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Preface

SIPRI’s Yearbook 1988 is presented in the same format as its predecessor in
1987. It offers four standard parts: I. Weapons and Technology, II. Arms
Trade, Military Expenditure and Armed Conflicts, III. Developments in Arms
Control, IV. Special Features.

Since the INF Treaty, concluded in December 1987 in Washington, D.C.
between the United States of America and the Soviet Union, certainly
represents an extremely important event, this Yearbook devotes quite some
space to the analysis and the documentation of it, although this endeavour is
partly in conflict with our objective to limit the Yearbook to a handy size. For
reasons which are obvious, under ‘Special Features’ we have also included the
greatly worrying Irag-Iran War, the UN Conference on ‘Disarmament and
Development’ and the discussion about the interpretation of the ABM Treaty.

We are proud to have again secured the co-operation of several distinguished
international researchers and experts outside the SIPRI staff: Dr Christoph
Bertram, Dr Jonathan Dean, Dr Bhupendra Jasani, Sir Brian Urquhart and
Professor Dr Peter Wallensteen. And we are grateful to those who, in response
to my appeal, cared to provide us with valuable suggestions as to how to
improve the Yearbook work to the benefit of a globally dispersed readership.

A dedicated staff produced the Yearbook, including, under Connie Wall’s
experienced leadership, the institute’s editors and secretaries. Special thanks
are due to Bella Kjellgren, Barbara Adams, Gabrielle Bartholomew, Billie
Bielckus, Jetta Gilligan Borg, Cynthia Loo, Marianne Lyons, Gillian
Stanbridge, Miyoko Suzuki and Gun Wingpvist.

Dr Walther Stiitzle
Director, SIPRI
31 March 1988
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ABM Anti-ballistic missile
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ASUW Anti-surface warfare

ASW Anti-submarine warfare

ATBM Anti-tactical ballistic missile

ATM Anti-tank missile

AWACS Airborne warning and control
system

BMD Ballistic missile defence

BWC Biological Weapons Convention

CBM Confidence-building measure

CBW Chemical and biological
warfare

CD Conference on Disarmament
(Geneva)

CDE Conference on Disarmament in
Europe (Stockholm)

CEP Circular error probable

CMEA Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance

CORRTEX Continuous reflectometry for
radius versus time experiments

CSBM Confidence- and security-
building measure

CSCE Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe
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Vienna)

CTB Comprehensive test ban

CwC Chemical Weapons Convention

CWFZ Chemical weapon-free zone

DC Disarmament Commission

DEW Directed-energy weapon
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INF
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KEW
Laser
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MARV
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MIRV
MRV
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European Defence Initiative
Electromagnetic pulse
Environmental modification

Enhanced radiation (neutron)
weapon

European Research
Co-ordination Agency

Follow-on forces attack
Ground-launched cruise missile
High Level Task Force

International Atomic Energy
Agency
Intercontinental ballistic missile

Intermediate-range nuclear
forces

Initial operating capability
Intermediate-range ballistic
missile

Joint verification experiment
Kinetic-energy weapon

Light amplification by
simulated emission of
radiation

Mutual assured destruction
Manoeuvrable re-entry vehicle

Mutual and Balanced Force
Reduction talks

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry vehicle

Multiple (but not independently
targetable) re-entry vehicle

Memorandum of Understanding

MURFAAMCE Mutual Reductions of

NATO

NNA

NPT

Forces and Armaments and
Associated Measures in Central
Europe

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

Neutral and non-aligned
countries

Non-Proliferation Treaty
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NST Nuclear and Space Talks SLBM Submarine-launched ballistic
(Geneva) missile
OECD Organization for Economic SLCM Sea-launched cruise missile
Co-operation and Development SRAM Short-range attack missile
PNE(T) f,;:::tf;)l Nuclear Explosions SRBM Short-range ballistic missile
PTB(T) Partial Test Ban (Treaty) SSBN ~ Nuclear powered, ballistic
PWR Pressurized water reactor SSN Nuclear-powered attack sub-
R&D Research and development marine
RPV Remotely piloted vehicle START Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
RV Re-entry vehicle SWS Strategic weapon system
SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Talks  TEL Transporter-erector-launcher
SAM Surface-to-air missile TNF Theatre nuclear forces
SCC Standing Consultative TTB(T) Threshold Test Ban (Treaty)
Commission VLTTB Very-low-threshold test ban
SDI Strategic Defense Initiative WTO Warsaw Treaty Organization
SICBM Small ICBM (Warsaw Pact)
Glossary

Anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) system
Binary chemical weapon

Biological weapon (BW)

Chemical weapon (CW)

Circular error probable
(CEP)

Conference on Disarmament
(CD)

Conference on Disarmament
in Europe (CDE)

Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE)

Weapon system for intercepting and destroying ballistic
missiles in flight.

A shell or other device filled with two chemicals of relatively low
toxicity which mix and react while the device is being delivered
to the target, the reaction product being a supertoxic chemical
warfare agent, such as nerve gas.

Living organisms or infective material derived from them,
which are intended for use in warfare to cause disease or death
in man, animals or plants, and the means of their delivery.

Chemical substances—whether gaseous, liquid or solid—which
might be employed as weapons in combat because of their direct
toxic effects on man, animals or plants, and the means of their
delivery.

A measure of missile accuracy: the radius of a circle, centred on
the target, within which 50 per cent of the weapons aimed at the
target are expected to fall.

Multilateral arms control negotiating body, based in Geneva,
which is composed of 40 states, including all the nuclear weapon
powers.

Unofficial name for the Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, held in Stock-
holm, Sweden, 1984-86. The Stockholm Document was signed
on 19 September 1986. Part of the CSCE process. See also:
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe.

Conference of 33 European NATO, WTO and neutral and non-
aligned states plus the USA and Canada, which began in 1972 and
in 1975 adopted a Final Act (also called the Helsinki Declaration)
containing, among others, a Document on confidence-building
measures and disarmament. Follow-up meetings were held in
Belgrade (1977-78), Madrid (1980-83) and Vienna (1986-).




