. Similarly it also holds out the
possibility of that an interim agreement limiting
the INF missiles can be concluded without reference
to progress in the other two negoﬁiations. The
crucial need of verification in armé control
agreements was also reaffirmed, an issue to which

the U.S. attached particular importance.

On Strategic Défence Initiative (SDI) the substantial
concebtual 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



52

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 expressed 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.5. Senators, John Warner 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. PFrom U.S. stand point of view these discussions are
important for the overall relationshipe. They are important
as regional conflicts have affected the Super Powers
relationship adversely in other areas of mutual concern

such as arms control etce.

Thirdly, human rights was an essential agenda item

in UeS. - Soviet Summit discussions at Genevae.

World Reaction

Here process won over subsjance. It was seen widely
by officials on both sides as a victory for Readagan who wanted
to emphasise process and play down substance and a Setback
for Gorbachev who had Stéked so much personal prestige on
an arms control breakthrough at the two days encounter. He
was disappointed, when he failed to elicit concessions from
Reagan gn space based defences. By all accounts it did not
work. The Soviet officials were of the opinibn that he
would revert to a long-term strategy of trying to turn U.S.

allied opinion against Reagan's SDI. Moreover, the two
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leaders took the meetings into their own hands in a
remarkable display of personal dipiomacy. On substance,
the tﬁo leaders developed a realistic understanding of
the hard realities of their conflicts and made progreés

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. PFurthermore, an important result
of Geneva was the mutual agreement that the dialogue should

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

Moreover, the most significant fact is that a fresh
start has been made. The dquestion is will it lead to a
more stable constructive relationship that can be stabilised
wlthout the fiuctuations that have so often characterised
UsSe - 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 mﬁtual accommodation
in Soviet - American negotiations emerges the role of
trust 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 ﬁhemselves is in a very
real sense, the creation of their military hardliners. The
Russians and some other Warsaw Gévernments have harped on
the danger of war. The Western countries also need to use
a mounting rhetoric of military options for their own
domestic purposes. Henry Grunwald quoted Salvadar de
Maderiage as Ssaying, " 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 New 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 cautioﬁsly to Gorbachev's proposal to rid the
glabe of nuclear weapons by the end of the century.
Interviews with disarmament and foreign affairs specialists
in several Wes£ European capitals indicated a considerable
degfee of confusion and skepticism about the intent of the
Soviet leader's plan. But interest in dnaqytna, details

of the proposal is stronge 15

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 evaluaﬁed only after
details are presented in a more definite form by the Soviets
in Geneva". Further referring to the latest round of U.S. -
Soviet arms talks, he said, "Gorbachev wants to convince

- he is a peaéemaker, always at the forefront with new
proposals, but I think we are sophisticated enough to see

behind his smile". 1°

15. "West Europeans cautions on Soviet Nuclear Plan,"”
Los Angeles Times Services, International Herald
Tribune, Paris 22nd January, 1986

16. International Herald Tribune, Paris, January 22,1986,
quoted from Los Angeles Times Service by Tyler Marshall.
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Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich of West 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.17

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

Moscow'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 initiative,

which is popularly known as "Star Wars".

Moreover, by calling for the elimination of U.S.
and Soviet medium-ranye nuclear weapons from Europe without
demanding immediate compensation for French 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, "the
abparent move on European miésiles ié more than I would
have expected. The package is-certainly not negative. It
conveys a sense that something more than positive is going

on". 19

Proposal, according to British foreign official,

18. 1bid.

1%« Ibide
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"econtains some quits attractive new ideas with some

>
0 Britain repeatedly has rejected

tricky conditions".
Soviet attempts to negotiate a reduction with the Russians
of the British nuclear force until such time as Moscow
cuts its own missile force substantiallye. British
official said thats the disparity between Britain's

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

excrcise absurd.

But they said the current Soviet offer to reduce
its warheads by half would at least raise the prospect of

. : . . 2
a review of negotiations. L

Besides, the other West Eurcopean nuclear powers were
more skeptical. The imbalance between U.S. is so great
that a fifty per cent cut makes no Sense, said Stephane
Chemelewsky, a spokesman on Soviet affairs in the French
Ministry of External Relations. "We are not impressed by

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

/

20. Ibid.
21. 1Ibid.

22, 1Ibid.
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In a communigque the leaders of Commonwealth countries
welcomed the Super Powers' Summit 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 chemiéal weapons 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 “Big Two" talks would mark

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

pulling back from the brink".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., Nuclear Disarmament: The Six Nation
Initiative and the Big Power Response, MNew Delhi, 1987,
Pe 1X = XiVe

25. Ibid.
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The members of the non-aiigned movement are also of
the opinion that co-existence éhould be there but international
order and nuclear weapohs 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 unprizzdepted

gravity. The developing countries perceive thef 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 Six Nation
Initiative and the Big Powers Response, New Delhi,
1987, pp. X-Xiv.
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studies which had made the prevention of nuclear war and
dismantling of nuclezar weapons a categorical imperativé

for human survival. In short, the Declaration called upon

the nuclear power sStates to put a "halt to the testing,
production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their
deliverty SySteﬁS", and insisted that it "must be immediately
folldwed by substantial reduction in nucleaf forces, leading
to complete elimination of nuclear weaponS and the final

goal of general and complete disarmament"”. 27 On the eve

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

a message to the two leaders urging 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

degree of certainty that testing programmes have ceased".28
They added further: "The world's highest expectations are
focussed on our meeting at Geneva. All peoples and gqvernments

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

27. Ibid.

28. 1Ibice.
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opening an era of peace and security for humanitye.

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 disarmament.

Undoubtedly, it expressed their intention to. continue

the practice in future.

The overall balancesheet of the Geneva negotiations
was positive. The experiénce 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-1II Treatye.

In fact, necessity to prevent an armsS race in Space,
coupled with resolve to reduce nuclear arms motivated the
two leaders -~ Reagan and Gorbacheveto meet at Reykjavik

later.



Chapter III

Reykjavik Summit
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The Summit meeting between President Reagan and Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev, which took place at Reykjavik, the
capital city of Iceland {October 11-12 ,1986), was marked by
the presentation of the unprecendented Soviet programme 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) prégramme.1 It wvas a major political event in inter-
‘national affairs, in the drive against the arms race, for
the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and for
the removal of war threat 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 vas & whole package of .major propo-
sals, wnich, if accepted, would have ushered in & new epoch
in the life of humanity, that is one-without nuclear arms.
Before leaving vAshington, Reagan said: "we go to Reykjavik
for peace. We go to this meeting for freedom. #And we go
in hope."2

For the first time, the official Soviet Communist

Party newspaper Pravda talked of a drastic change for the

1 Gorbachev's Television Address to Soviet Public, Main-
streaim, 1 Novembor, 1986, Vol. XXV, No. 7, DPe 27=335.

2 The Hindu (lndras), 11 October, 1986.
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better in Soviet-American relations and in the world as a
whole, t stressed the realism and constructive approach
displayed by both sides. HMoreover, in Reagan's words, it

3 on the wvay to a future Summit, a

was "the last base camp
preparatory phase Lo the Washington Summit,

Still there were plenty of stumbling blocks, including
the fate of the shorter ranse missiles which the Russians
deployed in Eastern furope after walking out of the INF arnd
START talks in Geneva at the end of 1983. A deal on inter-
med iate range weapons would not be of much military signifi-
cance on the NATO side; at l=ast, the cruise and Pershing-
IIS had always been seen as a political rather than a mili-
tery weapon, but it would be shown thét the two men were
capable of agreeing on something concrete.

The lresident and his advisers believed that agreeing
to a mutual ban on testing would merely freeze a situation
in which tue Soviet Union would have an advantage, But it
is Just possible that the U.S. might agree to some deal by
which there wvere fewer rests, or might agree to move towards
ratification of the threshold test ban treaty, which limits
the size of tests to yield of 150 kilotons. There might
even be a move to reduce the threshold down to 100 or 150

3

kilotons though that would depend on some Soviet move on

L .
3 Michael MandelbaumyStrobe Talbott, "Reykjavik and
Deyond", Foreign .ifairs, %vashington,,pp. 216-35.

Ey

4 ibid. no-3,198F
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verification. Besides, Reagan believed in his personal

charisma which would give him greater power of persuation and
conviction in a face to face encounter. It is the reason why
he was pleased with the Geneva 3ummit and wanted to have the
second in the series at Reykjavik. Further, the timing of
the meeting just three weeks before the mid-term elections

he viewed as a great advantage to himself. He hoped'for
progfess in arms control, in reducing Soviet offensive wea-
pons. Also, he calculated that as long as nuclear veapons
were there something or some kind of testing was inevitable.

Similarly, the Soviet objective at Reykjavik was to
persuade Reagan to prolong the SALT-II agreement which was
otherwise due to be breached in the following few wecks by
‘the further installation of cruise missiles on American B=52
bombors ..

