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A T President Reagan's behest, 
the National Security Council 

is reviewing the Soviet track record 
of compliance with all major arms­
control and other pertinent interna­
tional accords. The findings of this 
comprehensive analysis are bound 
to have broad impact on the coun­
try's defense program and arms­
control policy. 

The National Security Council's 
review is to summarize Moscow's 
general performance with regard to 
creating and exploiting loopholes, 
willingness to breach treaty provi­
sions either blatantly or subtly, and 
prowess in tilting the terms of trea­
ties toward long-term unilateral ad­
vantages. The process is likely to be 
drawn out, to result initially in sev­
eral individual reports clustered 
around specific issues, and to 
culminate eventually in a central 
document-

The overall conclusions are to 
serve as a guide through the mine­
fields of negotiating with the Sovi­
ets, such as in the STARr (Strate­
gic Arms Reduction Talks) and 
INF (Intermediate-range Nuclear 
Force) talks under way in Geneva. 
Two of the key areas the analysis is 
to illuminate are verifiability and 
enforceability. Obviously, evidence 
of circumvention or violation of 
treaty provisions that can't be docu­
mented in unassailable fashion 
tends to generate discontent and 
media attention. Similarly, treaty 
provisions that mean one thing to 
the Soviets and another to the 
United States are bound to impinge 
on this country's national security 
interests and polarize public opin­
ion about the merits of arms control. 

The primary fallacy that has 
shaped US views in the past con­
cerning strategic arms-control ac­
cords is that they are essentially 
self-enforcing, meaning that the 
consequence of any significant vio­
lation would be so severe that a po­
tential transgressor is automatically' 
deterred. Arms-control experts in 
Congress and the executive branch 
suggest plausibly that the weight of 
the evidence confirms the reverse: 
There is considerable bias within 
the US governmental structure 
against finding the Soviets guilty of 
violating arms-control accords. 
even in instances where the evi­
dem;e is reasonably unambiguous 
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concerning Soviet noncompliance. 
Fostering this bias is the fact that 

once an administration has-on the 
basis of substantial evidence­
charged the Soviets with a vio­
lation. the American people under­
standably expect their government 
(0 take corrective action. Yet the 
mechanism for response and the na­
ture of the responses open to the US 
discourage rather than encourage 
such action. As a result. the deci­
sion to level a charge of noncom­
pliance against the Soviets has been 
extremely difficult, painful. and. 
hence. rare. 

SALT Loopholes 
As Assistant Secretary of De­

fense for International Security Pol­
icy Richard N. Perle recently told 
this writer. the main difficulty is that 
past accords are riddled with loop­
holes and ambiguities. Concomi­
tantly. Soviet behavior that the US 
finds inconsistent with bilateral 
arms accords is usually defended by 
Moscow as being consonant with 
the accords because of the loop­
holes its negotiators succeeded in 
weaving into the treaty language. 

Mr. Perle complained that. as a 
consequence. the Soviets asserf 
that these ambiguous provisions 
permit them "to go forward with 
programs that we thought they 
would terminate when the agree­
ments were signed. It·s not a neat 
set of rights and obligations against 
which one can [evaluate] Soviet be­
havior. " 

In spite of the obvious dilemma 
that results from the fact that when­
ever the US wants to go to the mat 
with the Soviets over their viola­
tions of arms-accord treaties. the 
Russians pun the rug out from under 
the US argumentation. the Adminis­
tration has requested a special ses­
sion of the SALT Standing Con­
sultative Commission (SCC). The 
senior US member is Gen. Richard 
Enis. USAF (Ret.l. who holds the 
rank of ambassador. Purpose of the 
SCC's special session, according to 
Sen. James A. McClure (R-Idaho). 
is to "discuss probable Soviet non­
compliance with the SALT II treaty 
and also with the SALT 1 treaty." 

The two key issues the US plans 
to air. according to a formal letter by 
the Idaho Senator to President Rea­
gan. are the new Soviet PL-5 ICBM 
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and the "new Soviet ABM [anti­
ballistic missile] battle management 
radar." 