Conventional weapon

Cruise missile

Disarmament Commission
(DC)
First-strike capability

Flexible response

Helsinki Declaration
Initial operating capability
(1I0C)

Intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM)

Intermediate-range
nuclear forces (INF)

Kiloton (kt)

Launcher

Launch-weight
Megaton (Mt)

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry vehicle
(MIRV)

Mutual assured
destruction (MAD)

Mutual reduction of forces
and armaments and associ-
ated measures in Central

Europe (MURFAAMCE)

Nuclear and Space Talks
(NST)

Peaceful nuclear explosion
(PNE)

Re-entry vehicle (RV)

Second-strike capability

GLOSSARY  xvii

Weapon not having mass destruction effects. See also: Weapon
of mass destruction.

Unmanned, ' self-propelled, guided weapon-delivery vehicle
which sustains flight through aerodynamic lift, generally flying at
very low altitudes to avoid radar detection, sometimes following
the contours of the terrain. It can be air-, ground- or sea-launched
and deliver a conventional or nuclear warhead.

A subsidiary, deliberative organ of the UN General Assembly
for disarmament matters, composed of all UN members.

Theoretical capability to launch a pre-emptive nuclear attack
which would destroy all of an adversary’s retaliatory nuclear
forces.

The NATO doctrine for reaction to an attack with a full range
of military options, including the use of nuclear weapons.

See: Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe.

Date by which a weapon system is first operationally deployed,
ready for use in the field.

Ground-launched ballistic missile with a range in excess of
5500 km. Speed: 20 000-25 000 km per hour.

Theatre nuclear forces with a range of from 1000 up to and
including 5500 km. See also: Theatre nuclear forces.

Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear weapon equivalent
to 1000 tons of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive. (The
bomb detonated at Hiroshima in World War II had a yield of
some 12-15 kilotons.)

Equipment which launches a missile. For example, ICBM
launchers are land-based launchers which can be either fixed or
mobile. SLBM launchers are missile tubes on submarines.

Weight of a fully loaded ballistic missile at the time of launch.

Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear weapon equivalent
to one million tons of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive.

Re-entry vehicle, carried by a missile, which can be directed to
separate targets along separate trajectories (as distinct from
MRYVs).

Concept of reciprocal deterrence which rests on the ability of
the nuclear weapon powers to inflict intolerable damage on one
another after receiving a nuclear attack. See also: Second-strike
capability.

Subject of negotiations between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty
Organization, which began in Vienna in 1973. Often referred to
as the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks.

Negotiations between the USA and the USSR on strategic and
intermediate-range nuclear weapons and on space weapon
issues, held in Geneva from March 1985. Include the INF and
START negotiations.

Application of a nuclear explosion for non-military purposes
such as digging canals or harbours or creating underground
cavities.

That part of a ballistic missile designed to carry a nuclear war-
head or penetration aids and to re-enter the earth’s atmosphere
in the terminal phase of the missile’s trajectory.

Ability to survive a nuclear attack and launch a retaliatory blow
large enough to inflict intolerable damage on the opponent.
See also: Mutual assured destruction.
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Standing Consultative
Commission (SCC)

Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (SALT)

Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks (START)

Strategic nuclear weapons
Terminal guidance

Theatre nuclear forces (TNF)

Throw-weight

Toxins

Warhead
Weapon of mass destruction

Yield

Conventions

—

wgg—~ |

US-Soviet consultative body established in accordance with the
SALT agreements, to promote the objectives and implementa-
tion of the agreements.

Negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States,
held from 1969 to 1979, which sought to limit the strategic nuclear
forces, both offensive and defensive, of both sides. Two
agreements were reached, SALT I (1972) and SALT II (1979).

Negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States,
initiated in 1982, which seek to reduce the strategic nuclear forces
of both sides. Suspended in December 1983 but resumed under
the Nuclear and Space Talks that opened in Geneva in March
1985. See also: Nuclear and Space Talks.

ICBMs, SLBMs and bomber aircraft carrying nuclear weapons
of intercontinental range (over 5500 km).

Guidance providedin the final, near-target phase of the flight ofa
missile.

Nuclear weapons with ranges of up to and including 5500 km,
more recently called non-strategic nuclear forces. In the 1987
INF Treaty, land-based missiles with ranges of S00-5500 km are
subdivided into intermediate-range (1000-5500 km) and shorter-
range (500-1000 km). Nuclear weapons with ranges below 500
km are often termed short-range, tactical or battlefield nuclear
weapons.

The sum of the weight of a ballistic missile’s re-entry vehicle(s),
dispensing mechanisms, penetration aids, and targeting and
separation devices.

Poisonous substances which are products of organisms but are
inanimate and incapable of reproducing themselves. Some
toxins may also be produced by chemical synthesis.

That part of a weapon which contains the explosive or other
material intended to inflict damage.

Nuclear weapon and any other weapon which may produce
comparable effects, such as chemical and biological weapons.
Released nuclear explosive energy expressed as the equivalent
of the energy produced by a given number of tons of trinitro-
toluene (TNT) high explosive. See also: Kiloton and Megaton.

Data not available or not applicable

Nil or a negligible figure

Uncertain data

Estimate with a high degree of uncertainty
Million

Billion (thousand million)

US $, unless otherwise indicated



Introduction

- Chapter 1. 1987—the turning-point?



1. 1987—the turning-point?

WALTHER STUTZLE

I. Introduqtion

While East-West relations appeared to dominate international relations in
1987 and early 1988, world politics of course had many other crucial subjects on
its agenda. With the view broadened beyond the boundaries of the established
East-West framework, the sad balance is that mankind has again failed to
apply the noble principles of the United Nations Charter to the policies of
states. Unfortunately, it is true that, once again, mankind has not given new
credibility to its alleged desire for unarmed peace, social justice and respect for
human rights: the number of political prisoners is still frighteningly. high—
Nelson Mandela, for example, is still held in a South African prison. The war
between Iran and Iraq, now in its eighth year, has escalated further, and Soviet
troops have still not completely withdrawn from Afghanistan. However; since
the principle decision to withdraw has been taken and an agreement between
Pakistan and Afghanistan has been signed on 14 April 1988 to that effect, to
which the USA and the USSR both serve as guarantor powers, hope now exists
that this stumbling-block on the road to a better international climate can be
removed.!

With the development in 1987-88 of the Irag-Iran War, it has become very
questionable whether the UN still has the ability to live up at least to the duty to
prevent small- and medium-size powers from becoming a threat to world
peace.