Apart from this, the pressure on Gorbachev personélly
to reach an arms control agreement with Reagan was greater
than many in West appreciated. His economic reform pro-
gramme laid at the 27th Farty Congress, simply could not be
announced without a major reduction in arms spending, stopp-
ing the drain of the best skills, materials and other re-
sources tc the military section and applying them to the
civil sector. Furthermore, hope for progress on strategic
arms control meant restraining the development of the American

defensive system. Gorbachev moved into & decisive phase by

5 Ibid.
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a new Soviet approuch to the problem by combining reductions
in offensive strategic forces with constraints on strategic
defences.

Against this background, there were some barriers arising
out of it. Firstly, there were sSoviet and the U.S. different
perspectives on strategic defences.6 In the end, however,
that may be irrélevant, what counts much for arms control is
the ability of both sides to come to an agreement for achiev-
ing international security-at a lower level of armaments,

Aanother obstacle maximalist or delibcurately utopian
appro-.cn to arms conirocl which not only the U.S. but also
the Soviet Union displayed. Rather than exploring the
possible, both Super Powers p.rhaps, motivated by the out-
burst of anti-nuclear public sentiments in western societies
during the early 1980s, demanded the unattainable. Vhereas
Reagan insisted on a shield against missile attack which
would render nuclear missiles "impotent aﬁd obsolete".7
Gorbachev pleaded for the total eliminztion of all nuclear
weapons by the year 2000.

Both notions contained an clement of real politik in

their instrumsntal effect, as the U.3. President felt he had

6 "U.S.=Soviet wuclear arms control', SIPRI year book,
vorld srmament and Disarmanent, 1987, p. 325-26.

&l Foh . LI ! Pt . 3 - ~ .- - .
7 George 3hultz, :rogress at Reykjavik: U.3. View,” ain-
stream, 1 floveuber, 19356, Vol, XXV, No. 7, bp. 33=35,
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devised a good method both to strengthen the U,3. amd to
extract concessions from the ngiet Union. Moreover, the
Soviet leader desired to profit from anti-nuclear feelings
in Western Europe by promoting, on the 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 aé such, 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 within the Soviet
lcadership and government, and they might have emerged if
there had been a series of negotiations. As it waé, the
Soviet Union was able to display an increasingly coherent
position vis-a-vis the U.S. administration.

Reagan had come to the Summit and gone home without
yielding even the slightest concession 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 pplitical and psychological pressure on Reagan, whose
interest in another meeting and in arms control accord was
evident from his statements during the Spfing and Summer.,

In a Czech newspaper Rude Provo, Gorbachev complained, "we

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

8 Michael Mandelbaum and Strobe Talbott, "Reykjavik and
Beyond", Foreign Affairs, Washington, no. 3, 1987,
pp. 216=35,
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ment, despite all the offers made by the USSR",. Even as
they seemed to be stalling on a second Summit, the Soviets
stepped up their propaganda on behalf of a moratorium on all
nuclear testing and a phased reduction of nuclear weapons
that would lead to the elimination of both sides' arsenals.
In January 1985, in Geneva, Gromyko and 3hultz had
insisted that the issues of INF, strategic arms, and space
and.defensive systems had to be resolved 'in their inter-
relationship”. 'O Yet starting with the Reagan and Gorbachev
Summit of November, 1985, Soviet officials began saying they
would be willing to settle for an interim INF agreement,
progress towards a nuclear test ban or perhaps even so
called confidence buillding measures such as strengthened
procedures for avoiding the accidental start of a war in
Burope. In siiort, the Soviets seemed ambivalent about a
future Suwmit. In fact, they did not want to @llow Reagan's
sunporters to claim, as they had after the CGeneva meeting,

all and wolding firm had paid off and that

Lty

that standing

cr

Gorbachev had knuckled unier tc the Fresident. 2t the same
they were worried about the consequences of yet another break-
dovnn in Soviecl-American diplomicy. The men in the Kremlin

are cxtremely conservative and deeply uncomfortable with

discontinuity, uncertainity, unpredictability. The failure

9 Ibid., pp. 218-19

10 Tbid., . 219.
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to hold a follow up Summit would represent all three. This
apert they were genuinely worried about the future of the
nuclear competition. A respite from or perhaps a long-term
arrangement for the regulation of that competition was impor-
tant if Gorbachev were tc have the per edyshka, or breathing
space, that he seemed to need in order to carry out his

. o
domestic programme.

Furthermore, the difficulties that the Soviets had
experienced with Reagan gave the Fresident a certain poli-
tical advantage in managing the domestic politics of an

) & & p :

: . 1
agreement if one were achieved. 2

In other words, an attempt
was made by the two to identify their common areas and issues
in arms control, on which progress could be made at the

earlier Gensva negotlations.

Daniloff issue:

But before the Reykjavik Summit, it received a set
back with the arrest of American Jjournalist Nicholas Daniloff
by KGB officials in koscow on charges of espionage, in
return for the seizure of a Soviet physicist Gennadi Zakharov,

for'allegation of similar offence, as attempting to purchase

11 Arnold Horlick, "U.S., -Soviet Relations: The Return of

Arms Control", Foreign Affairs, America and the World,

1984, Zeweryn Bialer and Joan Afferica,“The Genesis of
Gorbachev's Worldy Foreign affairs, ° ' S

1985.

12 Ibid., p. 220.




intelligence secrets from an agent who had been working for
the FBI.13 There was a widespread resentment against the
arrest. The U.5. Ambassador to the U.N, then called on his
Soviet counterpart and delivered 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, Alexander Relongov, branded the U.S. action
illegal and issued a warning at a press conference in New
York. This kind of behaviour cammot but evoke condemnation.
Nor can it remain without consequences, Shevardnadze, Soviet
Foreign Minister said, "we will not use other sharper words,
but will say frankly that if the U.S5. side belleves that it
can act arbitrarily with impunity, it is mistaken that
action will not be left unanswered".qh Moreover, Daniloff's
imprisonment poisoned the atmosphere and complicated the
agenda of the meeting.

oscow had prolonged the tension in Washington and
among vulnerable americans by adding that the retaliatory
step would not be taken in haste without regard for the hope
and possibility oif @ coordinated move by the two Super Powers
to make the world a safer nluce to live in by reducing their
overflowing nuclear arsenals. The Soviets have becen keen on
a meeting between Gorbachev and Fresident Reagan at Reykjavik

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

13 Ibid.,

14 Deccan Herald, 7 October, 1986.
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spite of the Zakharov-Daniloff affair,

A problem arose out of this because the U.S. resented
to a mass expulsion of So&iet diplomats from the U.N. appa-
rently in retaliation to the arrest of Daniloff in Moécow
that if the U.3. Government vas allowed to get away with
this, one of the essential aspects of the 1947 agreenent
between U.S. and the U.N. would have been defaced.

| A1l these activities could be called game of one-up-
manship between two intelliigence agencies =~ the CIA and the
KGB. Neither Reagan nor any of his top advisors vas aware
of the arrest of Zakharov and therefore its possible conse=-
guences could not be foreseen and guérded against. Similarly,
the KGB, for its own reasons did not consult Gorbachev be-
fore taking Daniloff into custody.

From the above fact it is clear that the Soviet leader-
ship was not interested in the speculation about the state
of Reagan's foresight’and knowledge of the chain of events
that started with the arrest of Zakharov. 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 "aimed at thwarting Soviet-American dialogue and a
posgible 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, Thwurts Consensus", Mainstreém,
2 July, 1988, pp. 5, 30.




of hostility and mistrust between the Soviet-imerican rela-
tions often appear to exemplify Murphy's Law. What can go
wrong, 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 lMay,
1960 led Khruschev to storm out of the FParis Summit., The
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August, 1968 delayed
agreément to be held in the SALT. The invasion of Afgha-
nistan virtuwally guaranteed that the U.S. Senate would not
ratify the SALT II treaty, and the downing of a Korean Air-
liner in 3September, 1983 impeded Shultz's effort to reengage
the Soviet Union in quietldiplomacy on a variety of bilateral
and regional issues.

In sum, for all the prevailing différences among them
these incidents had three major important features in common
which they shared with the Daniloff affair:

(1) the Kremlin's concern with security,

(2) if what the Soviets do leads to a crisis in their

relations with the U.S. they are guick to blame

Yashington,

by

(3) the disruption in reclations has always proved
, 1

Temporary. 6
In a series of communications with the White House

before Daniloffl was a2allowed to leave the U.S.3.R., Gorbachev

16 Ibid.,
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expressed irritaticn over the uproar in the U.S. that the
journalist's detention had provoked, but also frustration and
impatience that the U.S.-Soviet relationship should so often
seem to delay deliberate, coherent management from the top.
In a letter to [tonald Reagan on September 19, 1986 Gorbachev
wrote of the need for the two leaders to involve themselves
personally, so as to impart an 'impulse' to the stalled dip-
lomafic process.17 He proposed a Reykjavik Summit as a pre-
paration fof vashinston Summit. Reagan was immediately in-
clined to accept. |

On 29th September, Daniloff was finally released and
Zakharov returned home. The complexity of events were charac-
teristic of both the Soviet Union's conceptual framework and
Gorbachev's challenge to American policy.

