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Introduction

The SALT agreements ‘sigr'ued iri' Mos cow betweeﬁ tﬁe USA and the
USSR on May 26, 1972 are the first Substantive accords to havé emerged
from the 127 sessions of the strategic arms limitation talks held since
the talks began in 1969. The two previous SALT agre‘em'ents ; ‘concluded
| on 30 September 1971 - one to reduce the Trisk of the outbreak of acciden-
tal nﬁcléur war between the USA and the USSR, and the ofhér to improve
the "hot bline" (the USA—USSR direct communications link set ub by the
20 June 1963 Memc;rdﬁdum) - are essentiqlly technical and subsidiary in
nature. They do not affect the weapons in the possession of the éupe'r—
powers and are confidence-building rather than aréns contrel mecéurés
which could have been concluded indepe ndently of SALT.

The Moscow éALT agreeménts, tdgether with several other doé:u-'
ments adopted during the US President’s visit in thé Soviet Unioﬁ - on
cooperation in the cxplomtioﬁ Qi:ld use of outer space for péaceful'pur-
poses; on the prevention of incidents oﬁ and over ;cl'i'e sea; on coopérc{—‘
tion in the fields of science and technology, medicine and public rhecxltﬁ,
and the protection of the environment; and, particularly, on basic prin-
ciples of US-Soviet relations - may sig’nilfy the beginning 6f c:steady
rapprochement and closer cocperation between the two superpowers. At
the very least, the agreements may be taken to imply improved mutual
understanding of the other’s policies and sirategies - & process which
will continue d\jring further SALT negotiations. The superpowers them-
selves will clearly obtd n direct benefits from this but there wiil also be

indirect positive repercussions for the cause of world peace due mainly
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toa reduction in the likelihood of the initiation of world war. That the

SALT agreements have significant international political importance cannot,
therefore, be denied even if only through the stimulation of mutual per-
ceptions of increased détente. |
Other elements of political importance arise from SALT. For the
first time the two most powerful nations discussed in concrete detail, and
succeeded in reaching, a measure of understanding on the delicate issue
of those nuclear armaments which they consider central for their securitf.
For the first time these powers have agreed to establish ceilings on the
production of strategic armaments, overcoming the problem of verification
which has plagued disarmament negotlations for years. And for the first
time they agreed to accept limitations on their own military arsenals
without requiring sacrifices, contributions or obligations from other states.

But from the point of view of actual disarmament the value of.the

o

Moscow agreements is less cbvious - a fact that will become more widely
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realized as the euphoria generated by the political significance of the

agreements wears off,

Superpower obligations under the agreement

The Moscow agreements are in two parts - the Treaty on the limi-
£

tation of anti-ballistic missile.systems and the Interim agreement on cer-
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tain measures. with respect-to.the limitation.of.strategic.offensive.arms,

with a protocol s pecifying numerlcal levels of modern ballistic missile
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submarines and ballistic missiles launchers on svbmarines, as well as

replacement procedures. These parts are closely interrelated even through
their legdal status is different. ‘The ABM Treaty, which is of unlimited

duration, Is eubject to ratification and will enter into force upon the



exchange of instruments of ratification. The Interim Agreement and the
Profocol have a five-year duration and enter into force upon exchange of
written notices of aéceptcmce. Both agreements must come into effect
simultaneously - they may also lapse simultaneously. The United States,
for example, has made it clear, in a formal statement, that if no agt.w-'-.—
ment leading to more comprehensive strategic offensive arms- limitations
is dchieved within five years, then Ué supréme interests could be suf-

ficiently jeopardized to warrant a withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.

Defensive weapons and radars

The SALT agreements obligate the superpowers not to deploy ABM
systems for the defence of their national territory nor to provide a base
for such a defence, and not to deploy ABM systemsl) for the defencg of

an individual region, except as provided for in the Treaty.

1) Under the Treaty an ABM system means a system to counter strategic
ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory. It currently con-
sists of: ABM interceptor missiles (interceptor missiles constructed and
deployed for an ABM role or of a type tested in an ABM model); ABM
launchers (launchers constructed and deployed for krunching ABM inter-
ceptor missiles); and ABM radars (radars constructed und deployed for
an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode). These ABM system
components include those which are operational; under construction; under-
going icsting; undergroing overhaul, repair or conversion; or in reserve,
According to an American statement a launcher, missile or radar
would be considered "tested in an ABM mode" if any of the following events
" occur. If alauncher is used to launch an ABM interceptor missile. If an
Intercept or missile is ﬂighf-tested against a target vehicle which has a

flight trajectory with similar characteristics to those of a strategic ballistic
missile flight trajectory, is flight-tested in conjunction with the test of an
ABM interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same test range, or is flight-
tested to an altitude inconsistent with interception of targets against which
defences are deployed. If a radar makes measurements on a cooperative
target vehicle during the reentry portion of its trajectory or makes mecdsure-
ments in conjunction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile or with
an ABM radar at the same test range.




The US and USSR are allowed under the Treaty-to deploy up to
100 ABM launchers and 100 ABM in{erceptor missiles, and ABM radars
within no more than six ABM radar corﬁplexesl) wifhin an area having
a radius of 150 Km and centered on t}i—e national capital.

They can further deploy up to 100 ABY launchers and | 100 inter-
ceptor missiles as well as two modern llarge phased-array ABM radars .
comparable in potentialz) to corresponding ABM rc:darisn/operc:tion or under
constructions) on the date of signature of the Treaty, within one area
containing ICBM silo launchers and having a radius of 150 Km. This com-
plex can also include up to 18 ABM radars provided each has a potential
less than the potential of the smalier of the two large phased-array ABM
radars (three million). Each party can have up to 15 ABM launchers at
current and additionally agreed test ranges.

It has been agreed thdt, within each country, the cenire of the ABM
system deployment area around the nationcl éupital and the centre of the
ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers shall be se-
parated by no less than thirteen hundred kilometres. The US lmi-sslile—-
defence site Will be in the Grand Torks area. The Soviet missile-defence

site may be located eust of the Urals.

1) The permitted area of euch complex being circular with a diameter

of no more than 3 kilomeires.

| 2) Defined as the product of mean emitted power in watts and antenna

arcda in square meters.

3) The only two large phased-array ABM radars operational or under con-
struction in a deployment area on the date of signature were the peri-
meter acquisition radar (PAR) and missile site radar (MSR) undelr con-
struction al Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, USA.
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The deployment of ABM systems based on new means of anti-
missile protection and including components capable of substituting for
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are forbidden
unless the Treaty is suitably amended.

But the superpowers are allowed to conduct research on, and to
develop, current ABM systems (seé definition above) provided that they
care not sea—baséd, air-based, space-based or mobile land-bhased.

They must, however, not develop, test or deploy ABM 1aupchers
for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each
launcher, nor to medify deployed launchers to provide them with such a
capability, nor to deyelop, test or deploy automatic or semi-aqutomatic
or other similar systems for the rapid reload of ABM launchers. It is
understood that the development, testing or deployment of ABM intercep-
tor missiles with more than one independently guided warhead, are pro-
hibited. Apart from these restrictions, the modernisation and replace-
men't of ABM systems or their components is allowed,

Non-ABM missiles, launchers, or radars must not be provided
with cqpabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements
in flight trajectory - an undertaking which would, for example, prohibit
the modificctipn of air defence missiles (SAMs) to enable them to inter-
cept strategic ballistic missiles. Non-ABM missiles, launchers, and
radars cannot be tested in an ABM mode (i.e., for ABM purposes).

Phased-array radars having a potential exceeding three million,
must not be deployed except as specifically provided for in the Treaty, or

except for the purposes of tracking objects in outer space or for use as

1) Using, for example, laser beams instead of missiles to shoot down

incoming ICBMs.



national technical means of verification. Phased-array radars, although
currently deployed for non-ABM missions, such as air defence or air traf-
fic control , have an inherent capacity for ABM =us:e.

In future, radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile
attack can be deployed only at locations along the periphery of the national
territory and must be outward looking. Existing ballistic missile curly-
warning radars are unaffected, and no limitation is imposed on radars for
national means of verification.

.The USA has stated ‘that since the so-called Hen-House rcrdcxrsl)
can detect and track ballistic missile warheads at great distances - and
therefore have a significant ABM potential -~ any increase in their defence
by surface-to-air missiles would be regarded as inconsistent with the |
agreement.,

Neither the ABM syétems nor their components limited by the
Treaty can be transferrod to' other states, nor depioyed outside the national
territory of the superpower.

When the Moscow agreements were concluded, the USA had de-
ployed no anti-ballistic missiles. The construction of one ABM complex
for the protection of ICBM silo launchers al Grand Forks, North Dakota,
was about 90 per cent complete, Another complex - in the vicinity of
Malmstrom Air Base in Montana - was at an carly stage of construction.
The Grand Forks site will now becbme operational with no more than 100
ABM interceptor missiles. The Malmstrom construc“cion has been stopped.
The US inteﬁds to build an ABM system around Washington, also with 100

launchers and 100 interceptor missiles.

1)

Soviet ballistic missile early-warning radars.



The USSR has had 64 ABM launchers deployed arcund Moscow
since 1968. Under the ABM Treaty, the Soviet Union may now expand the
capital defence system td 100 launchers and 100 interceptor missiles and
construct one new site with tﬁe -samé number of laux;lcher's and missiles
to protéct some of its ICBMs. There are irﬂications .that it will do so.

Thus, the Treaty provides for a possible parity of. ABM launchers
and missiles. The same applies to radars installed in the deploymen’_c
areas. Considering, however, Soviet superiority in the numbers of l_cmd—
based intercontinental ballistic missiles, the site defence system in the

USSR may protect a lesser proportion of ICBMs than it will in the USA.

Offensive weapons

The SALT agreements allow the superpowers to retain the fixed

1)

‘land-based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers in their
possession on 1 July 1972 but the powers must not construct additional
ones after this date. It is understood that fixed land-based ICBM laun-
chers under active construction on the date or signature of the Agreement
may be completed. ‘

The number of land-based strategic ICBM launchers possessed
by the USA at the time the Agrecment was rcached was 1 054 (1 000 Minute-
man and 54 Titan missiles). All were operational, none were under con-
struction. The total number of Sovict ICBMs, operational and under con-

struction, has not been specified by the USSR. The USA cstimated this

number io be 1 618,

1) The ICBM launchers referred to in the Interim Agrecment are understood
to be those capable of ranges greater than the shortest distance between
the northeastern border of continental USA and the northwestern border of

continental USSR (a distance of about 3, 650 miles).



The USA possesses 41 modern nuclear powered submarines with a

total of 656 launchers crboafd. The cbrresponding figures for the Soviet
Union were in dispute. The USSR claimed 48 submdrines with 768 nﬁis;
siles; the US estimate was less. Eventualiy, a basei’ine was adopted
fdr launchers - namely, 740. |

'Under the égreement, the Americans can deploy up to 710 submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers but 'must operate no more than
44 modern ballistic !ﬁissile submarines. The So{riets can deploy up to
950 ballistic missile launchers on submarines but these must include ﬁo
more than' 62 modern hallistic missile submarines.

Up to these levels, the United States rﬁay add SLBMs to its exist-
ing number of 656 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered sub-
marines, and the USSR may add SLBMs to its existing 740 ballistic mis-
sile launchers on nuclear-powered submarines {(operationdal and under con-
struction) by replacing equal numbers of ballistic missile launchers of
types deployed prior ‘;tO 1964 or ballistic missile launchers on older
submarines. The deploymeﬁt of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regard-
less of type, will be counted against the total level of SLBMs permiited
for the USA and the USSR,

The conversion of land-bosed lounchers for light ICBMs or for
ICBMs of older types {deployed prior to 1864) into land-based launchers
for heavy ICBMsl) of types deployed aftéer that time is not allowed.

All currently operational ICBMs other than the Soviet §5-9 are

either "light" (the US Minuteman and the Soviet SS-11 and S$-13) or

1) There is no common decfinition of a heavy missile althouch the USA

has stated that it would consider any ICBM having a volume significantly

" greater than that of the largest light ICBM now operational on cither side
to be a heavy ICBM.,
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"older" ICBM launchers of types first deployed prior to 1964 (the US
Titan and the Soviet SS-7 and SS-8). Thus, the conversion of a launcher

for an S8-7, 85-8, §8-11 or S5-13 ICBM into a launcher for an SS-9 or
any new modern heavy ICBM, and algo a launcher for a Minuteman or Titan
into a launcher for a modsrn heavy ICBM is prohibited.

The sub-ceiling imposed on land-based launchers for modern "heavy"
missiles applies, In practice, only to Soviet S5-9 missiles, of which
there are now 313 (according to US estimates), presumably equipped with
a 20-25 megaton warhead each, or with three five megaton warheads.

(The maximum payload of a US Minuteman warhead is less than 2 mega-
tons).

The Soviet submarine fleet for nuclear delivery is more varied
than that of the USA. A ceiling of 62 has been set for the USSR on the
number of operational modern submarines. These are now Y-class nuclear-
powered submarines (roughly equivalent in performance to the early models
of US Polaris submarines). The Soviet ceiling of 950 SLBM launchers is
to include all lcundhers on nuclear-powered submarines, i.e., of Y-class
and H-class, and modern launchers on G-class diescl-powered sub-
marines, To reach the permissible limit, the USSR must retire older bal-

' listic missile launchers, specifically those for SS-7 and $5-8 ICBMs and
those on H-class submarines. It could retain the existing launchers on
G-class submarines (with short-range missiles), in addition to 950
launchers on modern submarines, but any launchers for modern SLEMs

on these older submarines wlouJ.d be counted against the total of 950,
There can -bo no doubt that the USSR will use the option of replacing old

types of launchers by more moJ=rin ones; it would seem, however,

A}
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unlikely that it would install modern launchers on obsolete boats. The
USSR has sfc:rted to build a modified class of sﬁbmdrines with fewer but
longer—rqngé missiles than its current fleet.

Assuming that the USSR takeé full aidva.ntage of its replacement
possibilities, the resulting balance of missile launchers as of 26 May

1977, will be as follows:

Us - USSR

ICBM launchers 1 054 (unchanged) . 1408 (1618 - 2100
Submarine-missile :
launchers 656 (unchanged) 950 (740 + 210)

Total 1710 2 358

To achieve the incredased number of SLBMs, the USSR '\.'\'J'OLlld have
to use its quota of 62 modern ballistic missile submarines. In addition,
the USSR has reserved its right to an appropriate incredase in the number of
its submarines if US NATO allies should increczse' their number of modern
submarines to exceed those operational or runder construction on the date
of signature' of tho- Agreement. It dccopted that for the period of effe_ctive—
ness of the Agrecment, the USA and its NATO allies would have up to 50
such submarines with « total of up to 800 ballistic missile launclleré.

The NATCO allies in question are, of course, the United Kingdom - with
four modern ballistic missile submarines and no current plans for expan-
sion - and France - which by 1976 may have four comparable submarines
and has not yet decided on the consiruction of the fifth. The United
States did not accept the validity of the Sovict clczim for compensation
for SLBM submarinﬁs belonging to third countries, but the qucstilon is

probably .
unlikely to arise. The USA will/not increase the number of its submarines
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within S years and the United Kingdom and France, taken together, will
not acquire more than eight submarines during this period.

The difference in the over-all numbers of nuclear delivery vehicles
is in fact smaller than that indicated above , if account is taken of US
preponderance - both numerical (457 against 140) and qualitative - in

heavy bombers. These are not included in the limitations but they con-
tinue to be a major element of the strategic offensive forces. Moreover,
because of geographic reasons and the fact that the USA has bases in
Scotland and Spain, the USSR may nced three submarines for two Anieri-
can ones in order to keep an equal number on station. The USSR drew
attention to this imbalance, but its considerations were rejected by the
USA on the grounds that the overseas bases do not provide an advantage
not compensated for in the agreements. There arc other factors which
cannot be ignored in the strategic equation between the USSR and the USA.
For example, the strength and the potentialitics of their respective allies,

and the threats the two powers may face outsidc their mutual confronta-

|
tion. ‘
Soviet intermediaie range ballistic missile, targetted on US
European allies or on other countries, but unable to reach the USA, are not
covered by the Interiim Agreement nor are those American forward-based
aircraft in Europe, and bombers aboard US aircraft carriers, capable of
delivering nuclear strikes on the USSR.
The deployment of mobile land-based ICBM launchers is not ex-
plicitly prohibited. On 20 May 1972, the USA agreed to defer the question
of limitation of these launchers to subsequent negotiations, but stated

that it would consider the deployment of operational land-mobile ICBM

lcunchers during the period of the Interim Agreement as inconsistent with



the objectives of that Agreement. Launchers for fractional orbital bombard-

ment systems are considered to be included in the Agreement,

The parties agree not to significantly increase the number of ICBM
or SLBM test and training launchers, or’ the number of such launchers for
modern land-based heavy ICBMs. ' Construction or conversion of ICBM
--~launchers at test ranges shall be undertaken only for testing and training.

lThe modernization dnd’ replacement of the strategic offensive bal-
Iistic missiles and launchers covered by the Interim Agreement is allowed.

.
In the process of mdaernization and replacement the dimensions of land-
based ICBM launchers must not be significantly increased - this apparent-
ly means that any increase .will not be greater than 10-15 per cent of
present dimensions,

Under the agreements the superpowers are allowed to conduct re-

search, as well as to develop and test strategic offensive arms.

Qualitative restrictions

The only gualitative restriction.in.the field of offensive weapons
s .- M

is a freeze on the size of ICBMs, Otherwise, the quality of missiles,
M

T N i, et

hammtirens

both land-based and sea-based, can be improved and resea ch, develop-

meént and testing can continue.
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The most significant omission in the Agreements is the total lack
[ N—

.

.Sf restriction on the number of nuclear=warheads<eqach missile can carry

- an area in which the USA has indisputable superiority. Multiple inde-
pendently targetable re-entry vehiclés (MIRVs) are being installed on US
Minuteman ICBMs and Poseidon submarine missiles. The USSR has re-
portedly .started to deploy multiple, but not independently guided, re-entry
vehicles (MRV), and may have tested a missile to carry MIRVs, but there
is no evidence that it has yet tested an actual MIRV device. According
to US estimates, it may take the USSR fnore than a year to develop a MIRV
capubility. Thus, although the USSR has more missile launchers, includ-
ing launchers for "heavy" missiles of a type which does not exist in the
USA, and while the Soviet deploy a total strategic missile meéatonnage
about three times greater than that of the A.mericcms, the USA has more
nuclear X
than twice as many deliverable strategic/warheads as the USSR (5 700
against 2 500), and by the cnd of the freeze (in five years time) the{USA

will have significantly increased this advantage,

There is little doubt that_the USSR can, in given time, improve
the quality of its missiles, and can deploy MIRVs in quantities matching
those of the USA. Given its superiority in the number of missile laun-
chers, the USSR would then guin predominance in the overall offensive
strength. This, however, is unlikely to happen within the life-span of
the Agrecement.

Whatever the relative nuclear strength of the USA and the USSR,
and whatever standards are used to measure it, the destructive power
accumulated in their arsenals 1s already many times more than enough

to cover every conceivable target on their territorics.
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Verification

No internationai control procedures have been provided for in the
agreements. 'To assure compliance with the obligations assumed, 'the'

USA and the USSR will rely on their own "national technical means" i

e SR T e —

verification - chiefly reconnaissance satellites. The parties undertake

not to interfere with these means and not to use deliberate concealment
impeding verification, for example, by roofing over installations such

as submarines pens. Intelligence gathering, hitherto placed under taboo,
has been elevated to ‘the rank of internationally recognized and mu'.cuall‘y
useful activity; the principle of "open skies", which the Americans had
been advocating f.or years, s.eems now to have been accepted by tﬁe
Soviet Union. This fact, and the official US admission that modern means
of verification at the disposal of the gredt powers are much superior to
and more reliable than on-site inspectioﬁ to monitor quantitative limita-
tions of arms, are important for other arrﬁs control measures.

Unilateral off-site control will probably suffice to check the
numbers and types of ABMs and radors, ICBMs and SLBMs deployed. But
it will not enable the parties to detecf possible violations of the prowi-
sions prohibiting the development of certain categories of weapons, De-~
velopment, however, must be followed by tests, and since the latter are
observable by satellites, the risks of evasion are not great.

A standing consultative commission will be established by the
parties to promote the objectives and implementation of the ABM Treaty

and the Interim Agreement. The principal function of the commission

7iil be to consider questions of compliance and to clarify ambiguous situation

which might generate suspicions regarding compliance. Each party may
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voluntarily provide through the commission any information which it con-
siders necessary. The commission is charged with the responsibility to
examine questions of interference with national technical means of veri-
fication., And it may consider chang‘es in the general strategic situation
which have g bearing on the obligations assumed., The parties are to
agree, through the commission, on procedures and dates for destruction
or dismantling of ABM systems or their components ;n cases provided for
by the Treaty. The commission may ¢lso consider proposals for amend-
ments (which would have to be ratified to become valid), and measures
aimed at the further limitation of strategic arms. The strategic dialogue
between the two powers will thus be institutionalized.

Pending the establishment of the standing consultative commis-
gsion, the parties agreed that when SALT is in session, any consultation
desired by cither side can be carried out by the two SALT delegations;
when SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for consultations may

be made through diplomatic channels.