On the one hand, while the five permanent members of the UN Security
Council, for the first time, agreed to call on the two countries to end the war
immediately and to withdraw their troops behind the internationally accepted
borders (Resolution 598),2 on the other hand, the United Nations proved to be
completely incapable of turning its words into actions. In fact, as time went by,
the situation became worse. In February 1988 Baghdad and Tehran engaged in
a missile war, wherein ground-launched ballistic missiles with a range of more
than 500 kilometres were used; considerable damage was inflicted on the
civilian populations of both cities, and the war was ‘lifted’ to the quality of
capitals fighting each other directly.? Iran and Iraq also continued throughout
1987 and the beginning of 1988 to defy international law demonstratively by
attacking international ship traffic in the Persian Gulf.¢

Turning to the other Middle East powder-keg, the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, the situation is hardly more encouraging. In December 1987 civil war
erupted in the Gaza Strip between Israel, which has occupied this territory
since 1948, and its Arab population. Out of the 689 000 Arab inhabitants of
Israel, 633 000 are concentrated in the Gaza Strip, half of them being refugees
who are spread out among eight refugee camps. More than 60 per cent of these
refugees are in their youth, younger than 18 years of age—‘a revolutionary
force as typical as one can possibly imagine’.’

SIPRI Yearbook 1988: World Armaments and Disarmament
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This civil war has given a new political dimension to the old problem. The
war, and the brutality with which it is fought, signal that the peace process
named after Camp David, where former US President Jimmy Carter forged the
Israeli-Egyptian Peace Treaty of 26 March 19796 has finally failed. Today
Camp David must be considered as a lost opportunity.

What started in December 1987 in the Gaza Strip has rendered the
centre-piece of the peace settlement totally insufficient, that is, to grant
autonomy to the Palestinian people in the Gaza Strip and on the West Bank.”
One day it may come to be looked upon as the beginning of a conflict that holds
the potential to set fire to the entire region, with the added danger of involving
countries from outside the region, such as the United States and the Soviet
Union. And the picture does not become brighter when complemented by the
fact that Israel is a nuclear threshhold country, which would certainly be
capable of using the weapon of last resort if the alternative were losing a safe
home for the Jewish people. After all, it has to be understood that Israel’s
definition of security and safety for its people is the definition of those who
survived the holocaust.8

However, in spite of the fact that the international community could easily be
aware of all of the risks involved in the conflict and the fact that there is no
shortage of resolutions of all kinds, today no international organization is
strong enough to enforce compliance with the basic principles of international
law: the guarantee of Israel’s right to exist within secure borders, and effective
respect for the right to self-determination of the Palestinian people.

In South and southern Africa—another troubled area—the international
community has continued to fail in bringing down the apartheid regime and in
preparing the ground for a fundamental reorientation of political power, that
is, from white to black. By the year 2000, the number of black students who will
have graduated from high school will be three times more than the number of
whites.? This fact alone may illustrate the mounting pressure for change,
violent change if a peaceful one is not engineered in time. Unlike Latin
America, Eastern Europe or the Middle East, southern Africa is not a zone of
vital interest to either superpower. But also because of the fact that South
Africa has to be regarded as a nuclear threshhold country and that its nuclear
potential is at the disposal of the white class, whose clock is ticking away, it
should be in the interest of all nations not to allow the opportunity to exist for a
minority to cause substantial damage not only to South Africa itself but also
potentially to the entire region. It is clear that the two superpowers should
recognize their special responsibility in this context.10

Finally, in Central America, another major conflict threatens a region of the
world. However, in this case the states in the region have taken a peace
initiative, the so-called Arias Plan.!! Despite the difficulties to put the plan into
effect, the process it has set in motion seems to suggest that regional powers
have an important role to play in solving the region’s problems and do not
entirely depend on actions by the two superpowers or either one of them.

Of course, in an era of global interdependence, there is more to security than
the type that is provided for and threatened by military means. The ticking debt
bomb is the perfect case in point. Although heavily indebted, Chile and Mexico
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have been allowed to use new instruments to cut some of their debts by
restructuring their liabilities (debt/equity conversion); however, the overall
debt problem remains unsolved. The debt bomb has not been defused. At the
end of 1986, the total foreign debt of all developing countries amounted to US
$1095 billion. This sum equals 167.5 per ¢ent of the total value of exports
(goods and services) of these countries. It is now common knowledge that only
the concerted effort of the involved debtor and creditor countries could deal
with this problem appropriately.!z Still, this effort is not in sight.

Thus, 1987 and the beginning of 1988 represent no exception to the rule that,
in most cases, mankind finds it extremely difficult to find solutions to some of its
main problems.

And vyet, it is justified not to be overly pessimistic as one looks at these
events. After all, with Gorbachev in firm command of Soviet policy, during
1987 (more than in any other year since he assumed power in 1985) the General
Secretary demonstrated his leadership in correcting some of the major
mistakes of his predecessors. Nevertheless, it is equally true that his concept of
how to go from there has yet to emerge. The INF Treaty between Washington
and Moscow is the most salient case in point: it corrects a major mistake of the
past, and it also offers some important details (such as the verification regime)
which any broader arms control arrangements in the future have to embrace,
although it does not point to the architecture such an arrangement might shape
into. With their signatures, the two superpowers—as the principal players in
world affairs—have managed to cross over the threshold to a new era of arms
control efforts. And, although this breakthrough is first and foremost an
East-West event, it may have wider implications. The Washington summit
meeting held in December 1987 again confirmed the longstanding East-West
experience, namely, that the solution of regional conflicts may be an easier task
if the Washington—-Moscow relationship is buttressed by a favourable arms
control atmosphere, but it is equally true that arms control can easily be
damaged by major events in the overall political environment.?

II. The INF Treaty

1987 marks a breakthrough in the long history of arms control efforts. A key
move was that, for the first time in history, an entire class of already deployed
weapons (plus the non-deployed ones) was eliminated from the arms arsenals.
The signing of the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range
and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty), signed in Washington on 8
December 1987, marked a politically important but militarily rather modest
event in the East—~West relationship. The INF Treaty requires the United States
and the Soviet Union to throw into history’s waste-bin 2695 intermediate-range
ground-launched missiles with ranges between 1000 and 5500 kilometres and
ground-launched shorter-range missiles with ranges between 500 and 1000
kilometres. The USSR will have to scrap 1836 missiles, and the USA will have
to destroy 867 missiles.!