The Soviets had led American officials to expect that
INF would be the focal point of the meeting. Since the
Geneva Summit in 1985, the Soviets had been hinting, and
flatly stating sometimes that Gorbachev was prepared to sign
a separate INF agreement delinked from other arms control
issues. As it was vitally important in the politics of NATO,
the sokalled Euro missiles symbolised America's commitment
to use ils own nuclear weapons to profect Western Europe.
Conversely, the Soviet campaign to block the iAmerican deploy-

ments vas part of a broader effort to encourage the "decouplig

17 International Herald Tribune, Paris, 11 October; 1986.
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of the U.S. from Europe'.

‘VWhen the time was ripe To make a deal that would be
the centre piece of a Summit, Shultz and Shevardnadze were
drawn toward INF. The negotiations were crafted to the
immediate diplomatic need to achieve a éoncrete agreement
to focus on the‘important military questions at stake whe-
ther the U.3. should spend billions on developing exotic
anti;ballistic missile systems and whether the Soviet Union
would have to spend comparable sums on counter measures or
not?

Stranpgely cnough, when Reagan arrived at the Suinmit
meeting he found INF was not the main item nor did it have
priority over other strategic iéQuesa

Before the Summit, the world speculation was "a grand
compromise', in which the U,3. would accept significant
constraints on SDI in exchanze for equally significant re-
ductions in Soviet offensive forces., The Soviet incentive
for éuch a compromise was clear as an American defensive
system, even if it were not particularly effective, would
forée the Kremlin into an expensive and potentially disrup-
tive round of the arms race. Hbreover, SDI represented a
new kind of competition in exotic technology, where the
advantage, at least, initially would be with the U.S. The

most important fact was that those who pondered over the

.

licies in the _ighties, .atriot
937, p. 39.

18 Rakesh Cupta, Soviet
Fublisher, New Delhi,

o
l]
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possibilities for such a compromise had never been certain
about how far the 3Soviets would go in offering to reduce

their most threatened offensive weapons in order to obtain

restraints on American defences,

Issues discussed:

A whole set of important measures was put forward at
the Reykjavik Summit. The discussion was no longer about
limiting nuclear arms race, as was the case with the SALT-I,
SALT-II and other previous treaties, but about the elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons within a comparatively short-pericd
of time as evident from the following:19
(1) The first Soviet proposal was with regard to strategic
offensive weapons. Gorbachev expressed Soviet desire to
reduce them by fifty per cent within the next five years.

The strategic weapons on land, water and the air would be
halved. He agreed to & major concessions by revoking the
previous demand that the strategic equation include American
medium range missiles reaching Soviet territory and American
forward based systems.

(2) Secondly, in dealing with medium range missiles, Gorba-
chev suggested to Reagan that the Soviet and American missi-

les of this class in Zurope be completely eliminated.’

19 Spegch by Piikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the
CP3U Central Committee, on Soviet Television on 14
October, 1966.
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(3) Thirdly,lthe gquestion raised by Gorbachev was regard-
ing the existing ABM and MNuclear Test Ban Treaty. The Soviet
approcch was: since both the Super Fowers were entering a
totally new situation which would witness the beginning of
substantial reductions in nuclear weapons and their complete
elimination in the foreseeable future it was‘necessary to
protect oneself‘from any unexpected developments.
(4)  Botn pledged tc seek cuts in their strategic nuclear
forces by fifty per cent, to try to negotiate an interim
agreement on INF and, in addition, to prevent an arms race
in spuace, and end it on earth.zo
(5) Both sides favoured modernisation restraints but with
a different bias: the Soviet Union having completed a major
missile modernisaticn programme wanted to prohibit all new,
untested strategic weapons; the U.3. which was just beginn-
ing its own force of modernisation insisted that only new
heavy and mobile ICBMs should he so prohibited.
(6) With regard to INF, the Soviet Union, while prepared
to accept a force up to 120 cruise missiles in Western Zurope,
insisted that it needed a similar 33-20 force plus sufficient
INF to compensate for the British and French strategic fofces,
Apart from these differences existing between the two,
on 15th January, 1986, Zoviet leader Gorbachev launched a

major, ambitious proposal, suggesting a detailed schedule to

20 U.S.=Soviet nuclear arms control - SIPRI Yearbook 1937:
vorld Armaments and Disarmament, pp. 325-25.
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b

achieve the total abolition of nuclear weapons by the year
2000, The main initial step of halving the strategic arsenals
of both Super Powers was still tied to restrictions on SDI,
However, such a reduction wvas possible only if both the USSR
and the U.3., renounced the develOpment, testing and deploy-
ment of space strike weapons. Yet the proposal also con-
taingd important new moves, which, though still far from

i

meeting Western demands, indicated a Soviet readiness to get
négotiations mo-ving;.zI

In ?articular, this applied to an area which the Gene-
ral Secretary had signed on previous occasions for treatment
separated from the SDI impasse: IMFS., What MATO's military
experts had feared and advocated and what Reagan had made
the officilal position in the INF negotiations since 1981 was
now being pr0posed from Moscow a zero sclution for all INF in
Lurope.

Kven then the initiatives still did not quite bridge
the gap between the former Soviet and U.S. positions: Gorba-
chev showed no readiness to reduce Soviet INF right to build
up their own INF forces to compensate for British and French
strétegic forces to be frozen at their present level, At
the same time, however, this was the first Soviet proposal
suggesting the total disappearance of the Soviet S5-20 mis-
sile ih the Zuropean zone - a decisive departure from all

previous statements.

21" Reprinted in, Neues Deutschland, 16th Januery, 1986.
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One of the most lmportant elements was the issue of
verification. Whereas Soviet leaders before Gorbachev had
shown some readiness in individual cases to accept a degree
of on-site inspection, he was the first to formulate Soviet
readiness for comprehensive verification. All the steps in
his disarmament plan were to be subject to verification by.
national means as well as through on site inspection. And
Gorﬂéchev even stated that the»Soviét Union was prepared to

agree to any additional means of verification.

Ovefall Cutcome:

Soon after the Reykjavik meeting was over, its results,
casequences were in the centre of world public attention.
wverybody wanted to know: whaf happened? What results did
it yield? What would the world be like after it? Would it
lead to further successful Summit meetings in the future and
serve the actual purpose in the truer sense? To answer all
the dbove questions one can clearly examine the issues discus-
sed at Reykjavik and the ultimete conclusion to which both
could have come.

In the first pléce, Gorbachev had proposed totally
different kinds of restrictions at different times, from
what Americans wanted as regards to reductions of offensive
forces. Their ciief goal vas restraints on defensive systems,

morée categorically the American 3DI,
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Secondly, earlier in 1985, Gorbachev wanted a complete
ban on "space strike arms”22 inbluding all laboratory're—
search etc. Later he stated that "fundamental"23 research
might be allowed in respect of strategic defence, He proposed
an extension of the ABM treaty, signed in‘1972, for a period
of 15-20 years, then for'"up to 15 years".‘?‘4 In a letter to
Gorbachev in July, 1986, Reagan proposed continuing the ABHM
treéfy for seven and a half years and neither side would be
able to withdraw during that period. The qguestion of dura-
tion was obviously amenable to compfomise. The two could -
split the differences and arrive at a figure of 10 years and
they did so at ReykJjavik. But that did not resolve the
different guestion of what the ABM treaty acfually permitted
in the way of research, development and testing of high-
technology space based defensive systems, It was over this
issue that the Reykjavik meeting collapsed.

Thirdly, on the crucial issue of SDI, from the Soviet
view, Reagan's position meant that the U.S. was not willing
to pay any appreciable price in defensive-restraints to get
offensive reductions. Reagan's agreement to delay 3DI deploy-
ment for ten years and adhere to the ABM treaty depended on
the complete elimination of all ballistic missiles within

that 10 years period. NMoreover, Reagan's understanding of

22 Ibid., p. 227.
23 Time, September, 1985.

24 4 I.bido
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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 5pokesmén main-
'tained that the Treaty gave the U.S. the right to conduct
research and de?elop, test the SDI system and its components.
‘So wﬁen the 10 years moratorium ended, the U.S. might have
some 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 what-
ever defences the U.S. would eventwally deploy. Thus,
Reagan's position on the defensive hélf of the grand comp-
romise at Reykjavik came down to a refusal to apcept any of
the restraints and 3DI that the Soviets wanted. Ffurthermore,
his-main concerns seemed to be protecting SDI from Soviet
efforts to "kill" it. 1In an interview published in Time,
Gerard Smith, Chief Américan ndgotiatof, said, "there could
be testing, outside the laboratory of some new technology
and devices, as long as they were not components of a deplo-
yable system. Defining components may be a key element in
the ongoing negotiation, but between the Soviets current
laboratory definition of permissible research and the adminis-

tration's claim that anything goes, 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 was relegated to Secon@ary importance,
Gorbachev's concessions on medium rangé missiles was 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 Reagaﬁ 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 ultimaﬁe success.
Horeover; the infamous SDI became more conspicuous as a symbol
of obstruction in the way of peace, as a concentrated expres-
sion of militaristic designs and the unwillingness to avert
the nuclear threat looming large over mankind.

