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THE INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND

THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH

RESPECT TO THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS:

A BRIEF PRO-CON DISCUSSION

Introduction

The conclusion on May 26, 1972, of the agreements to limit

strategic arms marked the end of a major phase of the strategic arms

limitation talks between the United States and the Soviet Union, which

had been conducted since November 1969. On August 3, 1972, the

United States Senate approved the treaty which limits the anti-bllitic

missile (ABMs) systems of the two countries. The executive acr.vn

to limit offensive strategic weapons is awaiting final action by bDoz

houses of the Congress. The following discussion of that agreCecnt

attempts to outline some of the major arguments which have been s'*

forth, both in favor of and in opposition to the agreement.
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Number of ICBMs

There are a number of issues which have been discussed concerning

the provisions of the interim agreement to limit offensive weapons.

One criticism is that the provisions of the agreement place the

United States in a position of inferiority in this category of weapons,

a judgment based on estimates of the number of intercontinental

ballistic missiles (ICBMs) available to each country. The U.S. force
1/

numbers 1,054, while the Soviet Union is thought to have 1,618.

Thus, opponents of the agreement consider the disparity in these numbers

a threat to U.S. security.

Supporters of the agreements have used a variety of figures to

counter this criticism, contending that in spite of the advantage

which the Soviets have in the number of missile launchers, the

United States has an advantage in the numbers of other types of

offensive weapons. One example is strategic bombers, which number

500 for the United States and 140 for the Soviet Union. Not only

do supporters point out that bomber deployment is expected to remain

constant, but also 'the U.S. bomber force is considered "more modern
2/

and more survivable" than that of the Soviets. A further argument

1/ Congressional Record, June 1, 1972: S8661.

2/ Alton H. Quanbeck and Barry M. Blechman. The Arms Accords:
Everyone Gains. Washington Post, June 4, 1972.
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is that U.S. bombers In Europe, known as

forward based systems (FBS), can reach the Soviet Union. Thus, they

can be counted as part of U.S. offensive forces and are not affected

by the agreement. These considerations, it is said, contribute to

offsetting the seeming advantage of the Soviet Union in the number

of ICBMs.

Verification of the Agreement and Ambiguity in its Terms

Critics have also raised the issue of ambiguity regarding the

size of the Soviet ICBM force. The agreement does not explicitly

state the number of missiles allowed, but freezes each country's

ICBMs at the current level, i.e., it prohibits further construction,

while allowing those in place and under construction; the figure

for the number of. Soviet ICBMs is based on U.S. intelligence estimates.

This feature of the agreement has been called a likely source of
1/

"uncertainty and possible tensions." In testimony to the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of State Rogers pointed out

that "We have made it abundantly clear to the Soviets...that we consider
2/

this number [ of fixed land-based ICBMs] for the USSR to be 1,618."

1/ Congressional Record, June 1, 1972: S8661.

2/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations Strategic
Arms Limitation Agreements. Hearings ...on Executive L, 92d Congress,
2d session and S. J. Res. 241 and S. J. Res. 242. June and July 1972.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1972. p. 8.
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Apparently among supporters of the agreement, sufficient confidence

exists in U.S. intelligence capabilities, in its estimates of current

Soviet capabilities and in detecting new ICBM construction. Secretary

Rogers went on to state that "specifying the number of ICBM's in the

agreement is not important, since national means of verification will

reveal if any new ICBM construction, which is prohibited by the
1/

agreement, were to take place." However, doubts have been voiced

regarding the reliability of figures provided by U.S. intelligence.

One writer assumes that in addition to the possibility that the figures

maybe inaccurate, the published figures represent the lower bounds

in the range of estimates. Further criticism in this regard is that

if a new field of ICBhs is discovered, it will be difficult to determine
2/

when it was started.

MIRV

An additional source for the ideas of the proponents and opponents

of the interim agreement lies in the technology of multiple independently

targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs). The advent of MIRV technology

has raised questions regarding the capabilities of each country to

threaten the missiles of the other, thereby eroding deterrence, since

1/ Ibid.

