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Burkemper: Soviet Disarmament Policy--What Lies Ahead?

SOVIET DISARMAMENT POLICY -
WHAT LIES AHEAD?

A thesis prepared by
Commander Raymond G. Burkemper, U.S. Navy
School of Naval Warfare
Class of 1967

INTRODUCTION

Disarmament has not been achieved
in the world today because each of the
major nations involved is influenced by
certain differing pressures and goals. In
the center of this stalemate stand the
United States and the Soviet Union.
This paper is a study of the disarma-
ment policy of one of these two main
adversaries — the Soviet Union.

The purpose of this study is, first, to
determine the goal of Soviet disarma-
ment policy through an examination of
this pelicy and its interrelation with
her foreign policy since World War 11,
and, second, to determine how current
considerations will possibly influence
future Soviet disarmament policy.

Soviet disarmament negotiations
since the mid-1940s are reviewed in the
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opening chapter. During the review the
interrelation between Soviet disarma-
ment and foreign policies is revealed,
and the primary goal of Soviet disarma-
ment policy is derived. That this inter-
relationship and primary goal have re-
mained unchanged through the years is
then documented. Six current consid-
erations which influence Soviet dis-
armament policy are presented and ex-
amined in the next two chapters. The
degree of their influence is carefully
analyzed. " The material developed in
the paper leads finally to conclusions
concerning future Soviet disarmament
policy and they are discussed in the
closing chapter.

I — SOVIET
DISARMAMENT POLICY
SINCE WORLD WAR II

At the end of World War II the So-
viet Union and the United States were
the world’s two major powers. This
unique situation of bipolaritv later
proved to have an adverse effect on
world politics. Nevertheless, at this time
the Soviet Union and the Western Allies
were in agreement that the United Na-
ticns organization was needed to help
keep the peace. The Kremlin rulers
could hardly afford to be cynical or in-
different regarding an internationa!l or-
ganization that was deemed desirable
by the entire world, especially since
Soviet propaganda cast them in the role
of the most sincere champions of peace
and security. (6:96) Also, there is little
doubt that the Soviet leaders believed
that an international organization, if it
were kept ineffective in opposing Soviet
interests, might possibly be a useful in-
strument of Soviet policy. Finally, this
organization could serve to prevent or
hinder a renewal of the diplomatic and
political isolation from which the Soviet
Union had suffered throughout most of
her history. (6:97)

One of the major issues to be faced by
the United Nations was the problem of
disarmament. In the aftermath of
World War II, world public opinion
called for an international altempt to
achieve disarmament — not disarma-
ment in the sense that it had been
thought of before — but disarmament
designed to bring about the abolishment
of the atomic bomb as a weapon of war.

The elimination or control of the
atomic bomb was not easily approached
as the United States and the Soviet
Union did not share the same attitude
toward atomic energy. On 10 August
1945, just 4 days after the first atomic
bomh was dropped on Hiroshima, the
Emperor of Japan offered to surrender.
(8:28) This action undoubtedly helped
to foster the widespread belief held by
U.S. authorities that the atomic bomb
had changed previous concepts of war.

On 9 August 1945 President Truman
had said, “The atomic bomb is too dan-
gerous to be loose in a lawless world.”
(86:108) Several writers of the time
put similar thoughts into words when
they wrote:

If one side can eliminate the cities
of the other, it enjoys an advantage
which is practically tantamount to final
victory, provided always its own cities
are not similarly attacked. (11:47)

All of us must recognize that in an-
other three years the United States of
America may not stand alone as a
possessor of atomic bombs and that in
another five to seven years' time, it is
entirely possible that another country
will possess a number of atomic bombs
sufficient to destroy us. (12:26)

Thanks to the possession of the
atomic bomb and an air force of over-
whelming strength, we are today far
stronger than the Soviet Union and
could destroy it. (13:174)

The Soviet attitude toward atomic
energy showed a decided contrast to
that of the United States. It was at Pots-
dam on 24 July 1945 that Stalin was
informed that the United States had an
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atomic bomb and planned to use it
against Japan unless she promptly sur-
rendered. Stalin registered no particu-
lar interest and merely indicated his
satisfaction over the fact that the United
States had an atomic weapon and ex-
pressed a hope that it would be used.
(15:263) This general attitude was re-
flected in official and unofficial sources.

To complicate further the disarma-
ment picture, the first signs of a cold
war struggle appeared in late 1945 while
preparations were being made for the
initial meeting of the United Nations
Atomic Energy Commission (UNAEC).

Disagreement had developed over the
reconstruction of the Polish Govern-
ment, the oppressive Soviet rule in Bul-
garia and Rumania, the disposition of
Trieste, the issue of reparations, and the
Allied administration of Germany.
(59:204) It should not have come as
a surprise to anyone as the shadow of
postwar Soviet foreign policy was much
in evidence in the political concessions
granted by the United States and Great
Britain at Teheran, Yalta, and Potsdam.

In order that the interrelation be-
tween Soviet disarmament and foreign
policies can better be understood be-
low, a brief discussion of Soviet foreign
policy is appropriate at this time. So-
viet foreign policy after World War 11
can be viewed as a methodical attempt
to exploit the wartime achievements of
the Soviet Union, to expand the terri-
tory of the Soviet Union, to increase the

number of her dependent territories,.

and to raise the power and influence of
the Communist Parties throughout the
world. {42:59) As a means of accom-
plishing these goals, the Soviets set
about to prevent or delay the construec-
tion of united non-Communist military
systems. In addition, they worked to-
ward fracturing Allied unity and strip-
ping the United States of her power and
influence. The Soviet Union employed
a use of force or a threat of force, sub-

version, and political, economic, and
psychological methods. (42:31)

The Soviets capitalized on United
States demobilization after the war and
on the West’s desire for peace when they
put their foreign policy into action. By
1947 Russia had control over Lithuania,
Latvia, and Estonia. She was gaining
control of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and
Albania. In addition, she had extracted
economic benefits from [taly and Fin-
land and had made a serious effort to
conquer Greece and institute civil war
in France. (9:123) These Soviet ac-
tions seem to verify the fact that Stalin
was not intimiated by the United States
possession of the atomic bomb.

The Beginning (1946).

On 14 June 1946 the Baruch Plan on
atomic control was presented to the
UNAEC. Although the plan impressed
many Westerners as an offer of un-
paralleled generosity, it created serious
misgivings among Soviet leaders be-
cause it would have deprived Russia of
her veto over Security Council enforce-
ment of the treaty, breached the Iron
Curtain through its provisions for in-
spection and control, and failed to pro-
vide a deadline for the destruction of
the U.S. atomic weapons. {8:55, 60,
72) Andrei Gromyko presented the
Soviet plan at the very next meeting.
He advocated the signing of a conven-
tion which would prohibit the produc-
tion and use of atomie weapons and
provide for the destruction of all exist-
ing atomic stockpiles within three
months, {83:21) He further proposed
the establishment of a committee to
prepare a draft agreement for the out-
lawing of the use of atomic and similar
forms of weapons of destruction.
(83:23)

The Soviet proposals were not much
more than mere statements of prin-
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ciples. The plan was quite vague on
the control problem as it contained no
mention of inspection, international
ownership, or other techniques, of con-
trol. The plan was not vague, however,
on what it was designed to accomplish.
It was an appeal to the world to bring
pressure on the United States to stop
production of atomic weapons and de-
stroy her atomic stockpile. The United
States had demobilized rapidly aflter
World War II, and her only strength
rested in her atomic weapons. (83:182-
183) The Soviets, realizing the signifi-
cance of this, tried to capitalize on it.
If the Soviets could cause the United
States to destroy her atomic stockpile
or accept a ban on its use, the United
States would be weakened to a point at
which she could offer no effective re-
sistance to Russian aggression. Thus,
the Soviets hoped to achieve this fur-
ther weakening of the United States
through a disarmament measure in or-
der to carry out their foreign policy of
expansion throughout Eastern Europe.

On 31 December 1946 the UNAEC
submitted its first report to the Security
Council. (83:50) The report consti-
tuted approval of the Baruch|Plan and
an international control system that was
completely unacceptable to the Rus-
sians. The Soviet ministers launched a
deliberate effort to delay Security Coun-
cil action on this report. The Soviets
fought a delaying action for approxi-
mately 17 months before they were
finally forced to veto the Security Coun-
cil resolution to approve the reports of
the Atomic Energy Commission. (8:-
106)

Gromyko’s speech on 5 March 1947
was typical of the delaying tactics em-
ployed. He proposed an immediate
convention outlawing atomic weapons
and condemned the control system of
the U.S, plan as constituting interfer-
ence with international sovereignty.

(83:65, 69) However, the main objec-
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tive of his speech was to prove that the
United States did not want to relinquish
control over atomic weapons but rather
was trying to secure for herself world
monopoly in the field of atomic energy.
(83:75) The entire speech was an ex-
cellent example of the Soviels” use of
disarmament discussions to delay action
on the Baruch Plan rather than to seek
areas of agreement through negotia-
tions.

The Security Council’s delay in act-
ing on the UNAEC reports provided
time for the Soviets to develop a nuclear
capability while the feasibility of inter-
national control was dissipating. (30:-
22)

Thus, during the time when it had no
atomic weapons, the Soviet Union was
interested in avoiding foreign inter-
ference with its internal affairs, in using
disarmament negotiations to embarrass
the United States, in inducing the
United States to turn over her stockpile
to international control or to destroy it,
and in dragging out negotiations in the
hope of speaking before long from the
position of a nuclear power. (16:73)

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol20/iss9/5 4



Burkemper: Soviet Disarmament PoliSQ—WH?a'f[IB ISARMAMENT 33

Appearance of New Issues,

Two other disarmament issues were
introduced in late 1946 that furnish
some insight into the connection he-
tween Soviet disarmament and foreign
policies.

The fivst issue had to do with a froop
census requested hy the Soviets initially
in a letter to the Sceurity Council on
24 August 1946, (58:1) The Soviets
requested all members of the United
Nations to report to the Sceurity Coun-
cil the numbher and location of their
armed forces in foreign territorvies ex-
cept those in former enemy states, This
request served to reinforee the Commu-
nist agitation to speed up the process of
“bringing the hoys home.” (8:85) The
Sovicts possessed superior conventional
forces, and any disarmament mecasure
that would hasten the reduction ol
Weslern forees in Furope would con-
tribute further to the sueeess of the
Soviets' foreign policy of expansionism,

The sccond issuc had to do with the
introduction of a discussion on general
disarmament. (59:327) The Soviet
resolution was nothing more than a
vague notion of general disarmament
coupled with the “ban the homh”
theme. This type of proposal served the
purposc of distracting attention from
the Sovicts’ foreign policy of expan-
sionism and focusing altention on the
Soviet Union as heing the true pro-
ponent of disarmament,

The major goal of Soviet disarma-
ment policy is considered to have been
established during 19416-1947. The So-
viets soughl to obtain a relative dis.
armament of the West; they were will-
ing to disarm hut their disavmament
proposals were so designed as to disarm
the West to a greater degree by climina-
tion of atomic weapons and drastie re-
duetion of Western conventional forces.
If the West could he weakened through
disarmament, the Soviets would be vir-

tually unhindered in their spread
throughout Fastern Furope and the

Middle East.