Terming the new $oviet radar 
"the most flagrant Sov,et SALT vio­
lation yet." one that r~ns afoul of as 
many as five provisions of the SALT 
I ABM Treaty, Senator McClure re­
quested both the Pres:ident and the 
Senate leadership "t~ arrange for 
the Vice President to donduct a spe­
cial briefing of the en/ire Senate in 
closed session as SOOt as possible 
so that the Senate crn be [made] 
aware of the evide~ce of Soviet 
SALT violations and r.0ur intended 
course of 'action in ,dealing with 
these grave threats t~ US national 
security." . 

Senator McClure ct;arged on the 
floor of the Senate th t the new So­
viet ABM battle man gement radar 
system is located some 500 miles 
north of the Mongoliqn border and. 
in clear-cut violation! of the ABM 
treaty. is "pointed in~ide the USSR 
toward Alaska. ratheli than out ward 
toward the nearest border." That 
treaty prohibits the ~eployment of 
radars "for early wa~ning of strate­
gic ballistic missile altack except at 

--_._--_._-----_. __ ._---,--

locations along the periphery of [its 
signatories'] national territory and 
oriented outward." 

The Idaho lawmaker told the Sen· 
ate that "large radars of the battle 
management type are clearly the 
long-term element of an ABM sys­
tem [that. with the exception of one 
site, the treaty prohibits]. They are 
the basis for a Soviet breakout from 
the ABM treaty, together with the 
following interceptor missiles: the 
SAM-5, SAM·IO. and SAM-12. ell 
tested illegally in an ABM mode, 
and the ABM-3 missiles and radar, 
which are illegally mobile." 

Two years ago, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff warned in their Military Pos­
ture Statement that "Soviet phased­
array radars. which may be de­
signed to improve impact predic­
tions and target-handling capabili­
ties for ABM battle management. 
are under construction at various 
locations throughout the USSR. 
These radars could perform some 
battle management functions as 
well as provide redundant ballistic 
missile early warning coverage. The 
first of these-radars is expected to 
become operational in the early 
1980s." . 

Senator McClure argued that the 
five or six ABM battle management 
radars now in operation "constitute a 
base for an ABM defense of the terri­
tory of the USSR. Moreover. when 
coupled with SAM-5s. SAM-lOs. and 
SAM-12s in an ABM mode. and 
with the mobile ABM-3 now report­
edly in mass production and being 
deployed around Moscow, it can be 
argued that the Soviets already have 
more than a base for nationwide 
ABM defense." 

In spite of its size-its transmitter 
building is almost 500 feet long and 
300 feet wide-the new Soviet ABM 
radar had been under construction 
for about a year before a US satel­
lite was able to spot it afler US intel· 
ligence received clues about its ex­
istence and location. The new sys­
tem resembles closely large ballistic 
missile tracking radars undergoing 
test elsewhere in the Soviet Union 
and. in the view of US intelligence 
analysts. closes the gap in coverage 
against this country's ICBMs and 
SLBMs targeted against eastern So­
viet territory. Combined with exist­
ing Soviet radar capabilities. this 
new network provides the USSR 
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with a solid foundation for a com­
prehensive ABM system. 

The White House has let it be 
known that a senior-level verilica­
tion committee is reviewing Soviet 
ABM activities along with other 
acts that put in question Soviet com­
pliance with existing treaties. 

A Pattern of Soviet Infractions 
Among other indications of Sovi­

et violations of existing treaties 
known to be of concern to the White 
House are tests ofa new ICBM on at 
least three occasions this spring. 
The design characteristics of this 
missile, in concert with those of an­
other new ICBM-the SS-X-24-
tested in October 1982, suggest 
strongly a Soviet violation of SALT. 