For the U.S. it was 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 pf factors viz. the soberting experience, mounting
budgetary constraints, ‘jest Buropean pressure and a desire
To secure Reagan's place in history as a npeace Fresident™
might have eveﬁ caused him to reconsider at Reykjavik. In
addition, a more assertive Congress and his status as a lame

duck’ President could increasingly erode his bargaining
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leverage. Further, his vision of making nuclear weapons
"impotent and obsolete!" as opposed to building an imperfect
defence for missile silos involved technology that would not
‘be available until 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
woula continue and deployment could be left for future nego-
tiation. In sum, it was a historic opportunity which was
not lost at Reykjavik. It was still "within the graSp"25
said Reagan. To him what washeeded then were 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 stabiiising rela-
tions had increased but so>also the cost of overconfidence
ané amateurism.

+ George Shultz elaborated on Reagan's proposal about
postponing deployment of a strafegic defence system for 10>
years in conjunction with fifty per cent reductions of stra=-
tegiolforces over the first five years, arnd 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 question was raised in the minds of

Americans, in walking away from a quick deal on ReykJavik

25 Jyotsna Saksena,”Reykjavik, BEuromissiles and West Euro-
pean Security, Strategic Analysis, January, 1987, Vol.
XI, No. 10, pp. TI83-98.
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whether the Americans reached the end of the road or not?
The‘reply was in near negation. As the Americans said, they
were prepared to build on the work done there and during the
‘months preceeding the meeting, the real significance of
ReykJjavik was that both the Super Fowers got so close.26
In ﬁis Press Conference at the‘conclusion of Summit

and later on at his 14th October's televised speech, Gorba-
Chevnmade clear thaf'he was not closing the door, mainly for
two reasons. Frirstly, he could not rule out the péssibility
of coming to an understénding with the U.,S. without funda-
mentally altering the assumptions underguarding his overall
foreign and domestic policies. Secondly, were he to secure
Reagan's assent to an important arms control accord, arms
contrcal's validity and need would no longer be major American
issues, as they had been since the early 1970s.

| The impasse at ReykJavik had been greatly exaggerated.
Rather it would be more correct to say that Reykjavik was not
a failure. O(n the contrary, the meeting showed how mﬁch
could be achieved given enough political will on both sides.
Both the Super Powers had significantly narrowed their
differences on INFS, testing and deep cuts in offensive
nuclear missile accord. Question was: whether Reagan vas
using the 5DI as a leverage? Was the President's commitmént

to the 3DI absolute? The alternative before Reagan vwas deep

26 "Progress at Reykjavik: U.3. View", Fainstream, November
appeared in the New York Times, by U.S. Secretary of
State George Shultz.
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cuts in offensive weapons and some constraints on the SDI or

no accord on strategic arms during his administration.

World Reaction:

German Democratic Republic considered the meefing at
Reykjavik between the two Super Powers as a major political
event of extraordinary importance in the struggle to end
the arms race and to pronibit and abolish nuclear weapons,
They commended the constructive and bold Soviet apprach to
resolving the vital questions affecting mankind and declared
that the Western democratic attitude on the part of the
Soviet Union.27

The Warsaw Treaty States supported the position taken
at the meeting by the Soviet Union for a radical reduction
in strategic offensive weapons. They supported the Soviet
demand that "reliable verificction be guaranteed of the
- package of mecasures proposed". 28

West Germany viewed Reykjavik already a turning point
in history in East-iest relations and in alliance policy.

A Government security policy formulator said: ”The healthy

thing in ReykJavik was that we saw clearly what the Euro-

27 tatement by the Politburo of the SRD Central Committee,
the Council of 3tate and the Council of linisters of
the GDR of 22 October, 1986, Neues Deutschland, 14
October, 1986.

28 The communique issued by the meeting of the Foreign
Hinisters' committee of the Warsaw Treaty States held
on 14 and 15 October in Bucharest, News Deutschland,
16 October, 1986.




peans must do. We saw that the Super Powers are ready to
negotiate over the heads of the Europeans, ready to call in-
to questions the entire strategy we have been operated on."

To Bangladesh Times it appeared as ¥"a preparatory step to

™

the full blown Summit". West European and NATO countries
were more cautious and did not expect any positive outcome
from the Summit,

According to Korea Hera1d29 Reykjavik was a break-

through regardless of what it will be called a hurry up
meeting, a one-on-one meeting or a preparatorj Summit, "The
gquestion of disarmament is so urgent that" Time said "it is

better to start scmewhere'. According to New York Times,

perhaﬁs the main lesson of RevkJavik was that the cmces-
sions there were more substantial than those in any other
Fast-vWest arms conference since World War II, and that they
5till held the promise not of a "world without nuclear
weapons!. or "a shield for the human race'.

50

['or Los Angeles Times "Reykjavik however was merely

fhe beginning of the most promising phase in the long'and
discouraging history of nuclear diplomacy and at least it
offered some lessons",

India was glad to see that thé two giant powers had

resumed their efforts to make progress towards disarmament

29 Korea Herald, Seoul, 2 Cctober 1986.

Wl

0 GQuoted from Los Angeles Times Service, 30 September,
1986. Intermational 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".

Following the world reaction to the major events,
,question crops up in éne's mind what would be the future
prospect after Reykjavik, which had occupied greater impor-
tance. EminentlAmerican specialists on international
affairs, McGeorge Bundy, George F. Kemnan, Robert S. Mo

Namara and Cerard C. Smith told New York Times that "to

them, the Iceland Summit meeting offered an opportunity for
progress in the reduction of nuclear daﬁgers 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, the meeting produced first a picture
of disappointing impasse and then a busy public relations
camp2ign on both sides. But still, it had marked real
progress and continued hope.

barlier, Americans viewed that there was a radical
incompatibility between Reagan's initial dream of a leak
proof strategic defence. They asserted that "it is
poOssible to reach good agreements or possible to insist on
the Star VWars programme as it stands but wholly impossible
to do both", This proposition seems amply confirmed by
Iceland. He was clear that the Soviet Government had no

intention of reaching major arms control agreement that



‘reduced its strategic forces unlzss and until it could get
acceptable constraints on strategic defence.

| But it was not a total failure. The encounter had
more hopeful lessons. The SDI had proved to be a powerful
bargaining lever. If indeed the Soviet government could
have satisfactory constraints on strategic deience, it
would be ready to conclude agreements greatly reducing
offeﬁsive forces. From.wnhat had been revealed, there was
little possibility of reaching an agreement. There was
reason to doubt Awmerican reports that extraordinary progress
was made, and much of it by positive changes in Soviet
positicns.

On DI, the qguestion whether the Iceland impasse on
strdtegic defence was as much an obstacle as it seemed, the
Americans pointed out that Gorbachev's fear was baseless.
The Rekjavik Summit made it clear that Moscow's primary
goal vas to protect the Soviet Union against deployment of
offensive and defensive systems that might create a U.S.
first strike capability. |

In sum, both sides were willing té agree that there
was no need of early strategic defence deployment. The
proposals made in Iceland suggested that the next decade
should be used to makelgreat reductions of ballistic
missiles,

There was mo?eover anoter confusion about what the

SDI vas designed to do. Reagan first spoke of a defence
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so strong that the American pebple would be truly safe from
Soviet missile forces,

Indeed, there was hard work ahead. It is much easier
to cut the number of offensive missiles in half than to go
all the way to.zero, and both sides in the end may need
small offensive forces as general assurance against secret
deployments 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 necesgary 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

he SDI. The President Reagan recognised the limits as well
as the strategy of this bargaining lever.

Moreover, the challenge oi the Iceland meeting was to
rise above 1its frustration and begin a determined search
for ways to fulfil its Hope and lead to a full-fledged

B .
future summit with the same objective and success.:



Chapter IV
WASHINGTON SUMMIT
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After Reykjavik Summit, the U.3.-Soviet leaders met
at Washington for an arms reduction agreement culminating
into signing of the INF treaty. It was the nuclesr arms
and came almost eight years after SALT-II. For the first
time instead of ‘arms coﬁtrol', the concept 'arms reduction!
bécame the main theme for the summit. More important thing
was the theme for President Reagan had reiterated his keen
desire for Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) in the
Summit. Accordingly, on December 8, ﬁ987, Reagan and.
Gorbachev signed INF treaty eliminating medium range and
shorter rangé nuclear missiles. Under the terms of the
accord the U.S. agreed to scrap 396 Pershing-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 Czechoslovakia.1

The INF Treaty became pOSSibie 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. Q.N.,Mehrotra, "The INF Treaty: A Step Toward Nuclear Arms
Reduction', Strategic Analysis (New Delhi), Vol.XI, No.12
March 1988, pp.1368-77.
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and in case of Gorbachev he was interested in giggﬁnosgg

i e e

3

(openness) and Perestroika3 (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 now, the dominant philosophy on the nuclear arms
limitation has been the "arms control" approach which
sought to manage arms race rather than eliminate it.
Inétead of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war, the

arms control stimulated the nuclear arms race.