End of Baruch Plan Era (1948).

The Baruch Plan era closed in 1948
without agreeinent being reached on
any mujor issue. During the initial
negotiations, the Soviet Union devel-
oped certain negotiating  techniques
that have heen employed throughout
their disarmament talks. One technique
consisted of the habit of attempling to
gain specific strategie and tactical mili-
tary advantages through disarmament
proposals. An cxample of this tech-
nique in action was contained in the
Soviets’ proposal for a Iroop census
which was designed to create pressure
on the Westcrn powers to withdraw
their lorees from Foreign terrirtories.
I this proposal lad heen accepted, the
resultant withdrawal of Western forces
would have improved the 1947 Soviet
attempts Lo establish a Communist re-
gime in Greeee and to isolate Turkey.
(8:85)

The Soviets introduced a sccond tech-
nique that was gearcd fto gain certain
concessions from the Western powers
hefore they would agree to discuss re-
lated issues. For example, Soviet pro-
posals called for the United States to
climinate her nuclear weapons; then
the Soviets would engage in an cffort
to reach accord on international con-
trols lo guaranice ohservance of com-
mitinents, (8:126) Thesc techniques,
if successful, would have resulted in a
weakening of the West through dis-
armament measures, thereby reducing
Western ahility to oppose the exceution
of Sovict Foreign policy.

Vyshinsky Proposal (1948).

On 25 Seplember Andrei Vyshinsky
presented a proposal which, in varying
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forms, was to set the Soviels’ theme for
the entire period from 1948 to the close
of 1954, He accused the United Stales
and the United Kingdom of preparing
for aggressive war against the Soviet
Union and introduced a resolution that
called for a ban on atomic weapons, re-
duction of conventional forces by one-
third, and international control subject
to the veto in the Sccurity Council.
(83:176-177) To reduce conventional
forces by onc-third was the first con-
crete statistical arms reduction proposal
of the postwar era. However, the reduc-
tion was not acceptable to the West as
it would havce created a still greater bal-
ance of power in [avor of the Soviet
Union. (83:185)

The chief characterisic of Vyshin-
sky’s proposal was its rcady adaptability
lo propaganda uses. (8:130) This pro-
posal was introduced before various
United Natious committees and assem-
blies several times and defeated on cach
occasion. (8:131) Continued rcintro-
duetion could not have heen prompted
by any hopc that the proposal would
cventually be accepled but rather by
the desive to get the Western countries
on record time and again as rejecting
“concrete” disarmament schemes pro-
posed by the peacc-loving Soviet Union.
This image was being projected to the
world Lo demenstrate that no oune had
anything to fear from the Soviets and
that Western agreement to disarm was
lacking. In so many words, the Soviets
were attempting to allay Western fears
of Soviet expansionism by presenting
themselves as staunch advocates of
peace and sccurity through disarma.
ment,

Three Major Events,

Three major cvents occurred during
the period of 1949 to 1950 that had s
greater elfect on the disarmament pic-
turc than did actual negotiations and

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol20/iss9/5

discussions in the United Nations.
These weve the formation of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, the So-
viet atomic homb explosion, and the
Korean war.

On 4 April 1949, 12 Western nations
formed the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) designed lo pro-
vide mutual sccurity in the face of
post-World War IT pressures. (42:28)
This constituted a partial defeal of the
Soviel policy to prevent Ihe formalion
of such collective sccurity organiza-
lions. NATO now slood as another oh-
stacle in the way of Moscow’s program
to weaken Western resistance.

Perhaps the most powerful inltuence
on Sovict disarmament policy during
this period resulted from her first suc-
cessful atomic explosion in September
1948, (83:207) At this time the So-
viets abandoned their stand that the
posscssion of nuclear weapons was
prima facie cvidence of aggressive in-
tentions and hegan to stress the preven-
tfion of the usc of atomic weapons rather
than their destruction. In addition, the
Soviets commcnced to advoeate the
peaccful uses of atomic cnergy. This
shift in emphasis was apparcntly de-
signed to keep the Soviets in the role of
the peace lovers by advocating peaceful
over military use of atomic cnergy.

The third event, the Korean war, be-
gan with the Communist attack on
South Korea in June 1950. (42:40)
The war occurred during the course
of the Soviels’ “peacc campaign”™ and
represents an example of Soviet dis-
armainent propaganda hypocrisy, This
Soviet action is partially explained by
the fact that in 1949 and 1950 war was
bringing good results in China, Burma,
Malaya, Indochina, and Korea. (42:64)
Thercfore, while the Soviets could wage
a campaign Tor peace in Furope, lhey
could wage war in Asia,

This so-called peace campaign had
been launched in 1949 at a time when
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Communist emphasis hegan 1o shifl to
the FPar Fast [ollowing a tapering ofl of
gains in Furope. Tis objective was first
to check and then to disintegrate the
West’s gradual awakening 1o the dan-
gers of Sovier and Communisl expan-
sion. {9:135) The 1045-1948 militant
Soviet policy of threats, subversions,
and military foree had genuinely
alarmed the Western Powers and pre-
cipitated counlermeasures on their part.
This new Soviet foreign poliey was thus
aimed al reducing world anxiclies to-
ward Russia and delaying non-Commu-
nist rearmament programs as well as
disrupting the establishment of firmer
anti-Communist foreign policics,

Vyshinsky Proposal (1954),

Vyshinsky’s speech on 30 September
1954, at the Ninth Session of the Gen-
eral Asscinbly, provides an excellent
example of the interrelation of Soviet
disarmament  and  foreign  policies.
Vyshinsky introduced a proposal the
most significant leature of which was
to suggest that the Soviel Unlon would
aceept the British-French memorandum
of 11 June 1954 as a bhasis for discus-
sion and negotiation. (30:26} The
British-French memorandum had of-
[ered a comprehensive set of disarma-
ment steps, beginning with prohibition
of the use of nuclear weapons except for
delfense against aggression and proceed-
ing stage by slage Lo total elimination
ol bomh stockpiles and total contral.
(30:25) Mvr. Vyshinsky set forth his
proposal in such a manner as to create
the impression that the Soviet Union
had accepted practically the entire
Western position and that little stood
i the way of a final agreement. West-
ern spokesmen engaged Vyshinsky in
an intense probing operation in order
to determine exactly what kind of dis-
armament system  the Soviel Union
envisioned, The disappointing discov-

Cry was that the dillerences hetween the
Soviet Union and the West had nar-
rowed in that there was agreement on
the basie principles of a step-by-step
approach to the nuelear problems and
numerical eeilings on manpower in-
stead of a pereentage cut, hul not to the
exteni claimed by Vyshinsky, (8:232)
The Soviet Union and the West were
still far apart en the question of inspec-
tion, and the Vyshinsky proposal did
not constitute agreement with the West-
crn position. Yet, it seemed that recent
Soviet actions and statements in the
fall United Nations debates and the
manner in which this proposal was pre-
sented were meant to indieate that the
arms racc was soon to he settled. What
was lhe explanation? The answer ap-
pears to be thal Russia was hoping to
achieve a foreign policy goal of defeat-
ing the buildup of non-Communist
colleetive security systems hy endeavor-
ing to convinee the world that she was
sinecrely negotiating [or a disarmament
agrecment. By making it appear that
the Fast and Wesl were close to an arins
agrecment, the Soviets hoped to prove
to non-Communists that militavy prepa-
rations vis-a-vis Russia were totally
unneceessary. The fact that the Soviets
Lad attenpted to deceive public opinion
in regard to their 30 September dis-
armamenl plan and the entire theme of
the Russian campaign to defeat the
Furopean Defense Community support

this. (18:58.39)

Soviet Foreign Policy Change
(1955).

Prior to the spring of 1955 the for-
eign policy of the Kremlin leaders eould
generally be charaetevized as hostile to
all sections of the non-Communist
world. Khrushchev took steps 1o alter
this. The guidelines of post-1955 Sovict
foreign policy were revealed at a slormy
session of the Central Committee of the
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Communist Party held in early July
1955 (18:228) and further delincated
at the 20th Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union in February
1956. (18:322) In this the Sovicts de-
parted from their belief that a Commu-
nist revolution in the Western counlries
was imminent and indicated that a Com-
munist-inspired uphcaval would not he
successful at this time (18:228) and
that war in the nuclear age was no
longer inevitable. To effect this new
policy, the Soviet Union inaugurated
steps to prove her peaceful motives.
She relaxed her harsh attitude toward
Communist governments which did not
slavishly follow Moscow communism;
{18:345) shc departed from the “two
camp” theory, implying that there was
room for neutralism, and set ahout to
create a belt of neutral nations; (18:
228} and she acknowledged that violent
revolutions are not the only road to
socialism. (59:282) 1n this lalter re-
gard she attempted to estahlish good
relations with the Socialist Parties of
Western Llurope and sought accommo-
dation with non-Socialist governments
in other European statcs. Through these
various moves, the Kremlin leaders
sought to prove that Russia had no ag-
gressive aims and that the strengthen-
ing of NATO was nol nccessary.