Conclusions

In summary, the ABM Treaty will result in the deployment by both_‘

countries of missiles_which were not operational at the time the Moscow,

agreements were concluded. Moreover, the over-all number of submarine-

iy

launched missiles\will go up. But a stop will be put to an excessive pro-
W

liferation of fixed land-based ICBMs the importance of which is, in any
————— s

case, diminishing as compared to sea-based deterrence.
The concrete net gains in the bargain are: cancellation of the
US 12-site anti-ballistic missile programme - a matter of primary con-

cern to the USSR, because these ABMs could reduce the effectiveness
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of its offensive missile build-up; and discontinuance of the deployment
of Soviet land-based launchers for "heavy" SS-9 missiles - a matter of
primary concern to the USA, because these missiles are viewed as part

of the Soviet counter-force strategy. ' - '

The parties undertake . to continue active negotiations for limi-
tations on strategic offensive arms. No such undertaking is explicitly
assumed with regard to defensive slystems , except for a review of the
ABM Treaty to be conducted five years after its entry into force and at

five-year intervals thereafter.

i
There are ho restrlctlons on the improvement of the qucrlity of

- oue. - T —

the weapons in questlon their survwablllty, accuracy, penetrability

et

and range. Better weapons are substituted for those which have become
obsolete. The technological arms race is encouraged and even legiti~
‘mized. In the absence of mutual restraint it is bound to create tempta-
tions for seeking a decisive advantage.

Both the USA and the USSR have made it clear that they will go
ahead with armament programmes which are beyond the constraints of the
agreements. The US lecrdors have stated their determmatlon to maln}c;n

E—r—:'—,':'; e e R S e e
the US technologmczl lead The Soviet Union has said that it would tcke

e e

all necessary measures in defence of the principle of equal security.

The arguments advanced in justification of this course, range from the
need to secure the viability of SALT agreements to the need for acquiring
“negotiating chips", so that the next round of negotiations could be con-

ducted from the position of strength. Thus the freeze on offenswe weap-

L =

ons achleved so far 1s more apparent than real. No existing or planned

o

e
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US offensive weapons progrc mme will be stopped. The Soviet land-based
ICBM programme wds, in any case, already grinding to a halt. Only
SLBM programmes were under way at full speed and under the Interim

Agreement these can still continue to increase for many years.

\
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(A,s' far as ABMs are concerned, an uninhibited development of
systems r;q\org effective than the present onés, capable, for instance, of
covering ever larger territories, may gradually undermine the agreed
limitations. The withdrawal clause could then be invoked by either
side with reference to "supreme 1n:cerests ",

In the areas not covered by the agreements, the developmeu.
of new sophisticated long-range bombers (such as the American bomber
" B1A, having better survivability against SLBM attack and higher pene-
trability of air defences than the existing B-52 bomber force, or such as
the Soviet supersonic swing-wing bomber); of submarine~launched "
cruise missile (SLCM) flying at low altitudes, so as to escape radar
detection; as well as of new means of anti-submarine and anti-satellite

warfare, will go on.

“Secondary" nuclear powers, the United Kingdom, China and

{ .
France, will hardly be dissuaded from retaining, increasing and modern-

N .

izing their nuclear potential. If anything, the limitation of US and

‘-\‘ o e e i S BT

Soviet ABM systems may, to some extent, increase the credibility of

their nuclear forces. The Chinese Prime Minister hus stated that the
SALT agreements have nothing to do with Ching; the French reception
was also cool. Both may seek a new gencration of missiles capable

of penecirating the superpowers” existing defensivcé and perhaps even
develop their own ABMs. This would create a new ihreat to the balance
of deterrence.

The obligation of the USA und the USSR under the Non-Prolifera-
tion Trealy relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race and to nuclear
disarmuament has not been fulfilled. The SALT' agreements will hardly
weaken the position of the protagonists of nucleur armaments in the

ncur-nuclear countries. But, although there have been speculations
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'ito the contrary, there are unllkely to be cmy serlous moves to combme e
11

i the Anglo- French nuclear forces into a European deterrent even though
H it it petll Bl

f the European alliances may well become weaker during the coming pe-
' riod.

The outcome ot 5ALT has no dlrect bearmg on the arms sﬂuation )

e p—_—
P .

- -

in Europe with the exceptlon of the fwo.powers non- dlssemmatlon COM:

mitment - not to deploy ABM systems or their components out51de their

national territories, and not to transfer them to their allies, a commit-

ment thich the USA does not consider as setting a precedent for strate-
pgic offensi\r:o arms. Nuclear weapons, bombers, medium and slhort— |
range missiles, installed in Europe and targeted on Europe, remaio un-
affected. Their reduction or limitation may become possible only as

part of a European arms settlement. But due to the political climate

u<_:;e'r1er':1ted by the Moscow agreements, the talks on mutual balanced re-
duction of forces will probably start sooner than had been expected-.
However, in view of the plurality of interests involvoo, fhoy may prove
even moro complicated than SALT. Neverthéless , It is unlikely that

i these talks would take placo in the absence of a SALT agreement. 8Si-

S milarl‘y; the SALT agreemenis will probably make easier the convening

and conduct of a European Sccurity Conference.
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The Immediate Impact of SALT 1

Preciself one year and eix days prior to tae signing of SALT I
in Moscow it wae'officiallj announced in Washington and Moscow that
the SALT negotlaters would concentrate on a treaty limiting ABM
ayatems. Although therpreciee details of SALT 1 could not have
been forecast in European capitals, the outline of the planned SALT
treaty began to become knowJ;:?;re the official signing of the treaty.

This ia, however, only one reason why SALT I apparently was
registered in Europe without aurprise and believed to have no imme-
diate impact on European security. 1In spite of the disparity in
‘numbers of offensive miaailes, contained in theIInterim Agreement of
26 May, both the ABM treaty and the Iaterim Agreement appeared to
confirm status quo. The lack of apprehension, indeed the very posi-
tive reaction to SALT I, which characterized almost all European
comments, reflect a widespread belief in the strategic balance - the
mutual balance of deterrence of the superpowers -~ being a very robust
one, |

It is true that The Economiat (of June 3) wrote that there might

be fresh doubts among the Americans' allies in Europe about the valid-
ity of the Americans‘ power to deter Russla from seizing ground or
advantage iu Europe by tareatening, in the last resort, to respond

with nuclear action. But the paper added significantly that a two-
thirds majority of the Senators, and moat of the European critics, were
likely to recognise that the nuclear calculus 18 not simple arithmetic.

The Neue Zukther Zeltung (of 11 June) wrote that because the nuclear

threat was becoming less effective the threat backed by conventional
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weapons‘would increase and require stronger defense efforts by the

NAIO'countriesr Former British Defense Minister Mr. Denis Healey

was not so much impressed uith the SALT agreement in itself, though
he conceded that‘the limitation on the enployment-of anti-ballistic
missiles would remove a deatabil{aing element:from the balance of
terror and for the time being relieve other nuclesr‘powers of the

need to seek a new generation of missiles for themselves. More impor-

- tant, according'to Mr. Healey, was the fact that Nixon and Brezhnev

were "now psychologically and politically committed to glve SALT
Teal meaning by seeking solutions to the problem of limiting strate-

gic research and development. . (The Sunday Times 28 May). Lothar

Ruehl of Die Welt (29 May) was satisfied that an important element had
been added to the conditions for a constructive international security
policy, hegemonial relations between the superpowers and their.respec-
tive allies having been strengthened and the tendencies towsrds dis-
soluing the blocs effectirelp countered. | |

The consultations on SALT in NATO were often praised by“the
EurOpean members of the alliance. When SALT 1 was discussed by the
NATO Council for the first time after the signing in Moscow = the pro-
minent Uu.s. SALT delegate Mr. Raymond Garthoff psrticipating - it was

favourably greeted and no dissenting voices were apparently aired.l

Without in any way detracting from this positive reception it is worth
recalling that the consultations on SALT had been facilitated by the

'fsct that the final decisions on SALT were purely American decisions

and not decisions or policy guidelines to be worked out collectively

as must be the case for MBFR or maybe even certain aspects of SALT II

‘or III.
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While European comments on SALT at the start of the negotiations
in November 1969 were generally favorable, certain critical voices could
alao be heard éxpreﬂsing doubts as to the validity of the U.S. nuclear
guarantee of Western Europe and hopes of the Soviet MRBM's/IRBM's being
included in any limitation on numbers df.delivety vehicles -"hopes that
were not fulfilled in SALT I.

On the basis of such doubts and ﬁopes in 1969-70 SALT I might con-
céivably have met with some European criticism. But it did not. 'The
main reason for this - and the basic reason for the almost unanimously
positive reaction in Europe to SALT I - is the course of events in
Europe during the past two years. SALT I is seen as complementary to
détente policies in Europe, policies that may not have been possible
without greater superpower undersﬁanding, but alsolpdlicies which are
being carried out és a consequence of European initiatives. That apélies
in particular to the determined efforts of the government of the Federal
Republic of Germaﬁy to pursué a policy of reconciliation towards Eastern
Europe.

One might talk of a European concept of "linkage"-corresponding to
the interpretation made bﬁ Henry Kissinger in a statement to five Con-
gressional committees on 15 June 1972, in which he said,”In recent
ﬁonths,méjoi progress was achleved in moving toward a broadly-based
accomddation of interests with the USSR, in which an arms limitation
agreement could be a tentral element. - This approach was called lidkage,
~not by ‘the Administration, and became the'object of considerable debate
in 1969. WNow, three years later,.the SALT agreement-doeé‘not stand

alone, isolated and incongruous in the relationship of hostility,

- vulnerable at any moment to the. shock of some sudden crisis.. It stands,




of the nuclear age."

4.

oo

rather,'linked organically to a chain of agreements and to a broad

understanding about international conduct appropriate to the dangers
2

To the Europeans, the elements in thig_"linkage":aye.thus_the

or— e
= -

Ostpolitik of the Bonn government, the Berlin Agreement, the increased

PR

bilateral contacts with Eaat Eurqpean countries, the forthcoming Con-

ference on European Security and Cooperation, and the MBFR preparations.

r— - A"

It was never denied in Europe that the stability of the superpower

e —— oo

relationship was essential, inggggudegis1ve¢m§ggrﬁuropean security.

The signing of SALT I at a time, when an atmosphere of détente is

felt throughout Europe, and when the cold war is believed by most people
to be practically over, SALT I has met with a warm welcome which is
likely to have implications for the popular view of the vital elements

of European security. Contrary to the German view, quoted above, it

is widely believed that SALT I will not increase the hegemonial rela-

———

tions between the superpowers and their respective allies. It is
e A . ,

A a2 gy, -

felt, especially in Eastern Europe, that the enhanced stability of the

superpower rgLatiqnship as expressed by SALT I and other agreements,

could lead to a greater freedom of action vis-a-vis the superpowers
{the Soviq$ Union). It is disputable from a general European point of

view 1f such a development - in 1solation - in fact would increase

European security. ‘That would, of course, depend on many other develop-

ments, above all the Soviet concept of the role of Eastern Europe in a

future all-Furopean security structure.




SALT I and European Nuclear Wéaponsn

The idea of a European ABM shield was briefly considered and
then discarded in 1968;f0¥ ﬂoth technicﬁi; ecoﬁbmic'and political
reasons, Howe#e;: if SALT I had turned out differently, and the
construction of Aﬁarican'and So#iet ndcioq-wi&e-ABM-systems had |
become part of it, soﬁe kind of a European pfotection against .
Soviet missiles might ha§e been reconsidered at a later date.3
Instead, SAL* 1 ﬁas; }orlall practical purposes, put Western Euroée
and fhe United States (ana the Soviet Ubion) on an almost equai foot-
ing as fAr as ABM 1s cdncerned. Apart from the military advantages
for British and'french strategiclforces and ﬁossibiy some of the
American tactical nuclear weapons in Europe - such as the Pershing
missile - thé ﬁéyéholoéical benefits of this situation are undoubt-
edly appréciated in.all Eufopegn countries,

! .

Although it can be argued - and has been argued - that an ABM

protected United States would.énhance the credibility of the US as

a guarantor, European opinion has all along been unanimouslx_unfaﬁq;

orable to any deployment of ballistic missile defe:ise_f;.4

Much attention has already been given to the effect of SALT I

that it gives the pfesent generation of the British and Frénch nuclear

1 -

‘deterrents a new lease of 1ifé, making the acquisition of a new genera-
—

tion of delivery vehicles less urgent. This can arguably be inter-

preted as slowing down the arms race, and SALT I may #ery well in-
fluence future deiiberations on the technical merits of some Jjoint

French-British nuclear force or éven maybe some day a truly European
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nuclear force, although such a force is not in.the cards for a
" very long time.

This is néf the‘place to repeat all past and current argu-
me#ts pro aﬁd con a Furopean nuclear force, a theme tp whiéh‘hun—
dreds of artiglgs and Qozens pf books havé alregdj been 4gv9ﬁed;
The most pr&m;nent European expert én this pgrticular problem'&uf-
ing the past ten years, Professor Alastair Buchan, has writteq'in_.
his most rgcentlcoq;ribﬁtion that, ";t the levél‘of stratégi§ power
there is no serious.guestion of E;robe playing the rﬁle ofreéuili-
brist. WNot only is theré‘ﬁo requirement to counterbalagée American
-sfrategic predominance as Prgsident de Gaﬁlle mistekenly assumed,
but itwis acknoﬁledged, in faris nowadays as well as elséwhere,_that
.the security of Western Europe still depends crucially ﬁpon-thelcon-
tinuing commigment of Ameriga; sérafegic powerl- on the maintenaﬁce
o£ the Atlantic Alliance - and that the Aevelopment.of autonomy on
the stra;egicé;ane is not’oanurope'g agenda in the foreseeable fu-
tute."? - _ | | ‘ |

| Inrhis detgiigé gnd‘carefplly balanced‘anglyéis Qf the.p;ospgcts
for Anglo-French nuclear co-opefation, Ian émart wrote last yé#r:
. "The Americgn nuclé;r guarantge.formally covers ail Eur&pean members
éf NATOIand, less formally,lis rglevant bgyénd their borders.- Bﬁt,
even if the British and Fren;h deterrents weretgémebow mefged‘into

a joint Anglo-French deterrent, and even if, within the framework of
~i1k [feow yi1ov yea I TJ42 bne .sn8x o 36 ofy gweh gnitwole 25 bailsyg

a European Community, the guarantee thus provided were intended to
Inrof swor Y0 adiysm-lsoladasy =zl . zoolistsdilsh 2vwivl samspll’

West Germany and to other members of the present (or future) Communi-
oisqorud vlurd s veb seoe sdvem gsvs r gavol ysaisun deliivf-dogesd

ty, it is clear that the area of guarantee would remain much smaller
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than that now covered by the American deterrent. In-particular,

it would be unlikely to cover, with any substantial credibility,

6

either the northern or south-eastern flank of Western Europe..."
In the debate over a European deterrent it is sometimes over-

looked that the idea itself meets very strong political opposition -

‘not only 1n the smaller European countries, but also by Labour in.

the United Kingdom and M. Mitterrand's new left force in Francé.,

_Though it 1is unlikely, whateverrthe political development in.the

UK and France, that the national deterrents of the two countries

will be disbanded,_;he heated arguments against a European deterrent

illustrate the controversial character of the idea.7 It 1s obvious

that many West Europeans would be afraid that if the idea was given

new impetus it could wgakqn.the American nuclear guarantee and possi-

bly hasten an American withdrawal of at least some of the US forces

in Western Europe. For reasons identical with those advanced by

Ian Smart, in the above quote, any government in Bonn would be opposed

to a process toward some kind of a Egropean nuclear force, which

would; at the same tige, cast doubt over the credibility of the US

ﬁuclear pro?ection of‘Ggrmany and qomp;om;Fe_further détente efforts,

because of the anticipated sharp Soviet reaction to anything resembling

a Europeap nuclear force with a German finger - among others- on the

trigger. ‘

T r -
he cur gnt_dgha;e on a Eurqpean nuclear._force - rather tending

to stress the difficulties more than was the case a few years ago -

is relevant to SALT I insofar as SALT I 1s unlikely to make European.
(R B =

public opinion more favourable to a European deterrent. The likeli-
m——————ar * — - -
hood of an American-Soviet agreement to limit ABM systems has been
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;nviségéd'for'mOre'than a year without it making the prospect of a
Eﬁfopﬁan'détérrént more probable or appealing to the Europeans. The
signing of SALT I will not change that. . It may rather be g@ﬁgged by
\thé enlargement of the Common Markét. as oé 1 January 1973, but p;e-
;um;bly ﬁiéhout any decisive political steps likely to pgutaken for
éoﬁé tiﬁe. It looks as if the idea continues to excite ﬁn'ne‘.17::|.¢:ans_'_a

A

’ . 8
more than Europeans.
T e e e e et o S0

Finally,‘it should be noted - as it has been in London and Paris,

of course - that the Soviet Union has taken the British and French
‘ballistic missile submarines into account when agreeing to the Interim
Agreement on offensive missiles, which constitutes_pgr; ofJSALT I.
dn/;:y, 1972; the head of the Soviet SALT delegation,aDeput§ Foreign
-Miﬁister'Semendv made a unilateral statement to thelgffééglthat for
the periodnbf effectiveness of the Interim "Freeze" Agreement the US
and its NATO allies have - #ccbrding to the Soviet side - ﬁp to 50
modern baliistic missile submarimes with a. total of up to 800 ballis-
tic missile launchefs thereon. If during the period of effectiveness
oflthe Agfeemenf US allies in NATO should increase the number of their
" modern submarines to exceed the numbers of sﬁbmarines.they would have
Toperationéi or uider construction on the date of signaturé of the
Aggeeﬁént, the Soviet Union will have the right to a corresbonding
increase in the number of its submarines.9 This Sovigt reservation
ﬁas beén rejected by the United States, It was repeated on 26 May
1972 - the day of the signing of SALT I - and again rejected by the
us.

" An increase in the present British_nuclegr force of four missile
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submarines and the planned five French missile submarines is un-
likely within the 5 year period the Interim Agreement is scheduled
to run (if not replaced earlier by a new SALT treaty). But the dif-

ferent US and Soviet positions on the role of the British and French

strategic nuclear weapons may complicate SALT II,

_—

Pogsible and Probable European Reactions

Ever since the SALT talks started the debate of their impact -

-

has centered around the credibility of the_United._States_guarentee-
_.—‘-——"—_’-—"-

ggmgg§£g£2afgzgzi;v Mr. McGeorge Bundy wrote confidently in 1969
that "the atréngth of the American guarantee will be neither increased
nor decreased by_acceptance of parity, and the level of American com-
mitment in Europe 1s not a proper topic for bargaining in the SALT
talks. It was never the American superiority in nuclear weapons
that was decisive in protecting Europe; it was simply the high proba-
bility that any large-scale use of force against a NATO country would
set loose a chain of events that ;ould lead to nuclear war.flo Later
analyses have not seriously disputed this view even 1f the mythology
of nuclear weapons has made it difficult to absorb the realization
_that superiority has no practical meaning in any real context, és
Marshall Shulman has put it. Shulman goes on to say that the argument
that parity wpuld—increase the Soviet propensity to take additional
- risks, or diminish the American resolution in responding, ignores the
fundamental inhibitions of mutual deterrence, which are not substantial-
11

ly changed by disparities in the respective arsenals.

On the European side, Frangois Duchene has agreed that doubts
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about strategic nuclear parity have proved easy to live Withfd But
in_his view the new European doubt about Americallooks morelserious.
It’is rooted not in nuclear parity, but in a general impression of
"potential imparity in political will betueen.the two superpowers,
the one all too modern andrthe other too.old—fas'hion_ed."12 Other

' .
European comments tend to reinforce Mr. Duchene's point: Neither the

SALT negotiations nor SALT I nor parity - or for that matter the dis-

parity in numbers - are seen as a destabilizing factor: in themselves.

o

Other developments gradually changing the relationship between the
[ ————

Soviet Union and the United States and between the United States and

Western Europe.- the enlarged Community - are, however, likely to

Lo

exert a greater influence upon European security considerations.

.....

A main reason for Europeans not to doubt the credibility of the
. United States guarantee is simply that they do mot want to think it
has in any way diminished. The two preoccupations of the Europeans
are the pursuit of detente and the enlargement of the EEC, and this
leaves for the moment little room for far—reaching deliberations con-
cerning possible changes in the present or future security framework
of Europe.. _ ,

This is undoubtedly a short- sighted view, however. A number of
factors are bound to influence the security outlook of the Europeans
_ in the years.to come - irrespective of SALT I, but possibly affecting
the way Europeans_f West.Europeans - will look at the continued SALT
negotiations. ?he relationship between the United States and_the en-
* . larged European Conmunity is rapidly entering a much more competitive

phase, as will be 1llustrated by the forthcoming GATT negotiations

in 1973. The question of unilateral reductions of the American forces
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in Western Europe will continue to trouble NATO_(and.become.rapidly
acute in case of a McGovern victory 7 November).

The problem 1s, of course, closely linked to the progress of
MBFR, to which I shall shortly return. Even before negotiations oﬁ
MBFR have started with the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact couﬁtries,
it is obvious that there are great difficulties involved for the mem-
bers of NATO to agree on both procedural and substantial questioné
more than four years after the original NATQ statement on HBFR, thg
famous Reykjaﬁik Signal of June 1968. It 1is not a very promising
sign that the silent refusal by the Soviet Union to receive the Brosio
mission seems to have thrown the whole western diplomatic approacﬂ to
‘MBFR into a state of confusion, inevitably fostering European suspi-
cions of a tendency on the part of both superpowers to deal with this
problem as exclusively as possible.

Even 1f the US guarantee of Western Europe is not believed -

and certainly not officially professed - to have lost its credibility,

it would be logical to assume that the European members of NATO would

take a second look at the role of conventional forces in Europe - 1if
-

not just as a consequence of SALT I then as a result of a combination
of factors which may seem to make an early use of nuclear weapons - |
tactical or strategic - more unlikely in case of a military conflict
in Europe. But any increase in the conventional forces in Europe ;
i.e. NATO Europe - can be considered out of the question, uﬁlesé the
present climate of détente abruptly changes to a climate of new East-

West tensions in Europe. Even then, a rapid increase in the number of

—

conveniional forces in Western Europe will hardly be possible, as the
(.‘_,.._.ﬂ-"_
number of conscripts are being reduced in a number of Western European
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countries and the cqnscriptiqn perlod presently being cut in more
than one country.