Although the Treaty does not require the elimination of any warhead per se,
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a result of the Treaty will nevertheless be the removal of some 2200 warheads
from deployed missiles, including 100 US warheads on the 72 West German
Pershing la missiles.’’ These warheads will be returned to stockpiles or
recycled in the United States or the Soviet Union. The Treaty rules out the right
‘to produce, flight-test or launch any intermediate-range missiles’, ‘any
shorter-range missiles’ ‘or ‘any stages of such missiles’ (Article VI). But it
prohibits neither research nor development; thus on this point the INF Treaty
is not comprehensive and radical.

The real value of the Treaty does not lie in its military s1gn1ﬁcance In fact,
only a small percentage of delivery vehicles with nuclear charges, deployed in
Europe by either side,will be removed. Even with the INF Treaty put into
effect, Europe will be far from being denuclearized. As Christoph Bertram has
said: ‘In comparison with other regions, Europe remains, even after the
removal of INF missiles, positively stuffed with nuclear weapons.’1

It is the Treaty’s political value that matters most. And this is true for both its
positive and negative aspects. Consequently, there are good reasons not to
exaggerate the value of the INF Treaty. Yet, some of the positive develop-
ments it represents clearly outweigh its shortcomings:

1. The Treaty represents a fundamental change in Soviet foreign policy
towards the Atlantic Alliance in general and its West European component in
particular. Brezhnev and Gromyko somehow completely failed to understand
the psychological damage caused by their policy that sought parity with the
United States on the nuclear strategic level, while simultaneously striving for
superiority over Western Europe in long-range theatre nuclear forces that could
only strike at Western Europe (the policy for which the SS-20 missile was the
major symbol). Even with hindsight, the question is not whether the concern in
Western Europe was justified or not, for instance, when looked at through the
eyes of a superpower. Rather, what matters is that General Secretary
Gorbachev considered the situation in need of redress and acted accordingly.
Inso doing he not only corrected a profound mistake of his predecessors, but he
also exploited the situation for breaking new ground in arms control.

2. Gorbachev accepted the fact that the Soviet Union had more to reduce
than the United States, thereby acknowledging that it is capabilities that count
rather than numbers. Although this results logically from the fact that the party
that has more has to sacrifice more, it was new for a Soviet leader to subscribe to
this rule, which has possible consequences for negotiations about conventional
forces and armaments in. Europe.

3. The acceptance of the most comprehensive verification regime, at the
centre of which lie very intrusive and discriminative on-site inspection
arrangements and the exchange of all available data, marks a genuine
breakthrough in arms control. Hence the INF Treaty proves that Gorbachev’s
readiness, under the Stockholm Document of September 1986 which deals with
confidence- and security-building measures,!” to open, for the first time, Soviet
territory to obligatory on-site inspections was meant to be more than only a
one-time concession. In the light of the INF Treaty, the Stockholm Document
was the beginning of a much bolder Soviet verification policy that does not stop
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short of abandoning some of the treasured traditions in Soviet security policy.

Gorbachev has broken with the traditional, deeply rooted Soviet preference
for secrecy. Accepting permanent on-site inspection at the Soviet missile
production facility, the Votkinsk Machine Building Plant, west of the Urals
(where both the SS-20s covered by the Treaty and the SS-25s not covered by the
Treaty are assembled) amounts to no less than making the Soviet public (and
military) aware that close and constant observation by one’s arch-rival helps to
maintain peace. This is not an easy proposition in a society that is educated to
entrust the country’s security to the professional military only, though under
the leadership of the Party, and in a country where the government system is
based on the key notion that, besides the military, only the Party leadership is
entitled to know detailed military data.

4. In an almost dramatic way, the INF Treaty testifies to Gorbachev’s and the
Party’s leadership over the military. Making the Chief of the General Staff of
the Soviet Union act, visibly to the public, as the principal arms control adviser
to the General Secretary at crucial international events, such as the summit
meetings with President Reagan, indicates basically three things: (a) it
demonstrates that the military have to play according to the rules established by
thet Party; (b) it secures the support of the armed forces by giving their top
representative a prominent and influential role in the negotiations; and (c) it
commits the military to the results of such negotiations. With Marshal Sergei
Akhromeyev serving in that function, Gorbachev’s intentions become even
more tangible, since Akhromeyev is not known to be supportive of a bold arms
control approach.18

5. Gorbachev’s approach to the INF problem suggests (and the same is true
for his policy on the total ban of chemical weapons)® that the time is over when
Western politicians could take refuge in far-reaching arms control proposals
knowing that there would be no risk that the leadership in the Kremlin would
ever accept them. It may be called an irony of history that it was exactly this firm
belief that made President Reagan and his then key arms control advisers—
Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger and Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs Richard Perle—give way to pressure from US
allies to propose the INF zero solution to the Soviet leadership, although
without including the shorter-range systems. This action, of course, made it
possible for the new Soviet leader to call the President’s bluff and take him up
on his proposal.

6. With the INF Treaty, Gorbachev has added substance to what he had
already announced as a new policy during his first visit abroad (Paris in 1986) as
General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party. He abandoned, at least for
the time being, the longstanding Soviet effort of his predecessors to get a
handle on French and British nuclear weapons through negotiations with
Washington. He has also given further credibility to his skill to satisfy Western
expectations from public policy, as long as there is no substantial risk involved
for Soviet interest.20

7. With the INF Treaty Gorbachev has presumably strengthened his position
vis-d-vis critics of his new course in that he can claim to have turned the
originally anti-Soviet and anti-arms control policy of President Reagan and the
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US-Soviet arms control impasse into a productive co-operative arms control
approach.

In agreeing to the INF Treaty, Gorbachev can claim to have turned a major
mistake of his predecessors into a maximum political advantage at minimal
cost.

Without sacrificing anything of crucial importance for Soviet security and
defence, the INF Treaty stands as a significant example of Soviet responsive-
ness to Western security and arms control concerns. The Treaty, in general,
and its verification regime, in particular, have laid the foundation for a new
political atmosphere in Washington and in other Western capitals. At least the
way may be paved for addressing fundamental US-Soviet issues in such a way
that the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty will be explicitly adhered to
in its original meaning, the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) will finally stop
far from what it was originally meant to be (thus preventing a costly
competition in space weapons), and consequently a substantial cut in offensive
nuclear strategic weaponry will become possible.