Background

It was in 1982 that an attempt was made to negotiate
INF Treéty; But it failed for American embargo on the supply
‘of critical matefials for the construction of the Siberian
gas pipeline. Again, the 1983 proved a crucial year as it
was in doubt to decide whether and how to implement its
1979 commitment based on "double track™ approach envisaging
deployment of new American nuclear missiles only if negotia-

tions on INF failed.The two super powers fajled 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 programnumes.



92

agreement on intermediate—ranée nuclear weapons in the
stipulated period and thereforeAthe West Germany Parliament
approved the deploymént of new American 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 Missile debate known as 'Euromissile Crisis".4

The Buromissile issue was first raised by Helmut
Schmidt, the then Chancellor of West Germany in October 1977.
He advocated for inclusion of Soviet INF (SS-20s) in the
SALT-II, but they could not qualify to be included in the
Sérategic Arms Limitation talks because of their range. It
.was-widely felt in the West that its nuclear superiority of
the U.S. and its linkage in NATO's triad of deterrence,
forward defence and flexible response were neutralised by
the Soviet Union through deployment of SS-20 missiles. It
was also felt that detente and arms limitation negotiations
were given more emphasis. There wés a serious debate on the
possibility of adopting a new strategy to deter the Soviet
Union. The Soviet argument on the contrary was that
Pershing-2 missiles with their accuracy and range posed a

decapitation threat to Soviet command and control system.

The West European fear was that the Pershing-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 to 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, who discussed the implica-
tion of deployment of new missiles, failed to arrive at a
conclusion as to how deterrence and reassurance could be

reconciled.

While President Reagan kept on repeating his 'zero
option' 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 'zero option!
proposals, the Soviet Union -alleged that the motive behind
the‘proposal was to defuse protests in Western Eurbpe and
thus clear the path for deployment of a new generation of
US missiles that would give Washington a "first strike

capability"5 against Moscow's command and control centres.

Moreover, the Reagan administration wanted to follow
a policy of 'build up, build down', under this policy, the

US would begin to field its new 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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Euroﬁe and the Soviet Union was expected to dismantle its.
migsiles until they were rougﬁly 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 resisténce
agaiﬁst deployment of new American missiles in many West

European countries. The peace movement had already gained

momentum in Western countries.

The two super povwers conduc ted 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 involvyed. Thé U.S.
would be allowed to deploy some Pershing—z and cruise
missiles while the Soviet Union would have t0 reduce their

§

current force of mobile $5-20 missiles.

Apart from the new 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 pressﬁre for

an agreement on 'zero 0ption'.6

There was a widely shared feeling that the breakdown
of the Geneva talks further deteriorated the East-West
relations. The second cold war intensified and it appeared
that thé arms race bétween the two super powers would be
more vigorous, as Reagan was interested only in his 'zero

option!'. o

Despite growing tension in East-West relations, the
Soviet and US leaders reaiised that there was no option but
to negotiate feasible agreements on arms control/reduction.
The biiateral negotiations on arms restarted in March 1985
after an agreement reached between the Secretafy‘of State,
George Shultz, and the théh Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei
Gromyko, in January 1985. Later the Soviet 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 commitment
to bﬁild a space based missile defence system was made as a

non-negotiable issue.

6. Ibid,
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As explained earlier the Geneva talks could not make
much progress because both the super powers had not decided
to change their earlier policies. But the change in Soviet
leadership had given a new impetus to the arms control
negotiations. And Gorbachev announced a self-imposed
unilateral moratorium on underground nuclear tests for five
months, beginning on August 6, 1985 on the eve of L4Oth
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 tests.

As the reduction of nuclear missiles of both the
super powers in Europe was the major issue of negotiation
related to East-West relations, on October 1985, during his
visit to Francé, Gorbachev proposed 50 per cent reduction
in Soviet and the US strategic nuclear weapons capable of
reaching each other's territory. 4 total ban on the
development, production and deployment' of offensive space
weapons.of both countries and the uncoupling of British and
French nuclear weapons from'US-Soﬁiet negotiations and called
fér direct Soviet talks with Britain and France on medium
range nuclear missiles in Europe. The underlying objective
of Gorbachev proposal was to prote the American stand on

some issues at the forthcoming Summit of Geneva.
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The Summit at Reykjavik that followed was a clear
indication of that the two leaders were interested in
negotiating seriously on arms control/reduction agreement.
But on some important issues they remained ingdifferent.
The question of SDI apparently made the Summit a failure.
But one common thing in their mind wag their faith in

"nuclear disarmament" that led to Washington Summit,

Preparation

In February 1987, Gorbachev took the initiative to
resolve the contentious issue relating to linkage between
INF and SDI and expressed his willingness to delink the INF
from that of SDI. In April that year during Shultz- |
2hevardnadze parjey Gorbachev's proposal for global elimina-
tion of US and Soviet intermediate range and short range
nuclear missiles was discussed. 'It‘was.here that
Shevardnadze communicated to his American counterpart that
Gorbachev accepteaneagan's 'zero option' and offered his

‘global double zero plane.

Another major hurdle was.the question of how 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 would be limited to certain missile
facilities. The reason for this concessions was that Mosdow
dropped its plan to retain 100 medium range warheads outside
Europe. But American manufacturer and security officials
were worried about Americans relaxing the rules for strict
verification. However, some American experts criticised the
‘Reagan administration for revising its position becéuse the
US failed to seize the chance to set a precedent for strict

verification that could serve for other treaties.,

Issues

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 intemediate
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 annexures contains detailed provisions regarding

elimination and verification of nuclear missiles.7

In this context, here is an attempt to analyse and

review the impértant issues discussed at the Summit.8

7. USSR-US Summit, Washington, December 7-10, 1987,
Documents and Materials.

8. C.Raja Mohan, "Peace and Security: The Changing World
Sceﬁario", Mainstream, 5 December, 1987, Vol.XXVI, No.8,
pp4-9.
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(1) INF_Accord

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 screpping of about 1550 Soviet nuclear war-
neads and about 400 American ones. Since February 1987
various proposals initiated by Gorbachev had coverted the
original Reagan's 'zero option' for INF in Burope "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 combinea nuclearlarsenals of the US and the Soviet
Union, yet, the significance ought to be noted here:

(1) It is the world's first nuclear "reduction agreement!
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 entiré class of nuclear weapons.
Previousiy, only aged, old and obsolescent nuclear weapons
were retired. The accord led to the removal 5f some most
modern nuclear weapon systems i.e., the Soviet (SS-20) and
the US Pershing-II and the Ground Launched Cruise Missiles
(GLQM);V

(iii) The most important point to be taken note of was that

the accord symbolising the feasibility of the 'disarmament
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approach" in the place of arms control one.

(iv) Finally, it had broken new ground on the crucial question
of'vefification.' Under the leadership of’Gorbachev, the
shedding of long standing Soviet 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 the 4% per cent
cut in Soviet and American arsenal's could far outweigh its
military significance. Particularly, the confrontation in |

Europe.

(2) Strategic Arms Reduction

Limiting strategic nuclear arsenals has been the
centfal,theme of the Soviet-American arms control process,
until INF issue has dominated the spectrum. In faét, the
SALT-I and II were unable to restraint the nuclear ams race.
As we have seen, the joint strength of both strategic nuclear
warheads multiplied from about 5,500 in 1968 to 20,000 in 1980
when the SALT process got derailed. Although SALT put a
ceiling on delivery'systems, vet, it was easily circumvented
'by)increaSing the nunber 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 apd 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 (START) in 1981, it did not prove
mu¢h 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 othér hand, the US has a more balanced
distribution of its weapons among the triad as evident from
the table belowf

Table.

STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WARHEADS

USA USSR

Land based ICBMs 2,204 6,420
SIBMs 5,632 3,344
On bombery 3,538 oL 0

11,374 10,704

Both sides had agreed on a ceiling of 6,000 warheads
on, 1,600 strategic delivery vehicle ICBMs, SIBMs, and heavy
bombérs eérlier. In washington they agreed to a sub-ceiling
of 4,900 warheads on ballistic missileé, ICBMs and SIBMs.
Within that the Soviets have agreed to cut their heavy

missiles, the S5-18s 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 ALCMs they carried. But the
Soviets were resisting US proposal to count the B-52 and
. B-1 at considerably fewer than the 12 ALCM 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 models or believes what the other side does? It 15
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
the 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 growing US sea-
launched cruise missiles out of the ambit of

9

strategic arsenals.