As Secretary of State George P. 
Shultz recently told the Senate For­
eign Relations Committee, Moscow 
continues "the practice of stretch­
ing a series of treaties and agree­
ments to the brink of violation and 
beyond. The Soviet Union's in­
fringemen! of its promises and legal 
obligations is not confined to iso­
lated incidents. We have to express 
our concerns about Soviet infrac­
tions on one issue after another­
human rights and the Helsinki Final 
Act, 'yellow rain,' and biological 
warfare. We are becoming increas­
ingly concerned about Soviet prac­
tices-including the recent testing 
of ICBMs-that raise questions 
about the validity of their claim of 
compliance with existing SALT 
agreements. Little else is so corro­
sive of international trust as this per­
sistent pattern of Soviet behavior." 

US intelligence analysts, accord­
ing to Administration spokesmen, 
are "convinced by detailed, inde­
pendent, and scientific analysis of 
evidence that the Soviets are using 
chemical and toxin weapons ill Af­
ghanistan and are involved in their 
use by Vietnamese and [Laotian] 
forces in Southeast Asia in violation 
of human rights, international law, 
and existing arms-control agree­
ments." Secretary Perle affirmed 
that there is not the slightest doubt 
about the use of Soviet chemical 
and biological weapons in South­
east Asia and Afghanistan in "which 
thousands of people have been 
killed." The use of these chemical 
and toxin weapons in Laos dates 
from the mid-1970s. in Kampuchea 
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from 1978, and iq Afghanistan from 
1979. The 1925 i Geneva Protocol 
prohibits the usei of these weapons, 
and the 1972 Bi~logical and Toxin 
Weapons Conve tion prohibits pos­
session, as wei as use, of toxin 
weapons. The U SR is a signatory 
of both agreeme ts. 

US diplomatic lefforts to dissuade 
the Soviets and their allies from fur­
ther use of these loutlawed weapons 
have remained isingularly unsuc­
cessful. Other efforts by this coun­
try to gain SovIet support for an 
effective, comp:rehensive ban on 
chemical weapops have also been 
rebuffed so far. ' 

ICBM Violation~ 
Discussions ,with the Soviets 

about the legality of the PL-51CBM 
involving diplpmatic channels 
rather than the Isluggish SCC. not 
too surprisinglr, have only pro­
duced the c1aim~that this ICBM is 
permissible, Se retary Perle said. 
The Soviet cont ntion is seemingly 
that the PL-5 reRresents a derivative 
of an authoriZ~ new missile and 
hence is covere by the provisions 
governing such odifications. This 
tactic, he intim ted, is in line with 
the traditional ,oviet habit of side-

stepping US complaints about Rus­
sian treaty violations by stoically 
asserting that "everything [we] arc 
doing is in full compliance with 
[our] obligations." He added that "it 
takes forever to get a reply from 
them. I would guess that the average 
time that an issue is under SCC con­
sideration COmes to bet ween two 
and a half and three years." 

He acknowledged that. in the 
case of the PL-SICBM. the US does 
not yet have the total picture in 
terms of how the Soviets plan to 
deploy the weapon. and other rami­
fications. In this context. he com­
plained about US media proclivity 
to ferret out intelligence informa­
tion extremely rapidly and the sub­
sequent "degradation in some im­
portant techniques of intelligence 
collection." The result, he ex­
plained, is "that the Soviets have 
learned what we collect. what use 
we make of it, and how rapidly we 
get and analyze" such intelligence 
information. 

The ambiguities of SALT II. in 
Secretary Perle's view, exceed the 
worst fe.ars of those who warned 
against them at the time the treaty 
was being negotiated. Saying that 
four or five new Soviet missiles are 
under development. he predicted 
that a "whole new generation of So 
viet ICBMs will be exploiting th 
SALT II loopholes." The US SAL 
II negotiators had thought the ac 
cord's language permitted the de 
ployment of only one new lCB~1. 