Even before he arrived in Washington for the 1987 summit meeting,
Gorbachev had scored on two of the three major points: ABM and SDI. The
powerful Chairman of the Armed Services Committee, Senator Sam Nunn,
had made it crystal-clear to the Reagan Administration that a violation of the
original meaning of the ABM Treaty was not acceptable to Congress.?2 And, at
the beginning of December 1987, on the budget side congressional leaders had
agreed on language that ‘expresses support for SDI, but only as a research
program’.?

Gorbachev’s ambitious goal—to produce substantially better economic
performance for the benefit of his people and to the advantage of the Soviet
Union’s international competitiveness—determines the means of his policy
vis-d-vis the United States. His goal requires obviating a new and costly arms
competition with the United States, as such a competition would absorb the
know-how and the investment capital needed for the civil sector of the Soviet
economy. Since more efficient economic performance is also in the interest of
the military, provided it is not achieved at the expense of central security
interests, Gorbachev could also hope for support on this point.2

In fact, there exists every reason to suggest that the INF Treaty is an
important part of Gorbachev’s political strategy, announced at the 27th Party
Congress of February 1986. There the General Secretary unequivocally stated
that ‘the fundamental tasks of the country’s economic and social development
also determine the CPSU’S [Communist Party of the Soviet Union] interna-
tional strategy’.?

The Washington summit meeting, in December 1987, has ratified Gor-
bachev’s strategy: it secured a breather on SDI and ABM in that both sides
settled for an agreement to disagree? while leaving the door open for a brighter
arms control future through a Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) treaty
to be signed either with the Reagan Administration or his successor’s.?

Other than just after the Reykjavik meeting of 1986, Gorbachev expressed
no alarm about the Washington summit meeting nor was he shy about
displaying self-confidence at his meeting with Reagan, although his confidence
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was not always in line with reality.? In short, the Washington summit meeting
demonstrated strikingly that it is the political resolve to control technology
which produces arms control results rather than the hope that the prevention of
new technological developments could lead to arms control agreements. Still,
the major arms control result produced at the Washington summit is in the
non-strategic area (INF); but the meeting failed to produce substantial
progress on the subjects of strategic importance (ABM and SDI).

The INF success, important as it is, must not, however, blur two facts: (a) the
Treaty as such has major shortcomings; and () there are still vastly more arms
control questions to be solved than are already settled. This will become
particularly obvious when examining the prospects for conventional arms
control in Europe, a problem which the INF success has served as a catalyst for
bringing its prospects into sharper focus:

1. It tends to be forgotten that it took almost 10 years to reach the INF
Treaty: on 28 October 1977 Helmut Schmidt, then Chancellor of the Federal
Republic of Germany, presented publicly what was referred to as the ‘grey
area’ problem.

2. Schmidt’s speech already embraced what two years later became official
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) policy, embodied in the
two-track decision of 12 December 1979, that is, the desirability and possibility
of a zero solution for the systems with ranges between 1000 and 5500 km.3! The
elimination of shorter-range systems was not included until Gorbachev, in an
interview on 22 July 1987, offered a global zero solution also for this weapon
category.®?

3. The INF Treaty is a bilateral agreement between only two of the five
nuclear powers, four of which hold direct responsibility for nuclear armaments
deployed in Europe. The Treaty does not prohibit any other country from
developing, deploying and even using, as currently done in the Irag-Iran War,
delivery vehicles with ranges between 500 and 5500 km and from equipping
them with nuclear warheads where the country has not forgone the nuclear
option by having ratified the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT). The missile war between Iraq and Iran, started in February
1988, and the deployment of Chinese-made ground-launched ballistic missiles
with a range of 2000 miles (320 km) in Saudi Arabia, commented on in
unambiguous terms by Israel, indicate to what degree the INF Treaty marks
progress in the European region only.® Neither does it manage to draw France
and the United Kingdom into the process of reducing their nuclear arsenals. In
fact, in the light of political reactions to the INF Treaty in both of these
countries, it can be argued that the Treaty has already visibly hardened the
traditional French and British opposition to non-strategic nuclear arms control,
although for different reasons.>* In view of the fact that there remain only fewer
than eight years until the 1968 NPT (in force since March 1970) might expire,3
this situation is not an encouraging sign for the preservation of this important
treaty. After all, why should any of the threshhold countries give way to
pressure from nuclear countries to join the NPT regime if the three nuclear
powers which sponsored the Treaty, namely, the USA, the USSR and the UK,
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within 18 years of the Treaty’s 25 years of initial duration, did not manage to
live up to their pledge ‘to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament’.3

4. Although security in Europe is at the centre of the problem that INF
represents, Western Europe played no visible role, aside from being regularly
consulted, in bringing about the result of the discussions. Clearly, it was not
represented at the negotiating table. Nor has there been a West European
effort to offer collective West European advice to the United States, for
example, as a result of political co-operation within the European Political
Co-operation, an essential consultation body of the European Community.
Not even the host countries for the Pershing II and the ground-launched cruise
missiles (GLCMs)—Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom—Ilaunched a visible effort to play a more
decisive role. Thus, it was not without logic that President Reagan, on the level
of public diplomacy, reciprocated by not even calling for a special meeting of
the NATO allies at the level of Foreign Ministers, neither before nor even after
having put his signature to the Treaty.

The time span needed to reach the agreement and the great number of
political obstacles to be overcome confirm that arms control is a very vulnerable
political creature and is almost entirely dependent on the political climate
produced by non-arms control matters. If there is a relationship between the
political environment and arms control, it is this: in order to survive or to
rebuild it, both need to be protected from damaging influences.

III. Conventional arms control in Europe

There are four features that mainly characterize the situation:

1. The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE)
Follow-up Meeting, which commenced its work on 4 November 1986 in
Vienna, has not produced to date (March 1988) a negotiating mandate under
which to continue—according to the Madrid mandate of 6 September
1983—the efforts of the 35 states ‘to make progress in strengthening confidence
and security and in achieving disarmament’.?’

2. Throughout 1987 and during the first part of 1988, the Soviet Union
remained on the arms control offensive, initiated with the Budapest appeal of
the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) on 11 June 1986, although more on
the level of political rhetoric than substance.