Moreover, START could help coping with the vulner-
ability of ICBMs, symbolically the most prominent threat

‘to crisis stability. Modernisation, testing constraints

9. Ibid
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that would inhibit or slow improvements in missile accuracy
could reduce the possibility of destroying ICBMs S410sS.
Reducing MIRVs, especially on highly accurate missiles,
could reduce the advanyages of shooting first Any or éll

of these steps would not only add to stability but alsd
lead to the 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
Commission: "We wanted to be sure that everything we'd
worked out in the INF Treaty would be carried over to the

START agreement".

(3). Strategic Defence Initiative

The idea of building defenée against missiles by
Reagan administration, in March 1983 was one of the most
significant strategic development. The essence of the
Soviet-American strategic bargain during detente 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 ABM 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.ik, No.3, April 1988,
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justified by SDI 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 new position allowed to certain
types of defences until now the US had ruled out all
compmeises 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

disallow re-interpretation of already ratified treaties;

~ (i1) the Senate's refusal to permit SDI testing which would

violate restrictive interpretation of 4BM treaty; (iii) the
shooting down of the technological vision of SDI by
important sections of the scientific community; (iv) the
controversy among the supporters of SDI regarding scienti-
fic fraud; (v) the impossibility of sustaining an expensive
SDI programme at a time when US defence allocations could
only stay put on decline; (vi) the departure of the championsﬂ
of SDI; (vii) the willingness of new Defence Secretary
Frank Carlucci to work more in tune with the Senate's
position or the restrictive interpretation of ABM Treaty.
Further what Gerlod Yonas said, "the purpose of the SDI is

to provide the hard data as well as the indepth insight to
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allow truly informed decisions" is partially true but not
devoid of that SDI is symbolic of all the worst apprehen-

sions of the current nuclear era.

4L, Nuclear Testing

There was also agreement between the two on nuclear
issue viz. testing at the Summit. The approach had changed
now. It is a phased approach leading to a lowéring of the
ceiiing on the yield of underground nuclear tests from 150 Kt.
and perhaps a slow reduction in the frequency of nuclear
testing. 4Another 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

Ware.

5. Chemical Disarmament

There has been a substantive movement on the issue of
eliminating chemical weapons over tne year. It was earlier
raised as an issue at Geneva Conference on Disarmament, It
was agreed on a halt to chkemical weapons production: a system
fo} destroying existing societies; and a system for over
seelng the commercial chemical industry etc. But in fact
inspection and veriiication has eluded there: It was
agreed there on a halt to cnemical weapon production; a

system for overseeing the commercial chemical industry as
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a check against clandestine production. But inspection
and verification has been an issue that 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 drafting a ban on chemical weapons.

Apart from, on the issue of Conventional Force
Reduction, the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)
talks have symbolised the worst features of detente 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
would leave the West vulnerable to the purported Soviet
conventional superiority. They have argued that nuclear
weapons should not be removed from Europe, so long as the

conventional imbalance is not rectified.
Assessment

From the foregoing discussion, one caﬁ‘say that the
Washington Summit focused mainly on the INF treaty and
prospects for further nuclear disarmament. Indeed it has
historical significance being first ever in kind in eliminat-
ing a whole class éf nuclear weapons. It is the major step
forward in dismantling the Soviet-American cold war.
Gorbachev summarised the conceﬁtual essence of his meeting

with American President, as consisting of a transition to a
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new phase in their relation, while recognising that the
two sides are now emerging out of a long drawn out conffonta-
tion. In his TV address to the Soviets, he referred to the
dangerous tendencies which could undermine nascent turn in
éhe process of demilitarisation of international relations.
He .also realised that there was much hard work ahead to
nurture the "first sprout of nuclear disarmament that pushed
concrete walks to prejudice and stereotype hostility. 1In
vie& 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 fo&l in human 1ife but foiled back economic develop-
ment and material, cultural and shackled freedom and spiritual

and social creativity of peOPles".11

Gorbachév's utterances in Washihgtor)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 sufiiciency of military power, the
pfimacy.of political interaction. (in the way of achievement
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 Jenuary, 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 pfogress on START at the Summit was impressive.

On the issue of third world conflicts, both the
leaders realized that the right of every people to make
their own social choice and have the freedom to pursue that
path. In shorﬁ, the emphasis is on global éecurity'and on

. creating international norms against intervention.

Reagan too in his TV address to his people declared
that he intended to go for arms reduction rather than just
arms corntrol. He said: "We are ﬁoving away from the so-
called policy of MAD by which nations hold each othner

hostage to nuclear terror and destruction!

Adpart from bright prospects of an agreement on reduc-
tion of long-range nuclear weapons of the two super powers,
some agreement was made on chemical weapons control,
conventional weapons and arned forces control, ban on nuclear
testing elimination of strategic offensive arms are made at
the Summit.

Yet, the strength and range of Western criticisms of
the INF accord indicates the persistence of serious obstacles
in the path of disarmament. NATO countries fear that the
elimination of two 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 view, nuclear weapons are sine gua non
for Western security. As Henry Kissinger put it: '"President
Réégan canmot keep repeating the goal of denuclearising the
world without further eroding the American nuclear commit-
ment tolEurOpé. 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 sentimental
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 instruments
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 towardNnuclear disarmament. It is
the first agreement which calls for elimination of two
categories of modern arms. This could be possible because
the leaders of the two super powers agreed to circumvent

their central disagreement on the issue of testing space

s s

12. Ibid.
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based defensive weapons. In fact much depends on the politi-
cal will of the two leaders and their allies as regards the
future arms control/reduction. At present the prospect of
long-range nuclear warheads reduction agreement between the

two super powers seems to be quite bright.

¢

World Reactions

As for NATO countries, elimination of the weapons
.réﬁoves 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 accept
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 NATO down the

13

"slippery slope of denuclearisation™.

The West European countries vehemently criticised
the INF accord which clearly indicates the pertinence of
serious obstacles in the path of disarmament. A number of
leading statesmen from US andIWest Europe like the former
~US President Richard Nixon; his Secretary of State, Henry
Kissinger, architect of detente and SALT process, Zbigniew
Brazezinski, National Security Adviser to Carter; General
Bernard Rogers the retired chief of NATO forces have all

warned against the dangers of the INF accord.1LF

13. Ibid.
1. Ibid.
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Europe's independent nuclear powers welcomed the
signing of a super power accord of this kind to scrap
Intermediate Rénge Nuclear Forces (INF) but warned

against making further nuclear cuts without first reducing

—~

: . 1
an imbalance in other weapon sectors. ’

West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl voiced the
stfaight backing to the accord signed earlier in Washington
by both the leaders of US énd Soviet Union. In his TV
address Chancellor Kohl said Washington ceremony was of

. s 16
"historic importance™.

In London, British Primé Minister . _ .Thatcher told
the House of Commons that the INF agreement was "an historic
event and good news for us all". She added there should be
.no further reductions in nuclear weapons in Europe. Until
éuch 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 positive 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.
16. Ibid. .
17+ Ibid.
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Reagan and Gorbachev constitutes a truly remarkable develop-
ment that I welcome whole-heartedly". He said, "I earnestly
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".18

In an official communigue the Spanish Government said.
that "European, allied and international security will be
~ increased by reducing ams levels®, the INF treaty opens the

way to a less armed and safer wbrld".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.

India's Reaction

Among the countries of South Asia,India hailed the

agreement between the two leaders. The Prime Minister

18. Ibid.

19. D.R. Goyal (ed.), .Nuclear Disarmament the Six Nation
Initiative and the Big Power Response, New Delhi, 1987.
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Rajiv Gandhi described the agreement as "a truly momentous
development". He told the Parliament that the agrecment

had vividly demonstréted that givén the necessary political
will, technical, problems such as verification could be
ove?éome. 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".2o
He hoped the world would be reall& safe only when as the

Delhi Declaration puts it, "the balcne of terror gives way

to comprehensive international security". In spearate
messages to both the leaders, the prime minister congratu-
léfed 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 Minister of State for external affairs,
Natwar 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 histdric step towards strengthening the world

. . 21
peace and lowering ten51ons.2

In sum, a point here to note is that both Reagan and

Gorbachev have rejected the strategy of nuclear war fighting.

20, Indian and_Foreign Review, "India Hails INF Treaty, "
15 February 1988, Vol.25, No.8, pp.10-11.