This new courting of neutral nations
extended to the southern and castern
parts of the world. Tt was pursued by
conferences, Soviet state visits, and the
feting of neutralist leaders in Moscow.
(18:302)

This bricf comment on Soviet foreign
poliey reveals the degree to which Se.
viet tactics and strategy had altercd in
relation to carlier periods, However, the
primary goal of 1945.1955 pelicy, to
weaken the ties between the United
States and other nations and 1o
strengthen the relationship of these
nations with Russia, rcmained un-
changed,

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol20/iss9/5

10 May 1955 Soviet Proposal.

These changes in [oreign poliey tac-
tics and strategy were rellected in the
Sovict disarmament policy. The mili-
lancy of previous Soviet foreign policy
and the gencral helief that all non-Com-
munists were anti-Communist precluded
any possibility ol success with carlier
Sovict disarmament policy. Khrush-
chev's “peaceful coexistence™ and “threc
camps” philosophy changed this. He
believed that a new disarmamenl policy
could be devised that would work per-
feetly with other Soviet moves to con-
vince the world that it had nothing Lo
fear from the Soviet Union,

The Soviets’ first disarmament pro-
posal under this new policy was made
on 10 May 1955. The first part was
closely in line with the program that the
Sovict Union had introduced year after
year in that it called for an end to
propaganda, the settlement of outstand-
ing problems through international ne-
otiation, withdrawal of all troops [rom
German territory, liquidation of foreign
military bases, fostering of peaceful
uscs of the alom, settlecment of T'ar Fast-
ern problems, and removal of barriers
to trade. (8:290-291) This first part
represented a clear-cut demonstration of
the Sovicls’ presenting foreipn policy
goals in a disarmament proposal. How-
ever, the overall proposal did show that
it was in agreement with disarmament
measures outlined by the Western pow-
ers, except on three important points,
I'irst, it called for early climination of
forcign military bases. Sccond, the Rus.
glans insisted that a complete prohibi-
tion of the use of atomic weapons
would hecome effective at the time 75
per cent of the total reductions of
armed forces and conveutional arma-
ments had heen aceomplished. Third,
the Soviels proposed completion of their
disarmament proposal in two steps with-

in a 2-year period, (83:461-463) Con-
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sideration of these points again clearly
shows that the Soviets still were con-
linuing the attempts which they hegan
in 1946 to aceclerate the reduction of
Western strength through disarmament
measures.

With relatively minor variations,
Russian chief disarmament proposals
fron 10 May 1955 to the end of 1957
contained provisions which called for
{1) a reduction of occupation forees
in Germany, (2) substantial reductions
in NATO and Warsaw I’act {orces, (3)
inspection and limitation of arms in a
trial zonc in Germany and “adjacent
states,” (4) complete prohibition of
nuclear weapons in the above zones, and
(5) a mnonaggression pact between
NATO and Warsaw DPact countries,
(83:752)

Change in Emphasis (1958).

In comparison to previous periods,
the only noticeable dilferences have
heen those of emphasis rather than com-
plete shifts in policy. The Russians
continued to interrelate their peace and
disarmament themes while emphasizing
their military and economic power. Be-
ginning as carly as the time of the
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile launch-
ing in 1957, the Russians have endeav-
ored to convince the West that it cannot
beat the Russians in the arms race:
there is no reason to try hecause the
Sovict Union obviously supports peace
and disarmamcnt as witnessed by her
many disarmament proposals and her
stress on peaceful coexistence. In this
regard, a statement of world Commu.-
nist policy issued in Moscow in Decem-
ber 1960 indicated the helief that the
Fast-West power strugple was heing won
by the East. (74:191) TIf this be true,
then Moscow certainly did not want
substantive disarmament negotiations,
What the Soviets would employ in this
situation are intimidation {ecxtreme

propagandizing of Fastern strength)
and persuasion {appealing disarma-
ment proposals),

“Peacciul Coexistenee™ (1961).

The Soviets entered this period with
a policy established by Khrushehev in
his deelaration that “peace is inevit-
able” and that *war will not help us
reach our goal.” That Khrushchev
seemed anxious to carry oul this policy
was cvidenced by his reaction to the
Cuban Bay of Pigs incident. In a mes-
sage to I'resident Kennedy in April
1961 he stated that he would not allow
the Cuban attack to interfere with
United States-Soviel negotiations on
casing cold war tensions “and all other
questions the solution of which would
promote peaceful coexistence.” {46
3476) Iowever, the Russians did not
religiously adhere to this line,

The Sovicts demonstrated great agil-
ity in handling the soft and hard sell.
Onc example of their taking advantage
of every opportunity to appear in a good
light occurred on 20 September 1961
when, following a series of some 10
nuclear tests, Nikita Khrushchev en-
dorsed Pope John XXIII's appeal for
East-West negotiations to end world
tension. (47:318)

Onee their tests were salisfactorily
completed, the Soviets hegan to advo-
cate & han on nuclear testing with at
least a moratorium on underground
testing, This immediate reversal of
attitude was dirccted at undermining
11.S. preparations to resume testing. To
keep the pressure on the United Stales,
Mme. Nikita S. Khrushchev issued a
call for peacc and a gencral disarma-
ment program in a February 1962 short-
wave radio broadcast to the women of
Ameriea, (48:253) And Nikita kept
things stirred up with a series of state-
ments intended to coerce some and calm
others. He declared on 16 March that
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the Soviet Union had an invulnerable
“global” rocket not deteetable by the
U.S, early warning system. In addition,
he stated that Russia would work for a
disarmament agreement at Geneva and
warned the West that a settlement must
be reached in the Berlin situation.
(49:317-318) The halance of the year
was devoted to similar utterances.

The year 1963 opened with the So-
viet Union calling for the liquidation
of foreign bases. It closed with the
signing of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty (LNTBT) on 5 August 1963. In
a message to Red Chinese leaders on
August 21 Khrushchey referred to the
LNTBT as “our victory.” He stated
that the treaty will “perpetuate not the
American nuclear monopoly, but the
fact of its liquidation.” (2:25)

Modified “Peaceful Coexistence™
(1964-Present).

On 11 February 1964 the Soviet
Union proposed carly elimination of
submarine-hased missiles, a move that
would have placed the nuelear halance
of power in her favor. (43:243)
Throughout the year the Russians con-
tinued to insist that nueclear delivery
systems must be eliminated at the out-
set of an arms pact (44:181} and that
an early German peace settlement must
be negotiated to improve East-West re-
lations, (50:250) The year closed with
a pledge from Brezhnev and Kosygin to
continue the policy of peaceful coexist-
ence cstahlished by the deposed Khrush-
chev. (51:374)

The Russians have continued to work
to get the United Slates out of Europe
and weaken the ties between the United
States and her Western Allies. This was
the point of Sovict delepate Tsarapkin
at the 18-nation Geneva disarmament
talks in August 1965, when he informed
the eonferees that the Geneva negotia-
tions could make no progress until the

United States withdrew her oversens
troops and dismanitled her bases in for-
cign territories. (45:247)

The Chinesc Communists have chal-
lenged the Sovicts for leadership in Lhe
Communist world and with a ncwly
developed nuelear capability pose a real
physical threat to the Soviet Union,
The Soviels are caught in thc middle,
They need to hack North Vietnam if
they hope to be acknowledged as leaders
of the Communist camp. (76:141} But
they eannot hack ITanoi to the degree
that escalation will bring about a clash
between the United States and Red
China. This would present Russia with
a dificult choice: whether to remain
neutral and jeopardize Sovict influence
in the Communist world, or to come to
the aid of Red China in aceordance with
the Sino-Soviet Agreement of 1950 and
risk a nuclear confrontation with the
United States, {20:39-41)

Developments in 1966 indicated that
the Soviet Union is not maneuvering Lo
obtain a major détente with the United
States hut appears more interested in
indirect maneuvers for exploiting the
disagreements within the Western Al
liance. The Soviets have been concen-
trating on probing the weak spots of
the Western position, both in Lurope
and among the new nations, They had
apparently decided that a Dreathing
spell eould be obtained in the arms race
without mancuvering for an overall
détente, and that they could continue
undermining Western positions in vari.
ous parls of the world, (40:30) A de-
viation from this approach appeared in
late 1966 when it was revealed that the
Sovicls were deploying an antihallistic
missile defense, (72:1) However, even
this move does not seem irreversible as
discussions were being held in early
1967 hetween the United States and
Russia eoncerning possible agreement
on the abandonment of development
and deployment of such systems, (62:
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10) Further evidence to indicate that
the Soviets may be secking a breathing
spell in the arms race is possibly con-
tained in the United States-Soviet Union
freaty to han nuclear weapons from
outer space signed on 27 January 1967,
(82:3)

II — INTERNAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Various intcrnal considerations exer-
cise an cffect on the Soviet Union’s dis-
armament policy. Among the most
influential of these are the cconomie
situation in the Sovict Union, the Soviet
decp-seated objections to inspection and
control in econjunction with disarma-
ment proposals, and the possibility of
the Sovicts gaining a military advan-
tage over the Western World. The first
of these influences could cause the Rus-
sians to scck relicf from the arms race,
while the last two might militatc against
agreement in disarmament negotia-
tions. These three considerations will
now be discussed.

The Soviet Economic Situation.

In the field of economics the greatest
problems appear to lic in agriculture
and industry, in improving the standard
of living, and in defensc and space
spending,.

Agriculture and Industry.In Jan-
nary 1959 Premier Khrushchev's key-
note speech to the 21st Soviet Com-
munist Party Congress contained a
timetahle for a Soviet economic victory
over capitalism. By 1970, Khrushchev
claimed, Soviet agriculture and indus-
try both would he out-producing the
United States on a per capita hasis and
in total output. (61:122) Khrushchev's
hoast has turned out to he a pross mis-
calculation. Based on current trends,
per capita Sovict production in 1970

.

may he no more than 30 percent of the
United States oulput. (37:2)

The eritical predicament ol Soviet
agriculture is confirmed by the fact
that the Soviets have heen foreed to im-
port grain in 1963, 1964, and 1965.
Reliable reports show that they bought
a total of 1,100,000 tons of grain from
Canada, Belgium, and France hetween
October 1964 and February 1965, In
addition, the Soviet Union madc hupe
purchases of soybecans in the United
States, of wool in Australia, and of
eattle in various Furopcan countries.
(22:223) In June 19606 they signed an
agreement with Canada to obtain 800
million tons of grain and another agree-
ment with France to obtain 200 million
tons of grain. The grain is to be re-
ccived over the next 3 years, (29:1)

Morcover, one must consider the fact
that an adverse change in nature may
combine with inherent Communist in-
cfliciency Lo prolong the agricultural
difficulties. During the past 15 years,
cooler and wetter summers have becn
unfavorable to wheal and rye in the
northern part of Russia, while other
arcas have been plagued by droughts,
Studics have indicated that these con-
ditions could prevail for the next 200
years, (37:2)

Iowever, agriculture still suffers most
from the rescntment of peasants on col-
lective farms, In recent ycars small,
peasant-owned private plots, which
make up only 3 to 4 percent of the
arable land, accounted for 30 to 40 per-
cent of total Sovict agricultural produc-
tion. (91:1018) Additional agricul-
tural difficultics can be traced to a
failurc to emphasize production of fer-
tilizer and pesticides, the overcropping
of new lands which exhausted their
moisture, and an attempt to grow cer-
tain erops on land not suited for them.
(91:1021)