An in&reage in West European conventiomal forces aftér SALT I
can therefore be ruled out. A more ﬁromising and more 1iﬁe1y'develop_
ment is to be foupd in the sphe;e of European defence cooperation,
which up fo now has been surpris;gg;y‘limifed in view of what Curt
Gasteyger rightlx_calls the growing limitétiéns ofrnationgl déﬁence-
capabilities and the potentials of common defence effoi‘ts.l3 Even .
if the_Western_threat perception - aé Gasteyger writes - is determined
by the conviction that warbetween.Eaét and West is unlikely and that
the_stagus quo in Europe is in no way‘affected by shifts in the stra-
teglc 3alance (a view not taking into aecouﬁtrthé dzgégigs of a2 shift-

ing balance of forces involving a variety of cdnseduences desgcribed

by Gasteyger), there are a number of obvious reasons for increasing

European defence cooperation.

gt

'The most articulate spokesman for increasing such cooperation in

.a number of ways, Frapgois Duchene, hgs made it clear that a more co-
ordinated West Eqropegn defgnqe system could not replace the American
nuclear guarantee, but it could ;einforce it and make it more credible
and help in the long run to add a more effective cémplement to the
American navy in the maritime periphery of Europe. A West European -
defencg'o;ganization ﬁould, accordiné to Duchene, be less ;ikely.to,,
increase the number  of troops:than fromise a better use of_é smaller
number and, even more important, a more cohesive reaction of the Ten
14

to unforeseen eventualities.

Alastair Buchan is convinced that in the_next.few.years the-
s T, : B : .

Ty
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road forks toward_the ewvolution of a less powerful European grouping
- e — . - -

within an integrated NATO framework and a more powerful, more auto-

nomous European éystem under the umbrella only of the collective

-~

alliance. If is difficult, he writes, to believe that the 1970s can
A ——

ﬁass without a radical organization of the structure and probably the
stratégy of NATO.15 ﬁg ’@3%&? ‘9 .

This may not be caused or even'mucﬁ affected by SALT 1. ﬁut in-
sofar as SALT I explicitly is only a beginning, and that a new treaty
on offensive missiles is envisaged in five years'at most, the-prepara-
tions for the next SALT round, and indeed for SALT II, will probably
have much more far-reaching consequéncea for NATO and for European

security than the preparations for and the completion of SALT I.
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Between SALT I and SALT II

As is well known the Soviet Union tried during fhérfirst phase
of SALT to include the Forwarq—Based Systéms in Eﬁfopé'dn the basis
of a defiﬁition of strategiclarms different from that'ﬁf'the Uﬁited
States. This attempt was latef given up, but only}tempofarily, to
reach thé'agreeéent known as SALT I. It has been pointed out by
several writers on the subject that it would be logical to deai with
the FBS in an MBFR éogtext_or to solve fhe FBS problem Ln'parallel

MBFR and SALT negotiations.lél Nobody would deny that West European

' NATO'membefslwould have to be directly involved in the decisions

concerning the FBS, eﬁgn if ;bgse are mainly or,exclusivelf under
American control. The deployment'of British ;actical’nuéléar wea~
pons - howevefrlimiééd in numbgr - and the deploymenflof French
Pluton nuclear artillery in 1973 or 1974 would - in addition to the
Btra£egic forces of the two countries - undoubtedly also be taken
into account by the Russians in any discussion on FBS during the
next SALT round.

As the current difficulties in organizing an appropriate allied
negotiation framework for future MBFR talks with Warsaw Pact coun-
tries amply demonstrate, it is extremely difficult to visualize a
smooth handling of the FBS issue in parallel SALT and MBFR talks.
Any changes in the role of the FBS will profoundly affect current
NATOQ strategy, and, as Robert Hunter has pointed out, considerable
opportunities are open to the Soviet Union to play the United States
and its allies against one another, thereby weskening the Atlantic
alliance.l7 It is obvious that NATO's strategy cannot be adjusted
more or less automatically to the contents of g bilateral Soviet-

American agreement concerning arms directly involved in the defense
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Qf Western Europe such as the FBS. This was clearly recognized by
the United States, when the Soviet. demand to include the FBS in SALT
was rejected. But unless SALT II will:-be limited to confirm the
Interim Agreement on offensive missiles in treaty form,- it is logical
to expect the coming SALT rounds. to uncover many more points in com-
mon with NATO than has hitherto been the case in SALT.

The broblem of including the FBS in any new SALT agreementlmay
not be much facilitated by the inclusion of the Soviet MRBMs, though
it would be logical to assume - and certainly expected by the West
Europeans - that a reduction in the number of the MRBMs would be part
of a more comprehensive SALT II involving at least part of the FBS.:
There are believed to be about 570 operative MREMs in the western
. parts of the Soviet Union, installed in 1959-61. Half of them are
unprotected, their precision is low, and in a tense situation their
vulnerability might be partiéularly problematic.l8

Their military value is therefore rather limited and so is their
value as a trade-in for FBS in Western Europe. ‘It is true that the
large number of U.S. nuclear warheads -~ 7,200 - and of fhe nuclear
delivery means in NATO -.2,250 (many of which have a.dual capability) -
can presumably be reduced as part of an arms control agreement without
dangerously undermining Western European security. But the FBS are
closely associated with the presence of the U.S. military forces in
Western Europe, and a.considerable reduction in their numbers could
have. not only military but psychological disadvantages harmful to
European security.

These problems must be seen in conjﬁnction with what is after all

the cruclal - and most uncertain - part of.the question on the impact

of SALT on European security: How will SALT I and the preparations
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_for SALT II be interpreted by the Soviet leaders? ' The disparity -

in numBera‘of missiles is not important from a purely military point:
of view, and would.only become significant, if the Kremlin tried to -
exploif it externally by putting pressure on for example some‘non-
aligned or Western European countries out of a - false - sense of
newly gained strategic superiority. . When the U.S. technological
lead (MIRVs etc.) and the non-inclusion of long-range bombers ére
taken into account, the disparity in numbers of ICBMs and SLBMs

- may even seem reasonable from a balanced balance of force point of
view! It is also possible that the Soviet numerical superiority -
and superiority in megatonnage - has been used as an argument inside
the Kremlin by Brezhnev to convince the Soviet "hard-liners" of the -
advantageé,to the Soviet Union of SALT I.

Although it is customary for Soviet military and political
leaders to talk of the Soviet armed forces as "second to none," mno
boasts -have been heard of a Soviet strategic superiority vis-a-vis
the United States. Parity has been claimed, on the other hand, and
there seems to be no reason to dispute the view by Professor Roman
Kolkowicz that the main reason for Soviet interest in .SALT is the
desire to stabilize an expensive and counter-productive arms race at
desirable level, while ‘gaining greater freedom to pursue policy op~
portunities in other areas.zq

But even if this is the case - as the: guthor of this-papér be-
1ieveslr no-account ia being taken of what Curt Gasteyger calls the
growing political~strategic asymmetries in the positibn‘of the two

21

superpowers: vis-a-vis Furope™™ and what Duchene refers to as a

"subtle shift. in the European environment which does not look like -

a passing phase and 1s no less important for being partly unavoid'able.22
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Any evaluation of the impact on European secu?ity of SALT I -
and even more so of -the preparations for SALT ‘II - may therefore take.
into account on one hand the ‘changing territorial balance between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact and what Pierre Hassner has called fhg dimin-

23 and on the

ishing American physical and psycholog;cal engagement
other hand the hoped-for tangible results of the continued pursuit of
détente in Europe. .

SALT I is almost unanimously held to be good for the world and
believed by almost all Europeans, by implication, to be good for
Europe. But the circumstances arising out of SALT I and its after-
math cannot be ignored. Neville Brown writes in his analysis of
European security in the 1970's that one can assume that the contem-
porary world scene, characterized by fluidity, will either be regulated
within an arms control framework or else one of the two bloqs will
affer all achieve some kind of ascendency or else the whole situation
will slide into war.24

This aupports the view of Professor Coffey that mutual and
balanced reductions in theatre nuclear forces - and possibly the
curbing of the development of non-strategic weapons - may be an
essential concomitant to the imposition of quantitative and qualita-
tive constraints on strategic delivery vehicles as far as Eurcpean
security is concerned.25 The demands of the evolving European situa-
tion may go even further if maximum security value is to be derived
from SALT I and what may come after it.

Johan Holst has talked of a more comprehensive European force
limitation agreement and called for a European scheme for regulating

the balance of asymmetries in Europe on a lower level than existing

today..
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If efforts to achieve such follow-ups of SALT.I should fail,
“and 1f -the planned MBFR negotiations get stalled, the security im-
© . pact of SALT I on Europe may turn out to be much less reassuring

than they are believed to be today.
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"Plus c'est la m&me chose plus ga change.

Europe is the most stable of continents. Among the dimensions
of the European situation, the militar;r one is the most:stable of all.
Why, then, raise the problém of European seculrit'y and arms control?

The only short-run verifiable ar.';d inevitable answer is: in brc‘ier
to have a conference in Geneva. Beyond that,. spéaking in purely stra-
tegic or arms control terms, it is difficult to disagree with the logic
of the position - most powe.rfu;liy expressed in two articles by Frederick
Wyle 1. according to which there is nleither any serious danger to the
present conventional andlstrategic stance (whethér throﬁgh’ SALT or
through Soviet super‘iority) nor any serious prospect of changing it
whether through negotiations with th.e East or through substituting
totally or partly a European deterrent for the American one or nuclear
weapons for conventional forces.' |

The problem arises wh(_an one goes from the short to the long run,
and from technical reallitieslto poiiticai perceptions and dynamics,  If
one defines stability less il-'l terms of militax.'y security than in terms of
popular consensus and. confidencé and of diplo-maitic alignments and their
reliability, if one sees military postﬁrés and arms control arrangements
i)rimarily in te:rms of thei.r influence ‘on the maintenance, management-
or manipulation of the-se' political structures and pi-oce;sses; then sym-

bolic moves and ambiguous moods cannot be dismissed as irrelevant to



the realities perceived by hard-headed bureaucrats, The old platitude

that in politics, appearances become real if 'thesr' are believed in acquires
an added validity-just because precisely in ‘a étable nucleér envirpment,
strategy become s concerned less ;.1vith ti’xe avoidéncé and management

of war than with that of cri‘si'-s‘ a;.nd second because this peace time crisis
management and ménipulatiqn is nc; longer solely ip the hands of a self -
'contained; if self-tc;rn, bureaucracy of ?ational planners or S‘(:Elf-.per-
petuating.'o'rganizations. ‘It ix-lcree‘Lsingly inte:tA'acts‘with domestic pres-
sures, econoﬁié conétraiﬁts and ti‘ans-national t.rends.

Européan set:ﬁrity z;nd arms control objectivesl have to be seen in
the li-ght"of the dialectiéal relatior;ship between thesg three dimensions:
the bala;ncélof militafy power,‘ the interaction of foreign policies and the
evolution of societies, |
. Recent or likely shifts in 'the first are, at least in FEurope, certainly
meaningless in terms of winning a war anld almost.;:ertainly in terms of
avoiding it, ‘but they can havel aﬁ in&iret;t impact on tﬁe other fiimensions.
Conversely, dipibmatic initia:tives.a.nd s;)-cial turmoil have had little im-
pact , so far, on the structure of a European system which is ultimately
based on the mutual balance énd the :joint supelriority of the two super-
powers., But the changing chz.xfaclter of their r;alations with each other,
with their‘allies. or sat?éllites,. -and Wifh ﬂeir 6wn societies, are certainly

altering the salience or the visible importance of the military balance;




they may, in the long run, alter not only its political function and

significance but its very structure.

In 1967, we thought that for th;: con'.;xing yealrs, Eurt;p‘ean
security wou—ld be mor;e a theme for political discussions and maneuvers
than the object of a genuiﬁe search for alternative arrangements. Just
as the tenuous dete_r;te ant_i cooperation férm part of a language on which
each party tries to foster his own poliiéical objectives-and to show that
they are the best contributior.x tcs that l‘aarticular value, so thr:_‘, debate on
European security may turn not so rnuph on the 'b.est way of achieving
securif:ly as on who should achieve it against whom and in whét frame-
work. European security may constitute one of the languages and one
of the fo’rurns for dis'c;-ussing the; politic'al future of Europe, of the Ger-
man ngtionlor of East-West relations. If this is so, even such concrete
issues as the': Soviet MRBM or a Eu.ropean BMDl system will probably
take on thl;.S syr;nbolic méaning in the continuiné stratégic debate between
Western Europe, the United States and Russia - in the case of the Euro-
pean security system as of the nonproliferation t.l_'eaty, '"there may be in
the making a permanent, ver-y sligh_tly'veiled politicai discuss.ion on the
rvlaordferipg of ‘bo;:h. the international systém an'd tile European one.

| "The secu-rity dialogue wili start by having the meaning of a
signal in a double ;ense: it gwill ipdicat'e both 1-:he. level reached by the

economic, social, ideoclogical and political transformation of Europe, and



the lirr;xits beyoﬁd which this transformation cannot go without endanger-
ing the whole structure, If and when this last point is reached, the
aisc‘uslsi-on a'bout‘a. European secuﬂty system, which today is about the
ﬁoliticall futurel oererma.‘n;, of Eﬁrope, and of their relations with the
:Uni;ted States and the Soviet Union, may ;ret turn to a new and surprising-
ly frésh subject; the problem is sécurity. "

7 Are we approaching this point? Or is the function of the éecuri-
ty &ialogue stiil symbolic and suf:ordinate? The ans%aver cannot help be-
ing ambiguous, lik;e the situation itself,

o I.n terms of preoécupations, tﬁere is no question that the securi-
ty dhnension of European re‘lafionships (both East-West and West-West)
and‘ the Eurppean dhpeﬁsion 6f étrategic relations between superpowers
are réturhing to the centre of the stage- after a relativély long eclipse.

After the end o.f the Berlin crisis and the exhaustion of the
| NATO det;ates (subsequent to the death of the MLF and the storm over
NPT) a sei)aratéion occurred between East-West relati.ons in Europe and
the probléms of secufity and arms control.

- Theré waé a separation Bet-ween Eufopean détente, conducted
mainlf by Wesf European powers (France, then Germany) with the East
(Easteranurope and, increasinély, the Soviet Union) on non-military
terms and superpov‘ver relatiéns, first partly frozen by Vietnam,then

focusing mainly on the global strategic ‘r.élationship rather than any re-




-gional one, with the exception of the Middle East. .Precisely because
they seemed to concern essentially the superpowers themselves, the
SALT provoked much lower European anxieties than NPT. As for the
U.S. -West European relation, it was frozen by Gaullist obstruction,
American studied indifference and preoccupation with Vietnam, and
Germany's new interesf in the East. Now all’ thésé separate dil:ections
seem to come to life again and to convergé.

The development of several bilateral relationships leading to
‘bilateral agreements and to a multilateral one on Berlin, lead to a new
multilateral phase which raises the problem of their common framework.
Ostpolitik and SALT were two relatively separate undertakings. But
their respective achievements lead to their mutual Europeanization between
CSCE, MBFR and SALT II, imimediate connections-or overlaps, possible
confusions or conflicts and necessary coordination are much more obvious,

On the other hand, new trends in the United States and in West-
ern Europe reopen the problem of a new balance in Western defense and,
perhaps, of-a new transatlantic relationship., -

All these perspectives and debates retain more than ever, how-
ever, their character of shadow-boxing. The most striking aspect of the
"era of negotiation'' is that it consists mainly in ' recognizing the status
quo. In Europe, the 'era of negotiation' has begun’'in earnest only since

1969 when, in contrast to earlier periods where polycentric attempts




failed against the rigidity of the system all the main actors (the Soviet

Union, West Germany, the United States, and, -however reluctantly, East

Germany) have started to talk to each other. . But the theme of the talks

is much more !the recognition of existing realities” or !of the regults of

\chrld War I than'the.dissolution of the blocs'" or the creation of a_Euro-

N Iiiﬂ_ai,_g__smecu;ity sirstem. |
The Soviet Union.feels confident to embark on a We stEolitik in-

.cluding Germany precisely because, through the intervention of Czech-
oslovakia, she has gained recognition for the firmnest of her resolve to
keep Easterﬁ Europe, if necessary by force. She can gain ground in her
dialogue with the Wes;c because éhe no longer presents a difect challenge

. to Berlin's link with the FRG, the FRG's with the. Common Market, and
Europe's with the U. S. - Gerrriany can embark on a dynamic Ostpolitik
precisely because its. substantive content consists of recognizing her divi-
sion, and, on the other hand, because she leaves no doubt on the mainten-
ance of her West European -and Atlantic ties and on the need.to keep the

American military presence in Europe. Even France has become the

most extreme advocate of this presence and of the military status quo.

For the U, S. itself, the Berlin agreement certainly was a reconfirmation of

- the status quo; whatever else the SALT may be .or become, -they certainly
- are, before everything, a recognition of parity and of mutual deterrence.

This, certainly for the present administration, implies a scrupulous (and,

A
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if anything, excessive acceding to critics) attention aimed at maintain-

ing an overall strategic and Europe_an balance and at avoiding unilateral
concessions or signs of weakness. Hence the solid resistan.c(éainst
pressures for unilateral troop \_vi’thd_rawa,ls and a very cautious approach
to MBFR,

Finally, as regards ;elations between the U.S. and Western
Europe, while a_s}}ift of attitudes dqes exist (as witnessed by the remark
attributed to H. Kissinger "The Kennedy a.dmi'ni‘stra.tion had it all wrong:
it encouraged_EgroPean econo.n-'1:1; -unity whmh <;ou1d hu‘r-t American interests

and discouraged European military independence which could favor them. "}

it is likely that neither real economic conflict nor real military devolution

_will take place. Here too then, the prospect is for the continuation of the
Y - _,___q_-_ ‘ . (X

present system, but with changes in _atmosphere and in style, in emphasis
and in balancg.

- The real question, now even more than in 1967, is whetl'-ler these
marginal or external changes are not in the long run likely to produce

qualitative or structural changes in the system itself. If the main effect

e

of negotiation is to recognize the status quo, thg main effect of this recog-
nition ma.ylwell be‘to unleash forces which will undermine it more irresist-
ably than ei_ther mi}italry pressure or c_liplom_atig bargaining. As long as
each side.did not recognize the _other, both were held together by the mutual

challenge of ideological and military confrontation; the situation was being



frozen by not being accepted. Once everybody acéepts the status quo,

the real game for indirect influence or for competitive resistance to
disintegration begins.
This does not mean that the forces of internal change or of
~N
inter-penetration will necessarily win; various combinations-af'é pbs sible,

from repression to regeneration, on one or on both sides. The point is

that contrary to a frozen bipolé.r confrontation or to a give-and-fake nego-
e -~ —

tiation, the competitive-cooperative management of a contract
at— T = R, i

tradictory pro-

— o —— -

cess of detente is essentially unpredictable, and that this ldﬁg;range

uncertainty - while not necessarily harmful to the deterrence éf nuclear
war - does create new problems for a security system based on ailiances
and alignments born in a different age and environment. In the East, it
may create the dialectics of communication and Abgrenzung, of emanci-
. pation and repression. In the West, it may enc'ourage- the dialectics of
"decoupling'’ and 'finlandization", or the reciprocal fear of unilateral
accommodation,

The central characteristic of the European seclur'it.y. system is
théE continuity between, so 'to'speak,r Berlin and the 'strrai‘:egic nucléar
balance: the correspondence between, on the one hand, the geographical
division and the ideological oppo'sitibn of the two Germanys, the two Europes,
the two social systems, and, on the other hand, the military balance between

the two superpowers materialized by their alliance ‘organizatiohs',’ their



physical presence and their nuclear weapons - any .t_re_nd which puts into
question the unity of the respective sidés, their mutual opposition or the
relevance of th_e military balance to this opposition obviously creates
problems of adaptation. Not only a bureaucratic organizatipn like NATO
bu‘t' the security system it is part of can, in the long run, be made to look
anachronistic by detente with thelEast, by dissension within the West, and,
more generally, by the transformation of the international system (whether
in the direction of n"xultipolarity or of superpower condominium) and of

the relations between society and defense, or between domestic trends

and foreign policy.

The first direction may make defense establishments and oppos-
ing alliances look either obsolete or positively harmiful to the process of
reconciliation. To Europeans the American connection or a defense ef-
fort to supplement or replace it, may appear an obstacle to further pro-
gress toward reunification; to Amerigans the objections of European allies
may appear as an obstacle to further progress toward bilatere;l arms con-
trol agreements with the Soviet Union.

The second _direction, even if it does not lead to separation and
should rationally not supersede the real elements of convergence in
security interests between the two sides of the.Atla.ntic, still encourages
an increasingly divergent perception of these interests. A security link

seen by both sides as a necessary evil standing in the way of more positive-
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" ly appealing aspirations may continue through inertia.or prudence, but

cannot help being affected negatively in its ci‘ediiﬁiiity and its efficiency.

NATO - including a certain American.presence-in.Europé--.may~remain;
-

but_the level of U.S. troops, the character of NATO strategy, thg_;__p_o‘sﬁs.i-.

bilities of constructive reform in the respective American and European

-

roles would certainly vary. Technical issues (involving, for instance,

nuclear collaboration) would be decisively influenced by'ﬁvhat might appear
as political atmospherics.

Whether East-West or West-West, these problemé, which have
always existed, are obviously magnified by the widely analyzed change in
values or priorities within developed liberal societies.

At a minimum, the decliﬁe of Eé.st-West confrontation and f:lie
emergence in each Western country, but particul‘arly in the two crilcia.i
ones, the United States and West Germany, of new age or social groups
with different formative experiences and interests and of newiy acute
domestic problems, challenged the role of defense, the primacy of. fc;i'eign
policy, and the ideological consensus on which the present system w'raé
based; they appear as new constraints which must be both fought and accom-
modated by the security system in order to fulfill the same 'fu.nct:;ioln'at.
lower cost and visibility.