2/ Donald G. Brennan. When the SALT Hit the Fan. National Review,
June 23, 1972: 687.
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Soviet MIRV Technology and Duration of the Agreement

A major consideration is the status of the Soviet MIRV technology,

which has developed more slowly than that of the United States. This

area has been the subject of a variety of speculative figures, which

have been used in support of and in opposition to the agreement.

According to one source, figures cited among U.S. officials range

from five to eight years as the time required for the Soviets to
1/

acquire a MIRV force capable of threatening U.S. ICBMYs. Secretary

of Defense Melvin Laird has stated that in 18 to 24 months, a MIRV
2/

capability could be "acquired and deployed" by the Soviet Union.

Still another source cites U.S. officials as indicating that "the

U.S.S.R. is unlikely to achieve the requisite [MIRV] technology
3/

before 1980."

Because the interim agreement is in effect for only five years,

advocates can claim that further limitations will be agreed on during

that time to prevent the Soviet acquisition of a superior position

through qualitative improvements. Critics have asserted that with the

existing advantage granted by the agreements, and with Soviet acquisi-

tion of MIRV imminent, the Soviet Union will have little incentive to

accept further limitations.

1/ Michael Getler. Defense Planners are Convinced Arms Pact Won't

Hurt U.S. Washington Post, May 27, 1972.

2/ U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Strategic
Arms Limitation Agreements. Hearings....92d Cong., 2d sess., on
Executive L, 92d Cong., 2d sess. June and July 1972. Washington,
U.S. Govt. Print. Off. 1972. p. 89.

3/ Alton H. Quanbeck and Barry M. Blechman, op. cit.
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a first strike by one side could destroy the other side's retaliatory

forces. When this aspect of the weapons systems is taken into account,

supporters of the agreement consider the number of warheads as an

indication of U.S. advantage. At present, the United States, which.

has been deploying MIRV for two years, leads in the number of

deliverable warheads, with 5700, while the Soviet Union is thought
1/

to have only 2500.

Because the Interim Agreement does not prohibit qualitative

improvements like MIRV, the prospect of the Soviet Union's.acquiring

MIRV technology has significance in the views of opponents of the

agreement. A major source of concern has been evidence of the construc-

tion of 25 large new missiles in the Soviet Union, thought to exceed

the size of the SS-9 and possibly capable of carrying a warhead of
2/

over 50 megatons. To have one warhead of this size is considered

unlikely in terms of military value, but the size of the missile

suggests that a large number of warheads, presumably MIRVed, could

be planned by the Soviets for these delivery vehicles. Opponents of

the treaty claim that if this occurs, and if the 288 Soviet SS-9s

are MIRVed or replaced with the larger MIRVed missile, a threat would
3/

exist against U.S. ICBMs.

1/ Crosby S. Noyes. Russia Gets N-Superiority on a Silver Platter.
Washington Star, May 30, 1972. As quoted in Congressional Record,

June 1, 1972: S8677.

2/ Michael Getler. Goldwater and Jackson Warn A-Pact Would Damage
U.S. Washington Post, May 25, 1972.

3/ Ibid.
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SLBMs

Similar arguments, both prQ and con, have been advanced concerning

submarines and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Critics

of the agreement charge that an alarming disparity exists in numbers of

both submarines and SLBMs. As the United States assesses the situation,

the upper limit of Soviet submarines is 62, with 44 for the United States.

The agreement also allows for obsolete land-based ICBMs (those constructed

before 1964) to be replaced by SLBMs. If each side exercises this option,

the Soviet Union could have 950 SLBMs and the United States 710; if not,

the number would be 740 Soviet SLBMs, and 656 American.

As is the case with land-based ICBMs, supporters of the agreement

can claim that the MIRV program (Poseidon) and the status of its tech-

nology in the United States offset these numerical differences. More-

over, the agreement halts the momentum of the rapid Soviet deployment

of submarines, by terminating "this buildup below potential uncontrolled

levels." The same argument continues that the agreement, which imposes

restrictions, is a more effective counter than similar deployments by
1/

this nation."

1/ Alton H. Quanbeck and Barry M. Blechman, op. cit.,

amc