In industry, plants built in the 1930’
are still being operated. Money is badly
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nceded for rvetooling and capital in-
vestment, hut it is in short supply.
(65:1) Industrial output has heen
hampered by had management, waste-
fulness, and an incffective use of the
country’s labor force. TFor cxample,
every year millions of industrial work-
ers move from one plant to another on
their own initiative, and ahout onec-
third of these transferces change their
profession. In 1963 these movements
werce cstimated Lo cost the economny two
billion rubles in lost man-days. (67:
623)

The Soviets are making cvery effort
to overcome their economie difliculties
in the arca of agriculturc and industry.
In the new Five Year Plan, 205 billion
rubles ($227.5 hillion) are being in-
vested in agriculture, industry, trans-
portation, and communications. Two-
fifths of this amount have heen allocated
to industry. {67:623) This and other
efforts will be necessary to achicve a
vitalization of Soviet agriculturc and
industry and may causc the Soviets to
heeome more genuinely intercsted in
disarmament negotiations to slow down
or climinate the arms race,

Improved Standard of Living,
The Soviet leaders have been faced for
some years wilh the perennial choice
of invesling in heavy or light industry.
FFor some time the decision has heen in
favor of producer goods and raw ma-
terials at the expense of consumer goods,
However, after Stalin’s death in 1953
Georgi Malenkov tried to bring aboul
substanlial increases in consumer dur-
ables. Although the attempt was not
successful, the idea was retained hy
Khrushchev, Bulganin, and others. The
Soviel’s Seven Year Plan for 1959-1965
promised increased quantities of milk,
butter, meat, sugar, vegetahles, and
fruit. Turther, good and attractive
clothing and shoes were to be available,
and the people’s housing situation was

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol20/iss9/5

to be improved. (61:122) Khrush-
chev made extravagant promises of dra-
matic improvements in living standards
in the late 1950’ and sparked a revolu-
tion of rising expectalions among the
populace that has not been fulfilled. In
addition, 1959 saw Khrushchev prom-
isc higher real wages, inercased mini-
mum wages, a shorter workweek, and
abolition of the Soviet income tax.
These promises cither have not been
met or have only heen partially real-
ized. (61:176)

Following the removal of Khrush-
chev, the new Soviet leaders, Brezhnev
and Kosypin, continued efforts to raise
the standard of living of the Soviet
people. At the 23rd Party Congress
Premier Kosygin deelared that consu-
mer goods industries will grow hy 43-46
pereent during the years 1966-1970 as
comparcd fo a 36 percent prowth for
1961-1965. {90:225)  Significantly,
these industries are to grow almost as
rapidly as heavy industry. Kosygin's
statement also contained a promise of
higher quality consumer poods and a
greater variety.

Some European experts argue that
the Soviet Union has gone heyond the
point of no return in her cforts to im-
prove Lhe standard of living, These ex-
perts helieve that a consumer-dominated
economy is inevitable. (14:174) The
Sovict leaders are now faced with the
problem of providing this higher stand-
ard of living, and it probably will he
achicved only al the expense of other
Soviet endeavors, possibly the arms
race,

Defense and Spaee Spending.
The pace of fulnre Soviel ecconomic ex-
pansion is a pgreat unknown. Onc of
the key vuariables in determining that
pace is the hurden of defense and space
expenditures that the Soviet Union will
have to bear in the coming years, Ex-
penditures on defense and spaee ex-
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ploration may be considered together
since both have military implications
and require similar kinds of inputs,
{90:225) Decfensc and space produc-
tion place a serious demand on rescarch
and managerial personnel and material
resources. Russia invests a high pro-
portion of such talent on nuclear and
rocket rescarch and on weapons devel-
opment. (91:1021) A reduction in
thesc expenditures could enable the gov-
ernment to shift large quantities of
resources to help meet the needs of the
civilian economy. (61:239)

In the avea of monetary expenditures,
Premier Kosygin anuounced a 500
million ruhle ($550 million) reduction
in the Sovict Armed Forees hudget in
December 1964, (91:1023) However,
onc year later, in December 1965, Ko-
sygin announced that his couniry was
forced to increase the military burdget
for 1966 by 600 million rubles hueause
the United States is “whipping up mili-
tary psychosis.” (55:1) Still one year
later, in December 1966, the Soviet
Government announced an increase in
its defensc spending for 1967, The in.
ereasc will create a 1967 defense budpet
that will be 8 percent greater than il
was in 1966, (70:1) These annual in-
ereases seem to bear out J. M. Mackin-
tosh when he wrote: “As scen in 1960,
the priorities of Sovict economie policy
appear to be: first, defence and sci-
ence; and sccond, the standard of living
required to pgive the Soviet Union
‘model’ status. . ..” (42:329) No onc
scems to know where it will end. Fvi-
dence ecan bhe presented to show that
such defense spending does not severely
strain the Sovict cconomy. However,
in a very rea! sense any amount of de-
fense spending places a “burden” on a
nation’s cconomy, {90:225) In sup-
port of this, one may note that Kremlin
cconomic planners  have protested
against the installation of an antimis-
sile-missile system in the Soviet Union

on the hasis of the cost involved. (69
59)

As noted above, defense and space
programs place a large demand on sci-
entists, techniclans, and specialized
production facilitics. These resources
are needed to achicve success in in-
creasing industrial productivity and
cfliciency, hoosting agricultural output,
and cxpanding consminer goods output.
(90:241} It is fairly well accepted that
the more that is spent on defensc now,
the lower will he the growth rate. The
Soviet Union scems to be [aced with a
diflicult choice between trying to win
the economic growth vace with the
United States and retaining her posi-
tion as champion of world communism.
(90:241)

Objections to Inspeetion and
Control,

Of all the major issues involved in
disarmament negotialions, the Soviet
hent on scereey in inspeetion and con-
trel has heen one of the most stubborn
and most persistent issues frustrating
disarmament agreement,  (17:142)
The Soviets registered their first objec-
tion in this regard when they opposed
the comprehensive international inspec-
tion and control incasurcs of the Baruch
Plan.
three prime determinants of the Soviet
stress on scerecy with vegard to inspee-
tion and control.

Political Factors, In the time of
the Tsars, scercey was used as a sereen
between the Russian autoeratic system
and the industrial revolution, The Rus.
sian rulers deliberately preserved the
hackwardness of their country in order
to safeguard their power. As Russia’s
industrializing Weslern neighbors grad-
ually pulled ahead of her, the need for
scerecy inereased. The ltussian masses
could not be allowed to compare their
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miserable condition wilh that of their
more fortunate neighbors. (26:726)

Stalin used secrecy as a device to
maintain the regime’s grip on the social
order. Secrcey was achieved hy scgre-
gating all social groups through the
ercetion of communication harriers be-
tween Russian rank and file and lhe
elite, and between dilferent elites. (17:
145} In this regard, the maintenance
of internal bharricrs to the flow of in-
formation helped sceure the status of
the top leaders and reduced the possible
influence of the rank and file on policy
formulation. (17:1406)

Sovict leadership has heen equally
intent on protecting its political control
structure from outside inlluences as
well. An objeet of Soviet concern is
the very existence of alternative loyal-
ties, appeals, and ideologies. (17:146)
An illustration of how strong this feel-
ing is can be found in Stalin’s rcfusal
to allow Allicd planes or troops to he
stationed in the Sovict Union in 1942.
44, cven though such forees could have
rendered valuable assistance.

In addition, the Soviets have ecm-
ployed scercey as a weapon in both do-
meslic and international political war-
fare. The ocenrrence of accidents,
disaslers, or disorders within the Soviet
Union are rarely reported in Soviet
news media. This may stem from a pol-
icy to minimize adversc information
and not to disturh confidence in the
Communist system of government.
(17:147) Essential to internal and ex-
lernal Soviet politics is the image of

progress —- the image of communism

as the “wave of the future,” A carelul
manipulation of information supports
this image through the accentuation of
positive accomplishment and the dis-
simulation of failure. (26:733)

Economie Factors, The Soviet
Union has been reluctant to open the
country to outsiders for fcar of cxpos-

ing economic wcaknesses. Many pro-
duction facilitics, laboratories, and
some of the armaments in stockpiles arc
admitied to be below Western stand-
ards. The Soviels do not wish to exhibil
such ilems, especially to Westerners,
(39:53} It is possible, however, that
improvements in material conditions
might reduce thelr reluctance to aceept
reasonable inspection proposals out of
fear of exposing “shameful” spots to
forcign ohservers. {64:419.420) One
Sovict official is credited with saying
that the attitudes of the United Stales
and the Soviet Union toward sccrecy
will change in the future, This will oc-
cur when socialism is on the top and
capitalism on the bottom. At thal time
the Soviet Union will allow inspection
“of cverything” and the United Stales
will be the party to rcfuse entry to for-

cipners. (39:53)

Military Factors. In a military
sense it is quite probahle that the So-
viet Uniou regards scercey as an im-
portant assct. In fact, il is not too
hard to conclude thal secrecy may he
an integral part of Soviet doctrine:

If the 1961 Amecrican estimates of
the relatively modest seale of Russian
strategic capacity are correet, we have
a ready explanation of the Russians’
unwillingness to allow their territory
to be inspected to this degreec (re-
quited by the West). For it is un-
deniably likely that teams of inspectors
visiting several timics a year any part
of Russia in which a shock wave has
been recorded, might loeate onc or
more of the Russian ICBM sites. And
if there are indeed less than Alty of
thesc missiles in existence — grouped
probably in sites eontaining several
wissiles — the discovery of even a few
of these sites would begin to destroy
the inynlnerability of the main Russian
strategie deterrent. Such are the awk-
ward consequences of the Russians’
having adopted a policy of the “mini-
mum deterrent” dependent for its in-
vulnerability upon secreey. (79:171)
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Secrecy scrves hoth to cover weak-
nesses and to keep n potential cnemy
guessing about clements of strength.
Further, secreey obscurcs the direction
and rate of military vesearch and devel-
opment, For example, Soviet secrecy
was responsible for the myth of the mis.
sile gap in the 1960%, (17:147) Se-
creey also prevents an accurate estimate
of Sovict capabilitics, Many times in
the past the Unired States has credited
the Sovict Armed TForces with greater
strength or combat readiness than was
warranted. (17:148)

Finally, it is quite possible that West-
ern determinalion that inspection sys-
tems must be established hefore dis.
armament takes place only serves to
revive Communisl fears that capilalist
disarmament proposals are designed for
cspionage.