3. As a collective body, the Atlantic Alliance had to content itself with a low
arms control profile because of substantial differences among its major
partners.

4. The East-West forum (which has by far the longest experience with
conventional arms control in Europe)—the Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions (MBFR) negotiations in Vienna, now in their fourteenth year—has
not produced an agreement and is not likely to do so.
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CDE—the search for a new mandate in the old framework

Since the successful completion of the Conference on Confidence- and
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe (commonly referred
to as CDE, the Conference on Disarmament in Europe) in Stockholm on 19
September 1986, three positive developments can be recorded:

1. In the light of the Stockholm experience, the CDE countries, under the
Madrid mandate, could have opted to devote also the next CDE round to
confidence- and security-building measures only. It was a major step forward
that this possibility was not seriously considered. The success of the CDE in
Stockholm seems to have generated sufficient courage to broaden the
endeavours and hence to put arms reductions on the agenda of the next stage of
negotiations.

2. It is especially noteworthy that France is part of this new approach; thus
the country’s co-operation is secured. France had always resisted participation
in the MBFR negotiations. Without its active participation in a positive way,
however, arms control negotiations for Europe from ‘the Atlantic to the Urals’
(leaving aside ‘disarmament’) would be bound to fail.

3. Agreement has also been established among the 35 CDE states that ‘the
core problem of the conventional forces’ in Europe, that is, ‘weapons with an
offensive capability’,* will be dealt with by those who possess them: the 23
member states of the two alliances.

But, in the first place, arms control is not about soldiers and weapons.
Guided by the fundamental principle that national defence must not be
impaired, arms control represents a diplomatic effort to allay the political
suspicion of either side that armed forces could be used offensively by political
leaders for the promotion of offensive political goals. For negotiations, a
number of consequences flow from here.

The main consequence is the need to identify carefully one’s political goal in
negotiations before turning to the details. If the goal of either side is to seek a
substantial reduction of troops and armaments, the consequences for any
negotiating concept to be pursued in the European context will be inherently
more complex than one that aims ‘only’ at the advancement of political
confidence between the two alliances.

NATO and the WTO exist and function under very different strategic
conditions. Consequently, they will approach the arms control subject from
very different angles (thus making it extremely difficult to reach a balanced
reduction of troops and armaments).

Three member countries of the Atlantic Alliance are nuclear weapon states
with specific views about the role of nuclear weapons within the deterrence
framework and also during a war. Despite the perennial demand from the
Soviet Union and its allies, NATO refuses to include nuclear weapons in the
CDE. The French position is probably the strongest one, basically saying:
either ‘France in’ but no nuclear weapons on the agenda, or ‘France out’ and
‘nuclear weapons in’. In fact, given the complex relationship between the three
Western nuclear powers, it is very unlikely, perhaps not even desirable, that
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they would want to search for a joint position to be represented at an
East-West negotiating table.

As indicated by its name, the Atlantic Alliance is built around an ocean and
depends on unimpeded availability of sea lines of communication. Neither
could industry continue to work without the raw materials imported via the
high seas, nor could the USA carry out a joint defence plan with its European
allies if the Atlantic Ocean was controlled by an unfriendly country. The same
is not true for the WTO. In strategic raw materials, the Soviet Union is almost
100 per cent independent. In fact, in terms of raw material resources, the Soviet
Union is not only a superpower: it is the greatest power of all. It also leads an
alliance of land powers, with all the technical advantages associated with it. A
threat to sea lines of communication would in no way impinge on the WTO’s
military security.4

But ever since the Madrid mandate when the CSCE countries included ‘the
whole of Europe as well as the adjoining sea area and air space’, supplemented
with a note saying that ‘in this context, the notion of adjoining sea area is
understood to refer also to ocean areas adjoining Europe’, the content of this
passage has been a stumbling-block between East and West. The WTO
countries perceive it as in their interests to include in the control regime as
many Western naval operations as possible plus the land- and and sea-based
tactical air force, while the West, at most, was and is prepared to talk about
such operations that were part of combined operations with land forces on the
European continent and covered by the regime of prior notification.

Since the United States and the Soviet Union are global powers, they cannot
be expected to tailor their armed forces exclusively to the needs of regional
security in Europe.

As a consequence of World War 11, the Soviet Union, the United States, the
United Kindom and France enjoy a special responsibility for Germany as a
whole and for Berlin.4 It is unlikely that the Four Powers will allow restrictions
that could hinder them from exercising their respective rights and duties (e.g.,
for the three Western powers to guarantee the security and freedom of West
Berlin).

Soviet forces in Eastern Europe and in the German Democratic Republic
serve a dual purpose: (@) they contribute to the military security of the Soviet
Union proper and of its allies; and (b) they help to preserve political systems
which none of the countries has adopted voluntarily. Nothing in Soviet foreign
policy suggests that Moscow would tolerate, let alone actively seek, aloosening
of the strategic cohesiveness of the WTO or that it would be prepared to risk the
military infrastructure on which its dominant role over Eastern Europe and the
GDR is based. This must not be confused with the question of whether, in the
long run, Soviet policy can retain the degree of control exercised today. But the
Soviet Union must not be expected to discuss this policy rationale and ensuing
military consequences with its allies and/or with the NATO countries, neither
off the record nor at an international negotiating table.*

The assured stability of the current political systems in adjoining East
European countries is in fact a central element of national security as the Soviet
Union defines it for itself. This characteristic feature, more than any other,
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contributes to the complex situation that the military balance in Europe is
stable enough to prevent armed conflict but, at the same time, is too
unbalanced to allow genuine confidence to develop. In short, the balance that
exists today is anything but conducive to arms control.

While the United States does not need to worry about maintaining forces in
Western Europe for the sake of protecting imposed political systems,
Washington has to be concerned with maintaining the political cohesion of the
Alliance. Among other things, this requires maintaining a balance, for
example, between the West German and the French forces and the equal
distribution of the benefits that result from the reductions aimed at. While the
preservation of dominance over its allies represents Moscow’s overriding
concern, well reflected in its share of WTO troops,* Washington needs to
concern itself about equality among its allies.