At a2 maximum, these changes herald a more dundament':.a.l trans-
formation in the relations of state (and of the inter-state system) and

society (domestic and trans-national), in the role of military power and



the meaning of security: from diplomacy and strategy to development

and adaptation.

Obviously, the answer is complicated by the difference between
"a less governn-"Lental wést and the rest!" (T. Hughes). As Francois Duchene
put it, the West (iqcluding the United States if not the Nixoﬁ administra-
tion) may bt_a reacting to the same challenges moré as a society and the
Soviet Union more as a state.

Perhaps, then, the fundamental issue is seen more clearly when
looking beyond immediate East-West and U, S. -European issues, to their

global context: _are we at the beginning of new international system and

of a new international (or rather mult,i;natignal_)mpélitics_._? If our conception

of security and the organizations which are based on it were born of the
.needs of deterrence in an age of }Imstile b’ipolarit.y, should both the concept
and the organization survive, disappear or be adapted in an age of greater
multipolarity, greater cooperation between former enemies, particularly
between the two superpowers, and more civilian (if less civil) societies?
Are these various directions (more multipolar, more cooperative, more
domestic) compatible?- Which should have iariorify?

We. shall ask f';hese questions, going from tl:le general to the more
specific, with a view to the indications of broader changes in the inter-
national system and in_ the European situation for European security and

arms control more narrowly defined.
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The New Intermational sﬁstem and European Security

Seldom have abstruse and abstract notions about the nature of
the international system been a theme for general political discussion
as 1in the past year; This 1s due mainly fg Aﬁérica's cﬁrfent.reasseéa;
ment of its place in the world aﬁd to the ﬁixon Aﬁministfatibﬁ's.flair
for diplomatic initiatives and taste for theoretical ratifonalizations.
The Nixon doctrine had indicated the general direction of a limited
disengagement based on an ambiguous acknowledgment of the limits of
American power and pf inte;national bipolarity. The Peking trip
materlialized the triangular charaqter of the superpower game; to-
gether with the Augu;£ 15, 1971, decisions, it may also bé seen, in
a sense, as the signal for the ewentual emergencé of é five—powér
world, by demonstrating - through a kind of American declaraﬁion of
emancipation from their allies - the possible divergence of interests
between the United States, Japan and Western Europe.

The Moscow Summit, with the SALT agreements and the Soviet-

American Declaration on Basic Principles, close the circle by showing

that the news of bipolarity's death was vastly exaggera;ed; it had only
undergone a conversion, from hostility to cooperation, from the struggle
for supremacy fo the joint management of world affairs.

At the same time, the Indo-Pakistani crisis showed the fallacyrboth
of judging local situations primarily from the point of view of the
global game between superpowers, and of assuming that the latter, par-
ticularly the Soviet Union, would necessarily exercise their influence

at the side of restraint. Conversely, events in Vietnam and the Middle




East, seen in connection with the Moscow Summit have shown both how

far in Eﬁe new triangular'aituation the two Communist powers could
go in giving precedence to tﬁeir reletions with the United States
over their Eﬁppoft of their'ailies.'add how far.emaller countries
like North Vietnam and Egypt could go in refusing to comply with the
conservative consensus at the top.

'Whatever else it 1s, then, the new international system is not
simple. Two greet roads eeemed to be opeo out of the hostile bi-
polarity of the Coid War: cooperetive bipolarity';_or a reconciliation
of the two camps, led by the two leaders, in the name of interdepen-
dence, convergence and common interests - (tﬁis could be called the
Kennedy of the Monnet road); and multipolarity - a new balance of
power based on the reassertion of nationai interests aﬁd-on the com-
binations of independent diploﬁacies (ehis could be called the Gaulist
and, to some extent the ﬂixon—Peking road). The firstlroad could lead
to new bipolar divisions ~ superpowers against middle and small powers,
or develoPed North against underdeveloped South. The second road could
lead to new confiicts, or at leest'unpredictaoilities; between the
participants to the new multipolar game es well as to tensions between
them (or the-big league players) and the others.

Obviously, today, we have elements of all these systems. The old
East-West opposition, the new,oipolar cleavages, and different types
and levels of multipolarity: ouclear, economic, and politicall

The siogie view of a five-power balance has been torn 1nfo‘pieces
by crifics like Bueoan, Brzezinski; and Hoffmann, who heve rightly

shown the inequelities between the five and the multipfieity of types



of power, ane of cooneration, competition and eonflict according to
issue areas and te regions. Perhaps there was some overkill, since

the formulations‘nnder attack were only indicating oneﬁof the directions
of an American policy whosefpuzzling characteristic was precisely to
operaee at diffenent places and tines under different assumptiens; This
could come from day-to-day pragmatism disguised under succeseive and

incompatible rationalizations, or from a more subtle and complex attempt

at establishing a new, differentiated concert, which would operate

according to different rules and with different participants in differ-
ent regions and on different issues, but with the United States always

in a direct or indirect, single or joint, managing or balancing role.

What mattens for Europe is that fnom each of theselpoints of view
her situation becomee more amniguous_end potentially more uncomfortable,
although she mey yet turn embigui;y into opportunity end.discqunre into
challenge. -

From the point of view of the persisting elements of Soviet-American

bigolaritz, the prevalent Europeen impression is that the trend has
QQ-—-""--_ i a—

e

E§§3~E3ff:fhfui3fff,ff_fhe military balance from American superiority
yto parity and, in eeme‘reepects, Soviet superiority (either because

the perception of Soviee regional superiority is no longer compensated
by that of American‘strategie super;nrity, or‘even because some elements
of the strategic equation itself, like the asymetry in the nunber of
offensive launchers allowee by the Moscow Interim Agreement, or the

open possibility for the Soviet Union to combine, in the future, MIRV

technology with a greater number of launchers and heavier payloads,



give to some, rightly or wrongly, the impression of present or-’

future Soviet strategic superiority). ST C ‘
In terms of:relative dynamism and commitment, while both sides

pursue an active diplomacy, the Soviet one has been much more-active

|
in Europe. - More :generally, American initiatives are seen as brilliant
r e .

tactical moves covering a strategic retreat, while the Soviet Union

18 not only much more engaged in Eastern Europe. than thé United States

is in Western Europe, but is genuinely expanding its diplomatic in-

fluence and military presence in various areas, of which the Indian

subcontinent is the most spectacular; but her presence in the Mediter-

! policy are no less important. However, in.the last year the Middle

East has witnessed something of & turn of the tide. ' But it remains

more generally true that, while both leaderships look to foreign policy
successes -as a compensation for :domestic problems, international leader-
ship is seen by important forces in American society as opposed to
Americﬁ's values and rightful priorities, while it may be indispensable
to the legitimacy and authority of- the ‘Soviet regime.

Finally, the relatiomship bet&een the two superpowers, while con-
taining elements of conflict, of competition, and of cooperation has
taken a most important turn toward the latter with.the Moscow Summit. -

/

nuclear war and in limiting the arms race has, of course, been widely

The existence of a mutual interest of the superpowers in preventing

|
|
/,) ranean, her access to Middle East ol1l, the successes of .her German
recognized and welcomed by Europeans; but .the contractualizations of

this common interest and of the cooperation designed to implement it,



16‘

the creation of a bilateral Standing Consultative Cbmmiséiéh,dhavé=a

(Fevived a feeling which had been created by NPT Qggﬂhggwggenﬁremarkably_

low so far during the SALT negotiations: the fgg;'of "nuclear compli-

r

city” (Ki#é'ig_g_e,,_lz) or, condominium,,
[ AR A o

 Even more important, perhaps, the "Declaration of Baaic-Principles“

1

suggests through much of its language that a "common strategic idéﬁlogy?

(Coral Bell) is emerging which is, for both, pilling over from strategxmﬁ

to politics; some of the language of the Declaration, with’réétraint
and peaceful coexistence replacing self-determination and soclalism,
and with the "no unilateral advantage" formula, suggests a brefe;encé
for the status quo over their respective'objectives. The Viéénam con-
text, the failure to mention any disagreement of the Middle Eééé, the
fact that on issues relevant for Europe (like MBFR and the Secﬁrity
Conference) the American position either was held in-reserve ﬁnﬁil,”
or was modified by, the summit meeting, all this suggests a primacy.of,
supefpower cooperation over their multilateral links with=thet¥ FeEfec-
tive allies. - - 7 .

If one accepts the distinctions drawn by Hedley'Bullﬂbetween
a) joint management and joint government, and b) joint mﬁnagement
limited to the control of nuclear weapons and’ comprehensi&e joiﬁ£
management, and c) twin or parallel hegemony, and joint ﬁegemony,
and d) de facto and . formally agreed joint management, one must admit
that the Moscow Agreement represented in each of these cﬁses a sfep be-l
yond the first alternative in the direction of the second.

If one combines this impression with the two earlier omes, of
Soviet strategic equality, local superiority, and stronger interest

and commitment, one ends up with a condominium weighted on the Soviet
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side, at least as far as Europe is concerned.

There have been times when many Europe;na have learned and feared
an excessive Ameriéan’superiority,-excessiVe American involvement in
their affairs, and dangerously Hostile relations between the superpowers;
today the predominant fears are in the'opposife'directidns.' The 1ideal
superpower relationship from the point of view of Europe is an inter-
mediary one. ‘U.S. sufficiently superior and sufficiently involved to
protect Western Europe credibly and to marginally restraiﬁ the Soviet
Union in marginal areas, a superpower relation of peaceful: competition,
equally removed from condominium and confrontation, thus giving third
parties an importance and a role.

The loss of American superiority by itself would not have created
a crisié of confidence; Europeans have lived under -the assumption of
qualitative U.S;-Soviet‘parity long before it was officially recognized.
But parity plus disengagement (of troops or of attention) plus & changed
relationship with the Soviet Union - namely, as Henry Kissinger put it,
"a new relationship in which on both sides, whénever there is a danger
of crisis, there will be enough people who have a commitment to con-
structive programs so that they could exercise a restraining influence,"
does raise the spectre of a situation in which the U.S.-European gap
in the appreclation of what constitutes dangerous or unacceptéble Soviet
behavior and what response, involving what risks should be initiated
to deter it, is such as to give the-Soviet Union a freedom of action
comparable to that of the United States when it blockaded Haiphong.

The Europeans would appear as weak but immoral, also malevélent, spoilers
of superpower harmony; they would have to 'normally convince themselves

of the most reassuring interpretation of Soviet behaviﬁt,‘precisely,af"
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because they would not be reassured.

.It is too late, however, for a world jointly managed or governed
by the two superpowers; the triangular aspect, perhaps overstressed at - .
the time of the Peking visit, tends to be neglected after the Moscow one.
Yet the first visit probably is one of the main keys to the success of
the second. The existence of China does decisively influence Soviet
attitudes toward the rest of the world and, conversely, the bargaining.
power of other parties toward the Soviet Union. 1I1s this also the case:
for Europe? _Should she look for a Chinese strategy, to balance the
Soviet Union, or have the relations of the latter with both Europe and
the U.S. become permanently peaceful because of the Chinese threat?

Again,_mpch depends on how reassuring. a view one takes of Soviet
behavior. One can distinguish four interpretations of its priorities
in this respect. . For the most optimistic view, the Soviet Union wants
peace and stability, détentg and disarmament (or at least force reductions)
with the West because of her conflict with China.

- For the second view, the Chinese threat does constitute the main
consideration, but this precisely leads the Soviet Union, given her .
definition of stability, to a more rigid and intransigent view of her
rule in Eastern Europe and of her security toward the West: precisely
because of China, she cannot afford to run any risk or suffer
any diminution of power in Europe.

The third view - definitely a minority one, but defended by one
of the most penetrating speclalists, Michel Tatu - reverses the first

two; for him, periods of tension with China have not coincided with
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periods of detente with the West. The period of maximum tension with
China (1963-69) was relatively rigid in relation with the West -
gince the end of 1969, she has agught a certain stabilization ﬁith
China, in order to pursue:a more active policy toward the West. The
main thrust of her dynamism lies in expansion toward the West and the

South, and particularly toward gaining decisive political influence

‘on West European foreign policies.3

Finally, a fourth view, which seems to the writer the most plau-

4 starts from the

sible one and 1s buttressed by impressive evidence,
premises of the first two views but reaches the conclusions of the
third - the Soviet Union sees the conflict with China as- the main one,
‘and as leading quite possibly to a major confrontation; but this leads
her to an active policy of encircling China and of trying to control
as much as possible the behavior of her potential partners,’ to encourage
American withdrawal in order to become the center of a world-wide, anti-
Chinese system. Just as the United States has consciously or unconsciously
used the containment of Russia to expand her presence and influence
throughour the world in the late 1940's’ and the 1950's, Russia is on a
course which she may see as defensive against China but which is as
expansionist, if more realistic, as a revolutionary one.

Europe can see its role neither in encircling Russia with the help
of China nor in becoming a passive instrument of the latter's encircle-
ment by the former. Any thought of an active Chinese alliance aimed
at putting pressure on Russia or on protecting Eastern Europe would
only bring insecurity. On.the other hand, Europe has a common interest

with China in preventing the superpower condominium and, in particular,
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‘Soviet hegemony. Chinese interests in encouraging Weste;n Europeén
unity and in establishing a-certain presence in Eastern Europe
coincide with the latter's interest in avoiding an equusive
tgte-ﬁ-tgtefwith the Soviet Union. Conversely Europe hag an interesf
not only in gaining some addiﬁdna; bargaiﬁing power in her detente
dialogue but also in the multilateralization of the nuclear dialogue
‘and of arms control in genmeral, hence‘in China's presence as welllas
in meeting the Chinese concern that the Security Conference and troop
reductions in Europe should not be usedlas instruments to increase
pressure on her.

The really difficult and obscure problems concern less the tri-
angular aspect of world politics. than its supposedly “pentégonal" one,
of the role of Japan and of Europe itself in the system. Here the

: doubts concerning the intentions of American policy in-proﬁoting ;he
"five-power world" idea are matched only by the ambi;alence of ghe‘
Europeans themselves.

Can one be half a world power, or a second class pﬁle?‘.Doeslthe
United States really want Western Europe and Japan to.become full-fledged
independent military, hence nuclear, powers? Dé they want it themselves?
Would a pluralist Europe qualify? Would a five-power nuclear balance
be more or lesssafe than a bi- or a tri- polar one? On the other hand

does. the evocatimof the classical balance of power and its flexible
alignments mean that the United States has no more permanent and inti-
mate links with her allies than with her former opponents? The sus-—
plcion is that the United States does not really expeét or encourage

a real five-power world from the nuclear point of view, but that it uses



the idea both to justify a certain withdrawal of her protection and

to encourage & greater effort from the Europeans (but in a framework
defined by the triangular-relgéionéhip) and to launch a tbugher economic
competition against them. ‘

Critics like Z. Brzezinski point out.that rather than one five-
power world one shopld;consider two triangles, a strategic one (the
U.S., the Soviet Union and China) and an economic one (the U.S.,
Western Europe aﬁd Japan) which 18 based on cooperation within the same
system. But today, economic ties breed competition as much as coopera-
tion - indeed, once the.ideological coﬁfrontatidn has abated, relations
with opponents, especially nuclear ones, can be astabilized and basically
cooperative; crises and coﬁflicts'are more likely to arise in relations
with allies. The management of the Western éapitalist system may be
intrinsically more crisié-prone'than th;t of nucléat deterrence -
money may be harder to control fhén arms.

The same Europeans who have been criticizing the bipolar world
now seem more worried by the dahger of separation from the United States
than flattered by their vefbai‘proﬁotion to their great power league.
They fear that the old, U.S.~centered system‘may.be receding more
rapidly than their ability to unite.their willingness to make-sgcri-
fices and run risks for defense, and the constraints of the Soviet
attitudes allow them ﬁo repléce'it.

Indeed, more tﬁdh.a time lag may be involved. Europe's (and, in
a different and ultimately'lesse; ﬁay) Japan'g willingness and ability

to play an independent great powéf role may be d cisively affected b&

the new relations of States and society in the deveIOpéd liberal world.
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She may be as affeoted as the United States by the combination of
"neo~isolationism and neo-transnationalism” (T. Huéhea). Algo in a
more decisive way since she haa an uphill battle for political uni-
fication and military power to wage.

Yet & certain West European consciouaneaa ig_groﬁing, the Common
Market does exercise a powerful external influence. Diplomatically,r
the European scene has been transformed by the German-Soviet dialogue
as much as the world scence by the U S.-Chinese one.

There is, then,.a atrong case for and strong inclination to,
Western Europe and Japan specializing in the non-military forms of
power, becoming, in Frangois Duchéne's expression, "the world's first
civilian centre of power."5 |

The dilemmas of solidarity and flexibility, of power and depen-
dence, etc. are insoluhle for Europe in the framework of a world of
threats, preaaurea and conflict They may be mitigated if the general
framework is a cooperative one, if it 1s less that of a bipolar or
of a multipolar balance of military power than that of a concert where
different actors make different contributiona in different roles to
the management of interdependence. whether in the arms control, the

diplomatic, or the economic sphere.

Yet, while Europe has every interest in a general de-emphasis of

military power, being a civilien power in a world of military powers
does not, when the chips are down leave you with much civilian power
either. Similarly, neither security nor independence may be fully
accessible for anybody nor be the highest goal of politics; but a pre-
condition forvplaying other roles is not to be significantly less secure

or more dependent than your partners in the concert.

O
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Europe's political unity, economic power or diplomatic influence
are high1§ vulneéable as long as her security is entirely dependent
upon American protection”or,8¢viet good will. How to build up a third
‘element of securitylwhich should mitigaﬁe'the possible decline or un-
pleasant conseqﬁenceé of the other two without jeopardizing their
‘existence, how to work both atimproving and at deemphasizing the mili-
tary balance; how to be in a position to choose dgtente and cooperation
rather than being dragged into them by lack of choice, this is the
ambiguous #rﬁgleﬁ with wﬁicﬂ Europe 1is inevitably confronted by her
ambiguoua status.

The American side of this same dilemma has been well defined by
Stanley Hoffmann: "we are caught between our own desire for detente
and the fear thaf it ﬁoulﬂ_be poﬁpromiseq‘if we build up. those of our
allles whom'oﬁr adversaries most suspécﬁ. Our rivals' game is to
‘improve their relations with us in so far as we tend t&ward disengage-
ment without substitution - whiéh case, our self-restraint could bene-
fit them. |

"Two reduirements for a new balance of power - relaxed relations
with ex-enemies aﬁd greater power for ex-dependents - are in conflict.
Such will be Ameriéa's dilemma as iong as our interest in T}exible
alignments' are-met by our ri#als' search for clients . . . Whether or
not Western Europe and-Japﬁn becone major actors, Eastern Europe and
East or Southeast Asia-ﬁiil remain potential sources of instability."6

No less important; then, than thg problem of relations between the
two, the three,'and the five is that of the relations between this con-

cert of great powers, whatever their number, and the rest of the world.




24.

By and large Nixon, Brezhnev, Chou En-Lai and, ome may-add; Willy
Brandt, and probably Tanaka, have been quite successful in normalizing
the relations between actuai or potential great powers.‘ What temsins
negative or in doubt is tne impact on small and middle powers, whether
within the spheres.of'influence of the great powers or in the.Third
World. The consequences of the Moscow Summit for Vietnam and forﬁthe
Middle East are not yet clear. For the time being, it still seems to
this writer that the‘weakness of the'Nixon Administration'an&, in
general, of great power dinlomscy is te see in the‘planetary game the
key to local situations, thereby minimizing the autonomous role of
secisi.instabilities and natisnal wills. Not new in this reséect the
highly ambiguous first two netagrephs nf tne Moscow Deelaration, where
the first looks like expressing Soviet philosophy (includiné the notion
of peaceful coexistence) and tne second the Ameriean one (restraint,
preventing situations capable of causing a dangerous exacerbation of
their relations, and above all, renunciations to "efforts to obtain
unilateral advantage at the expense of the other, directly or 1ndirectly")
do seem to imply a primacy of great pcwer interests over those of the

' local states or populations, especially if one remembers the absence

of any reference to self-determination or to free movement.

Any autonomous evolution in any country's socfal regime or diplo-
matic orientation can be interpreted as meaning a direct or indirect
unilateral advantage to one of the great powers. Does this give the
~ other a green light for repression to reestablish the statuslnuo or a
claim to compensation, to establish an equivalent cne?

Raymond Aron has remarked that the only way to implement the "no




25.

unilateral advantage" rule would be either a division into exclusive
and intangible.spneres of dominstion, or a.mutual disengagement and
disinterest of the great powers from the rest of the w0r1d |

In practice, two half—way houses are more likely -~ a combination
of the two formulas (disengagment from disputed areas but increased
insistence on their own spheres) or, in disputed areas, a joint manage-
ment or tne working out of common solutions, by the great powers, in
the tradition of the 19th century conferences. Certainly for amriguous
regions, this is better than either unlimited competition or a passive
backiné of their respective aliies. But local conditions are likely to
frustrate attempts at inposed solutions.