One of the difliculties in any inspec.
tion seheme is that it is hound to yield
information heyond its intended pur-
pose. This is partly heeausce the per-
sonnel and teelmiques of surveillanee
will aimply “see” a lot of things other
than the particular objeets and activi-
ties that they are intended to monitor,

Tt is partly beeause some ol the very

knowledge required in order to verily

eompliance, or in order lo safeguard
against dangerous mililary prepara-
tions outside the agrecment, will itsel
he “sensitive’” information. That is,
it will he information that ean bhe
misused by the inspeeting country, or
thalt is eonducive lo military instiall-
ity, The ohvious examnple, and onc
that is alleged o underlie the Soviel
depreciation of inspeetion and control,

is the acquisition of 1argeting informa-

tion for a strategic attack as a hy-

product of an inspection system
intended to  reduee  vulnerability,

(28:103)

The Sovict Union undoubtedly recog-
nizes that beenuse of the Tron Curtain
any international inspection or econtrol
system operating within her boundaries
would henefit the West more than an
equivalent system operating in the West.
There is a strong possibility that the

Soviel Union already has most of the
information the system would develap,
(10:274) TUnless Moscow is given com-
pelling reasons, she is not likely to sur-
render this strategic advantage.

Potential Soviet Military
Advantage.

The third major influence on the So.
viet attitude toward disarmament is
hased on the premise that the Sovict
Union is gaining offensive and defen-
sive advantages over the West, and that
it the event of all-oul war capitalism
would be destroyed whereas socialism
would survive,

Offensive Advantage, In a report
to the Supreme Soviets on 14 Jannary
1960 TPremier Khrushehey asserted,
“The halance of forces in the interna-
tional arena is in favor of the peacc-
loving states.” (24:923) Khrushchey
assured the assembly that Russia had
suflicient nuclear weapons and weapons
carriers literally to wipe any aggressor
off the face of the earth. He further
staled that the Soviet Union has the
advantage of an enormous arca and of
a population which is less concentrated
in large industrial ecnters than are the
inhabitants of many other countrics.
Marshal R. Malinovsky, the Soviel
Minister of Defense, echoed the same
hasic sentiments in 1962, In an inter-
view with Pravde, he proclaimed with
all of the authority of his office “that we
are now the stronger, and of course we
are not standing still.” (24:924) He
stated that the Sovicts would rout any-
one who attacked them or their allies. A
month later he warned the *“imperial-
ists” not to touch or threaten the Soviet
Union, lest they be eonsumed without
trace in nuclear hell. (24:924) 1le
hoasted of Soviel conventional forees,
rocket forees, and missile-equipped land
forces and proclaimed that Polaris sub-
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marines would not he spared from de-
struetion.

Whether or not these hoasts were ae-
curate in the early 1960°s or are accu-
rate today is not known, What is known
is that the Sovict Union is engaged in
massive military rescarch and new
weapon development program geared Lo
acquire the cquipments necessary to
hack up their claims,

The Soviets have developed a whole
new family of solid-fucled missiles,
ranging from relatively short-range
battleficld weapons to I[CBMs and long-
range snhmarine-based missiles. In the
ICBM ficld the Soviets apparently are
concentrating on two types of mulli-
stage, solid-fueled missiles — one used
in silo-launched hardened sites and the
other used on a mobhile, caterpillar-
tracked launcher. Additionally, top
Soviet military oflicials made frequent
reference in 1965 to their development
of maneuverable warheads for [CBMs
designed as a penetration aid. The So-
viels are also pursuing significant
liquid-fueled rocket developments with
indications that these can be used as
specialized weapons to boost warheads
as powerful as 100 megatons. [Purther,
the Soviets have moved to a Polaris-type
submarine and wunderwater-launched
missile with much longer range. Both
the submarinc and the missile are in
large-scale production. (73:90)

In December 1966, Vice Admiral
Charles B. Martell, U.S, Navy, an-
nounecd that the Russians have em-
barked on an aggressive submarine
building program and now have more
than 40 nuclear submarines., (87:23)
Admiral Martell placed the total Rus-
sian suhmarine force at 400 in all, able
to carry 120 missiles.

In contrast to Soviet efforts, the 1.8,
Joint Chiefs of Stalf fecl that budgetary
cuts to compensate for the war in Viet-
nam have continually postponed many
major .S, advanced weapons systems,

{34:11) The Joint Chicfs are con-
cerned that the Soviets are accomplish-
ing more in advanced weaponry than
Sceretary of Defense McNamara is giv.
ing them credit for, (89:16) As an
example, in the same year that Scere-
tary McNamara told Congress that the
Soviets had no solid-fueled missile ca-
pability, the Soviets unveiled a whole
family of thesc missiles, indicating sce-
ond generation development in their

solid-fueled ICBM program. (34:11)

Defensive Advantage, The Sovicts
have been concentrating their antisub-
marine warfare program on new detec-
tion deviees, development of nuclear
depth bombs, and hunter-killer type
snbmarines, They apparently fecl thal
detection, tracking, and destruction are
feasible tactics against a planned total
.8, force of only 41 Polaris-Lype sub-
marines. (73:90)

The Soviets are making their major
move in the development and deploy-
ment of an elaborate system of anti-
missile defcnse. Their nnclear weapon
production, which they claim has sur-
passed that of the United States, is be-
lieved primarily devoted now to rela-
tively small nuclear warheads for
antimissile weapons. The Soviet anti-
missile defensc syslem apparently in-
cludes bhoth an extremely high-altitude
interception and destruct capability and
a medium-allitude capability coupled
with a new radar system capable of dis-
crimiuating between authentic warhead
reentry vehicles and decoys, (73:90)

Liitle is known about the eflicacy of
this system, but most experts helieve it
must have al least a fractional cffective-
ness or it would not have been deployed.
{4:3) Howcver, the new missile siles
arc believed to be in place or going into
place not only around Moscow and
Leningrad but also around other major
cities. (G9:59)

The Soviets’ decision to start produc-
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tion, after several false starts, was ap-
parently made in 1964 after they had
time to analyze the results of their
A-bomb tests of 1961-62. Those 196]-
62 tests, the most extensive ever con-
dueted, were designed in part to gauge
the “kill power™ of antimissiles at vari-
ous altitudes. The tests provided vital
information and, it is reported, con-
vineed Soviet leaders that an anti.
missile-missile  was  worth  huilding.
{81:31)

What was the vital information that
these tests provided? I is quite pos-
sible that it was the diseovery of the
effects of a nuelear explosion byprod-
known as eleclromagnetic  pulses
(FMP). In their column on 27 Jan-
uary 1963 coluninists Robert Allen and
Paul Scott wrote:

Several weeks ngo this column dis.
closed that these new Sovict lests have
heen most extracrdinary. They include
a numher of hallistic missile firings,
ranging from ICBMs 1o anti-missile
niissiles. In onec of these tests, threc
IRBMs were destroyed by a single
nuclear blast from the warhcad of
what 1.8, experts believe is the latest
Sovict anti-missile missile.

The U.S. has had no camparable
tests. (1:6)

The Preparedness Investigating Sub-
committee of the Committee on Armed
Services of the United States Scnate re.
ported the following in 1963:

The Soviets have overtaken and sur-
passed us in design of high-yield nu-
clear weapons. They may possess
knowledge of wenpons effects and anti-
hallistic missile programs supcrior to
ours, . . . 1t is prudcot to assume that
the Sovict Union has acquired o uni-
que and potentially valuable body of
data on high-yield blast shoek, and
clectromagnetie  pulse  phenomena
which is not available to the United
States. (71:15)

FMP is a phenomenon of physies
that can devastate power facilities and
communications.  When  clectronics

equipment is hit by a burst of IMP,
the effeet is like a lightning bolt. The
hlast can melt wires, burn out tran-
sistorized eircuits, and break insulation.
(54:77) The fear is that the Sovicts’
antimissile-missile system may be ca-
pable of deactivating United States mis-
siles in their silos by EMI* from
exploding high-yield nuclear weapons.
The missiles in the silo would be ren-
dered incrt, incapahle of heing fired or
casily repaired. (71:14-15)

The U.S. Defense Deparlment has
given a high priority to EMI research
at the Atomie [nergy Commission’s
laboratory at Los Alamos. Combinced
efforts of the AFC and the U.S. Air
Foree have produced clementary meth-
ods for shiclding missile launching fa-
cilities from [EMP effects, (54:77)
Other work is heing done to develop
cleetronic cquipment less sensitive to
radiation, hut its ecffcetivencss againsi
high-yicld explosives will be question-
able. (71:14-15)

As this paper is being written the
question of the extent and effectivencss
of the Soviets’ anlimissile system con-
linues Lo he raised in various guarters.
An article in the 6 February 1967 issuc
of US. News & World Report stated
that a Russian hreakthrough in missile
defense is ecausing open and serions
concern among United States scientists
and military men. (35:36) This par-
ticular report was diseonnted by Penta-
gon oflicials. (53:7) On 3 February
1967 an cxamination of the Russian
developments and their possible con-
scquences to the United States was
clearly presented in a New York Times
article by Hanson Baldwin, (5:1} Mr.
Baldwin cited the U.S. knowledpe gap,
that the destruction or ncutralization of
missile warhcads might he accomplished
hy one of several effccts, and predicted
sweeping strategic, political, and cco-
nomic consequences for the United
States.
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IIT — EXTERNAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Just s there are certain internal con-
siderations which must be examined in
an effort to understand the hasis for
currcnt  Soviet disarmament policy,
there are external considerations as
well. Three such considerations appear
to be most influential and will now he
examincd. They are the Sovicts” con-
eern over nuclear proliferation, NATO
nuclear sharing, and Communist China.
The first and third of these influences
might be considercd as conducive to
Soviet agreement to certain disarma-
ment measures, whereas the second ap-
pears to be an obstaele in the path of
agrcement,

Nuelear Proliferation.

The problem of nuclear proliferation
has been with us since the early 1940,
Despite strict U.S. security policies and
many vigorous protests, the world’s
“nuclear club” now bas five members.
(33:1) Russia gnined membership in
1949 which spurred the British to pro-
duce their bomb in 1952, France, which
hecaine the fourth nuclear power in
1960, was [ollowed hy Red China in
1964. Just how critieal is the prohlem
of proliferation, and how is it viewed
by the Soviets? We will now deal with
the issues involved in the answers to
this question,

An Influence for Evil?