In fact, no Soviet leader can be expected to encourage the East European
allies to form a political union of the kind with which the USA has constantly
tried to tempt Western Europe ever since the visionary Philadelphia speech of
John F. Kennedy on 4 July 1962.4 '

In the extreme, the United States would not feel its national security to be
deadly threatened if it were to withdraw its military forces from Europe. The
Soviet Union, however, would not be expected to have the same view in the
event that it had to withdraw militarily from the GDR and Eastern Europe.
The experience of the two world wars during this century does not permit the
WTO political leaders even to entertain such an idea if they are interested in
getting into or staying in power. Arms control in Europe is as much a problem
within the two alliances as it is between them.

In essence, conventional arms control in Europe is about the political
structure of the old continent and not only about manpower and equipment; it
is about the qualitative change of the status quo without moving borders.

Apart from the political complexities, the purely technical difficulties
involved render conventional arms control in Europe an extremely ambitious
and complicated undertaking. To illustrate the point, a broad comparison with
the INF Treaty may be helpful: 35 countries, not 2, deal with all conventional
armed forces (soldiers and equipment), not only with one class of weapon,
spread out over all of Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals.

This, of course, is not to suggest that arms control is impossible. But it would
not be surprising if the Soviet Union initially opted for unilateral troop
reductions of some less than substantial order rather than negotiated ones,
since such a step would evade all the intricacies of a negotiated East-West
settlement while perhaps offering the opportunity to put Western public
opinion in the right frame of mind. What confidence building needs, however,
is mutually agreed measures, not unilateral ones, since, in the sensitive area of
security and defence, confidence will not come about except through visibly
adhered to commitments to respect others’ security concerns as much as one’s
own.

It is, however, equally logical to assume that mutually agreed, verifiable and
militarily significant reductions of troops and armaments in Europe represent a
very ambitious political goal, reachable only after overcoming enormous
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difficulties. Thus, it may just be adequate for the promotion of the
Helsinki-Stockholm process not to look for the perfect negotiating concept,
but rather to start the next stage of the process, hoping that at some point it will
lead in the right direction, which is to bolster further the non-use of force
principle. In fact, if a considerably higher degree of transparency of military
activities in Europe through fefined confidence-building measures and
constraints takes place first, it may then be easier to agree on reductions.

Rather than trying to make the armed forces slowly disappear, the history-
and psychology-loaded, sensitive political system in Europe may find it easier
to guarantee the non-use of force through measures that make it visibly
impossible for the political leadership to use armed forces for offensive political
goals. After all, arms control is a continuing process, sensitive to concomitant
positive political circumstances as much as to negative ones. Arms control is
not a finished product.

Gorbachev challenges the West—from deterrence to co-operative defence?

While with respect to INF the General Secretary has not only applied bold
language but has also initiated radical solutions in order to correct the major
mistake of his predecessors, he has been remarkably less precise in addressing
the future. Although it was he who more than two years ago, in his April 1986
Prague speech,* coined the notion ‘our common house of Europe’, thereby
signalling that he had some new political structure in mind, and despite his
frequently returning to the subject with new metaphors, Gorbachev has failed
to produce new ideas about what the elements of this Europe should look like.

But this must not be misconstrued as a simple continuation of the rusty Soviet
approach centred around the notion ‘peaceful coexistence’. From his book
Perestroika, as well as from numerous speeches and other public remarks,
three noticeable changes that Gorbachev has introduced emerge:

1. To call the hitherto existing three CSCE stages, as symbolized by Helsinki,
Stockholm and Vienna, almost complete designs for the construction of a
‘common European house’,% amounts to no less than accepting that a political
process has been set in motion, the outcome of which is uncertain but open to
influence.

2. It certainly marks a departure from previous days not only to admit that
the military balance in Europe holds problems for neighbours of the WTO but
also to offer to hold discussions with the West about the matter’ (in particular if
seen in conjunction with the WTO offer of May 1987 to ‘consult’ with NATO
about doctrine).4

3. To talk about ‘hitherto unknown norms of openness and transparency, to
verify mutually scope and depth of accepted commitments’ and to hold out a
prospect of producing defence-budget figures within the next ‘two to three
years’® also represent an opening, which, if not followed fairly soon by
respective substance, carries the risk of being identified as nothing but a
propaganda ploy.

The discussion among Soviet military leaders and the civil experts on military
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matters who work for Gorbachev indicates that the military is far from keen on
entering into a doctrinal discussion with the West.5? However, this did not lead
Gorbachev to soften his demand. On the contrary, in his September 1987
article in Pravda and Izvestiya,Gorbachev broadened considerably the WTO
demand of May 1987 for ‘consultations’ in that he proposed an agreement
about a ‘strategy of defence’ and about ‘military sufficiency’—the latter being a
notion for which he, as the highest political authority, offered a definition in
order to end the dispute between military and civil experts. The definition
claims that both a ‘strategy of defence’ and ‘military sufficiency’ ‘require the
armed forces of states to have a structure which is sufficient for defence against
a potential aggression, but not sufficiently strong to launch offensive attacks’.5!

Largely owing to NATO’s failure to test Gorbachev’s ideas, it remains
unclear whether the Soviet leader means serious business. Does he, in fact,
intend to use a discussion about crucial military subjects for the purpose of
establishing solid ground for a genuine restructuring of the armed forces in all
of Europe? Or has he in fact only designed a tactical game to exploit the
discussion about ‘non-provocative defence’? (This concept is of West German -
origin and, on the political-parliamentary levels, is almost exclusively
promoted by the German Social Democratic Party; moreover, it has not yet
attracted the support of any NATO government.)

It is also not clear in which forum Gorbachev would want to conduct the
doctrinal ‘consultations’ and the search for an ‘agreement’, for example, within
the CDE II framework currently being worked on in Vienna or in a special
set-up, separate from or loosely linked to the CDE. Moreover, it is unclear
whether Gorbachev holds enough power to enforce the publication of military
data of the kind needed to do what the Soviet Defence Minister, General of the
Army Dmitry Yazov, in an article in Pravda, termed ‘an accomplishable task’:
‘to objectively assess the military balance of the forces of the Warsaw Treaty
Organization and of the NATO bloc’.52 And this uncertainty is not going to
vanish until either NATO musters enough courage and unanimity to take
Gorbachev at his word or the General Secretary, in another unilateral move,
provides interesting data; or, in the worst case, until the entire effort collapses,
for whatever reason.

