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THE UNITED NATIONS DECLARATION ON DISARMAMENT
AND THE
NUCLEAR ARMS RACE : TWO INCOMPATIBLE PROPOSITIONS
PART II

Duygu B. Sezer*

This is the second part of a study that compares
the objectives of the United Nations in the field
of nuclear disarmament, as reflected in the Final
Document adopted at the end of the United Nations
First Special Session on Disarmament held in May-
June 1978, and the behaviour of the Super Poweis
with respect to the major concepts, premises and
guidelines contained in the Final Document.

Part I, which appeared in the previous issue of
this journal (Vol. 9, No. 2, 1982) was organized
around the following headings: 1) Deterioration
in world political climate, 2) Nuclear disarmament
as a United Nations concern, 3) The Final
Document as a standard of behaviour; its key
provisions and concepts, and 4) A General
comparison between the premises and guidelines
proposed by the Final Document and the behaviour-

response of the U.S. and the U.S.R.R. from the
perspective of the premises and guidelines.

Part II, which appears in the following pages,
will explore in more detail specific developments
in the American and Soviet nuclear weapons
policies and strategies, with a view to relating
them to the major guidelines and premises of the
Final Document. These are developments of
criticial significance for the nuclear arms race.
Part II will be organized along the following
headings: 1) Introduction; 2) Weapons acquisitions
by military alliances headed by the U.S. and the
Soviet Union; 3) Reassessment of strategic doctrine
to enhance deterrence, 4) Nuclear arms control :

bilateral negotiations, 5) Multilateral arms control
negotiations, 6) Conclusion.

(*) Associate Professor, Department of Political Science and Public Admi-
nistration, Middle East Technical University. This study has been
undertaken on the occasion of the Second Special Session on Disarmament
held at the United Nations New York, May - June, 1982.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The United Nations held the First Special Session Devoted to
Disarmament in May-June 1978. The session ended with the
adoption by consensus of the Final Document in which nuclear
weapons, their race and the consequent threat of nuclear war were
defined as the greatest dangers to the survival of mankind.
Accordingly, nuclear disarmament has emerged as an imperative,
in the view of the United Nations, for the survival of mankind.
After having defined the problem, the Final Document has proposed
several key conceptual and operational premises and guidelines to
which nuclear-weapon States, but more specifically the major ones
among them, have been called upon to pursue in the short-term
in order to achive nuclear disarmament in the long-term. Those
proposals that have a direct bearing on the nuclear arms race and
on nuclear disarmament, and therefore have relevance for this
study, are :!

1. The nuclear-weapon States must halt the armaments race
between their respective alliances. In other words, weapons
accumulatation by military alliances should cease to form
the basis of international peace and security;

2. The nuclear-weapon States must move away from
deterrence thinking in which concerns for superiority
and/or balance dominate defence attitudes and underlie
defence postures. In other words, the Final Document
holds detterence philosophies and concepts implicitly
responsible for the nuclear arms race since they form the
theoretical foundation of the nuclear weapons programmes
and defence postures;

3. The nuclear-weapon States must immediately enter into
or continue negotiatations to conclude a series of bilateral
and multilateral nuclear arms control agreements.

The following pages will review the behaviour of the U. S. and
the Soviet Union, the major nuclear weapon-States and therefore

1 For a detailed review of the major ideas and proposals contained in
the Final Document, see Part I of this article in METU Studies in
Development, Vol. 9, No: 1 (1982), pp. 151-187.
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with utmost responsibility to work towards nuclear disarmament,
from the perspective of the premises and guidelines set out by the
United Nations in its Final Document.

2. Nuclear Weapons Acquisiticns by Military Allances

Alliances that have an intimate and urgent bearing on world
security are, of course ,the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. They are the most heavily armed
collective security systems of the world. Behind each one of them
stand the nuclear and conventional military power of the Super
Powers. In total disregard of the Final Document’s proposal, both
NATO and the Warsaw Pact have chosen to acquire additional
nuclear weapons. Equally significant in terms of its contradiction
with the Document’s admonition against basing security on ideas
of balance, is the attempt, common to both sides, to rationalize
new weapons acquisitions decisions by reference to the necessity
of preserving balance in respective military capabilities.

A dramatically new stage in the nuclear armaments race in
Europe has been engendered by the actual and planned introduction
in the latter part of 1970’s of long range theater nuclear forces
(LRTNF) into the military arsenals of each one of the alliances.