21. Ibid.
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The Geneva communique had emphasised that "Nuclear war cannot
be won and must'never be fought". This is quite a step if
one looks back a decade when the 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
héve a situation where it is realised that the requirements
of deterrence can be met at much lower leVels, Soviet leader
Gorbachev has projected the goal of a move towards minimal
levels of nuclear and conventional arms. Nuclear deterrence
still continues to be the strategy, a strategy to prevent

war 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 the arms race and‘refers to the objective of
cutting strategic missiles by half.%2. This is movement in
positive trend and temper particularly, after the Summit at

Washington.

e ———— —- Sttaans S Smia s



CONCLUGSIONS

In the foregoing chapters, an attempt has been madé
to examine the bagsic features of the three Summits -
Geneva, Rerkjavik and Washingtcon - in both their structural
and procedural aspects. The overall impact on world politics
of nuclear diplomacy between 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 interventionism of the Super Powers:
e.g., the increasing US involvement in the Central American
crisis and the Soviet involvement in Afghanistan. The three
Summits discussed in the preseﬁt study have taken together
of fered a progressively clearer picture of the issues that
dividé Washington and Moscow. Although the interests of
the Super Powers diverge, yet the assumptions and goals of
their foreign policies do not point ﬁo a complete breakdown
of relationship. On the contrary both in terms of generali-
ties and specifics the negotiating machinery can be gearéd
up to generate confidence and coherence of policy interac-
Eiﬁn. Thus.it is clear that the Supef Powers have gét off
to a slow start towards normalisation of relations. At the
Geneva sumnit it was too early to say that the two countries
could work out a comprehensive accommodation. All that could

be said with confidence was that the two chief negotiators
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had focused on the more controversial operational issues in
nuclear diplomacy. At the Reykjavik summit the rhetoric
and activities 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
férge'a consensus. Thus when the Washington parleys ended
itTglear that ﬁoth the divisive issues and the negotiating
machinery had gained a visibility which was unparallgd 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
que stion of the plausibility of transformative change in
super power relations and point to new challenges under
three agendas: (1) Strategic issues, (2) political issues,
and (3) diplomatic issues. On several occasions in the past
super power relations have run into serious difficulties on
account of their different perceptions of reality. VA fruit-
ful hypothesis would seem to be that in the modes of diplomatic
. conduct and attitudes in the three Summits the two super poweTs
have given an absolute priority to the elimination of violent
conflict between them to avoid a catastrophe for the entire

human species.
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Strategic Issues

The long term global strategies of both the super
powers 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 which involve the indirect use of military,
naval and air power. The heavy reliince on the deterrent
effect of nuclear weapons has provided a unique political-
military setting to super power 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

prolifération of chemical and nuclear weapons.

The Reykjavik Summit was marked by an agreement to
eliminate 100 warheads eacin on land based intermed iate
“}éﬁgé forces.~"They aiso discﬁssed éﬁé”stipﬁiaéion of‘thei
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 INF issue from that
of SDI., Clearly the Soviet initiative effected what
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started as a "zero" solution to the INFvin Europe. It
became a double "zero" and later a global "zero". The
imporﬁance of the Reykjavik Summit pointed to the adapta-'
tion of' the double zero INF proposals to the global
reality, in which the role of both the conventional forces
and nuclear forces have to be related to the enhancement

of both nuclear and conventional stabiiity.

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 everview 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
checkered history. What is a remarkable feature of the
three summits we have studied is that the two sides show
an increesing measure of conceptual clarity and willingness
to assess a variety of approaches to reaéh a oonsensus on
the patterns, sources and types of stability. The images
and perceptions about strategic issues have moved in a
direction which will 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 whidh both
Washington and Moscow apparently still believe that *none
should be second to the other". The three Summits have
undoubtedly helped 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 of
considering the political issues as academic questions.,
What Reagen and Gorbachev were able to experience was ﬁhe
co-existence of their competing ideas albng with a joint
exploration of the political concepts and issues in an -

" integrated manner. The Summit sequence from Geneva to
Reykjavik to wéshington 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. Simnce both
statesmen have to'face domestic priorities which e¢ry out
for urgent solutions, the political imperatives are not
only to project military power, but to eliminagte sources
of political risk. The agenda of political issues, there-
fore, clearly focuses on the joint investigation of the ways

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

intermational milieu.

Diplomatic Issues_ | '

With outléoks based on the balance of mutual assured
destruction, the diplomatic objectives on both sides have
been based on Qorst—case scenarios. The development of the
US policy of containment shows the manner in which a geo-
political €ontest 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
power rélations through diplomatic initiatives., Both sides
are in the process of giving up their illusions of omipotence
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 down 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 Super
Power's political culture and the understanding of national
self-interest in the context of the emerging intemational
order. This does not mean that either Washington or Moscow

is giving up realpolitik; 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 Washington.did not solve
many of the major problems which were encountered by the
US and the Soviet Union. The three Sumnits helped to
lay the intellectual foundations for alternative approaches
to fhinking about the principal contradictions between
the two super powers. It is doubtful if the hardliners on
either side will regain their position of dominance in
strategy, politics or diplomacy. It would, however,

warrant further study whether the following words may one

day have greater implicationdfor global stability:

"The most unjust peace is preferred

to the Jjustest 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
Tvpe deployed deployed (km) X yield Tyvpe stockpile
ICBMse : ‘
Minuteman I : 450 1966 11 300 1 x1.2Mt W.55 480
Minuteman 11 (Mk 12) 240 1970 13 000 3 x 170 kt V62 750
Minuteman 1T (Mk 12A) 300 1979 13 000 3 X 335 kt W78 950
MX 10 1986 11 000 10 x 300 kt W.87 110
Total 1 000 ’ ’ 2290
SLBMs
Posetdon 256 1971 4 600 10 x 50 kt W.68 2750
Trident | 384 1979 7 400 8 x 100 kt W.76 3300
Total 640 ) 6 050
Bombers
B-1B 18 1986 9 800 8-24 s 230
B-32G/H 263 1955 16 000 8-24¢ > 4733
FB-111 61 1969 4 700 6b b 360
Total 339 5343

Refuelling aircraft
KC-135 615 1957

¢ The four Titan II ICBMs remaining at Dec. 1986 are scheduled to be deactivated by mid-1987.
® 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. ALCMs with
selectable yields from 5 to 150 kt, and SRAMs with a yield of 200 kt. FB-111s do not carry ALCMs or B-53 or B-28 bombs.

Sources: Cochran, T. B., Arkin, W.: M. and Norris, R. S., Nuclear Weapons Databook, Volume I1: US Forces and Capabiliiies. 2nd edn (Ballinger: Cambridae,
MA. forthcoming); Joint Chiefs of Staff, United States Military Posture for FY 1988; authors’ estimates.

Table 1.2. US theatre nuclear forces, 1987

Weapon system Warheads ‘ :
No. Year Range Warhead No. in
Type deployed deployed (km) X - vield e

9
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Table 1.2. US theatre nuclear forces, 1987

Weapon system - Warheads
: No. Year Range Warhead No. in
Type deployed deployed (km) X yield Type stockpile
Land-based systems: ’

Alircraft

a 2 000 1 060~ 1-3 x bombs a 2 800

2 400

Missiles 1 ’

Pershing II 108 1983 1790 1 x 0.3-80 kt W-85 125
GLCM 208 1983 2 500 1 x 0.2-150 kt W-84 230
Pershing la 72 1962 740 1 % 60400 kt W-50 100
Lance 100 1972 125 1 % 1-100 kt W-70 1282
Honest John 24 1954 38 1 x 1-20 kt W-31 132
Nike Hercules 27 1958 160 1 x 1-20 kt W-31 73
Other systems

Artillery? 4 300 1956 30 1 x0.1-12 kt b 2022
ADM (special) 150 1964 1 % 0.01-1 kt W-54 150
Naval systems:

Carrier aircraft

¢ 900 550~ 1-2 x bombs € 1 000

1 800

Land-attack SLCMs

Tomahawk 100 1984 2 500 1 x 5-150 kt W-80-0 110
ASW systems .

ASROC - 1961 10 1 x 5-10 kt W-44 374
SUBROC .. 1965 60 1 X510kt W-55 150
P-3/S-3/SH-34 630 1964 2 500 1 X <20 kt B-57 897
Naval SAMs )

Terrier 1956 35 - 1 x1kt W-45 280

o 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 vields from
sub-kt to 1.45 Mt.

b There are two types of nuclear artillery (155-mm and 203-mm) with four different warheads: a 0.1-kt W-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 Mannc Corps A-4, A-6 and AV-8B. Bombs include three types with yields from 20 kt to 1 M1,
¢ Some US B-57 nuclear depth bombs are allocated to British Nxmrod Italian Atlantique and Dutch P-3 aircraft.

Sources: Cochivzn, T. B., Arkin, W. M. and Norris, R. S., Nuclear Weapons Databook, Volume 1: US Forces and Capabilities, 2nd edn (Ballinger: Camb

MA, forthcoming); Joint Chiefs of Staff, United States Military Posture for FY 1988, authors’ estimates.
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Woensdrecht continued, and construction of the second British base began.
The fult complement of 108 Pershing I missiles were deployed in FR Germany
by the end of 1985.