Nueclear proliferation has long heen.

viewed as being politically, militarily,
and morally bad, as it could conceivahly
contribute to political instabilities and
incrcase the chances of nuclear war.
{21:10) This gives rise to fear of ac-
cidental war, catalytie war, escalation
of small or limited wars into general
war, and unstable relations among nu-
clear nations.

Secretary McNamara registered con-
cern over accidental war resulting from
an aceldental explosion in his testimony
hefore the Joint Committee on Alomic
Fnergy in March 1966. (63:18) Ilc
ventured that nuclear weapons in the
hands of small powcrs threaten “the al-
most certain result of an accidental
detonation at some Hme,” with difficul-
ties in diagnosing the causc of detona-
tion giving rise 1o the risk of nuclear
war. ITowever, an opposile view holds
that it simply is not plausible that an
accidental nuclear explosion could stam-
pede a major nuclear power into o gen-
eral war, {77:4)

The scenario for a catalytic war calls
for a minor nuclear power to launch a
nuelcar attack on onc major power and
make it appear that the attack came
from another major power, {77:5) A
variation would be an attack on hoth
while the small power simulates cach of
the two major powcrs. United States
oflicials do not give this theory much
credibility. They claim thal modern
radar and other present-day deviees
would instantly tell where any bomb or
missile came from, and eite the Wash-
ington-Moscow “hot line” as being
available for instant consultation.
(57:34) Calalytic war is helieved to
be a remote possibility only il the re-
taliatory forces of the major powers
are highly vulnerable and if relations
between the major powers are already
in a high state of tension.

The danger of cscalation appears to
exist with or without nuclear weapon
dissemination. Iowever, the Nth coun-
try problem does increase the risk of
nuclear wars occurring belween small
powers. {(77:5) There are few who
hold that escalation of small or limiled
wars will result from nuelear dissemi-
nation,

That nuclear disscmination will in.
crease the risks of wars between smaller
nations scems to bave the broadest base
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of bhelief. (77:5} The spread of
weapons may generute fear, and when
governments become fearful, they are
likely to adopt unfriendly and divisive
policies.  (60:36) Thus, proliferation
can increase the number of uncerlain-
ties aflceting international tensions and
add to the problems of managing the
world.

Iinally, an inherent danger in nu-
clear proliferation 1s that as cach new
country joins the nuclear clib, other
coumtrics arc provided more incenlive
to joiu. Secretary MeNamara pointed
this out when he stated that as cach new
nation acquires a nuelear capahility a
larger nmmber of nations are prompled
to “go nuclear,” and the problem
grows. (63:18) This idea is contained
in the nuclear “domino theory.” The
theory operates in this manner: Red
China’s atomic power will compel India
to develop a similar capability to offset
the inequality in armed strength. When
this ocecurs, Pakistan will feel obliged
to take steps to guard against India’s
nuelear might, Similar reasoning can
infect lsrael and the Thited Araly Re.
public. The argument continues, and
onc by one the majority of the medium
powers [ind sullicient reason to acquire
a nuclear foree. (32:1) However, Lhis
somewhat bizarre and slightly [antastic
theory is used mostly as a scare tech.
nique for  promoting  disarmament
MeAsurcs,

Where Is The Danger? Would an
increase in the membership of the
nuclear club be all that bad? There are
officials in the United States wha would
give at least a gqualificd “no” answer.
These people believe that the dangers of
proliferation have heen overstaled and
the consequences presented oo darkly.
(57:34)

There are others who propose that
world  stability might he enhanced
through increased membership. Repre-

sentatives from India, Australia, and
Japan pave voice to this view at the
International  Assembly  on Nuclear
Weapons in Scarhorough, Ont., in
1966. (21:10} They stated that nu-
clear proliferation among certain Asian
and South Pacifie states might he de-
sirable in providing an Asian counter-
halance 10 Red China. However, these
same people recognized the prolubitive
costs involved in nuclear development;
this cosl faclor serves as a hrake on
them and others who entertain the idea
of going nuclear.

An estimaled cost for a nalion Lo de-
velop a nuelear foree capable of chal-
lenging the two major powers has heen
placed at 83 te $5 billion annually for a
decade or more. (G0:37)  Another
souree has staled that a nation which
lannches a nuclear power program signs
a blank check on her future financial
and industrial resources. (7:4} When
such costs arve considered, it can he ar-
gued that the danger of proliferation is
not loo great. Which of the nations
{India, Fgypt, or lsracl) considered 1o
be leading candidates to join the nu.
clear club (38:15) is financially pre-
pared to make such a move? IFor these
and other countrics, sheer cost alone is
a delerrent even if a scientifie, indus-
trial, and technological capability is
present. (57:34)

The Soviets® View. The Soviet
Ipaders are helieved to wanl a nonpro-
liferation trealy to isolate further Red
China and reinforee their own su-
premacy  as the leading Communist
power.  (57:34) The Soviets have
shown a definite reluctance Lo allow the
membership in the nuclear elub to
prow, as witnessed by their refusal 1o
provide a nuclear force to Fastern Fu-
rope and their eurtailment of aid to the
Red Chinese in 1959, (41:133-134)

Russia is particularly sensitive to the
thought of West Germany sharing any

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1967

19



Naval War College Review.
48 NAVAL WAR COLLEG

control over nuclear weapons through
participation in a Multilateral Foree
(MLF) or an Atlantic Nuclear Force
{ANT). The United States has been
unsuccessfnl in her attempts to convinee
the Soviet Union thal such forces arc
compatible with a nonproliferation
treaty. (38:141) The Unitcd States
and the Soviet Union each presented
draft treaties on nonproliferation al
Gencva in the summer of 1966, The
fundamental and apparcntly unchange-
able objection of the Rnssians to the
United States proposal is the manifest
desire of the United States to include an
option wherchy nuclear sharing with
West Germany would be permitted
through the NATO alliance. (85:4})

On 9 December 1966 the United
States and the Soviet Union agreed on
a treaty prohibiting weapons in space.
{23:1) The treaty bars the installation
of nuclear weapons on celestial bodies
and placement of such weapons in orbit
around the earth or otherwise stationing
them in space. Further, all military
bases, installations, fortifications, nu-
clear weapon testing, and military ma-
neuvers are banned on cclestial bodies.
(75:18) This agrcement is viewed as a
step along the way to a pact to halt the
spread of nuclear weapons. Thus, So-
viet agreement fosters encouragement
for the eventual signing of a nonpro-
liferation treaty. If the Soviets are
actually this close, what obstacle yet re-
mains? One possible answer is con-
tained in the following:

The major impediment to agreement
here is the Soviet position on the
NATO Multilateral Force (MLF).
Whatever the halanee of eonsiderations
for and against it in the West, there
is no remson to question the fact that
Soviet statementa on the MLF reflect
actual concern aboul its anticipated
effects and prospects — including the
eventual acquisition of independent
nuclear capability by West Germany.
(17:129)
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NATO Nuclear Sharing.

In August 1957 the Soviets an-
nounced that they had launched inter-
continental hallistic missiles capable of
carrying  thermonuclear warheads,
This event had staggering military, stra-
tegic, political, and psychological con-
sequencecs, Ior the first time the United
States homeland was open to devastat-
ing attacks by invulncrable weapons
launched from Europe. There were
misgivings among the NATO nations
about the value of the United States
gaurantee to employ her nuclear sword
in the defense of Furope. (31:1030)
This marked the beginning of the
NATO nuclear sharing problem. QOver
the years this problem has come to be
portrayed as a “German problem.”
{3:693) The following discussion cen-
ters about the three principal nations
involved — West Germany, the United
States, and Russia.

West Germany, ' West Germany
has made impressive advances in nu-
clear technology since 1958. These ad-
vances have helped initiate the fecling
that the Germans are about to launch on
a weapons building program, (3:697)
West Germany’s future in the nuclear
field is onc of increasing strength and
diversity. llowever, her remarkable
advanees in this ficld do not mean that
she will endeavor to develop or ohtain
a military nuclear capability. (3:697)

On the incentive side of the ledger,
however, Germany has a more imme-

diate reason for wanting to control nu-.
clear weapons than Britain or Franee.-

(56:206) In the event of Soviet ag-
gression, the latter’s need for nuclear
forces is somewhat remote, whereas
Germany could easily be faeed with the
hrunt of the fighting if the Allies dis-
played any reluetance to use nuclear
weapons for fear of expanding the war,
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On the other hand, there are various
considcrations thal secem to militate
against West Germany’s desire for nu-
clear weapons. West Gernnany's size 1s
not favorable for a nuclear weapons
program. Adequate underground test-
ing sites would be difficult to find, and
the requirements for dispersal of a fixed
missile system could not be mel. (3:
697} Turther, if West Germany did
decide to huild a nuclear force designed
to threaten the Soviet Union, she would
run a high risk of drawing a Soviet
precmptive attack in the development
stage. (3:698) Another nepative con-
sideration is the faet that West Ger-
many renounced the production of
nuclear weapons in the Paris Agree.
ments of 1954. (BB:656) A revision
or vielation of the Western Luropean
1nion Protocol of 1955 is the only path
open to West Germany. (7:110) A
violalion would certainly create strong
opposition and uncasiness throughout
Western Europe. In faet, the NATO
alliance might not survive such a crisis,

(56:208)

A peeuliar sitnation is posed by West
Germany’s  desire to ohtain  nuclear
weapons in order to pressure for re-
unification. In 1964 Amatai Frzioni
reported that aboul one-third of the 25
German gencrals he interviewed were
in favor of West Germany gaining con-
trol of nuclear weapons. (25:8-9)
These generals viewed such possession
as a means of putling pressure on the
U.SS.R. to bring about German re-
unification, West German Foreign Min-
ister Schroeder stated in July 1965 that
his country was not ready to renounce
the acquisition of nuclear weapons uptil
the reunification of CGermany was
agreed to by the Soviet Union, (3:698)
The remakable thing about thesc views
is the praetical eertainty that the useful.
ness of the nuclear weapons issue in
gaining reunifieation would be shat-
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tered once Germany actually acquired
weapons.

In summary, West Germany’s acqui-
sition of a nuclear force would prohably
he politically regarded as a calamitons
threat to the peace. (56:207) For this
reason and the realization that posses-
sion would most likely defeat any possi-
hility of reunification in the foreseeable
future, the West Germans do not secm
to want their own nuclear weapons.
What they apparently want is the bar-
gaining power that the threat of ac-
quiring weapons may bring to them.