6n the other han@, where one great power is clearly preponderant,
an order baged on &ominetion rather than on consent 1is possibie at the
risk of explosicns fhis raises the crucial problem whether the effect
of multipolarization is going to be the mnltiplication of spheres of

domination (each of the three or five dominating one region) and their

consolidation (since they would no longer be challenged by a global

ideological struggle), or whether it means a multiplication of oppor-

tunities for sateilites or small ailies to mitigate tneir subordination
by increasing reiations witn outsilde poﬁers without being accused of
selling out to fhe Enemy, and a loosening of territorial and internal
sarriers through general internenetration. |

Military stability as such would seem to militate in the first

direction, which clearly has the favor of the Soviet Union and an

increasing degree of:acquiescence of the United States. But, as Marshall

Shulman and others have pointed out, the trends of modern soclety would



seem to make a broader and more tolerant conception of'security;

based on non-intervention and free access, the only one comnatible

with peacefnl change, which in turn is the oniy acceptable and, in

the long rum, the only accessible form of atability.
From this point, again, Europe is in a complex and ambiguous
situation. Western Europe has neither the independence of the great
powers,'not the tno forms of independence accessible to the Third
World - either by geoéraohicei location and lack of attractiveness to
great power presence oT oy1politica1 nooilizetion, self-reliance, and
Hreadiness to fignt alone. :She is too directly involved with the two
superpowers, in terms of interests and physical presence, to have the
freedom of flexible alignments, yet too strong and domestically auto-
nomous to be a simple satellite. By contrast, Eastern Europe is the
most directly run sphere of domination in the norld, yet is increasingly
open to economic, and to some extent hunan, contact which brings in
return a tightening of central authorit&.
Sontnern Eurooe'is oolitically ornsocially unstable; parts of it,
like Yugoslsris, are caught between'the.Soviet sphere of domination and
a Third World situation. Local divisions and tensions make outside
direct or indirect interference poseible, national traditions make popu-
'lar resistsnce likely. Those iuropean areas which are domestically

unstable and not tightly integrated in an alliance system share the
.dangers of other regions of the world with the difference that they are
closer to the interests of the great powers and of their more stable
neighbors.

A look at the complexities of the European map, at the delicate
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shades from the pro-Soviet neutrality of a western-type society to
sul generis membership in NATO and possibly the EEC which compose
the Nordic balance at the casesg of Yugoslavia. associated both to.
the EEC and to Comecon; whose social evolution draws her toward the
West and whose political difficulties bring her back closer to the
East, or in the case of the G.D.Rr - the champion of Eastern integra—
tion and of separation from the West but also a member of the Common
Hsrket through the intra-German trade, 1s enough to show the impos-
sibility of dividing Europe into two rigid 8pheres of influence,
according to the 1ogic of bipolar deterrence, cooperation or control.
From the point of view of military security proper, the danger comes
precisely from the ambiguity or the blurring of the lines which is
encouraged and welcomed by the social communication and European
political objectivea The logic of military security, as that of "n
unilateral advantage" would be a clearcut separation either between
the two EurOpes or between the European theatre and the U.s. —Soviet
strategic relationship. West European interest in and influence‘on
Eastern Eurone and Soviet interst in and_influence on Western Europe
cannot help being part of the picture._

Similarly, the condition most favorable to a military freeze and .
eventual reduction would be a freezing of the political status quo.
The nightmare of planners in both alliances must be a crisis provoked
by domestic evolution or revolution leading to changes in diplomatic
alignment, even if they occur on the opposite side. Yet the forces
for change cannot be permanently stifled, especially in the countries

which combine a problem of personal succession, of political fragility
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of social tension and §f external vulnerability. They are,-howeéer,
influenced by the exterﬁal environment.
We aré back, then, to'the contradictions between thelrigidigies
af the security system, aﬁa the dynamics ofladcial evolution, and the
uncertéin combinations of diplomatic objéctives. ' To réconcile them
means incréasing the political confidence of Western Europe, caught
between a éoolér aﬁd less engaged United Staées and a stronger and
more active Soviet ﬁnion; encouraging the limited political autonomy
of Eastern Europe and its eqhally limited opening 16 the West bf
hélping to ﬁaké it safe for and from the Soviet Union; helping northern
and southerﬁ Eufopé to overcome the dangérs both of isolation and of
unwanted interference,-by protecting an exposed military situation in
the north and én'éxpibsive national aﬁd social evolution in the south.
lThese éolicies would prébably increase the over-all sécurity of
the continent, iﬁcludiﬁg, ulfimately, that of the superpoweré; But they
do correspond to givéﬂ poiiticﬁl‘objéctives and Eﬁropéan ones, which are
not univérsall§ éhﬁre&. They do-faiée questions of priority ahd.of
feasibility; Tﬁey indicate a diréctién; they cannot provide a solution
to the question of the relations between the general trends oflthe
European éitﬁaiioh, and the objéctives of the different poﬁers, let

alone the specific arms control measures which may be applied or con-

sidered in the coming negotiations.




ITT. European Pricrities and Arms Control Objectives

In East-west relations in Europe, two main developments have been

important - the political dialogue between West European countries and

the East; the strategic dialogue between the United States and the

=

Soviet Undon. In U.S.-West European relations, two dimensions have been

dominant: the military link and, increasingly, the economic strains.
In both cases, the two aspects are coming to be linked. The nature
of this link will be decisive for the_security and the political future
of Burope. In both cases, they may be linked by an uncontrolled psycho-
logical process or by a deliberate political effort. The same applies,
even more, to the relations between the two directions East-West and
West-West as a whole - where a problem of compatibility and priority
wi11 increasingly arise involving the character the orientation, and
V“ﬁlh/gcsthe role of the new Western EurOpe Ihe Soviet«Union-hasﬁatclear—interest

i i}/ ;EZL\\J strategic dialogue with the United States ard her continental dialogue

[“6& in keepingoas muchtasinssible the distinction between her bilateraJ. //)E&“l Lt

S
with Western Europe, she has an even clearer interest in having both

glve priority to this dialogue with her over thelr dlalogue with each
other. _

Being a parter to both, she has an interest in enjoying the advan-
tage of unity, especially since her objectives in both relations are mot
S0 incompatible as to force her to embarrassing cholces: European policy
no longer has the anti—German armd anti—Anerican emphasis characteristic

of earlier pericds.
The Soviet Union used to have a double dilemma: priority fo her

——
rule in Eastern Burope or to her influence in Western Furope, encourage-

‘_H-_ . . .

ment to a "Gaullist" Furope without the U.S., or to a bipolar Europe run ‘
~ pramem—— g —rt

—-!‘;_‘____‘——__—_—-'

by the SUpErpowers.
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She has provisionally solved the first dilemma by the uee of force

_in Czechoslovakia, the Western acceptance that thehd_iaio_gue with Moscow

‘had precedence over the dialogue with East Furopean capitals, and her,

own attempts at "grooming her sphere for détente" through a more flexible

but no less firm‘ control of its organizations and of their comm.mications
with the rest. TFor the first time, she is able successfully to have her
East European domination ard eat her Western détente too.

The securlty conference is meant above all to symbolize and rein-
force thi:Ls reconcilietien Ibetween the status quo (and not only territorial
but also political, including txnity nnder .Soviet leadership) in Eastern
Burope and cooperation with the West. Of course this entails risks to
this very status .quo, but the competition for mutual influence is not
neeessarily lost for the_Soviet Union, especially in the.two'Germarws
and especially glven the changing character of the American presence.

This is the key to the solutlon of the second dilenma The Soviet
Union no longer asks (or pretends to ask) for the dissclution of the
blocs armd the withdrawal of the United States. She wants, within the
existing stmct{zres, to encourage a shift in the psyehological balance
in the comparative unity and dynamism of the two superpowers, the two
alliances, the 't‘-ﬂo‘ BEuropes, the two Germanys, the two Berlins. She
| counts, according .to the Inozentzievr‘eport quoted by C. Gasteyger and
M. Tatu and strikingly confirmed by the trend of events, on the‘trend
to American withdrawal, on the social and cultural erises in the ﬁes‘c -
particularly in the U.S. and the Federal Republic, and on the contrasting
undty, am military, pelitical, and moral strengthening of the Soclalist

Camp. \/p_referr\eg_ggliltmn is an American presence real enough to

exercise some control over Germany and to prevent military efforts.din
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Western Europe and.false hopes in Eastern Europe, yet declining and

'-'uﬁcgrtain enough to create doubts in West European countries, again
espec_:ially in Germany, and to prompt them to look for reassurance in
accommodation to her. She no more wants to expel Amerlean troops than
she wants to blockade Berlin-or-..to attract the Federal Republic cut of

the Common Market. But she seeks to encourage as much of a long-term

loosening ar erosion of. the tiles between West Berlin and the Federal

Republic, the Federal Republic ancl Western Burope, and Europe and the

TN LT LY B e g

_U.S., as 1s compatible with the avoldance of crisis..

As a minimm, she wants to discourage anything which might go
against favorable exlsting trends and challenge the status quo by, for
instance, creating a new center of power in Western Europe - she accepts
the Eurcpean economic integration, which may increase tension wilth the
U.S., but fights West European political and military unity, which might
deprive her of the fruits of these tenslons. She probably sees BEuropean
arms control as a way to decrease the American military presence while
mindimzing the risks of a West European military defense effort.

. Negotiatlons conducted primarlly.with the U.S. and covering all

e —

nuclear weapons stationed in Furope_would best serve this purpose; con-

tversely, pan-European_institutions negotiated primerily.with.the.Eurgpeans _
and where the U S a.nd Canada would be pr'esent but might Increasingly..,

Wiy

appear as marginal participants or tolerated ‘guests, could also serve ass
o

vehicles to protest against the organization of‘ a Ehropean defense.

'I‘oday it is the United States, much more than the Soviet Union,

which 1s faced with a conflict of prioritles. The detent_:e , domestic,

A .

economic, and psychological pressures, the ending of the draft, nuclear

parity producing increasing reluctance to face the remaining risks of
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escalation to strateglc war, the sheer wastefulness and irratlonality

of the present rnuber and deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in i
Europe, all this makes some change In American posture and doctrine

highly likely in the coming years. Even if‘ the decision and moves were

in fact unilateral, some kind of negotiated framework or fig-~leaf would

be almost indispensable. The question is whether this negotlation would

take place primarily with America's allles or with the Soviet Unlon.

At a time when the Sovlet Union appears as a forthcoming arms con-
eond

trol partner, the Common Market €e6ts-as an irritant economlc competitor
and a political/military Europe as "a dream, and not even a beautiful
one," the case for superpower bilateralism has never been stronger.

In arrrs control terms, SALT I, SALT II a.nd MBEFR would form a con-

M e

tinuum. After having stralghtened out thelr strategliec nuclear relationn

; bt 4

ship, the United States and the Soviet Unlon would straighten out their _

. ot e R A

tactical ‘huclear one. After a start on the risks of strateglc Instability
and the control of the arms race, they would place an emphasis (already
indicated in The Basic Principles) on the risks of escalation and on the
control of those allled forces which might contrilbute to start. it. 3‘3

removal of FBS through SALT II or MBFR would give both a physical and an

el i S, e =

of‘ficial sanction to the distinction, already existing in practice ‘be-

—_— - - —

tween Eastern Furope and the Soviet Union; 1t would mean acceptance of

S

the Soviet (and increasingly American) definition of "strategic," hence
of the "sanctuarization" of the territorles of both superpowers.

A non-transfer clause for offensive mlssiles, on the model of the
one on ABM, would also not only physically hamper the prospects of a new
U.S.-Ruropean collaboration on defense, but do it in a way which would

be symbollc of the primacy of U.S.-Sovlet tles.
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Finally, mutual troop reductions arrived at in this context would,
especially if fhey were not accompanied by collateral measures desligned
to protect the interests of smaller allies or of outside powers, be also
symbolic of the new status of a ."decoupled" Europe.

‘F‘mm the arms -contr_cl];-flﬂzoupiing of SALT from the political rela-

e SRS SRS S

tions, one would arrive both at, the political decoupling of U.S.-Soviet
\_-‘____,._.—-—-v-—_-ﬂ!— o

ey | e

relations from the evolution of Burope.-and at the mi;ipa_ry decoupling

ek
B e

of the st:i’*étegic balance from.the. European theatre.

Many features of present American practice ard doctrine (see
Secretary Laird's use of the distinctions between "theater" and "strate-
gle") go in that direction, although other shifts would go in the oppo-
site one, like the more favorable attitude toward the French and British
ruclear forces. Many more proposals (for the complete removal or for the
redeployment of tactical rnuclear weapons, for a "no-first-use of nuclear
weapons" declaration, etc., seem to originate in arms control circles but
to carry the same political implications.:

As for the U.S.-West Eurcpean relation, bllateralism has its own

temptations. The old trade-offs between econocmics, politics and security

(the U.S. accepting short-term economic disadvantages for the 1ong-ten?\
political advantages of European integration, Europe accepting the primacy
of the dollar because of the protection of Ameﬁcan troops, ete.) - are

MMng less and less well, but p:zfecisely fpr this reason there ﬁis__?—:>

appeal to“ playlng upon special relationships with qifferepl:‘_garwjn

order to maintain a central position.

The case for American inilateralism or bilateralism against the
primacy of the alllance or the encouragement of an emerging Europe would
be unanswerable 1f elther the United- States could maintain lts global or

central position in the world's different functional or reglonal systems,
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or 1f it could withdraw into isolation either because other great

powers were doing the same or because 1t had no serious interest in the
structure of the world 1t left behind. But if it 1s true both that
domestic pressures and International trends make a certaln American re-
treat, disengagement, decommitment, decoupling, "lowering of the pos—
ture," ete., etc. necessary or desirable, and yet that the world is still
an inter-deperdent and unequal one in which power has to balance ﬁower

and peace has to be managed, then there is no substitute for devolution,

rebalancing,.and-regionalization.

Even in economlc trans-Atlantic relations, it may be that the cen-
tral role of the U.S. is no longer in its interest or within its reach,
that for instance, the monetary system while remaining a common system
has to turn fram a U.S.-centered into a bipolar or pluralistic one, for
which the emergence of a Buropean monetéry bloclzone or policy, however
annoying in the short run, is a necessary condition.

In security terms, the Nixon "doctrine" - while disastrous if
translated mechanically into Vietnamization or Europeanization - never-
theless has 1ts inescapable logic. A diminution in America's role may
be caused by domestic forces and Justified by changes in her perception
of her rival; it must, unless these changes are so radical that not only
the threat of these rivals but also thelr power have disappeared, be
supplemented or substltuted by regionai forces. A unlversalilstic
management of the world (universal, joint or parallel) could be the
basis of an intransigent non-proliferation policy. In a mere camplex
world where a less powerful and global America cammot offer the same

protection, she cbviously must accept the risk that smaller potential
e

or_actual nuclear countries rely on thelr own forces, whatever they are
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1o h. If she wants to prevent_them.or.-to-channel their efforts in the
least dangerous directions she mst rely on a diffe differentiated reglonal

alliance "proliferation—limit ! policy rather than on a un: universalistic
~——

condominial "non—proliferation" one

-~

In Europe a decoupling strategy ained'at'removing any risk of es-
calation from local to strategic war would ruin the very basls of deter-
rence as 1t 1s seen now at least by the Europeans.
| It is true that today, already, "the implications of U. S -U.S.8.R.
parity for ruclear deterrence in Burope" are such that "the U.S.-U.S.S.R.
strategic nuclear force relationship compensates less now than ever for
such local European imbalances as might develop" and that "it is plain -
both from the U.S. —U S.S.R. balance and from the way we have structured
our forces - that the U S. has two concurrent strategles of deterrence:
one strategy for prevention of political coercion or military attack on
the U.S. itself, anﬂ'one strategy for preventlon of coercion or attack
on NATO Europe." But it is also plain today that nuclear deterrence
"rests rot on a nuclear threat but on a seamless webb of deterrent sys-
tems ranging from the professional infantry man, through tactical and
theatre rmclear forces actualiy located in Burope, up to sea-based and
U.s. land-based missiles. And it is.plain that the deterrence provided
by_these nilitarﬁ'aystems rests ultinately on political solldarity, and
unity of political—nrilitar'y intention.' One principal effect of deter-
rence.ia dncertaint&. The politicalﬂnilitary intention is to prevent war
or cecercion 1n Europe by preventing the warsaw Pact's military planners
belng able to assure their political authorities (or even themselves)
what thelreeponse would be in.case of an Incursion into Western EUrope."8
The "unity of political-military intention" may already (in spite

of, or possibly as shown b&, discussions in the nuclear planning group)

L]
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be a myth; but it too partakes of the ambiguity and the uncertainty on
which deterrence 1s based. The search for eliminating any risk and any
irrationality, characteristic of American arms controllers, may be
doubly self-defeating. It -is arguable that by removing what Bernard
Brodie has called "the de-escalating effect of the threat of escalation"
one Irakés escélation less unlikelyj by removing uncertainty about esca-
lation, one ﬁay be removing the ‘certainty of non-aggression, since the
Eurcpean theatre becomeé a conventlonal one among others, subject to the
same uncertainties as in‘ other times and continents; one would certalnly
create.politi‘cal uncertainty among Eurcpean allies. They would ;eek
reassuraﬁce elther 1n galning thelr own accommodation with the 7Soviet
Union (a likely conéequence of any billateral disengagement which, for
reésons of geo-gr'aphy and ideology would necessarily be asymetrical) or
in tryling to re-creéte uncertainty by a nuclear strategy.

Certainly, faced with. a comblnation of U.S.~Sovlet strategic parity,
removal of tacticai nuciear weapons and reductlons of American conventional
forces, their reaétioh would rnot be to reestablish a conventional balance

by themselves.

( 7’ The only way'to make European reactions to U.S. military changes and

arms control agreements compatlble with U.S. and arms control interests,

is to make these changes and agreements compatible with European percep-

tions of their security and interests to begin with. And the only way

| . to achieve that is by putting them in the framework of a new trans-

Atlantic discpssion, possibly involiring a new relationship between
American and allied nuclear efforts, strategic and tactical, a new con-
ventional strategy, a new negotlatlon elther of NATO or of relations

between the U.S. and the four European middle powers. But thls obviously

involves a minimm of agreement between Europeans themselves.
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For military and arms control measures as. for pan-Eurcpean security
talks and institutions and for economic and monetary matters, an intra- -
Western dialogue is an urgent prerequisite to the East-West dialogue, and

[ S—
)

an Intra-West European community agreement or at least convergence 1s a
) ]

e e S

prerequisite for a fruitful.dialogue.with,the United States. But isn't

this West Eurcpean element -always going to be-the missing 1link in these

various dialogues? Do the West Eurcpeans themselves agree on thi;s. order
of prioritles between negotlations among themselves, with-the U.S., and

with the East?

The answer has to be cautious._and.tentative, but -less negative than
in other periods. . While the years 1963-1968 were the years of maximum
divergence, the pivotal years 1969-1972 are begimning to produce a cer-
tain convergence of attitudes toward the outside world. This 1s reflected
at the level of personalities (compare the relations between Mr. Wilson,

General de Gaulle, and Chancellor Erhard with those between Mr. Heath,

___-—-—"""
speak of a common European policy toward the East, much less toward

Mr. Pampidou, and Mr. Brandt) and of institutions: while one cammot

monetary and economic relations with the U.S., even less toward milltary

i

affairs because of French absence from NATO, 1t 1s nevertheless true that
e i . -

the Davignon  comittee.has made more progress toward concerting policies

on the securlty conference, the meeting of ministers.of the community on
monetary issues, and the Eurogroup on common projects and polnts of view
in defense and U.S.-European issues than skeptics had expected.'

These are only timid beginnings. Divergent domestlc evolutions
(drématized by social conflict. and by forthcoming elections) can chal-
lenge them at any moment. On the other hand, even if the progress we

expect in the coming years does materlalize, the harder optlons would
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come even later; especlally if the external envirorment presents un-
pleasant or dramatic altematives, the priorities of key West European
countries may well be shown to differ. Meanwhile, in spite of many
nuances and inconsistencles, a common West Furopean consciousness and
an émphasis on West European priorities are on the increase.

They are fed above all, 1t would seem, by & new feeling of West
European loneliness. This comes from a certain scbering of expe‘cfa—
tions, or cooling of excitement, toward the East after the successive
French and German euphorlas, a certaln discovery of diverging interests
with the United States, after the August 1971 shock, and a certain
feeling of helplessness or of passivity in light of the superpower dla-
logue, after the Moscow meeting.

With the East, after the Gamllist preface and the German normali-

zation, what i‘sl left to do seems elther very long-range (the process of

reconciliation, inter-penetration and mutual influence possibly leading

to structural changes beyond our control) or fairly marginal (electoral
bereflts at hame, increase in economic traﬁe and cooperation, discreet
attempts to lmprove the freedom of movement of persons and ideas between
East and West without angering Eastern European governments, and the
freedom of action of these governments without angering the Soviet Union).
The French know that Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals has been
postponed for the foreseeable future after the Prague invasion; indeed,
they have come to fear a Eurcpe from the Urals to the Atlantic. French
authorities point to the growth of Soviet power, to the necessity not to
hanper the military balance through MEFR, to the desirability of increas-

ing defense budgets.
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German policy toward the East has been based for some years on the
principle: to change the status quo one-has to accept it. But before
Prague this meant accepting certain aspects of the status quo in order
to actlvely. change certain others. - Since Prague the emphasis is much
more on accepting the status quo today (noi_:. only the territorial but
also the political one) and hoping for the process of cooperation and
commnication to change 1t one day. Falth in history takes the place
of practical bargaining, particularly since the attempts at influencing
the evolution of the East German regime have, so far, been successfully
resisted by the latter's pollcy of Abgrenzung. The German goverrment
has all the more reason to moderate the hopes of her population and to
find other policy goals since-the rneed of practicing a certain ideologi-
cal Abgrenzung itself is made even more obviecus by the atmosphere in
academic and "young Socialist" circles.