Overall, the number of US nuclear warheads in Western Europe continucd
to declinge, 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 (scc SIPRI Yearbook 1986) and political and fiscal
decisions resulting in numcrous retirement and reduction programmes.™ By
end 1986, about 4600 warheads (sce table 1.3) were deployed in Europe.

Table 1.3, US nuclear warheads in Europe, 1965-95

. ’ End modernizatione
Type May 1965 Dcc. 1981 Dec. 1986 (1992-95)

Artillery

8-inch 975 938 900

155-mm 0 732 732 } =300 total
Tactical S5Ms

Lance 3] ’ 692 092 692
Pershing 1 200 293 100 100
Pershing 1l 0 0 108 108
Honest Jobn 1 900 198 ) 0 0
Sergeant 300 0 0 0
Nike 990 686 75 0
Hercules

SAMs

Bombs 1240 1929 . 1 629 1329
B-57 NDB - 192 192 192
ADMs 340) n ' 0 0
GLCMs () ) 208 464
Total . 5945 6032 4 636 3 385

@ Assuming therc are no further reductions of nuclear warheads because of future arms control
agrecments.

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.™

After numerous delays, it appears that US nuclear artillery modernization in
Europe is moving forward (see SIPRI Yearbooks 1985 and 1986 for further
discussion). In mid-1986, it was reported that non-cnhanced radiation versions
of the new W-79 8-inch nuclear artillery projectile had been deployed in FR



THE TRADLE IN MAJOR CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS 19!

Table 7.3. US and Sovict supply of major weapons to Third World regions, 1982-86:
share of region’s total imports and region’s share of supplier’s total exports

Percentage shares are bascd on SIPRI trend indicator values, as expressed in US $m., at
. constant (1985) prices.

Supplier’s share of Region's share of supplier’s
refion’s total imports total exports to Third World
Importing region USA USSR USA USSR
Middle East 32 3 62 46
South Asia 12 56 6 23
Far East 46 21 19 7.
South America 12 0 5 0
North Africa 13 - 46 4 10
Sub-Saharan Africa . 10 44 2 8
Central Amcerica 17 66 2 6

Source: SIPRI data base.

Table 7.4. Rccipient sharcs in US exports of major weapons to the Third World,
1977-81 and 1982-86 '

Percentage shares arc based on SIPRI trend indicator values, as cxpressed in US $m., at
constant (1985} prices.

Recipient 1977-81 Recipient 1982-86
Iran 19.0 Egypt 25.5
Israel 16.3 Saudi Arabia 17.0
Top2 353 425
Saudi Arabia 13.0 “ Isracl 9.3
South Korea 9.0 Taiwan 7.4
Taiwan 5.5 Pakistan 5.8
Top5 62.8 65.0
Jordan 5.2 South Korea 4.6
Egypt 5.1 Jordan 2.7
Morocco 34 : Thailand 2.1
Thaitand 3.1 Kuwait 1.9
Singapore 2.0 Venczuela 1.8
Top 10 81.6 78.1
Total value $32 584 m. $28 157 m.
Total no. of Third
World recipients 69 : 61

Source: SIPRI data basc.

the USA may supply airborne early-warning (AEW) capabilitics to Pakistan
while at the same time secking military co-operation with India.

China vicws US arms sales to Taiwan as a symbol of US intentions
concerning the futurc 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 communiqué of 19821*—would
signify a neutral US attitude towards the issue of reunification. China argues



Table 1.4. Soviet strategic nuclear forces, 1987 e >
Weapon system Warheads %
NATO No. Year Range Warhead X No. in ;
Type code-name deployed depioyed (km) yield stockpiles —
=<
1CBMs m
$S-11 Mod. 1 Sego 28 1966 11 000 L x 1Mt 29 - 56 ;
Mod. 2 360 1973 13 600 I x 1 Mt 380 - 726 o
Mod. 3 G0 1973 10 600 3 X 250-350 kt (MRV) 190 - 360 @)
S$S-13 Mod. 2 Suvage 60 1972 9 400 1 X 600-750 kt 63 - 120 O
$S-17 Mod. 2 Spanker 150 1979 10 000 4% 750 kt (MIRV) 630 - 1200 =
SS-18 Mod. 4 Satan 308 1979 11 000 10 x 550 kt (MIRV) 3200 - 6200 o
SS-19 Mod. 3 Stifetto 360 1979 10 0G0 6 x 550 kt (MIRV) 2300 - 4 300 *
SS-X-24 Scalpel .. 19877 10 000 7-10 x 100 kt (MIRV) .. ..
$8-25 Sickie 72 1985 10 500 1 x 550 kt 76 - 140
Total 1398 6 9060 -13 000
SLBMs
S8-N-5 Sark N 39 1963 1400 1 x 1 Mt 4] - 47
SS-N-6 Mod. 1712 Scrb " 1967 2 400 1 x 1Mt
Mod. 3 288 1973 3000 2 x 200-350 ki (MRV) } 450 - 320
SS-N-8 Sawfly 292 1973 7 800 I x 800 kt-1 Mt 310 - 350~
SS-N 17 Snipe 12 1977 3 600 1 x | Mt 13 - 14
$$-N-i8 Mod. 13 Stingray | 5 1978 6 500 3-7 x 200-500 kt
Mod. 2 | 224 1978 8 000 I % 450 k-1 Mt 710 - 1900
SS-N-20¢ Sturgeon 80 1983 8 300 6-9 x 350-500 kt 500 - 860
SS-N-23¢ Skiff 32 1986 7 240 10 X*350-500 kt 340 - 380
Total 967 2400 ~ 4 100
Bombers
Tu-95 Bear A/B/C/IG 100 1956 8 300 2-4 X bombs/ASMs 280 - 560
Tu-95 Bear H4 40 1984 8 300 8 X AS-15 ALCMs 320 - 640
Totalr 140 600 — 1 200
Refuelling aircraft
14 140-170
ABMs
ABM-1B Galosh Mod. 32 1936 320 1 x unknown 32- 64
ABM-3 Guzelle 68 1985 70 1 x low yicld 68 — 140
Total 100 100 — 200
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Table T35, Soviet

e

theatre nuclear forces, 1987

Weapon system Warheads
NATO No. Year Range Warhead % No. in 8
Type code-name deployed deployed (km) yield stockpiles
%
Land-based systems o
Aircraft : : »
Tu-26 Backfire 144 1974 3700 2-3 X bombs or ASMs 288 -
Tu-16 Badger 287 1955 4 800 2 X bombs or ASMs 480 o]
Tu-22 Blinder 1364 1962 2200 1 X bombs or ASMs 136 >
Tactical aircraflc 2 885 700-1 000 1-2 x bombs 2 885 ;’
: O
Missiles D (e}
$S-20 Saber 441 1977 5 000 3 x 250 kt 1 323-2 206 x
$S-4 Sandal 112 1959 2 000 1 x 1 Mt 112 o
S$-12 Mod. 172 Scaleboard ~130 1969/78 800-900 1 x 200 kt~1 Mt 130 %
SS-1C Scud B . 1965 280 1 x 100-500 kt
$5-23 Spider 690 1985 350 Ix 100kt | 690-1 400
. FROG 7} 1965 70 1 x 10-200 kt
55.21 Scarab  § 890 1978 120 1 x 20-100 kt} 890-3 600
SS-C-1B- 100 1962 450 I x 50-200 kt 100
SAMS¢ n.a. 1956 40-300 I X low kt n.a.
Other systems
Artilleryx <7 700 1974 10-30 I x low kt n.a.
ADMs n.a. n.a. - n.a n.a.
Naval systems:
Aircraft
Tu-26 Backfire 132 1974 3 700 2-3 X bombs or ASMs 264
Tu-16 Badger 220 1961 4 800 1-2 x bombs or ASMs 480
Tu-22 Blinder 35 1962 2200 I x bombs 35
ASW aircralt: 204 1965 . 1 x depth bombs 204
Anti-ship cruise missiles
SS8-N-3 Shaddock/Sepal 264 1962 450 1 x 350 kt 264
SS-N-7 o 96 1968 56 1 x 200 kt 96
SS-N-9 Siren 224 1969 111 I x 200 kt 224
SS-N-12 Sandbox 120 1976 500 1 x 350 kt 120
SS-N-19 112 1980 460 1 x 500 kt 112
§S-N-22 44 1981 111 1 % 200 kt 44
Land-uttuck criase missiles
§S-N-21 ? 1985 3006 1 X n.a. n.a.
SS-NX-24 127 19867 <3 (00 I X n.a. n.a.
ASW missiles and torpedoes
SS-N-14 Silex 314 1968 S0 1 x low kt 314
SS-N-15 n.a. 1972 40 1 x 10 kt n.a.
SUW-N-1/FRAS-1 10 1967 30 I x5kt 10
Torpedoes n.a 1957 16 1 X low kt n.a.
Naval SAMs
SA-N-1 - Goa 65 1961 22-32 I x 10 kt 65
TTESANN3 Goblet 43 1967 37-56 I x 10 kt 43
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