(3:699)

The United States, The United
States has emphasized the establishment
of collectively owned and managed nu-
clear forces for two reasons, The
United States desires, first, to discour-
age national nuclear efforls, and, sec.
ond, to help creatc a framework of
Atlantie partnership which could be of
a major importance to the future of
Furopean unity. (3:694)

The United States took her first steps
toward the establishiment of such nu-
clear forces when President Eisenhower
participated in the NATO Couneil de-
cision of 1957. The Council decided
that “intermediale range ballistic mis-
siles (IRBM’s) will have to be put at
the disposal of the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Furope.” (52:29) The Coun-
cil decision called for a bilateral foree
composed of two clements: the United
States would furnish the nuelear war-
heads and another NATO nation would
maintain the firing unit, Thus, there
would be two independent fingers on
the trigger. In order to firc a nuclear
weapon, authority must come from the
President of the Uniled States, and his
aetion must be concurred in by the
other partner in the bilateral force.
{31:1038)

Although the creation of such forces
has been successful from & military
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viewpoint, objections have developed
on political and strategic grounds.
These objections are based upon Furo-
pean national intercsts, a gnawing fear
of overdependence on the United States
for nuclear protection, and doubt re-
garding the credibility of the United
States deterrent unless her forces in
southern Germany became directly in-
volved in the event of Soviet aggression.
{31:1039) Becausc only IRBM’s were
involved, concern also arosc over a
NATO mediem-range hallistic missile
(MRBM) nuclear “gap.”

The proposal of an MLF was a United
States attempt to provide MRBM cover-
age without putting strategic missiles
in Europe. The MLI' was to serve the
additional purpose of placating Presi-
dent de Gaulle’s insistenee on an inde-
pendent nuclear role for France. (63:
15) This force was to be composed of
25 surface vessels. Each ship was to
carry eight Polaris missiles equipped
with nuclear warhcads and crews drawn
from all the NATO allies. (19:208)

In her efforts the United States has
appearcd primarily concerned with as.
sisting West Germany in obtaining *“‘an
appropriate share in the nuclear de-
fense” of Western Europe. (36:5) Be-
caus¢ of this sceming preoccupation,
the general discussion of nuclear shar-
ing within NATO has left the impres-
sion that the central prohlem is how
best to satisfy the German desire for
further control of nuclear weapons,
(3:693)

To many Europeans the United
States” real purpose in proposing nu-
clear sharing within NATO secms
simply to provide a convenient way of
giving the Germans nuclear weapons.
Consequently, the issue of Germany and
nuclear weapons tends to dominate talk
of nuclear sharing and creates varying
degrecs of concern. (3:695) The re-
sulting strong opposition has dampened
U.S. insistence on the cstablishment of
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an MLF hut has not caused her to scrap
the plans entirely.

Even in the face of the establishment
of & permanent nuclear planning group
within NATOQ, the United States still
has not abandoned her idea of a nuclear
foree for NATO, (80:8) According to
the British view, the establishment of
this planning group permanently
shelved all plans for a multination nu-
clear force in which West Germany
would have access to nuclear weapons,
U.S. officials took an opposite view in
their statcment that the formation of
such a foree had not been preempted.
Thus today, despite the fact that MLF
is considered a dcad beast, it has not
been buried. (63:16)

The U.S.S.R. James Richardson
makes the point that the danger of a
violent Russian reaction to German nu-
clear weapons has been exaggerated.
{56:207) He points out that the Rus.
sians agreed to West German rearma-
ment, and in 1957-58 Khrushchev re-
sponded to the decision of the NATO
Council to equip the German Army with
tactical nuclear-delivery vehicles with
nothing more than menacing language,
(56:207) This reaction probably
stemmed from two Russian understand-
ings. Tirst, the Soviets arc aware that
they cnjoy an overwhelming military
strength against West Germany. (56:
207) Second, the weapons in the NATO
stockpile arc all of relatively short
range, unable to reach targets within
the Soviet Union. For example, the
maximum range of the Pershing mis.
sile is 400 nautical miles. (31:1039}

In contrast, the Rnssians have ob-
jected to the formation of an MLI" from
the very heginning. In 1964 the Soviet
representative in Geneva stated that the
Russians were ready fo agree to a non-
proliferation treaty if the MLI" hurdle
was removed. (63:17}) The MLT was

proposed as a seaborne nuclear force
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equipped with nuclear weapons capa-
ble of striking the Soviet manland; this
provides one obvious rcason for Sovict
ohjection,

The Soviets ohjected additionally be-
cause they did not want such weapons
in the hands of West Germany. The
United States explained that the nu-
clear warheads would remain in the
U.S. cuslody, and U.S.-operated clee-
tronie locks would contrel their release.
{31:1041} The United States argued
that the MLF was the best way of pre-
venting Germany from ever obtaining
national control over a nuclear force.
(38:141) The Russians are uncon-
vinced. In fact, as recently as Novem-
ber 1966, the chief Soviet disavinament
negotiator, A, A. Roschin, voiced eon-
cern in the United Nations that the
United States still had not developed
concrete measures for keeping nuelear
weapons owt of West German hands.
(68:148) At the same time the Rus.
sians have not balked at the cstablish-
ment of a NATO nuclear planning
group which includes West Germany
as one of four permanent members.
(80:1) This group is to meet period-
ically to consider nuclear tactics aml
stratepy.

In summary, it appears that any
further militarization of West Ger-
many by the establishment of an MLF
in which West Germany shares eontrol
would preclude Russia’s cooperation in
the reunification of Germany. (36:5)
It would also provide an insurmount-
ablc obstacle to agreement on a non-
proliferation treaty.

Communist China.

[n considering Communist China,
the main purpose is to discuss areas
which will illuminale the way in which
Red China may have influenced Soviet
disarmament policy in recent years,
This inflluence should nqt be exagger-
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ated. As we have seen, there are other
important influences, so one must not
hecome [ascinated by the drama of
the Sino-Soviel dispute and accept Red
China as the complete or even major
cxplanation  of Soviet disarmament
policy. The impact of Red China is
cxamined in terms of Sovict confer-
ence tactics, Soviet disarmament pro-
posals, and scrious Soviet interest in
nepotialing disarmament agrecments.

Soviet Conference Tacties. The
first example of possible Chinese influ-
ence o1t Sovict maneuvers in confercnee
tacties can be cited as occurring in
August 1957 when the Soviets proposed
an end to the London disarmament
talks, (41:75) The Chinese were ex-
cluded from these talks where issucs
clearly affecting them, e.g., conventional
force levels, had heen discussed, From
this, one might contend that the Soviets
decided to scuttle the conference in
order to enhance the likelihood of suc-
cess at pending negotiations with the
Chinese in Moscow. Without denying
this possibility, there scem to be other
plausihle cxplanations for the Soviets’
action. The Kremlin had long ohjected
to this five-power United Nations dis-
armament subcommittee in which four
NATO Allies were aligned apainst her.
The success of her first [CBM and the
impending launch of Sputnik 1 con-
ceivably causcd the Soviets to sclect this
time to insist on parity in disarmament
forums, (66:124) Soviet withdrawal
may have resulted from a judgment
that the subcommittee had failed and
had run its course.

The Soviet walkout from the 10 Na-
tion Commitice on 27 Junc 1960 pro-
vides a sccond example. (27:41) This
maneuver scems explained casily by re-
lating it to the Soviels’ threat, following
the U-2 incident, to halt further con-
tacts with the 1.5, Administration unti}
after the 1960 presidential elections.
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Also, the committee was making no pro-
gress, and there was a possibility that
the West was on the verge of making a
proposal which might detract from the
significance of Moscow’s “general and
complete disarmament” (GCD) plan.
(66:126) However, there is evidence to
indicate that the Soviets did not wish
to have disarmament negotiations with
the West going on at the same time the
3rd Congress of the Rumanian Workers
Party was meeting in Bucharest. (27:
41} The likelihood is that Khrushchev,
in anticipating increased difficulties
with the Chinese and intense introbloc
maneuvering, wanted to prepare for
the Bucharest meeting undistracted by
Geneva and innocent of any Chinese al.
legations that he was consorting with
the West. (66:126)

Another Sovict tactical mancuver oc-
curred with the signing of the Limited
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty in 1963, (84;
60} The possihility cxists that Khrush-
chev convened test-han talks with the
United States and the United Kingdom
deliberately timed to coincide with
Soviet-Chinese negotiations which
broke down in disagreement. (27:40)
* Khrushchev stood ready to sign the test-
ban treaty and to use the trcaty as a
major issue in the Sino-Soviet rift,
Clearly, Sino-Soviet relations had &
major impact on the Kremlin’s attitude
toward the test-ban.

Relations with China probably had
a good deal to do with Soviet mancu-
vering to postpone the meetings of the
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com-
mittee (ENDC) in the spring of 1965.
The Sovicts tended to speak very softly
on those points of their disarmament
position known to be offensive to the
Chinese and to make some show of sup-
port for Chinese disarmament posi-
tions. In this rcgard, the ENDC may
have appeared to be one irritant that
could be dispensed with in the Russian-
Chinese relationship. (66:127) An.

other consideration was the Soviets’ de-
sire to avoid any Chinese accusation
that the former were willing to engage
in disarmament negotiations while the
Vietnam war was going on. {27:41)
I'rom this brief discussion of confer-
ence taclics, one might judge that the
Russians are prone to hack away from
disarmament talks when they are try-
ing to improve relations with the
Chincse, as in 1957, 1960, and 1965.
On the other hand, the Russians have
shown some preference for disarma-
ment talks when they have abandoned
cfforts to improve Sino-Soviet relations,
as occurred in 1963 and 1966, (27:42)

Soviet Disarmament Proposals.
The Sovict GCD proposal of September
1959 is probably the most interesting
Soviet actiou to examine in considering
the cffect of the Chinese on Soviet dis-
armament proposals, The Chinese
would have been satisfied if the Rus.
sinns had used the proposal to embar-
rass and exposc the capitalists. How-
ever, the Russians chose also to embell-
ish the proposal with cerlain doetrinal
agserlions concerning the nature of im-
perialism and the preventahility of war.
(66:128) When the Chinese took ex-
ception to the notion of a “world with-
out arms, a world without war,” Khru-
shchev scemed readily inclined to dis-
pute them. He apparently looked upon
the GCD proposal and its doctrinal
trimmings as a profitablc issue to pur-
suc with the Red Chinese. Hc must
have been guided by the belief that his
stand on this issue would have appeal
among the Soviet population, the inter-
national Communist movemnent, and the
third world. (66:129) For his purposes,
Khrushchev could use the Chinese op-
position to GCD as “proof” that the
Chinese really wanted nuclear war.
(27:38)