.Both France and Germany, moreover, cannot help feeling that the
happy days when they enjoyed the initiative in déterte and were the sub-
Jects of the curlosity and worrles of their allies are superseded, as
soon as the subject is military, by a return to the old situation: As
in the Kennedy or the NPT days, 1t 1s the United States who deals with
Moscow and- reassures 1ts allies that they are not belng forgotten or
betrayed. Some,.in Bonn or Paris, would like to recapture the initlative
and beat the U.S. to Moscow bilaterally -or within the. context of the CSCE,
which they see as a "second pillar of SALT." But the prevalent. interest,
for the time helng, is more-on the new Paris-Mgspew-Bonn triangle and on

the old .problem of the character of relatlons among Western European

countries and between them and the United States.
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Indeed, we are back to the issues of 1962-63 (Fouchet Plan,
British entry, Partnershlp, Kennedy Round) with important changes in
the situation and dlsposition of all parties involved. The most ob-
vious difference 1s'that now Britain is in the Common Market and her
relations with France are good. If East-West relations 1n Europe can
ultimately be seen as an episode in the historial "struggle for Germany,"
Arerican-West Buropean relations can, in a way, be described as a
"struggle for Britain." Only Britain can lead the way out of the sterile
opposition between a "European" and an "Atlanticist" Europe toward a
progressively more indeperdent Europe in conjJunction with the Unlted States.
The latter's new attitudes towards the Common Market, and its more
general new unpredictability has shown to even the most Atlanticlst

Buropeans that in some respects the Burcpean construction, if it is to

'progress nust do so not necessarily against the United States but

s et

-against its opposition or obJections. On the other hand, while the

—— vy

logic of Amerdcan leadership under Kennedy and strategy under McNamara
was hostlle to European military independence and to British-French
nuclear collaboration, the loglc of the Nixon Doctrine and of Henry
Kissinger's 1deas is more ambipuous; so are the messages 1ssued by the
American adminlstration. By and large, as Jean laloy points out,‘while

the ' Soviet.Union.opposes._less. Furopels economic integration than her.

political-military union, the United States has 1ncreasing obJections

e T

toward the ftnner ard decreasingﬂonesﬂagainst the latter..

oy T T g

The course which Europe wlll be able to steer among these obstacles
and incentives will obviously deperd both on her main countries! respec-
tive priorities and on the evolution of their common situation.

For the time being,JEﬁégéng?intains a completely contradictory

position. She wants to keep the American military presence, but wants to



do nothing - either in terms of specific contributions or of general

policy - to help prevent or slow down the disengagement she fears. She
wants complete economic and monetary independence from the United States
and blames her European partners for not sharing this attitude enough,
yet she does nothing to help pfovide an alternative to the security link
which limits the possibility of European independence by glving the U.S.
a decisive levérage, especially toward Germany. Being reluctant to
speak either about BEuropean defense or about European arms control, she
seems to'be entirely conservative in military matters and revolutionary
in terms of oconomic relationships, without making any efforts at f?nding
a compromise between the two.

Germany, by oontrast, profésses to see no confiict between being

\-—-—m
wholeheartedly attached to European integration, to the Atlantic alliance,

and to Qéggﬁte_wigh the East.‘;She"is second to none in the_firstvdirec—

tion, but 1s likely to be more sensitive than most to American and Soviet..

cbjections against Europe's ‘economic or military course. Vhile active in

Eurogrou;>aotivities she' is also among, the most sensitive to domestic
pressures against defense, and terids to prefer the MBFR route to the
European defense one as a means of preventing Amerdican troop.reductions
or of oomponsating for them if they do occur. '

| Brioain; at least under Edward Heath, seems to have the clearest set
of priorities:-”WEstenndogggmggg;ggggggan, increa§gqg_;gportanoe of the

L,
Buropean link as campared to the Atlantic one, but without prematurely
: skt A

Iy

compromising the_latter.
e e

The countries on the northern and southern flanks of the Atlantic
e

alliance have a prdnafy interest both in the maintenance of the American

presence which 1s the undfying Iink with the center, and in détente and




arms control to the extent that they diminish the dangers of their

4exposed positipn. To the extent that the American _R@ﬁl&g’;,s‘w%__y'
their main concern is to avold isolation throughra regiéna.‘lization of the
Central European defense. Their 1ink with the EEC would, then, become
Increasingly important for their security.

Finally, Eastern European countriles.know, especlally since the

treaties with Germany, that thelr only security problem is with the
Soviet Union. They would welcome arms control measures which might
marginally make Soviet Intervention more awkward and security-talks or
Institutions within which they would be less confined to a téte-a-téte
with their leader than in real life. Beyond that they know that Western
Eurdpe, especlally Germany, has a greater interest in interpenetration
versus the political status qﬁo than the United States and they welcome
an active West European ostpolitik. They are favorable to West European
integration if it encourages it, hostile if it deflects from it. They
are Interested in avoldlng a Soviet superlority over the continent, which
would still increase their dependence; in a situation of balance, some
irdirect and marglnal deterrence through uncerfainty may still be avall-

able, at least to some of them. Hence they are Interested 1n keeping

the American presence or faute de mleux, in the creation of the Eurcpean

-

F\S\ balance to replace it. Nobody, except possibly the Soviet Union, has an

interest in an abrupt cholce betweery the Atlantic, the West European and
sthe East-West direction. Everybody has an interest in the continuation
fat .
{ " of the American presence, and of détente Lﬁn-'(-i" in.the growth of a West—
< European role of responsibility and initlative. In the long run, the
- WW
desirable order would be from East-West (1.e., above all American-Soviet

and Germany-Soviet) stabilization, through growing West European unity
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and influence. East European autonomy and Soviet tolerance based on

domestic transformation, to a new multilateral system of balance and

cooperation, which would'dé;émphasize'both'the presence of the super-—
powers and the role of military force.

" Unfortunately, however, the dynamics of Eurcpe's security problem
originate much less, today, in-the progress of either West European
integration or pan-European’ cooperation thar in the trends to American
diserigagement or decoupling, which revive the old European fears of the
late 1940's and early 1950's ("we want to be defended, not liberated")
and of the 1960's ("we want deterrence, not defense, becausé any war on
the European soll would be disastrous").

Today, there is no denying that Europe's securlty is increasingly
dlstinct from and Inferior to, that of the United States: she has:
fallen betWeen'tﬁe twd stools of complete Atlanticism (which would mean
the complete identification of her territory to that of tﬂe United States,
as in Kennedy's Berlin statement, and the meeting of any threat to her

—_— -

security with the same threat of retaliation to the Soviet Union itself
as a threat to the U.S. - again, as in Kemnedy's Cuban missile crisis
statement) and complete Europeanism (which would mean having herself this

ability to credibly threaten retallation over the Soviet Union itself).

T

If. her present securitf - inferior buf acceptable - which rests on
L ‘ Y

ambiguous deterrence énd.uncertaih escalation coupled with East-West

detente - 1s put into questibh, she becomes either a zone of potential

S e

'q9nventionai_gggg;;gt (the Gaullist nightmare of the two Superpowers

sparing each other's_ﬁerritory'and fighting, direétiy or indirectly, over

Western and Eastern Eurobe) or a militarily passive, quasi-neutralized

Egge,of reduced armaments supervised by the Superpowers.
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To avold these two unpleasant sltuations, she must try to maintain
all three elements of her present security, whlle changing thelr respec-
tive proportion in the light of oircunstances. |

After all, if Europe in spite of the most unnatural territorial
divi#ons and the starkest ideological oppositions has not known the
equivalent of the Korean, the Vietnam, the Arab-Israeli or the Indo-
~ Paklstani war, it can be only for three reasons: the direct physical
presence of the superpowers, the presernce of rnuclear weapons, and the
more peaceful or sa;iSfied character of socleties. Each of these three
features, if taken in isclation, would be lnaccessible, or insufficlent,
or dangerous.

The first would mean perpetuation of the division of Europe, CcOonm-
plete renunciation of an irndependent Wéstern Burope, and a degree of
1dentification with the United States which tremds in the latter itself
would no lorger permlt, even if the Eurcpeans wantod it.

Trying to substltute Buropean ruclear deterrence for the Amerilcan
one would, if it meant a full-fledged Furopean deterrent, be concelvable
only in case of dire need, 1f the feeling of abandorment by the U.S. and
of threat by the Soviet Unlon were sufficient to overcame the internal
resistance to political unlty and defense expenditure as Ian Smart has
remarked. The very corditlons which would create the new separation
fram the U.S. and hostility from the Sovlet Unlon would be worsened at
least in the short run by the solutlon and, ét any rate, makeo its 1mple-
mentation mere difficult.9

Finally, barﬂ{ing on the obsolescence of conslderations of milltary
balance and deterrence because of collective security, the dissolution
of blocs, European reconciliation or the primacy of civilian values,

would ignore both the structural problems created by the predominance of
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actual Soviet and potential German power on the European continent, . .
the potential for violent crises in developed socletles, and the_nature
of domestic and inter—state relationships in the Soviet world.

There 1s no alternative, then, from the point of view of securitg

1tse1f, to:

1} kee eeping a as e much of fhe present deterrence and defense structure

foq s_long as possible.-Thds means for the U.S. not to remove essential
features of it or to underline its weaknesses in the name of détente or
of arms corntrol, and for the Buropeans to contribute more actively
(financially and by their general policy) to its prolongation;

2) progressively, under the urbrella of the present structure,

relnforcing the European elements and their coordination with the corres=

Egnging U.S. ones. This means for the Europeans not to match eventual
U.S. troop reductions by reductions of thelr own, and to take steps
toward a conventional defense cammunity; to add an element of "uncertainty
of non-escalation” by the deployment of British and French tactical
nuclear weapons, in coordination with American ones; to proceed with steps
toward the coordination of French ard British ruclear forces and the
creation of a European NPG provided 1t is made campatible with a restruc-
tured Atlantic alliance. For the u. S » 1t means opening a serious
process of discusslon with European allies about.possible changes in NATO
strategy prompted by reduced American troop levels,ll; it means accepting
a dlalogue about and possibiy coordination with ano help to European
nuclear efforts, tactical and strategic, 1f and when”the Eurcpeans , includ-
ing the French, show a real interest in practicai.COOperation and struc-
tural refonn

3) pursuing an active policy of détente, cooperation and interpenetra-

o s
tion with Eastern Burope, while knowing that its 1im1ts are various and
el -
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1ts frults are distant. Emphaslizing honqnilitafy aspects like economic
and cultural contacts and the political guarantees of their reguléf'
course. Within political and mllitary relations, emphasizlng non-
intervention, crisis-managément, verification codes of conducﬁ, all the
xit of collateral "eonfidence building" or rather "eonfidence-substituting”
measures, rather than arms limitations and changes in the security
structurevof'Eurdpe. These should be involved‘in the last stage of
European:recdnciliation, not in the first. Simllarly, the discussion
around the conference on security and cooperation and the institution of
standing pan-Eurcpean commissions should be considered ‘as positive
channels for a peaceful transformatlion of the continent as long as they
do not interfere with the process of West European integration and with
the theoretical possibility of its political and militéry consequendes,
which should have priority. Indeed, it is only if West Europeans are
confident in thelr resolve to progréss toward unity that they can and
should run the risks of interpenetration and favor institutions which
present dangers but ‘also opportunities.

All this seems to leave fairly 1ittle scope or role in Eurcpe for
arms control proper. It is more for others to judge whether this is so.
What thls analysis does imply, however, 1s that<§gggg_;§_ng_pgggg;gg,.
__value to arms limitations as such, divorced from their political context.

Arms control, in the most general sense, does have two basic universal
goals which are positive by themselves: .the avoldance of war and the
limitation or decrease of defense expenditures. ' As Soon as one asks
what war, and what expenditureé, and negotlated by whom, ore enters into

the decisive political questions of relations between superpowers,‘

alllance systems, and individual small and middle powers. Arms control
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can be an excellent bureaucratic ideclogy, used to manipulate wrong-
headed military services or obnoxlous.allles into submission; -1t can
also be used by smaller allies to 1limit the control of thelr leaders.
MBFR - to take the most .sallent European example - can be seen as
an anti-Mansfleld:.device or as the continuation of Mansfield by other
means; it can be seen; as by the French government, as a way for the
Alliance leaders to reassert. thelr control or, as by-the German gp#ern—
ment, as a way for alliance members to have a volce in a process which,
if it did not- take place on a multilateral basis, would still proceed
on a unilateral or bilateral one; or it can be seen, as in the models

of the French Centre de Politique Etrangére as a way of undermining

"the bloes" by delineating the beginnings of an alternative security
systenm. ; o _ ) . . |

Similiarly, in the East, 1t can be seen as a pro-Warsaw Pact device
entirely controlled by the. Soviet Union, or-as a way for indlvidual ...
countrieg to get ~ through collateral measures - some of the security
which already exlsts between alliances; essentially an "antl-Prague
invasion" devlce.

Finally, from the point of view of non-central regions, it can
Increase thelr exposed situation if it 1s limited to central or, as
suggested by J. Holst connect the three seéurity zones and thereby
reemphasize the notion of the indivisibility of peace in Europe.

In our own view, the lssues of participation and priorities are
essential. CSCE and SALT will proceed and possibly with good results
provided the marginalization of American participation in pan-European
institutions 1s avolded in the first, and provided SALT is Europeanized

when talking about matters involving Europe. European nuclear powers



should be present in its standing consultatlive commission, as a step

toward a long-range multilateralization of SALT to include all nuclear
powers.

MEFR - apparently the exercise most favorable to the West - may be
the most ambiguous one. It may came too late or be too slow to' forestall
or slow dovn domestic American pressures for unilateral reduction; and
it may come too early for a new securlty system. It may serve a ﬁsef‘ul
function if it leads to bilateral reductions multilaterally arrived at
and not, as seems at least as likely, to maltilateral reductions
bllaterally arrived at. Above all, it will have been worth the trouble
and the risks if, by becoming a permanent feature of the process of East-
West commmication, it contributes, directly or indirectly, to modlifylng
the behavior of its participants in the direction of restraint. For,
more than mutually balanced force reductions, what Furcpean security
reeds is a process of mutually balanced interpenetration and non-inter-

vention, and a mutually balanced reduction in the role of force.
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The Future of the Strategic Arms Race and the Next Steps for its Control

I.

Any inquiry.into .the future of the strategic arms race ought per-
haps to begin with an enumeration of its motivating forces.

Those who have followed the recent literature relating to it -
and particularly what is probably the richest source, the presentations
to, and inquiries by, American Congressional committees - will identi-
fy three major factors in American policy: concern lest adversary weap-
. ons programs might make a nuclear disarming attack, a so-called "first
strike”, a rational option in « crisis; concern lest an adversary might
achieve some kind of quantitative or qualitative superiority that could
be exploited politically or militarily without triggering a full-scale
nuclear exchange; dnd a desire to be in a strong bargaining position
with respect to arms control and disarmament negotiafions. Although
there is almost no information publically available regarding Soviet
motivations, it seems likely that the same factors , :a'nd particularly
the second, have been important in determining So‘vie‘t policy. In addi-
tion; limiting dmﬁqge that might be inflicted on the.Sovie;t Union in the
event of a nuclear war has apparently also been a majc;r:SO\fiet objective
at least up until the late 60s. |

Those who fcvdr orgaﬁizationol explcna-tion's of decision pro-
cesses will argue that the existence within both the United States and

the Soviet Union of military industrial complexes and the desire of the



bureaqucracies to extend their power and missions have also been im-

portant factors in the strategic arms race.

As we look to the future, the strength of- these forces, and others,
that will determine strategic arms policy will be conditioned by a chang-
ing international political environment; by the experience with the re-
cently concluded round of strategic arms limitation talks, SALT I; and
by changes in domestic aftitudes and politics. In this last connection,
changes within' the United States and 'the ocutcome of the forthcoming

American presidential election will be particuldrly important.

II.
Critics of the recently concluded strategic arms limitation agree-. —
ments have argued that the agreements do not go far enough, that their \

effect will be to legitimatize the arms race or channel it into new dimen-
sions, and that an acceleration of it may even be the result . Not
even SALT s critics, and cerfainly not its supporters, will argue that

the environment for strategic arms decisions will be unaffected by the
recent negotiations, |

The effects can be considered to be of three kinds; those that
—-n-ﬂ-'-b" . A . .

are inhibiting, deriving from the agreements and interpretations, per LS8

~

the channelizing and escalatory effects; and the effects on bureacratic

3o

and diplomatic processes.

[

The effects of the first kind are quite ohwvious, by and ldarge non-
controversial, and have been much written about. Nevertheless, sum-
marization seems appropriate here.

The most significant agreement emerging from SALT I is the limi-

tation of ABM systems to militarily meaningless levels, an agreement




that has several important effects.

Firstly, it can be interpreted as indicating acceptance by each
of the super-powers of the fact that for the foreseeable future
its population wiﬁ be held.hostage by the other. Thus,
deterrence is enshrined, for better or.worse, as the maj-c.>r

-~ .
rationale for strategic force policy for both.

Secondly, the treaty should allay concerns th|at gither the Soviet
Upion or the United States may, in the future, fi‘nd it advantage-
ous to attack the other since under no circumstances \;rould such
an attack be a rational course: vwig‘.h large sca‘le ABM systems
proscribed, there could be no realistic‘ expectation of preventing

devasting retaliation.

Thirdly, if effective ABM defenses are truly out of the picture,
~ each offensive missile has enhanced utility. There will be

no degradation due to interceptipn and larger explo;sive payloads

can be carried since penetration aids can be dispensed with,

Accordingly, the treaty diminishes any militag,rationalev fc;r

proceeding with new strategic offensive syﬁtems, and most-

specifically the case for continuing with multiple independently

targetable re-entry vehicle {MIRV) programmes.

Fourthly, the treaty establishes a precedent for future negotiations
for curtailing other defensive, or to be more specific, damage-
~limiting systems - systefhs to limit damage to population and

industry.

Finally, including, as it does, such proscriptions as those on the
development and test of sea, air and space-based ABM systems,
the treaty weakens the position of those who argue generally
against includiﬁg limitations on military research and develop-

ment in arms control agreements.



Far less significant than the ABM treaty is the interim agreement

relating to offensive systems. It may have some inhibiting effects on
Soviet programs, although it is unclear whether Sovie; missile fc;rce

levels would exceed the allowed limits within the 'five-year span of

the agreement even in the absence of its constraints. It will not have
any direct effects on US programs, as has been made clear. However,
one might have expected, perhaps naively, that there woula be indirect
dampening effects since some of the expressed fears about a continuing

Soviet missile build-up will presumably have been diminished, and

with them the pressures to react. Regrettably, there is, as vet, no

evidence to support this hope.

On the contrary, spokesm'en 'for the Nixon Aaministration have
made it clear that they favor continuing with all of the strategic offen-
sive weapons programs that were underway before the agreements were

negotiated, and have gone out of their way to emphasize that there

must be no curtailment. In this connection, cynics argue that, far

from limiting the arms race, SALT may serve simply to change its
course somewhat, possibly with acceleration, There are two mecha-
nisms that are of concern; both related to bargaining.

Internal to each government there are those favoring new weapons
programs who can be expected to demand that certain concession to
their interests be made as the price for their support of an arms control
agreement. This has been most clearly brought to light in the case
of the present agreements in demands made by the Chairman of the
American ]oiﬁt Chiefs of Staff for " assurances". From the perspective
of this paper, one of the two most significant is a demand that the
United S_tates " maximize strategic capabilities within the constraints
es’_tablished ", an assurance, wflich if -.complied with literally, would
imply a vastly expanded qualitative and quantitative arms race since
American economic and technical resou‘rces are far from being maximally
used at present on strategic arms programs, and since there is ample

scope for expansion within the framework of the agreements, particularly




as bombers and air-to-surface missiles are not covered at all by them.

The other " assurance"” that has a particular potenti'al' for leading to
an accelerated arms race is the demand tﬁat 'there' be a vigoréus us
research and development program so as to " maintain technological
superiority ".

One can surmise that demands for similar "assurances" might
have been made by those within the Soviet bureaucracy whb favored
continuing with' major military programs, or that even if they were not,
those at the decision-making levels might have given suitable under-
takings in order to assure support for the 'agreements.

The large number of US nuclear tests since 1963 méy be an
example from the past of the fact that the effect of an agreement
may be a more vigorous weapons program at leaét in certain areas,
than would obtain in its absence, the Kennedy Administration having
assured Senator Jackson in that case that the nation would have a
vigorous underground nuclear test program in order to gain his support
and that of others for the Partial Test Ban Treaty.

The other concern about bargaining is with respect to the inter-
governmental situation. It became prominent in the éase of SALT I
when Nixon Administration spokesmen, unable to make a persuasive
technical or military éase for the Safeguard ABM system, were reduced
to arguing that it should be supported because it was required so that
the United States would be in an acceptable bargaining position
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. The process is being repeated with
Administration spokesmen now arguing that the success of SALT II is
contingent on the Unitéd States” going ahead with the new strategic
offensive weapons brograms, ‘notably the B-1, a new bomber, and
Trident, a new missile launching submarine. ‘ Since considerable
political courage, if not foolhardiness, is required to expose one’s
self to the possible charge of sabotaging an arms control agreement,

the "bargaining chip" argument undoubtedly was persuasive to at least



a few members of the US Congress in the case of the ABM program;

and it is likely to be so as regards some of the offensive programs.

Thus, "bargaining chip® arguments, like the demands for
"assurances” can be used to secure support for programs that would
otherwise not be approved. Particularly if negotiations are protracted,
the programs may acquire a momentum and a constituency that will
make them difficult to stop. The results are likely to be, if not a
net escalation of the arms race, at least a change in emphasis. With
the recently negotiated agreements imposing limits on force levels,
it is widely feared that there will be a greater emphasis on qualitative
racing. It is also possible that there may be more emphasis on
bombers and cruise missiles as no constraints are imposed on them
although the tendency to move in that direction will be attenuated siﬁce
air defense are also unconstrained.