Both alliances have had short and medium range nuclear missi-
les since the 1950’s. Besides, 400 or so Poseidon warheads, assigned
to SACEUR, has provided NATO with deterrence by long range
systems. The NATO strategy of flexible response also has counted
on the strategy of the first use of nuclear weapons in a battle in
Europe as a deterrent against the Soviet Union’s superiority in
conventional forces. In other words, a “balance of imbalances”
existed for a long time in Europe, irrespective of the disparities
and asymmetries in the size and characteristics of specific
categories of weapons.

The Soviet Union introduced the intermediate missiles, known
in the West as the SS-20’s, when they first became operational in
1976. They are mobile and have three warheads each. Therefore,
they are less vulnerable and threaten more targets. Their range
of 4,400 km gives them the ability to reach targets in Western
Eurcpe. Chancellor Schmidt of the Federal Republic of Germany,
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in a speech in Fall, 1977, articulated his concern over the widening
imbalance between West European and Soviet nuclear forces.” In
December 1979, NATO decided to deploy 572 new LRTNF’s by the
end of 1983, to correct the perceived, evolving imbalance. The
deployment programme involves ground-launched systems: 108
Pershing II launchers, to replace existing Pershing 1-A’s and 464
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM), all with single
warheads. Their range enables them to hit targets in the Soviet
Union.

Each side argues that its deployments and plans for future
deployment form part of the routine modernization programme of
its forces while those of the other’s are directed at enhancing the
balance in its favour. At issue, then, are conflicting assumptions
about the elements of the balance and their consequent strategic
implications. Each includes differing elements into the calculati-
on of the military balance. According to President Ronald Reagan,
the Soviet Union now enjoys a superiority on the order of six to
one, while president Brezhnev contends that, “If another almost
600 new American missiles are deployed in Westren Europe, NATO
will receive a 50% advantage as regards carriers, and almost a
100% advantage as regards nuclear charges.” (3).

NATO has argued that the imbalance, brought about in parti-
cular by the deployment of the SS-20’s and the long-range
Backfire bombers in the last few years, undermines the stability
achieved in intercontinental systems; it casts doubt on the credi-
bility of the Allience’s deterrent strategy by highlighting the gap
in the spectrum of NATO’s available nuclear response to
aggression. (4) In other words, NATO seems to fear that, first, it
might be self-deterred from the first use of nuclear weapons to
offset conventional defeat, and secondly, the Soviet Union might
threaten or employ limited nuclear strikes, presumably from the

2 Schmidt, H. (1978) : “The Alastair Buchan Memorial Lecture,” Survival,
Vol. XX, No. 1, January/February, p. 4.

3 “President Brezhnev's Interview With Der Spiegel,” Survival, Vol.
XXIV, No. 1, Winter 1981-82, p. 390. For President Reagan’'s assessment,
see his, “The Deployment of Nuclear Weapons,” Atlantic Community
Quarterly, Winter 1981-82, p. 390.

4 “Special Meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers, Communique,”
NATO Review, Vol. 28. No. 1, February 1980, p. 25.
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new systems or shorter-range systems, against major targets in
Western Europe, thus acquiring the ability to exert political
pressure on Western Europe. (5)

The causes of NATO’s concern over the military balance has
deeper roots. They relate to certain political assumptions about the
negative impact on extended deterrence of strategic parity between
the Super Powers, and, of the thecretical vulnurability of U.S.
ICBM forces. It is assumed that the new strategic realities have
eroded the credibility of extended deterrence. Deployment of
LRTNF’s is, therefore, one way to restore West European confi-
dence in the American nuclear deterrent over Europe. However,
it is also argued that the Western European need to deter the
Soviet Union militarily and politically does not necessarily require
Western military capabilities in Europe somehow matched to, or
‘countering’ given Soviet weapons. (6) It seems clear, in retrospect,

5 Treverton, G. (1981): Nuclear Weapons in Europe, [he International
Institute for Strategic Studies, London, Adelphi Paper 168, p. 8.

Ibid. Treverton had argued earlier along similar lines, see his, “Nuclear
Weapons and the “Gray Area,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 5 Summer
1979. For a similar argument, see Lewis, K.N. (1980) : “Intermediate
Range Nuclear Weapons, “Scientific American, Vol. 243, No. 6, December,
p. 69. For a compact presentation of West European views by a west
European analyst, see de Rose, F. (1979) : “The Future of SALT and Western
Security in Europe,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 5, Summer, pp. 1065-1074.
Mr. Henry Kissinger, a person who must be in a position to assess the true
state of affairs, literally warned NATO allies not to have faith in the
credibility of the threat of mutual suicide as a deterrent strategy for Wes-
tern security; see his, “NATO-The Next Thirty Years,” Atlantic Community
Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 4, Winter 1979-80, pp. 468-469.