In later Khrushchev years, certain
Soviet disarmament proposals seemed

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol20/iss9/5 24



Burkemper: Soviet Disarmament Policgov?ﬁieb%ﬁﬁlw AMENT 53

clearly designed to demonstrate Mos-
cow’s readincss to take positions irre-
spective of Chinese eoncurrence or op-
position. In fact, the year 1962 ap-
pearced to mark a point after which the
Russians actually increased their inter-
est in making proposals likcly to arouse
Chinese opposition. (66:129)

The “nuelear umbrella™ plan of Sep-
temher 1962 is a good example of a
proposal on which the Soviets expected
and were willing to aceept slrong
Chinese criticism, (27:42) This plan
called for the retention of a limited
quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles by
Russta and the United Stales during
the complete disarmament process. (78:
160) The Sovict proposal apparently
impressed the Chinese as a demonstra-
tion of Soviet readiness to establish an
atomic monopoly with the United
States. {66:129)

Following Khrushchev’s fall, Soviet
disarmament proposals scemed to show
greater concern for the feelings of
Communist China. The Sovicts’ pro-
gram was more in consonance with
Chinese idcas and contained signs of
solt-pedaling carlicr Soviet advocacy of
proposals considered objectionable hy
thc Chincse. However, this pattern
changed in the summer of 1965. Quite
possibly at this time further deteriora-
tion of Sino-Soviet relalions caused the
Russians to abandon their concern for
the feclings of Red China. In any
event, the [orepoing examination docs
seem to Icad to the conelusion that “dis-
armament proposals have at various
times played a role in Moscow’s tac-
tical conduct of the dispute with the
Chinese, sometimes as a stick, some-
times as a carrot.” (66:130)

Soviet Disarmament Agree-
ments. A [avorite and major cexample
of Chinese influence on the willingness
of the Soviets to engape in scrious ne-
gotiations leading to agreement is the

1963 Test-Ban Treaty. {27:43) Sovict
signing of the treaty is presented as
evidence of Soviet disregard for
Chinese disapproval and as providing a
weapon to undereut the Chinese posi-
tion. A sccond example in this category
is the possibility that the Chinese fac-
tor may inflluence future Soviet actions
to seck agrecments as a means of show-
ing that peaceful coexistence and co-
operation with the United States are
not only possible, but effective. (27:44)

Another author holds that the
Chinese influence in Soviet disarma-
ment policy has been overdrawn, (066:
132} Sinply stated, an examination of
the evidence merely points to the fact
that the Soviets concluded certain
agreements decmed to he in their best
national interest at times when they
knew that such agreements wonld be re-
jeeted and the Soviets condemned by
the Chinese. In fact, “while it is pos-
sible to coneclude that the dispute with
the Chinese has made the U.S.S.R, more
willing to consider arms control agree-
ments in disregard of Chinesc objee-
tions, it must alse he noted that onc ean
trace to the Chinese factor certain in-
hibitions of Soviet {lexibility in dis-
armament negotiations with the West.”

(66:135)

IV — WHAT LIES AHEAD?

An examination of Soviet disarma.
ment and foreign policies since World
War II has vevealed their definite inter-
relationship. The record shows that
Soviet disarmament policy [or the most
part has heen tailored to be mutually
supporting of and complementary to
Soviet foreign policy. This interrela-
tion has not always produced the de-
sired results, notahly during the period
1945-1953. This post-World War 11
period provided little chance for sue-
cess becanse of the militaney of Stalin’s
international aetions. In the face of
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Russian expansion the world was not
convineed that the Soviet Union was
the peace-loving nation she claimed to
he. Nevertheless, on two significant
occasions  Soviet disarmament policy
made overt attempts to assist foreign
poliey goals. One was the 1946-1917
campaign Lo aceclerale Western demo-
bilization. The sccond instance was the
1949-.1950 “peace campaign” which
had been launched in an effort to calm
the fears of the Western Powers at a
time when these nations finally had he-
come alarmed over Soviet 1945-1948
moves on the international scene and
were now sccking collectve security
arrangements,

Khrushchev changed the Sovier for-
cign policy approach in 1955. He
championed the policy of “peaceful co-
exislenee” and modified disarmament
policy to support this new approach.
The launchings of her first 1ICBM and
Sputnik T in 1957 heralded the begin-
ning of a hardened Russian foreign
policy; a corresponding change tock
place in Sovict disarmament proposals.

The Soviets continued in the 1960°s
to pursuc foreign policy goals through
disarmament negotiations by calling for
the liquidation of U.S. foreign bases.
For example, in August 1965 the Soviel
delegate in Geneva announced that the
United States would have to withdraw
her overscas forces and dismantle her
bases in foreign territories hefore any
progress could be made in disarma.
ment negotiations. That this interrela-
tion of disarmament and foreign pol-
icics will continue in the future seems
te be a most likely prospect.

The goal of Soviet disarmament
policy has heen the relative disarma-
ment ol the West. Thal is, the Sovicts
have souglit to achicve the elimination
or neutralization of Weslern military
strength, political solidarity, and will 1o
resist. This goal is almost implicit in
the close interrelationship that has cx-

isted between Soviet disarmament and
foreign policics. The Soviets have used
their disarmament proposals o creale
images — the Soviet Union as the ad-
vocate of peace and disarmament and
the West as the obstructionisl. The
image of the Soviet Union was con-
trived to allay the fears of non-Com-
munists and permit Russia to improve
her military posture, One must judge
thal the Soviels have heen successful as
their military strength has heen ad-
vanced and their holdings have heen
eonsolidated without unduly alarming
the Wostern states.

The Soviets are not poing lo aban-
don their disarmamenl negotiations
formula while it serves their purpose so
well. They may zig and zag at appro-
priate times, but they will continue to
interrelate their disarmament and for-
eign policies as o means of achicving
the relative disarmament of lhe West.
Iiven the influcnce of Soviet internal
and cxternal eonsiderations is not con-
sidered likely to cause any major al-
teration In her approach to disarma-
ment talks and agrecments,

Unless Soviel policymakers find
themsclves confronted with a choice he-
tween intolerahle military Iuferiority
and large new outlays well ahove cur-
rent spending  levels, ecconomic  ve-
straints alone will nol force them into
arms control or disarmament agree-
ments unless desired for other reasons.

Soviet obsession for scereey in op-
position lo inspeetion and control is too
deeply ingrained lo be abandoned or
appreciably medified. This attitude can
he expected Lo remain. The Soviets will
continue to hold out in an atlempt to
wear down the West in the bheliel that
they will eventually achieve agreement
without any meaningful inspection and
control requircments.

In her attempt to achicve and main-
lain a military parily with the Unired
States, the Soviet Union will conlinue
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to engage in the arms race and in dis.
armament negotiations, She has seldom
demonstrated any sincerity in her dis-
armament negotiations and will con.
tinue to propose only that which will
advance her military position vis-a-vis
the West. For example, in 1958 she
proposed a ban on testing that was
timed Lo preempt scheduled testing by
the United States and the United King-
dom. In 1961 she violaled the volun-
tary test-ban moratorium when it was
advantageous to do so. After she had
time to study the results of Ler 1961
tests, the Soviet Union then carnestly
negotiated for a test-ban treaty in 1963.
In 1966 the Soviet Union hegan de-
ploying an antiballistic missile defense.
In this case the pattern has been altered
somewhat as the Uniled Stales is pro-
posing curtailment of Further develop-
ment and deployment of such syslems.
Nevertheless, one can wager that the
Sovicts will readily agree il they de-
termine the move to be solidly in their
best interests hased possibly on the fact
that they at least have a syslem install-
ed whereas the United States has none.

There are divergenl views on the
canse aned scverity of the Sino-Soviel
dispute. The hasic cause of the rift has
been reasonably established as the de-
termination of the Chinese leaders that
China should hecome a superpower und
the equal determination of the Sovict
lcadership to prevent it. The severity
has heen expressed as heing so preat
that any permancni reconciliation scems
unlikely, However, repardless of the
cause or the severity, the Soviets have
heen unsuceessful in their efforts to pre-
vent Bed China [rom acquiring a nu-
clear capability. Future attempts al
containment will probably be no more
profiteble. Therefore, the Soviets are
faced with the prospeet of the possible
cmergence of Red China as a super-
power. In the mmecantime, the Chinese
factor is not likely to influcnee ap-

preciably Soviet disarmament negotia-
tions.

Russia’s greatest area of mancuver
appears to lie in negotiating the issue
of nonpraliferation, By engaging in
nonproliferation freaty ncgotiations,
even if agreement is not reached, the
Russians are provided the opportunity
to separate West Germany [rom NATO.
They have made it elear that agree-
ment on a nonproliferation treaty would
probably he achieved if the United
States would drop her insistenee on
secking a share in the nuclear defense
of Western Furope for West Germany.
On other ocensions, the Soviets have
called for all plans for NATO nuclcar
sharing to he dropped hefore they
would consider any nonproliferation
proposals. In any case, the Sovicts are
keenly aware of how badly the United
States wants to reach agreement on the
nonproliferation issue, and they may
helicve that il they lLold out long
cnough the United States will agree to
their terms.

In the future the likelihood of the
United States and the Soviet Union
artiving at any far.rcaching disarma.
ment agreement s extremely remote.
What one may expeet to witness is a
continnation ol the Sovicts’ simmering
pursuit of and eventual agreement to
a nonproliferation trealy as a mcasure
to scparate West Germany from NATO.
The Soviets conceivably hclieve that
this separalion will lead to the aban-
donment of all plans for a NATO nu-
clear foree, the withdrawal of the
United States power from Western
Furope, and the eventual collapse of
the Atlantic alliance. These goals are
desired by the Soviets as steps along
the way to their aim of world domina-
tion which has never heen refuted or
modified.

The Soviels’ disarmament and for-
cign policics sinece World War IT are a
matter of history. There is no suh-
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stantial evidence to indicate that the  forgotten. It must nol be forgotten, for
Sovict philosophy involved from 1945  as George Sanlayana has said, “Those
to the present will not continue for the  who do not remember the past are con-
foresecable future. The evidence is  demned to relive iL.”

before the United States and cannot he
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When the animals had gathered, the lion looked at the eapgle and
said gravely, “We must abolish talons.” The tiger looked at the
elephant and said, “We must abolish tusks.” The elephant locked
back at the tiger and said, “We must abolish claws and jaws.”
Thus each animal in tnrn proposed the abolition of the weapons
he did not have, until at last the bear rose up and said in tones
of sweet reasonablencss: “Comrades, let us aholish cverything —
cverything but the great universal embraee.”

Attributed to Winston Churchill, 1874-1965
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