A related area of possible Sovie 
noncompliance with SALT I I. h 
told this writer. involves the encryp 
tion of telemetry data produced dur 
ing Soviet ICBM test flights. SAL 
II stipulates in a curious way tha 
neither side will encrypt telemetr 
data the other side needs for verify 
ing compliance with the accord' 
provisions. It seems hard to en"i 
sion Soviet, or for that matter e\'e 
US, rectitude sufficient to abstai 
from encrypting information tha 
documents a violation of the ac 
cord. Heightening the absurdity o' 
this "honor code" is the fact tha 
certain test flights involve only selt 
contained data, meaning there is n 
telemetry the other side can listen i 
on. 

The Soviets have been encryptin 
their ballistic missile tests. ap 
proaching "in some cases 100 pc -
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,ceilt," according to Secretary Perle. 
Consequently, the US has in effect 
been deprived of information "we 
need in order to evaluate Soviet 
compliance" with key provisions of 
the SALT accords. Encryption 
leads to one of the principal ambigu­
ities "that trouble us with regard to 
the build-down proposals" that have 
heen espoused by influential cle­
ments of the Senate. 

The Build-down Issue 
Early in August of this year White 

House National Security Advisor 
William P. Clark reported to Sen. 
Larry Pressler (R-S. D.)-in re­
sponse to a Senatorial mandate­
about "our ongoing assessment of 
how we could implement the build­
down concept in the US START 
proposals." Explaining that the 
concept of a "guaranteed mutual 
build-down has been the subject of 
intensive interagency study," Judge 
Clark said that "our detailed techni­
cal work is essentially complete. We 
have now begun the process of 
developing specific recommenda­
tions." He promised that the Ad­
ministration's recommendations 
concerning how a mutual build­
down could be entwined with 
START would be made available to 
the Senate by the time that body 
holds hearings on this subject in 
mid-September. 

The build-down concept was ger­
minated early in 1983 by Senate 
Resolution 57, which called on the 
US and the USSR to agree-while 
START is being negotiated-to dis­
mantle two warheads for every new 
one they deploy. Sponsored by 
Sens. William S. Cohen (R-Me.) 
and Sam Nunn (D-Oa.), along with 
forty-three other members of the 
Senate, Resolution 57, as first con­
ceived, was flawed seriously be­
cause it seemed to make little allow­
ance for the fact that the Soviets are 
close to completing a stem-to-stern 
modernization of their ICBM force 
while the US force is approaching 
obsolescence. Hence the Soviets 
could wait years to start their build­
down, while the US could nol. 

Since then the concept has ma­
tured to what its principal sponsors 
call "bounded flexibility," meaning 
the option to use variable build­
down ratios consonant with funda­
mental US START objectives, such 
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as a general reducti\ln in the two 
countries~ nuclear ar~enals to 5,000 
warheads. As Secretflry Perle told 
this writer, the US o*r the past fif­
teen years has dism*ntled roughly 
"two older nuclearl weapons for 
each new one we d1ployed." The 
Soviets responded to, the US build­
down by building up. ihowever. As a 
result, the Administ~ation is chary 
of any "mechanisti~ two-for-one 
build-down measure,," he said, and 
instead is looking for iways to imple­
ment the spirit of b~ild-down miti­
gated by "flexibility, r.ariable ratios, 
floats. ceilings. and Ihe like." 

Senator Cohen, claiming that a 
coalition extendin~ from long­
standing proponen\s of strategic 
force modernization Ito strong sup­
porters of the nuclear freeze favors 
build-down. recomr\lends that "to 
assure negotiability Qfthe principle, 
each side should be !free to deploy 
its new warheads on launchers of its 
own choosing. and 10 retire older 
warheads on launch~rs of its own 
choosing. subject to!previously ne­
gotiated strategic re~traints." 