When the strategic arms talks began, there were those who, dis-
counting the likelihood of any early agreement, nevertheless argued
that they could be important simply as a vehicle for improving under-
standing on the part of the Soviet Union and the United States of each
other s motivations in developing and deploying strategic arms. No
doubt understanding has improved at least to some degree, and the
mutual education process may even have resulted in some convergence
of view on critical issues, e.g. on the futility of defense, on the
importance of national means of verification and the importance of non-
interference with them, and possibly even with respect to such con-
cepts as nuclear sufficiency. One ought not, however, to attach too
much weight to the likelihood. Certainly, there is little evidence
that American views with respect to these questions have been much
influenced by what the Soviet Union has had to say. Soviet views
have probably been more influenced by American arguments, and the
shift in the Soviet position regarding limitations on defensive systems

is probably the best example. Even in that case, however, the timing

O



would lead one to believe that the shift began before SALT.

Probably more important for the futurel than the effects of inter-
governmental exchanges have been the effects of SALT on intra-govern-
mental processes.

In the case of the United States the existence of the strategic
arms talks have involved additional people in consideration of strategic
arms policy, enhanced the role of others, made necessary communica-
tion between groups that otherwise would have had little reason for it,
and undoubtedly has forced both newcomers and those who previously
had had responsibility to look at the issues from 'a changed, and
generally broader, perspective. - Thus, the negotiations have given the
Foreign Relations Committee of the Sgﬁgrtle entree for consideration not
only of the ABM treaty, with respect to which it has a constitutional
responsibility , but also of the several weapons development and
acquisition programs being advocated by the Administration. The re-
sult has been informative not only for mémbers of that committee but
for the Congress and the natioh as a whole. The military establish-
ment, having been forced to argue its case with respect to a number
of issues with arms control proponents, has doubtless improved its
understanding of the character of the threat against which it assumes
‘it must plan, and the strategic ,Foncepts which the nation will accept.
The roles of Dr. Kissinger and the Arms Control and D;sarmam'ent Agency
within the bureaucracy have been enhanced and that of the State
Department diminished by parts they played in the negotiations. The
constituency for arms control by negotiation has been strengthened,
possibly at the expense of those favoring the exercise of unilateral
restraint. Decisions with respect to weapons development and procure-
ment that would in the past have been made at the middle levels of the
bureacracy have been, and will continue to be, of concern at much
higher levels if they are related to the subject of the agreements.

And, development of positions for SALT has forced a more serious




consideration’ of the relative effectiveness of national intelligence
collection capabilities and of possible on-site inspection arrangements.

In summary, the negotiations have'had a major, and probably
lasting and desirable, effect in opening up the issues of American
strategic arms policy to broader and more Informed discussion.

The effects on Soviet policy processes can only be surmised,
but it is likely that they have been even more profound since there
has in the past been much less lateral communication between the
various parts of the Soviet bureacracy that would necessarily have had
to have been invoived in back-stopping the Helsinki and Vienna
negotiations: the military, the technical people, and those from the

foreign office.
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Far more important than the effects of SALT I on the _future of
the strategic arms race are the changes in domestic attitudes and the
international political climate.

This is not the place for lengthy commentary about them but an
enumeration of the major changes (which are certainly not independent
of each other) and their consequences as regards strategic weapons

policy may be useful.

Firstly, there is the demise of the bipolar world with the emer-
gence of China, Japan, and Western Europe as increasingly in-

dependent and important power centers.

Secondly, the Cold War is being increasingly seen as an ana-
chronism, particularly as the crises over Hungary, Czechoslo-

vakia, Berlin and Cuba become more distant,.

Thirdly, within American society there is a substantial aliena-

tion, particularly among the young, and a turning inward, in




large measure consequences of the tragedy of Viet Nam and

frustration about lack of progress in solving domestic problems.

Fourthly, there is the fact that military strength has declined in
importance in international affairs relative to economic strength,
partly also a consequence of the demonstrated inability of the
United States to use its r.nilitary power to further what it has

perceived to be its interests, but probably more fundamentally

a result of increasing economic interdependence.

Finally, there is the likelihcod that with eaéh yvear of their non-
use, nuclear weapons are losing credibility as instruments of

policy.

The consequence of these developments most relevant to the
issue of strategic arms policy is, from an American perspective, and
that is the one from which I must write, the diminution in public and
Congressional support for the military establishment. Reducﬁons in
force levels, particularly in conventional forces, pressure to reduce
overseas commitments, the move toward an all-volunteer army, and
the questioning of major new weapons programs are manifestations of
the change. |

With this, with the rejection of an imperial role by a large
proportion of the population as arrogant énd unwise, aﬁd with eccnomic
strength increasing in importance in international affairs, but with
that of the United States diminished relative to £hat of the rest of the
developed world, the ability of the nation to play an international
leadership role is eroding. The diminution in capability will be
accentuated as the last vestiges of American nuclear superiority
relative to that of the Soviet Union disappear, and as the. Soviet
threat to those who in the past have relied on American strength and
leadership is perceived as ndted below, to be less worrisome, if not

unreal.
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While the environment for American foreign and military policy
has changed because of a multiplicity of external and internal develop-
ments, in the ¢ase of the Soviet Unidon a single one, the development
of conflict with China, seems, at least to an outsider, to be dominant.
This has undoubtedly been a factor favouring rapprochement with the
West, and it will be a factor in determining how far the Soviet Union
will be willing to go in arms control and particularly in arms reductions.

The Sino-Soviet conflict, and the not unrelated improvement in
Soviet-Western relationship, will also have its effect in Westemn
Europe. The threat from the East will appear léss worriscme, and the
cement that holds NATO together accordingly will be weakened. So
too will be the pressures for maintaining and building independent
European nuclear capabilities, at least in the short term. In the long
term, if Soviet policy should become more bellicose, such pressures
could become strong again, assuming a diminished US presence and
diminished confidence in the credibility of a US response to Soviet

pressure in Europe.

Iv.

With the environmental factors that will bear on future strategic
arms policy identified, one can proceed in an attempt to describe the
prospects for the future.

Just what motivates Soviet strategic arms policy remains, despite
SALT, unclear at least to the outsider. Nevertheless, the nature of |
Soviet weapons programs, of the agreements reached, and of the diffi-

culties which proved unresolvable in SALT I permit a few inferences.

Firstly, the Soviet Union, like the United States, seems to have
accepted the idea that the building of defensive forces is not worth-

while in the context of a Soviet-American strategic arms race.

Secondly, it seems likely that the Soviet Union is less concerned
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about the 'pdssibility of the United States developing a "“first-
strike" capability, then vice-versa. E This may bé because in
the past thé United States had someth’ing v;éry close to such a
capability, and dié:i not use it; it'may be because the Soviet
Union would plan on launching its missiles based on radar
warning of attack; and most likely it is a reflection of a Belief
that an out-of-the-blue "}irst-strike " is simply not the most

credible one for initiation of nuclear war.

Thirdly, any kind of inferiority is obviously troub1e50me, and
measures which would have the effect of freezing the Soviet
Union in such a position wc.)uld be uﬁaccepta_lble,-or if acceptable,
only if there were very largé compensating US concgssions. As
the Soviet Union has generally been beh-ind the US, and still is,
with respect to almost all areas of technolbgy releiva_nt. to
strategic weaponry the efféct is likely to be. gen_eral resistance

to restraints on development, a resistance that' _.a_l'sa_oy probably

has a more deep-seated basis in Soviet philosophy.

Finally, there are the questions of encirclement:and forward:
based systems, concerns for which the United States has no
anologues. These are issues which are likely to prove
- particularly troublesome in any efforts to negotiate permanent
limits on offensive force levels or air defenses, or if large re-
ductions in the longer range offensive systems are ever seriously

discussed.

There may be dramatic changes in Soviet strategic arms policy,
but with no inkling that these are in the offing, it is assumed that
the bases for such policy will remain essentially unchanged, the
excepted factor being possibly increasing concern about China. Also,
as noted earlier, the policy is likely to be more thoughtfully developed

and implemented, a consequence of greater lateral communication
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deriving from the SALT experience and the resulting somewhat greater
responsivity of the system to a multiplicity of internal influences.

In contrast to that of the Soviet Union, American policy regard-
ing strategic arms is at an obvious branch point, the branch to be.
selected being one of the major issues to be resolved by the November
election,

It is clear that to a substantial degree President Nixon and his
supporters see him as the conservator of traditional American values,
including specifically greatness as measured by America“s ability to
pfoject its bower and to influence ewvents on a. world scale. The
President has wisely recognized that policy must accomodate itself to
realities. The so-called Nixon Doctrine is evidence of this: in
recognition of the diminishing acceptability of commitments abroad, he
has made it clear that in the future, outside NATO, others n'lust carry
the burden for defense against conventional! attack, the American
commitment being limited to serving as a guarantor against nuclear
threats. But the fact remains that a reelected Nixon Adrﬁinistration
would fight something of a rear-guard actior; against the tides of char@,
modifying policy, hopefully, skillfully and imaginatively as required ,
but nevertheless using whatever instruments it‘could to avoid turning lits
back on traditional values.

A McGovern Administration, on the other hand, would clearly
resist those tides much less strongly. Indeed, a more modest American
role in intérnational power politics would be accepted not only as
expedient but as a preferred course.

The difference between the two views of the world and American
. interests are sufficiently different to justify two altemative analyses.
The odds at the moment favouring the re-election of Mr. Nixon, that

alternative is discussed first.
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| The Nixon Administration’s appreoach tc' strategic arms questions
is likely to be, as it has been in the ccst, within d framework defined by
three basic belielfs about the strafegic balance: firstly, an acceptance '
of the view that, in the Soviet-American conffontction, defensive or
"damage-limiting" measures are not only hopeless but undesirable; se-
condly, «a belief that the strateglc balance is fairly delJ.cate a balance
that could quite conceivably be upset by technological developments- |
and thirdly, re]ection of the concept of nuclear sufficiency, at lecst as
it is commonly defined, much rhetoric to the conurury notw1thstc1ndmg.

The first belief is the léaét controversial. Tﬁe argumenfs afe |

straightforward. (1) 'As long as the offense dominates the defense de;
cisively, the only realistic way of coping with the possibility of at.tacll-':
must be in ceterrence rathér than in d‘efense (2) Defehscs may intro-
duce large uncertainties in the calculus of both sides; and cor"nsc.rvc—. '
tlsm or "worst case™ analysxs, the tendency to gwe one s ctdversczry |
the benefit of ail doubts and one s self the benefit of none, is likely to.
induce one side to enlarge or qual:itctively improve its offensive capa-
bilities in an over-reaction tc adversary defenses or their prospect.
(3) Therefore, defenses can greatly s;timulcte the armé rccc; cr;d severe
constraints on them will clicy concerns and remove a major incentive for
escalation in offensive forcé :levels. Therc are ancillcxrly argum'ents .
Limitations on offensive syste}ns'thct are not cccomrpanied by limitations
on defenses as wel‘l are likelly to provc non-viable: 'if one nation makes
a major effort to develop or deploy defense or both, ‘the time will come
when its adversary will become so concerned that its deterrent capability

is jeopardized that it will feel obhliged to strengthen its offensive forces
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either clandestinely or after denouncing the agreements limiting them.
Finally, preferred tactics for defeating defenses are likely to involve
saturation or rdpid expenditure of one’s offensive weapons in time of
war. Accordingly, it is ‘a.rgued that the cl;lances of any nuclear exchanéé
being limited would be diminished by the existence of defensi;re capa-
bilities, | ‘

Notwithsltanding suéh arguments, ;chere are a few -who genel;ally
opﬁose limitations on defenses: in the United States ,. an Brennan and
Senator Buckley for exdmple. However, the arguments against theml |
have now gained wid;a acceptance, including in the Soviet Uniclm; ﬁnél
this means that limitations onr air defenses and cmti-submcxrine warfare
s*yst_ems, as well as on ABM s_yétems , may be acceptable, at least in
principle. | |

The importance of limiting defenses will depend on the size and
composition of strategic offensive forces. If the latter are llarge, varie-
gated cmd sophisticated, quite substantial defenses might. be tc;»lerated -
withc,)ut _theré being concern about the adequacy of offensive forces; for |
deterrence. By the same token, within the framework of deterrénce,
even quite modest defenses may be a serious impediment to drasticrcrms:
reduc.tion.. The importance of limiting defenses will also increase, the "
more delicate one believes the strategic balance to be. |

Information as to the views of the Nixon Administration with fe—
spect tb the last point is somewhat cxmbiguoué Présidential stateménts
contain remarks to the effect that the strategic balance is not sensitive
to moderate variations in force levels, b;lt others to the effect that it is

very susceptible to being upset by technological changes. In its defense

o
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of the Safeguard ABM proposul‘ against domestic critics and its approach
to SALT, the Administration has emphasized - many woulq lsay exaggera-
ted - the likelihood that a few ye_drs hence American deterrent forées
might be vulnerable to a Soviet “f.irst—strike". It may be, however, that
this emphasis was at least, in partA, rationalization: in the case of the
defense of Safeguard just one of many arguments adduced to "sell” tl;le
ABM; and as regards SALT, an argument brought forward for limiting

the growtih of Soviet missile forces in areas where there was no US
counterpart - the concern perhaps having its basis as much in the poli-
tical-psychological impact if the Sov_iet weapons as in the likelihood

that they could in fact be effective as disarming weapons. It is perhaps
fair to conclude that the Administration’s expressed concerns about the
delicacy of the strategic balance are real but have on occasion been over-
emphasized with other purposes or concerns in mind. In part, the empha-
sis is undoubtedly related to a rejection of the concept of nuclear suffi-
ciency.

Before turning to a discussion of that rejection it %s pertinent to
point out that belief in the c-ie;:licacy of the strategic balance is likely to
be a very important determinant of American policy with respect to both
arms control negotiations and weapons development and acquisition de-
cisions. Very high priority will be given to minimizing the vulnerability
of American strategic offensive forces. This means that the continued
retention of a "triad" of strategic systems, each with somewhat different
vulnerabilities, will be favoured, and the maintenance of US technolo-
gical superiority in strategic weaponry will he a sine qua non' of policy

as the best hedge against destabilizing breakthroughs. In the balancing



of strategic objectlives, reducing "first-strike” vulnerabilities will com~

mand high priority as compared with others: reducing the risks of war by

accident, miscalculation, escalation or failures of command and control; '
reducing damage, should. war occur, elther by reducing force levels or

making early termination more feasible; inhibiting nuclear proliferation;

and reducing the level of resources allocated to strategic arms. In this

connection, even those who believe that the possibility of a "first-strike"

is not the greatest threat to survival, and that accordingly some of the

other objectives ought to command higher relative priority, will be moved

to support measures that reduce the vulnerabllity of strategic retaliatory

forces. They will do so out of recognition of the fact that, even if ground-

less, the fears of others, and particularly of the Administration, will,

unless allayed, have undesirable effects on policy: the pressure for new i
weaponry will be difficult to resist; the- *triad" will be retained to the
point where some of its components may be obsolete, excessively expen-

sive or even an important factor in making nuclear war more probable;
and other objectives will continue to be slighted. In short, they will

accept the view that the delicacy ghost must be exorcised if there.is to

be more meaningful progress in arms control and disarmament. Yet,

acceptance of this view, and action based on it, will aimost inevitably

lend support to the delicacy theory; thus, there is a difficult philosophi-

cal diiemma for unbelievers.

duestion, and hardly completely separable from it, is the question of

At least as Important for strategic arms policy as the delicuacy
nuclear sufficiency. The concept has its basis in the fact ‘that modest
|
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numbers of thermonuclear wéqpons will suffice to inflict levels of damage
on nations that would be unacceptable under all circumstances, and that
the same, or larger, but still relatively small, numbers will suffice to
destroy whole societies. The overriding implication of the concept is
that, beyond a certain level, conventional thinking about force levels
and characteristics - that whichhas governed military policy since the
beginning of recorded history. - is simply irrelevant. Beyond this lev_*el,
increases in strength have no utility. Therefore, there is no point in
being concerned about cxdver_sqry increases, ﬁor in trying to maintain
equal or superior levels. Particularly as tactical nuclear war concepts
and the limited use of nuclear weapons have lost credibility as realistic‘
policy options, the concept of sufficiency as applied to nuclear weapon-
ry, and particularly to strateéic forces, has gained adherents.

At the beginning of the Administration, President Nixon seemed
to be one. Thus, his first “state of the world" message contained these
words:

Formerly, any additional strength was strategically significant;
today, any additional power threatens to outstrip rational ob-

jectives.
However, in his second message in the series he made his rejection of
“sufficliency", at least as conventionally defined, unambiguously clear.
Thus, one reads,

Qur strategic forces must be numerous enough, efficient enough,
and deployed in such a way that an aggressor will always know
that the sure result of a nuclear attack against us is unacceptable
damage from retaliation. That makes it imperative that our stra-
tegic power not be inferior to that of any other state.




The second sentence is clearly a non-sequitur to the first, is

clearly inconsistent with the idea of sufficiency, and can be explained
only by relating the need expressed in it to a broader range of objec-
tives than spelled out in the first, The first, incidentally, would seem
to be a reasonable definition of Robert McNamara“s ‘assured destruction”
criterion for strategic force planning, a criterion that the President has
'ekplicitly rejected as inadequate. In his third "state-of-the world"
message the President, in effect, rejecting”sufficiency"” as normally
define'd, reinterpreted the word to suit his purposes., Thus he said,
Sufficiency has two medanings. In its narrow military sense, it
means enough force to inflict a level of daomage on a potential
aqgressor sufficient to deter him from attacking ... In its
broader sense, sufficiency means the maintenance of forces
adquate to prevent us and our allies from being coerced. Thus,
the relationship between our strategic forces and those of the
Soviet Union must be such that our vital security interests will
not be underestimated. I must not be - and my successors
must not be - limited to the indlscriminate mass destruction of
enemy civilians as the sole response to challenges., . . . It
would be inconsistent with the political meaning of sufficiency
to base our force planning on some finite - and theoretical -

capacity to inflict damage presumed to be unacceptable to the
other side.

What is one to make of all this rhetoric? Despite a substantial
dmount of confusion, it would seem that one can fairly conclude, and
the conclusion is supported by actions, particularly in the Administra-
tion’s approach to SALT, that the Administration believes that strategic
nﬁclear forces hdve utility for other than deterring all-out nucledar war;

and that with strategic nuclear forces, as with conventional ones, “"more"

I
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is somehow better, and in particular, that substantial numerical or
technological superiority in strategic weaponry on the part of the Soviet
Union would be unacceptable. Implicit in these beliefs is the possibi-
lity that nuclear power can to some degree be substituted for conven-
tional strength.

Notwithstanding the fact that there seems to be a trend of in-
creasing disbelief in such views, the Administration’s statements and
actions make it clear that it sees strategic nuclear strength ascyilmportant
instrument of policy. The view may have its basis in, or be reinforced
by, the difficulty that the United States will have in the years ahead in
piaying a world leadeArship role based on economic and conventional mi-
litary strength; and because the Administration would clearly resist re-
nouncing such a role. In addition, domestic support for nuclear, and
particularly strategic, forces is likely to be maore easily obtuined than
for conventional strength and overseas deployment of troops. In the light
of the fact that there is little connection seen between such forces and
the unhappy Viet Nam experignc'e- , it is perhaps not surprising that the
US budget for strategic forces is increasing while that for general pur-
pose forces is declining.

The implications for strategic arms policy and arms control efforts
relating to strategic arms are profound. The demand for technological '
superiority will find support in rejection of the sufficiency concept as
well s in concern about the delicacy of the balance. Pleas of the mili-
tary for ruclear "war-fighting™ capabilities that might arguably make the
flexible use of nuclear arms more credible will not be discounted lightly

althoughk such qualities are: hardly required for "assured destrrzction™.



Examples are demands for systems that can deliver nuclear ordnance with
Finally,
timeliness, reliability and precision. /the approach to SALT will be, as

it has been, to a substantial degree, from a competitive rather than a
cooperative perspective: in technical jargon, from that of a two-person
game, if not a two-person, zero-sum game, where one side’s advantages
are to be balanced off against the other’s. With such a view, hard bar-
gaining will be the rule for future negotiations, and the accumulation of
"bargaining chips" will be an important part of the game.

Turning to SALT II, the concerns that will motivate the American
approach, assuming the reelection of Mr. Nixon, are likely to be almost
unchanged from these that applied to SALT I: concern about the potential
vulnerability of American strategic forces to a "first-strike" and about
the possibility of Soviet superiority in strategic arms that might be other-
wise exploited militarily, or politically. That the first concern will still
be o serious one, in the light of the ABM Treaty, may seem astonishing
since the demandsimposed on a “"first-gtrike" capability will be much
more stringent when the would-be attacker has no ABM system to blunt a
retaliatory blow than when he has one; and since it would seem reason-
able to assume that the negotiation of the treaty would have allayed
Administration concerns about the likelihood of a massive Soviet ABM
defense. Yet, the "first-strike” concern is likely to continue to be
serious. The Administration’s insistence, during the SALT I negotiations,
on coupling limitations on offensive systems with the ABM treaty made it
clear that it viewed Soviet offensive weapons programs ds more worrisome
than the prospect of large Soviet ABM defenses. Subsequent remarks,
including the formal declaration that the US would regard failure to convert

the interim offensive forces agreement to a permanent one a basis for .
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withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, emphasizes the fact that Administra-
tion corflnues to be troubled by the same coecerns that were instrumentual
in its apparoch to SALT . | |

Thus, a Nixon Adminils“tration agenda for SALI II ﬁight logically
have asrits highest priority‘items a permanent limitation on offensive
force levels to replace the interim agreement, and measures that would
delay or reduce the likelihood of Soviet attainﬁent of counter-force
effective capabilities, incladina specifically sophisticated multiplel
independently targetable reentry vehicles. (MIRVs). Force reductions
might be included but primarlly because of then‘ possible utility in
rectifying inbalances or in fac1l1tating agreements on force ceilings
rather than as major steps toward disarmament. Soviet interests woula
require addition of the forward based systems to the agenda. With the
exception of possible limits on addlt;onal defensive systems, anti-
submarine warfare (ASW} and air defense systems, and the likely in-
clusion of aircraft in 11m1ts on offensive systems,the problems would
be those that defied resolutlon in SALT I.