The domestic opposition and public upheaval in Western Europe
and the stormy reverberations on Atlantic relations engendered by the
momentous weapons modernization decision of NATO persuaded manv
on both sides of the Atlantic to reassess the relative weight of the
forces that had led to the decision. Dr. Christoph Bertram, the Director
of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, has concluded that
the motivation for the program emanated from intra-Alliance strains,
in particular from the apprehensions over U.S.-West German relations,
going back to initial West European suspicions over the implications of
the SALT process on their security, all of which prompted Chancellor
Schmidt to raise the issue. See Bertram’s, “The Implications of Theater
Nuclear Wieapons in Europe”,, Foreign Affairs, Vol 60, No. 2, Winter
1981/82, p. 309. Dr. Bertram’s assessment finds a more precise expression
in the following statement, “the motivations for the program lay not
so much in Soviet behaviour as in an uneasiness about the Alliance
itself,” loc. cit.

(=2
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that the NATO weapons decision was prompted, and in a sense
urged on the U.S. more by West European political concerns and
initiatives than by purely technical, military reasons.

The political implications of superior military force is a
question that can be neither proved nor disproved categorically.
It is an issue that has been extensively debated in the nuclear
age. It 1is obvious that Western European leaders have been
uncomfortable with the potential of the new Soviet nuclear
weapons to accrue political benefits, to its owners, as Chancellor
Schmidt has articulated: “The introduction of the SS-20 has upset
the military balance in Europe and created for itself an instrument
of political pressure on the countries within the range of the
SS-20, for which the West so far has no counterbalance». (7)

It is clear that the ambitious armaments effort is not confined
to NATO. The Soviet Union is quoted to have deployed a formi-
dable force of 280 SS-20 missiles with a total warhead of 840,
as of January 1982. (8) The Soviet Union believes that there is
approximate parity in the intermediate-range nuclear forces in
Europe, a point reiterated by Mr. Brezhnev in his report to the
23rd Congress of the CPSU. (9) Accordingly, the NATO decision
amounts to an attempt designed to change the existing balance
in NATO’s favour. With this change, “...the Atlantic military
citadel is oriented not toward equality or parity but toward the
open achievement of superiority-specifically, its aim is to acquire
a first-strike nuclear potential within the framework of the
“Furostrategic’ theater”, (10) charges a Soviet commentator. In
the opinion of a high-ranking party official, the new NATO dep-
loyment plans were a violation of the non-circumvention clause

7 Quoted in Burt, R. (1982) : “NATO and Nuclear Deterrence,” Three
Speeches, U.SI.C.A., Ankara, p. 14.

8 Eagleburger, L.S. (1982): “The U.S. Approach to the Negotiations on
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces,” NATO Review, Vol. 30, No. 1,
February, s. 9.

9 Brezhnev, L.L. (1981) : Report Submitted to the 26th Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union on 23 February 1881. (Turkish
Translation.) Ankara, pp. 24, 27.

10 Beglov, S. (1980) : “A New Rape of Europe-or Washington's Dangerous
Schemes,“ The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXXII, No. 16,
p. 12 (translated from) Pravda, 23 April 1980, p. 4.
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“For deterrence to operate successfuly, our potential advers-
aries must be convinced that we possess sufficient military
power so that if they were to start a course of action
that could lead to war, they would be frustrated in their
efforts to achieve their objective or suffer so much damage
that they would gain nothing by their action. Put differently,
we must have forces and plans for the use of our strategic
nuclear forces such that in considering aggression against
our interests, our adversary would recognize that no plausable
outcome would represent a success - on any rational definition
of success. The prospect of such a failure would then deter an
adversary’s attack on the United States or our vital interests.
The preparation of forces and plans to create such a prospect
has come to be referred to as “countervailing strategy.” (16)

The strategic policy revision in the U.S. has come about
amidst a vigorous doctrinal debate, both official and unofficial,
one major focus of which was the Soviet strategic doctrine. The
understanding of Soviet strategic thought was to help determine
the adequacy of the American strategic doctrine and forces
to provide for the security of the United States. The debate
picked up momentum against the background of achieve-
ment of parity by the Soviet Union in the early 1970’s, of its
steady military buildup throughout the decade and of the
theoretical “window of vulnerabilitiy” of U.S. land-based ICBM’s
to a Soviet attack. A recent American study has concluded that
two military issues have come to the center of the debate : The
counterforce problem, which is largely reducible to the issue of
the vulnerability of ICBM’s to a Soviet first strike, and, extended
deterrence, which hinges on the issue of whether and how the
United States can enhance confidence in its being wiiling and
able to use nuclear weapons first and escalate the level of
conflict to strategic weapons in the event of Soviet attack on
U.S. allies. (17)

16 Brown, H. (1980) : Department of Defence Annual Report, Fiscal Year
1981, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., p. 65.