The sponsors of Ihe build-down 
resolution envision ~Iso that each 
side would build do\\\n under agreed 
ratios until it reach~s a negotiated 

floor at which it would hold until 
the other side reaches the same 
"plateau." The build-down would 
then resume. The sponsors also 
claim that their build-down "would 
not undermine the US START posi­
tion. Indeed, it would be wholly 
consistent with reduction ceilings 
[such as President Reagan's pro­
posed] cut in ICBM and SLBM war­
heads to 5,000 on each side. The 
build-down 1100r might include that 
number plus a suitable allowance 
for warheads ascribed to other stra­
tegic launchers." 

Build-down and Modernization 
Clearly one of the most contested 

aspects of the build-down concept is 
the possibility that the Soviets 
might defer modernization-assum­
ing of course that they would sign a 
build-down accord in the first 
place-to avoid having to reduce 
their nuclear arsenal. Senators Co­
hen and Nunn argue that if the Sovi­
ets chose to stand still, "they would 
then not add the thousands of new 
warheads" that the US intelligence 
community reports are programmed 
for deployment in the coming years. 
Senator Cohen believes that "it is . 
most improbable that the Soviet 
leaders would direct their military 
to suspend development and de­
ployment of the Typhoon sub­
marines and the SLBMs [they car­
ry], the new Blackjack bomber. and 
the two new ICBMs reportedly al­
ready being tested." 

The sponsors of Resolution 57 
claim further that "because the So­
viets have a great number of single­
warhead SLBMs and a relatively 
small bomber force, their ongoing 
modernization programs would 
have to induce substantial reduc­
tions in their existing ICBM force." 
This assumption is based on the 
Senators' belief that "each Typhoon 
submarine added to their fleet 
would require elimination of 360 
warheads-more than the total 
number of warheads on all existing 
1~lI1kee I-class submarines. After 
the first 1.000 or so new warheads 
added by the Soviets. each addition­
al warhead would require reduc­
tions in their existing MIRVed 
ICBMs-the forces of greatest con­
cern for stability." 

Citing as supporters of the build­
down concept President Reagan: 
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Gen. David C. Jones. USAF (Ret.). 
the past Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff; the present and most 
recent Under Secretaries of De­
fense for Research and Engineer­
ing. Dr. Richard De Lauer and Dr. 
William Perry; and the past USAF 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research. 
Development and Acquisition. Lt. 
Gen. Kelly Burke. USAF (Re!.). 
Senator Cohen told the Senate For­
eign Relations Committee that the 
"concept should be looked at as a 
complement to but not a substitute 
for START." 

The mechanism for negotiating a 
build-down. the sponsors believe. 
should be a US-Soviet working 
group meeting in Geneva that re­
ports to the START delegations. 
Once this group has agreed on a 
build-down. the proposed accord 
should then be forwarded to Wash­
ington and Moscow for ratification. 
Once in effect, it would serve as an 
interim measure while negotiations 
proceed on the broader and more 
complex START agreement. 

While it is possible to question 
the merits of a build-down as a pre­
lude to START-especially Soviet 
willingness to participate in such an 
exercise-there is little doubt about 
the importance of this concept to 
the shaky coalition that has so far 
kept the strategic force moderniza­
tion program. especially MX pro­
duction. alive in Congress. 

Typical of the quid pro quo char­
acter of the issue was this statement 
on the floor of the Senate by Senator 
Cohen: "I do not intend to permit 
the build-down to become a mean­
ingless link in the process of procur­
ing the MX missile. In this regard. 
without a clear and constructive for­
mulation of a build-down proposal 
by the Administration. I do not 
intend to continue supporting the 
MX program." Strangely absent 
from this kind of reasoning is con­
sideration of the need to modernize 
the US strategic deterrence forces 
in the face of age creep and the mas­
sive. steady growth in Soviet capa­
bilities. 

On the Road to START 
The head of the US START dele­

gation. Ambassador Edward Row­
ny. reported at the end of Round IV 
of the negotiations early in August 
that the US had tabled a complete 
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treaty text thai shows maximum 
flexibility. He! explained that 
"reducing the wa'rheads of each side 
by about a third tp 5.000 remains the 
central element ~f our position. We 
are also determi~ed to reduce. over 
time. the three-tq-one Soviet advan­
tage in nuclear d~structive capabili­
ty and potential. lOur goals are two­
fold: deep reduqtions and a more 
stable strategic ~elationshir." 