The interim agreement on offensive m1551les is ‘awkward in
that it permlts the Soviet Umon a potential superiority in strateglc
offenswe mlssﬂes that would be large and possibly even sxgmflcant
from the Administration’s perspecuve and that of many others. A de-
fense of the asymmetry can be made on two g_rounds: firstly, that
potential Soviet advantages can not be realized within the 5-year time
frame of the agreement-in particular, that the Soviet Union can not |
deploy MIRVs extensively ﬁithin that period while the Unﬁed States
will; and secondly, that American advantages in areas not covered

are offsetting - in particular, that the United States has an advantage
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in intercontinental and carrier-based bombers, and an advantage in
having overseas basss from which shorter range bombers could strike
the Soviet Union and which make possible an improvement in the effi-
clency of operation of missile launching submafines. The Anierican
qdvantagés are, however, in varying degrees, wasting assets. The-
overseds bdases may be lost, and, in any case, will diminish in
importance as both aircraft and submarine-launched missile ranges
increase; the carrier force may be reduced in size; “and the relative
worth of bombers as compared with missiles may diminish both because
of théir high cost and because defenses against them may improve
while those against missiles are limited to militarilyinsignificant levels.

The major problem from the American perspective will be the
Soviet ICBMs’ having a capacity for delivery of much more “throw-
weight;' than their American counterparts because of their larger size
and Igréc:ter nufnber. This means that if Soviet MIRV techhology catches
up ;v(rith tﬁat of the United States there will be a disparity favoring the
Soviet Union in the weight of attack deliverable by the two po;vé'rs that
will be substantial no matter how measured - in numbers of warheads
or "“megatonnage ", 'Compounding the asyrﬁmetry will be the fact that
target systems in tﬁe United States will lil:<el‘y require fewer weapons
for destruction than their Soviet counterparts: fewer if the targets are
missile launchers because the United States will have only about two-
thirds as many as the Soviet Union, and fewer if the targets are popu-
lation and industrylbecause the United States is more urbanized,

Two mechanisms of adjustment are likely to be conéidered:
establishment of limits on total "throw—weicjht" and preferential phase-

out of larger missiles. But where is the quid pro quo for Soviet .
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concessions? It is hard to see it except in substantial bomber reduc-
tions, i.e. bringing American intercontinental bomber levels down by
a factor. of three or four to match those of thé Soviet Union; in some-
how getting at the forward based systems problem; or both. The ABM
example notwithstanding, it would seem unlikely that "leveling-up" |
will be the solution. After years of operating a fairly small intercon-
tinental bomber force, and in an era when bombers are generally seen
to be Qutfdated_ as compared with missiles, it is unlikely that the
Soviet Union would have much enthusiasm about making a huge invest- |
ment in new intercontinental bombers. Similarly, after having scrapped
most of its large ICBMs in favor of smaller ones, and with ICBMs being
seen by many, particularly in the United States, as obsolescent as
compared with sea-based missiles because of their increas.ing vulnera-
bility, the United States would be unlikely to favor building more A
ICBMs, or replacing those it has with larger ones, or both, even if
such changes were permitted. Thus, the only reasonable solutions,
within the framework -"parity", to the problems inherent in the interim
offensive missile agreement are likely to be those involving reductions
of forces and those that interact with the European security problem.

Bargaining away the American superiority in intercontinental _
bombers to obtain Soviet concessions on ICBMs would likely be rela-
tively painless. Whether rightly or not, the B 52 fleet is seen as out-
dated,and the prospect of a relatively modest force of B-1s to replace
it and the FB-111 could well serve to minimize most of the internal
objections to such a move,

For the Russians to accept major reductions in ICBMs would

likely be more difficult, the large expenditures in their production

having been so recently incurred.
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Although 6 matter of lower priority for the United States than
eliminating the asymmetries in the interim agreement regarding ICBMs,
elimination of those pertcxihing to submarine-based missile systems
will presumably also be an American objective. However, there are
no obvious "bargaining chips" that the United States could play to
secure Soviet conceéssions. In this connection, it would seem unlikely
that Trident, once it is well underway, would be lightly bargained
away even if support for it had been secured by the use of the "bar-
gaining chip" argument,

Perhaps the most difficult problems of all that will arise in
any effort to extend the interim agreement to cover other wedapons
systems are those relating to the faward based forces. These can
hardly be dealt with without involvement of the NATO powers, and
even 1f withdrawals of American forces could be agreed to, this would
not likely satisfy the Soviet Union because of the possibility of rede-
plo-yment.A Reductions in inventories of dual purpose aircraft, i.e.
the land and carrier based ones that are seen by the United States
primarily as general purpose forces but by the Soviet Union as being -'
appropriate for inclusion in SALT because they can reach it, will force
consideration of the whole question of conventional force reductions.

All things considered, there would seem to be powerful forces
working against an early offensive force level treaty and not much of
a con.stifu-ency for it.

The favorable quguries are in the dévelopment of ihcreasingly
strong arms control constituencies in the two bureaucracies, in the de-
sire for economic savings, and in such fear as there may be on the part

of proponents of large and modern strategic forces that trends in public
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opinion and political leadership may be running against them. SALT

can help assuage the latter concerns because of the "lbargcxining chip"”
argument. As long as there is a reasondable expectation of some agree-
ment, demands for "bargaining chips" may serve to keep programs

such as the B-1 and Trident, and very likely their Soviet counterparts,
alive even in the absence of any urgent military need, and even if public
opinion and other demands on the budget would dictate their demise

or curtailment.

It is by now a widely held belief that even if the interim agree-
ments on offensive systems.can be converted into a permanent gpd pos-
sibly more inclusive treaty; the opportunities for qualitati_ve imprqvg— .
ments may mean that the arms race will go on - perhaps with some
change in character, but without abatement, Therefore_, limitations on
development are increasingly believed to be a matter of high prio;ity:

However, the expressed conviction of the Nixon Administration
that the United States must.maintain technological superiority in strate-
gic arms coupled with the deep-seated, and demonstrated, reluc_tcmce.
of the Soviet Union to enter into agreements freezing it in an inferior
position would seem to cast doubt on the likelihood,of achieving such
limitations. Indeed, the conflict would seem, in its general sense,
irreconcilable. There is some basis for hope, however.. It is in the
possibility that agreements with regard to particular military areas
can be negotiated without the United States renouncing its insistence
on overall superiority in strategic arms technology and without the
Soviet Union’s conceding it. The necessary condition is that in the
specific areas the capabilities of the two nations be _c:omparcrble. The

best precedent is in the partial nuclear test ban treaty.
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Probc:bly the most interesting prospect for the future is a mis-
sil_e test limitation agreement. Subject to exceptions to permit the
peaceful exploitation of space, one can envisage an agreement limiting
thé number of missile tests to some Jlow annudl quota; or alternatively,
or in addition, one severely constrainincj the kinds of rockets and re-

~entry vehicles‘ that c;ould be tested. A barticular interesting possibility
of the latter is a proscription on tests of all kiﬁds of vehicies noi: al-
“ready operational by some specified cut—c;»ff date. Agreemeﬁt(s) along
these lines could have the general efféqt of darﬁpening interest in, and
grécxtly_slowing down‘, development in strategic missiles. Moré speci-
fically ,7 depending on the details, sﬁch an agreement{s) could crilay
conéprns about therpossibility of adversary attainment of mi-ssile capa-
bilitie$ tﬁat could be effective in a disarming strike. Among other .
things, what is required for such «a cababiiity are high reliability, ade-
quate accuracf, and great confidence‘ in both - qualities not now ‘
charactefistic of either nation’s missile forces c:ndrwhich can be rea- -
li_zed only _throughrextenrsivle test programs . |

Because of the great attention .pc‘xid to MIRVs, and soﬁe would
say their _significdnce, it is unlikely thcxt. migsile test limitations could
be _agreed to until the Soviet Union has demonstrated at lecxst-a rudi-
mentary capability. After that, however, a missile test limitation agree-
ment would appear to be one of the more feasible fnajor strategic arms
control steps on the horizon, particplquy if bbthr nations have by then
made enough progress with the development of longer-range sea-based
migsiles so that their deployment- would not be precluded.

The other major agreements that are at least in principle of

interest are those affecting defensive systems,
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The possibility of limiting air defenses can probaﬂly- bé dis-
missed because of asymmetry - the Soviet Union has extensive ciefehses,
the United States relatively little; because of the dif_ficultlesl of diffe-
rentiating between some kinds of defenses that have dual purpose capa-
_ bilities, i.e. utility in both protracted conventional war and agains;t a
- nuclear strike; and because of difficulties in verificationlof compliance
with some kinds of proscriptions.

Limiting anti-submarine warfare activity will also be difficult
because of the multi-mission role of such forces, because of verifica-
tion problems, and because nations other than the Soviet Union and the
United States have such forc;es. Nevertheless, there is more promise
than in the air defense case. The hope is in part in the fact th.at some
of the requirements for destroying or reducing the effectiveness of
missile-launching submarines are likely to be quite different from
those for protracted war at sea. Thus, there is the possibility of cer-
tain agreed limitations that could reduce concerns about the future
survivability of submarine-based deterrent forces without there having
much effect on the ASW capabilities that one normally thinks of as
appropriate to the protection of shipping and naval task forces. An
example would be the prohibition of peacetime trailing of submarines.
Such an agreement could reduce the likelihcod of a whole missile-
launching submarine force being suddenly destroyed by surprise attack.
On the other hand, the proscription would be irrelevant during a pro-
t;‘acted war: it would hardly be complied with.

Yet, the prospect for early constrainme;nt of ASW activity can

not be counted large. Some proscriptions, the foregoing example in-

cluded,_ have the unfortunate quality of being suseptible to rapid




abrogation without their being any very acceptable counter. Others,

e.g. limitations on ASW force levels, which would require a substantial

" time interval following abrogation before significant changes in capabi-

lities could occur, would degrade not only ASW capabilities against

missile-launching submarines but also those appropriate to protracted war

dt sea, There would likely be considerable opposition to limitatioﬁs

such as those on ASW force levels in both the Soviet and US Navies be- - \
cause of the overlap problem. In addition, opposition in the US Navy . ‘
to limitations on force levels and operations, and opposition in the ‘
Soviet Navy to limitations on development, would be likely because

ASW technology of the former is probably superior to that of the latter.

(It is quite probable that the failure to make progress in limiting MIRVs

during the last couple of years, another technology where the United

States has a lead, can be attributed to similar reactions by the two

péwers: little interest in deployment constraints on the part of the |
"United States and little interest in development limitations on the part
of the Soviet Union.)
Discounting pressures not now foreseeable, it would, on ba-
lance, seem unlikely that negotiations with respect to any of the issues
discussed could be brought to a successful conclusion within the next
couple of years. |
However, by 1975 or 1976 interest of the Nixon Administration
in reaching agreement is likely to have increased substantially because
of the imminence of the termination of the interim agreement on offen-
sive systems, because of the likelihood that the Soviet Union will be
well on its way té exploiting, through MIRV development and deploy- ‘
|

ment, the opportunities permitted it by that agreement for achieving a

su'periority inh ICBM strength, and because of the likelihood that
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Mr. Nixon will want to leave behind as part of the legacy of his Ad-
ministration, in addition to the ABM treaty, another lasting arms control
agreement of major proportions. In a sense‘, what is being said is
simply that the negotiations for SALT II will consume the time available
just as was the case in SALT I. Whether agreement will be reached will
depend not only on how far the President will feel he can go toward
meeting Soviet demands, but also on Soviet interests which are quite
unpredictable. The time frame for negotiating ¢ major new agreemant
could well be.shortened if either power had an over-riding interest in .
concluding one before about 1976, but there are no such cbvious in-
terests in sight.

One can say that if SALT II is a failure the result will likely
be not only disillusionment, but, because of the reliance on a bargain-
ing from strength, arms levels substantially greater than would have
been realized without the negotiations. There is a question, therefore,
of whether SALT II negotiations are worth beginning if the approach can
oniy'be in an environment Tv\;rl'lere the accumulation of 'ba}gaining chips
i;s the order of the day for cne or both sides. -

Behind the approach to SALT II, and even aside from it, there
wili be, for both sides, the “triad" question - whether to try to main-
tain a strategic force cdnsisting of a mix of ICBMs, SLBMs and bombers.

Concerned as it appears to be about the delicacy of the stra-
tegic balance, the Nixon Admim‘étration is likely to be strongly disposed
to retain all three components as providing maximum insurance against
the possibility of the Soviet Union’s acquiring a “first-strike" capabi-
lity. Because of the difficulty of the Russians” coordinating a strike
against all three, this will likely be true even if the Soviet Union de-
velops a capability of employing highly accurate MIRVs which might

appear to make the American ICBM force by itself vulnerable,
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Retention of a "triad" would seem to be less important fcr the

Soviet Union, and a cor_1tinued phasing out of intercontinental bombers
would not be surprising.

| . Introduction of land-mobile ICBMs by it might be in the cards
since. they could combine some of the more attractive features of both
SIBMs and fixed ICBMs: the relatively low vulnerability to attack of
the former with the lower cost, and gredter reliabilitg} and simpl.icity ]
of communications of the latter. It is to be noted that development
and deployment of such forces is not precluded by the interim agree-
ment on offensive forces {although the United States, in a non-agreed
interpretation of the SALT I agreements, has stated it would view such

deployment inconsistent with their purposes).

VI.

If one-tc.xk'es' Sénat-or McGovern’s statement on national defense
atl face value or- an’yth.ing like ‘i-t, the whole framework for Consideration—
of stratéé;ic arms isrsues is dramatically different. |

-One' might argue that in the event of his election 10 the Presi-
dency, the responsib-ility of the office and pressures from the -military
establishment, the C.ongress and others would result in some shift of
the Seﬁator’s position so that the break with the bast would not be as
sharp as his campaign statements.and position papers suggest. The
argument is uﬁpersuasive. It is hard to imagine a McGovern electoral
victory without the composition of the Congress changing as well SO
tha.t his programs Would be more acceptable than to the present member-

ship. And even if there were Cbngressiohal pressure for larger defense
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programs-, it would likely be unavailing: the Congress can refuse to go
along with presidential programs but it is difficult to get a president to
spend money he qoes not wish to spend. Certainly, there would be
changes in detail in the McGovern defense program, but the underiying
philosophy and the major themes of his position would suffer little
erc;sion.

Like President Nixon, Senator McGovern accepts the fact that
the policies of China and the Soviet Union will be actively hostile to
American interests, and he accepts the necessity of having strategic
forcés which, by virtue of their ability to inflict unacceptable damage
in retaliation, are adequate to deter a nuclear attack against the United
Statés. He rejects development and deployment of counterforce and de-
fensive forces as an exercise in futility and worse: fuel for the arms
race, and dangerous.

Bevond this point, Senator McGovern’s and the Administration’s
positions appear to diverge sharply. Nuclear superiority is seen by the
Senator as peintless and dangerous, and he makes no claim that it is
imperative that the United States maintain a lead in technologies rele-
vant to strategic weaponry. He accepts nuclear sufficiency, narrowly
defined, suggesting "that the gquaranteed 'ccxpability to deliver some
200 one-megaton equivalents on separate targets in both the Soviet
Union and China accomplishes at or near the maximum that the United
States can expect from o strategy of deterrence”. He rejects the "de-
licccg theory" of the strategic balance, and specifically what he regards
as Hysterical concern about g "first-strike" threat that might be inherent
in the development and deployment by the Soviet Union of §5-9 missiles.
He criticizes the bargaining chip approach to weapons acquisition and

linkage with arms control negotiations stating, "A desire to negotiate
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from strength should not compel arms outlays that will be inappropriate
even- if negotiations | fail®.

The McGovern position as regards the "triad” is one of less
than Linalloyed enthusiasm. The bomber and ICBM components would
merit retention but clearly not larger investment at this time to enhance
their sﬁrvivability. On the contrary, the fact that the existence of a
"triad" would complicate an adversary’s problem in attempting a "first-
strike'-"is seen as making early decisions to strengthen its several
édmponents unnecessary.

Thus, the McGovern program calls for a halt in £he construc-
tion of Safeguard defenses for American ICBMs, o reversal of the de-
ciéién for prototype development of the B-1 bomber, and a discontinua-
tion of the coﬁv_ersion of American ICBMs to accomodate MIRVS.

These differences between the Nixon and McGovern posiltions ;
and particularly the fact that the latter apparently does not see nuclear
weagpons or sfrategic forces as useful instrum‘ents of policy, not to '
ﬁention his more modest aspirations for American leadership in inter-
national affairs, suggest that in a McGovern Administration, American
nucléar policy would move rapidly and far foward what is often referred
-to as 6ne of "minimum deterrence".

What o.f' fhe question of strategic arms control negotiations ?
From the perspebtive that has characterized SALT, th ey would seem
almost irrelevant. If strategic superiority in all its manifestations is '
held to be meaningless, and if concern about a "first-strike” is regarded
as something of a hysterial aberration, why engage in hard bargaining
to obtain assurance that'certain adversary force levels or perforr.ncmce

characteristics are not exceeded? Dr. Kissinger has said of SALT I,
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"Devising an equi‘tab"le agreement on ABMs proved extremely difficult",
Later, in discussing possible deferral of construction of a second Ame-
ricg_n ABM site he decried the possibility that the Soviet Union might
| have had two sites to one for the United States. In a world of suffi-
ciency, "equity" becomes meaningless as an objective, and the diffe-

rence between one and two ABM sites irrelevant.

Yet, the very differen't McGovern views on the role of nuclear
weapons in world affairs does not mean that the Soviet Union cimd the
United States with a McGovern Administration would have nothing to
talk about as regards strategic arms. The game-theory, bargaining
approach would be muted, and questions of cooperation would become
prominent. Concern would be focused less on those aspects of the
nuclear threat that have their basis in the adversary aspeéts of the
Soviet-American relationship and more in those that are a function
simply of the existence of the weapons themselves. The objectives
of ailaying concerns about adversary exploitation of nuclear strength
and the possibility of a disarming attack would, to a large degree,
give way to redﬁcing the risks that war might be initiated by other
mechanisms - escalation, accident, failure of command and control,
or as a result of nuclear proliferation; and to reducing damage levels
in the event of war, including eventually getting beyond "minimum
deterrence”.

The last prospect must, regrettably, be regarded, however,
as a distant one. While a McGovern Administration would surely waﬁt
to explore the problems, there is no reason to believe that the Soviet

its
Union,/advocacy of general and complete disarmament notwithstanding,

would be prepared to accept even "minimum deterrence" at this time,
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much less that it would consider seriously going beyond it in strategic
force reductions. In this regard, its views concerning strategic w{eap—
onry are likely to be much more akin to those of tl};;a Nixon Administra-
tion than to those of Senator McGovern, those relating to the question

of the delicacy of the strategic balance possibly excepted.

VII,

Is lthere; then, a redsonable basis for hope that the trends of
the last twenty years toward greater numbers and 'sophis"ciccztion of
strateg}ic arms wiil bé reversed? In summary, dssuming no change in
governmént in either .t‘}.ie '-Soviet Union or the United States , the answer
must be a highly qucﬁified "ves", |

| Thére is little evidence that the governments of either thé
Soviet Union or the United States, as presently‘constituted, would
exercise much unilateral restraint. Thus , assuming they' continue in
power, the strategic arms raée is likely to go on with some change as
a result of SALT I but wi;ch little, if any, abatement in the absence of
further qéreément. |

Further. negotiations . .particulo:rly if protracted, could have
tﬁe effec;c of encouraging the race by muting fhosé voices that would
favor som.e unilateral restraint, This is certainly likely in the case of
the United States where demands by the Administration for "bargaininé
chips" can be used to silence Congressional critics of expandéd arms
programs:. If would be surprising if similar behaviour aid not charac-

terize the deiet system.
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‘Since the problems for SALT 1I, as seen from the perspective of
the present governments of the two countries, appear to be formidalsle
ones, early agreement on major measures of limitation or reduction can
not be realistically expected. There is, then, a very real queéuoh of
whether entering into such negotiations will be worth while: there is
a Qood chance that the net effect will be counterproductive as regards
arms control;

Where then is the hope, absent a change in Administration in
the United Stdtes ? It is in the fcict that there are competitive demands
on resources in both the Soviet Union and the United States; a trend,
at least in the latter, toward better informed and more searching
questioning of military policies; the development of procedures and
constituencies in the bureaucracies of both countries more conducive
to arms control; and in the rather specific motivations that the Nixon
Administration may have to conclude major agreements in 1975 or 1976.

With all of these factors in mind, both the negative and the
positive, it is to be hoped that an approach to SALT II will be one with
rather grand objectives. Since the negotiations are likely to consume
the next three or four years almost regardless of their content, only

rather substantial agreements could offset the escalation in arms that

must be expected between now and then and to which the negotiations
will have contributed.
A change in Administration in the United States would open up
a very different perspective.
The objectives which appear to have been the major motiva-
tions for SALT 1, reduction of concern about an adversary "first-strike", .
removal of incentives for strategic arms escalation, and prevention of

adversary attainment of advantages in force levels or characteristics
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that could be exploited, would be all but irrelevant, at least to the
United States. That being the case, fur;cﬁer arms control talks would .
offer an opportunity to focus on the non—competidtive aspects of the
nuclear threat, aspects which have been much in the background in
SALT I; and which would continue to be so in SALT II absent d change
1n the;‘ American Administration., Certainly, with la McGovern Presi-
denéy ,I negotiations would be much less likely to contribute to. further
arms escalation.

Regardless of negotiations, .A‘merican strategic weapon pro-
grams would be much curtailed. Whether or not there wduld be any

reciprocation by the Soviet Union is totally unclear.