17. Staff of the Carnegie Panel on U.S. Security and the Future of Arms
Control (1981) : Challenges for U.S. National Security, A Preliminary
Report, The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York,
p. T
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United Nations Final Document’s position against it. Further still,
strategic doctrines and policies have bzen subjected to an intense
reassessment proces, more visibly in the U.S. than in the U.S.S.R,,
with a view to enhancing deterrence. The revival in the U.S. of
interest in war-fighting strategies and capabilities as the concep-
tual and operational guide to deterrence strategies has accentu-
ated, once more, the paradoxical nature of security built and
maintained on the logic of deterrence.

Military doctrines and strategies are rarely formulated in a
political vacuum. The fundamentals of nuclear deterrence thinking
and their corresponding strategies and force designs were developed
in close interaction with the technological and politico-military
conditions prevailing in the latter part of the 1840’s and early 1950’s.
As the configuration of the elements that went into the calculus of
deterrence changed over time, strategies were also revised. The U.S.
strategy of 1950’s of massive retaliation was modified into that of
assured destruction in the 1960’s. The latest strategy innvonation in
the U.S., known as the countervailing strategy, was formally, adop-
ted in July 1980 by Presidential Directive 59. The backbone of the
new doctrine had been shaped earlier in mid-1970’s with the so-
called Schlesinger Doctrine of flexible cptions or limited nuclear
war. The strategy’s evolution dated back to early 1970’s when
President Nixon voiced what he perceived to be the dilemma posed
by the strategy of assured destruction under current conditions:
“Should a President, in the event of a nuclear attack, be left with
the single option of ordering the mass destruction of enemy
civilians, in the face of the uncertainty that it would be followed
by the mass slaughter of Americans?” (14)

Defence Secretary Harold Brown explained at the time of the
announcement of the new strategy that the new policy was not
a radical departure from the U.S. strategic policy over the past
decade. (15) He described the basic reasoning behind the new
strategy as follows :

14 Quoted in Baker, J. C. (1979) : “Nuclear Strategy and Weapons” in
W.H. Kincade and J.D. Porro (eds), Negotiating Security: Arms
Control Reader, The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
New York, p. 49.

Brown, H. (1980): “The Objective of U.S. Strategic Forces”, Survival, Vol.
XX, No. 6, November/December 1980, p. 268.
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Soviet incentive to reach a thorough and balanced agreement. (13)
With obvious intractable problems facing the negotiations, pros-
pects for an early progress seems week particularly when political
relations have proved to possess the propensity to overwhelm arms
control negotiations.

It is an arbitrary exercise, of course, to treat NATO and
Warsaw Pact nuclear armaments in isolation from the conventi-
onal. The conventional forces are an essential element of the
balance, with direct links, in terms of strategy, to the nuclear
component. The conventional-nuclear mix is, at the same time,
Europe’s dilemma, for Europe is willing neither to give up the
nuclear option totally, nor to rely on the conventional option
exclusively. The MBFR negotiations, which began with the aim
of achieving a balanced reduction of conventional forces in the
guidelines area, had comprised the European leg of the arms
control network established in the early 1970’s. The CSCE process
had formed the political manifestation of detente. SALT I and II
were the exclusive Super Power domain, which, operating from
its apex of power, tied everything together strategically and
politically. This super structure of security built over Europe
through arms control and through political relaxation is speedily
eroding because its political foundation is disintegrating. It
is only dangerously alarming that in the four years since 1978
when the Final Document was drafted, expectations for nuclear as
well as conventional arms reductions in Europe (Programme: 82),
the most critical area for world security, have not only escaped
realization, but have lived to see the reverse. The impact of the
withdrawal by the Soviet Union of several thousand Soviet troops
stationed in East Germany and by the U.S. of roughly one thou-
sand nuclear warheads from European NATO in early 1980’s is
dwarfed when pitted against that of the on-going rearmament
plans and programmes.