The new US ~pproach. he said, 
meets the two imain complaints 
lodged previously by the Soviets: 
"That we were prescribing how the 
Soviets must riestructure their 
forces and that \l'e were not being 
comprehensive-l-that is, not includ­
ing from the 'out~et all our strategic 
forces." While th:ere have been sug­
gestions that theiSoviet position as 
oflate has shown :some "give." there 
are questions a~out whether this 
represents atm<?spherics or sub­
stance. 

A key point here is that the Sovi­
ets have backed qfffrom their origi­
nal demat\IL thatl the US hold the 
deployment of l)'ident submarines 
to four boats. T1iS "concession" is 
probably not to significant since 
the US never to k this demand se­
riously and con~idered it a trans­
parent tactical ,*ove designed for 
negotiating lever*ge. The US plans 
to deploy at leaist fifteen Trident 
SSBNs and treat~ them as replace- . 
ments for older *oats. 

In Secretary ~erle's view there 
has not. as yet. ,been any "signifi­
cant movement" ,by the Soviets so 
far as the principal START issues 
are concerned. i with their basic 
position revolvin$ around the gener­
al SALT II struct~re. The latest So­
viet proposals ar~ somewhat below 
the SALT 1IIeve\s. he said. but still 
too high in terms of what the US 
considers stabili~ing reductions. 

"We believe a I useful, stabilizing 
agreement can bj! reached [involv­
ing substantiallr. lower levels of 
weaponsl. in paqicular lower levels 
of accurate hightyield ICBM war­
heads." he stres ed. While the US 
originally favore a two-phased ap­
proach to STA • Secretary Perle 
explained. the e phasis is now on a 
single-phase ac ord in order "to 
speed up the ne otiations." 

Press reports tf the contrary. nei­
ther the US nor,the Soviet Union 
favors combinin~ the START and 
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INF negotiations at this time. h 
said. 

The question of how to brin 
about a reduction in total usabl 
yield. or throw-weight. of the arse 
nals of the two sides continues t 
divide the US experts. One group 
which includes Secretary Perle 
favors setting a specific. disc ret 
throw-weight limit. while othe 
members of the interagcncy groll 
setting START policy prefer to con 
trol throw-weight by setting limit 
for the various categories of deli v 
ery vehicles that carry nuclear war 
heads. 

The issue is being argued wit 
"emotional fervor" by both side 
even though there is a commo 
goal. a sharp drop in the number and 
yield of strategic nuclear weapons. 
He said that "I see no reason why 
we should not limit throw-weight di­
rectly-so many kilograms o~ each 
side distributed as one likes." 

The other way is to set numerical 
limits for various delivery systems 
and "when you add it all up it pro­
duces a1hrow-weight limitation that 
is essentially the same." he ex­
plained. adding "it really isn't the 
big issue that it's being made out to 
be and it certainly should not cause 
people to divide along ideological 
lines. It·s a technical question but. 
like other arms-control questions. it 
elicits inexplicable emotions," 

While both the US and the Sovi­
ets are chary of discussing their 
various proposals and counterpro­
posals in detail at this time. the 
White House has disclosed certain 
basic elements of the US position. 
These include that "the US will con­
tinue to propose constraints that in­
directly get at the throw-weight 
problem. while making clear to the 
Soviets our readiness to deal di­
rectly with destructive capability. if 
they prefer." 

While stressing the importance of 
reducing ballistic missile warheads. 
the US START proposal "also calls 
for reductions in heavy bombers to 
equal levels and for limitations on 
the number of air-launched cruise 
missiles carried on heavy bombers. 
Thus. the US START approach 
would lead to comprehensive re­
ductions in all three elements of the 
US and Soviet strategic arsenals." 

The START negotiations wiIl re-
sume this month. II 
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