NATO: dealing with a partner-like opponent

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s lack of ‘a positive political strategy
for dealing with the Soviet Union’, as rightly diagnosed already in 1983 by the
then soon-to-be NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington, has in no way
been cured. In fact, it has become worse: with the old safety system gone, that
is, that disagreements between alliance partners could be covered up with bold
ideas since Moscow would reject them anyway, the search for acceptable,
workable concepts has become imperative.* So far, this search has not borne
any fruit.

The reason for failure is not new. Basically, it centres around the question:
What role are nuclear weapons to play in maintaining deterrence in an era of
accepted nuclear parity between the United States and the Soviet Union?% Or:
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How much nuclear is enough? Without an answer to these questions, no
concept about the reduction of nuclear weapons can realistically emerge. And
as the Soviet Union was not, until recently, ready to negotiate arms reductions
seriously, NATO did not feel hard pressed to produce such concepts.

With Gorbachev, however, the situation has changed. He has called
NATO’s bluff. Thus, the old rifts that separate two schools of thought have
reappeared. On the one side, there are those who think that a further reduction
of non-strategic nuclear weapons would be acceptable only after the WTO’s
edge on conventional forces has been cut by a negotiated settlement. And, on
the other side, there are those who believe that, in the wake of the INF Treaty,
adrastic cut in non-strategic nuclear weapons should be sought at once and that
there is no need to effectuate the modernization of NATO’s shorter-range
nuclear weapons now, as agreed upon in 1983 in Montebello. The Montebello
decision had not been taken in isolation anyway, but rather under circum-
stances when there was absolutely no hope that Moscow could agree to the
reduction of nuclear weapons in Europe.

As a consequence of this, in June 1987 NATO designed the so-called
Reykjavik formula, which served everybody’s needs. It states that an arms
control and disarmament concept would also serve the requirements of
NATO’s flexible response strategy if, among other objectives, it sought ‘in
conjunction with the establishment of a conventional balance and the global
elimination of chemical weapons, tangible and verifiable reductions of
American and Soviet land-based nuclear missile systems of shorter range,
leading to equal ceilings’.56

Obviously, this formula offered something for everybody:

1. For Washington, it did not rule out the argument that there should be no
further reduction of shorter-range nuclear weapons without preceding
East-West agreements about the establishment of a conventional balance in
Europe.

2. For the Federal Republic of Germany, it covered Bonn’s request first to
work out an ‘overall concept’ for all three components—conventional,
chemical and nuclear—before taking further decisions about what to solve
through modernization and what to solve through negotiations.

3. For France, it secured very visibly its policy of protecting the French
nuclear forces against arms control effects while it also allayed obvious French
nervousness about the future orientation of West German security policy
(unjustified as it is, and which was recently highlighted by the French reactions
to the INF Treaty). Centred around the fear that the arms control process could
ultimately lead to a nuclear weapon-free Europe, INF quite nicely served
French purposes in that it gave a denuclearization appetizer to the Federal
Republic of Germany without basically affecting nuclear reality in Europe. The
FRG’s alleged anti-nuclear stance has now become so visible that Mitterrand
even found it necessary to attend a NATO summit meeting, something which
the French President has not done ever since de Gaulle left the military
integration of NATO in 1966.%

Of course, the Brussels summit meeting of 3 March 1988 could not achieve
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more than to confirm the basic disagreement within the Western Alliance.
Hence, it not only reaffirmed the Reykjavik formula® but also made it clear
that the NATO allies clearly denied President Reagan a mandate to go beyond
this unworkable formula when he goes to Moscow in May 1988 for his fourth
and final summit meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev. At the 11-12
October 1986 preparatory meeting in Reykjavik, both Gorbachev and Reagan
turned the explicitly dubbed non-summit meeting into a negotiating forum and
basically agreed on the evil nature of nuclear weapons and the need to
eliminate all of them.5! The NATO allies’ concern that the US President should
not repeat what he did with Gorbachev in Reykjavik was shrouded in the
formula behind the conspicuous non-reference to the Reykjavik meeting and
the demonstrative mention of the Washington summit meeting of 7-8
December 1987.62

IV. Conclusion

1987 and the beginning of 1988 are not unlike a holding operation. Both
superpowers have travelled a long way and in so doing have managed to
overcome some of the main obstacles to reaching more profound agreements.
The INF Treaty is the most salient case in point although not the only one.
However, with no new negotiating mandate for conventional arms control in
Europe agreed upon, no START agreement signed, and agreement on the
substance of the future of the ABM Treaty pending, it is still uncertain whether
the holding operation will result in a safe landing, meaning a beginning of a
substantially new era in arms control, marked by agreements that cut into the
muscles rather than only reduce the redundancy. With the presidential
elections in France (May 1988) and in the United States (November 1988) and
with the global situation being far from satisfactory (e.g., Irag-Iran,
Afghanistan, the debt crisis, South Africa, Central America, etc.), it is
uncertain when, how and in what direction the situation will change.
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nuclear weapons, laid down in the Provisional Political Guidelines of 1969. Seventeen more years
were needed—until 1986—until NATO reached an agreement on General Political Guidelines
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NATO’s nuclear posture’ and concludes: ‘The last thing Europe needs today is a new wave of
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missile systems of shorter range, leading to equal ceilings’; see ‘Declaration by NATO leaders,
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61 For an assessment of the Reykjavik preparatory summit meeting, in particular, for the
question of ‘A world free of nuclear weapons?’, see Stiitzle, W., ‘1986—a year of peace?’, in
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2. Nuclear weapons
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I. Introduction

The most significant event of 1987 was the signing of the Treaty on the
Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (the INF
Treaty) by President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev (see also
chapter 13). While the INF Treaty includes approximately 4 per cent of the
world’s total arsenal of some 55 000 nuclear weapons, the Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks (START) cover some 24 000 nuclear warheads, or about 40
per cent of the total (see also chapter 10).

None the less, amidst great progress in arms control negotiations, nuclear
weapon deployments continued during the year. The USA and the USSR
deployed approximately 1250 new strategic weapons: almost 700 for the USA
and over 550 for the USSR. For the USA, these include: the last 90
air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) which are now operational on B-52G/Hs
at six Strategic Air Command (SAC) bases; 20 more MX missiles carrying 200
warheads at F. E. Warren Air Force Base (AFB), Wyoming; and approximate-
ly 400 new B83 gravity bombs for 50 B-1B