3. Reassesment of Strategic Doctrine to Enhance Deterrence

The idea of deterrence continues to be the key organizing
concept which dominates the strategic doctrines, policies and
force desings of both Super Powers, again in disregard of the

13 International Herald Tribune, 13-14 March 1982, p. 3.
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of SALT II Treaty. (11) Prior to the NATO decision, the Soviet
Union had offered, on 6 October 1979, to limit deployment of
S8-20’s if NATO would defer a decision to deploy new Western
systems. The offer was withdrawn when NATO went ahead
with the decison and again when the SALT II treaty was suspended.
The Soviets repeated the offer to negotiate during Chancellor
Schmidt’s visit to Moscow in early July 1980. Preliminary talks
began in Octcber 1980, to be broken up within a month over the
question of which forces to include in the regotiations. The U.S.
wanted to restrict the negotiations to the planned NATO forces
and the Soviet SS-20’s and Backfires. The Scviet Union insisted on
including all Western systems, e.g. the Forward Based Systems
such as nuclear capable aircraft stationed at several NATO
countries and on carriers in the Mediterranean, and American
SLBM’s placed at the disposal of the European NATO command,
capable of striking Soviet territory. (12) At the 26th Party
Congress in February 1981, Mr. Brezhnev repeated the call for a
moratorium and negotiations.

The resumption of arms control negotiations between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union on 30 November 1981, on intermediate range
systems has helped reduce somewhat the tension that had built
up in the preceding two years in East-West relations, in Atlantic
relations and in West European public opinion. President Reagan’s
announcement on 18 November 1981 of a dramatic new U.S. posi-
tion on nuclear arms control in Europe, known as the Zero Option,
eased Western European apprehensions over previous U.S.
intransigence despite the call to arms control negotiations in the
two-track NATO decision of 12 December 1979. The more recent
Soviet offer on 16 March 1982 for a freeze on the deployment of
the SS-20’s West of the Urals in return for the cancellation of the
NATO deployment decision has been rejected by the U.S. on
grounds that the freeze proposal would concede to the Soviet
Union its present advantage in IRBMS’s and thus eliminate any

11 House, U.S. (1980) : The Modernization of NATO's Long Range Theater
Nuclear Forces, Report Prepared for the Sub-Committee on Europe
and the Middle East of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., 31 Dscember,
p. 51

12 Ibid., pp. 39-42.
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Notwithstanding certain variations among them, opinions
in the debate have polarized around two basic attitutes. One set of
views about Soviet doctrines and forces resembles those held by
the Committee on the Present Danger. The other set of views is
roughly the obverse of the first.

The first group has argued that the Soviet Union continues
to adhere to Lenin’s faith in the Clausewitzian dictum that war
is a continuation of politics by other means. She looks at the
nuclear weapon as an utilizable tool in warfare, the ultimate aim
of which is victory. Driven by belief in the possibility of waging,
surviving and winning a nuclear war, and a prolonged war at
that, she has designed and disciplined her forces so as to be
prepared to actually conduct a nuclear war. The same outlook is
behind her drive to acquire unilateral superiority. Her conceptual
preference for damage limitation and her deployed capability for a
preemptive first-strike demonstrate that she has refused to abide
by the concepts of deterrence and stable deterrence as understocd
by the U.S.

In contrast, the American concept of deterrence, in the view
of the first group, has been confined to the prevention of war by
relying on secure retaliatory forces. She has not preoccupied
herself with the terrain of war-fighting, since nuclear war had, for
long, been singled out as unthinkable and victory not possible.
However, this understanding of deterrence is in need of modifica-
tion in view of Soviet achievement of strategic parity, the
parallel growth in Soviet counterforce capability, and, the U.S.
land-based ICBM vulnerability. These developments, combined
with the Soviet doctrine of nuclear war-fighting and war-winning,
threaten the credibility of the American deterrent based on the
strategy of the mutual vulnerabilities of the societies of both
sides to massive nuclear retaliation. Consequently, the U.S. needs
to develop such nuclear forces, and employment plans for their
use, as to deter the Soviet Union from entertaining war-winning
intentions and plans. Such forces will necessarily involve coun-
terforce and damage-limiting capabilities, for without such capa-
bilities the U.S. would, within the confines of the strategy of
mutual assured destruction, be self-deterred from retaliating to a
less-than-all-out Soviet first strike. It is imperative, therefore, not






