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It has now become commonplace to comment upon the " extraordinary" developments in East-West relations since 1989. Indeed they have been extraordinary, but in no field have they turned the world upside down more than in the area of arms control and disarmament. As the last American hostages were being released from Lebanon in December of 1991, one could read headlines such as " Russia Appeals for Membership in NATO" and " U.S. Urged to Cut 50 Percent of A-Arms" (the latter proposed not by some peacenik, but by an official Defense Department panel). Senator Richard Lugar quite seriously suggested a " daily countdown of the number Soviet nuclear weapons destroyed" in an op-ed piece in the Washington Post.

Arms control and disarmament talks have been a central feature of U.S.-Soviet relations since the beginning of the Cold War. The majority of such negotiations since the 1960s focused primarily on arms control issues as a policy option to reduce international and European tensions while, at the same time, regulating the arms race. The initial processes became in time smoother, less vulnerable to propaganda, and more issue-oriented to achieve mutually beneficial arms control regimes (which didn't compromise national security). At the Four-Power Summit in Geneva in July 1955, Khrushchev rejected the U.S. " Open Skies" proposal of agreed-upon regular aerial overflights to monitor each other's military forces. Ironically, the collapse of the I960 Paris Summit over the U.S. program of spy-plane overflights across the USSR boosted prospects for " Open Skies" by shifting the concept into the new realm of satellite technology, which provided both sides with a measurable degree of accuracy in arms-control monitoring of their opponent's forces. Similarly, if the Paris Summit scuttled the British proposal of banning highly polluting nuclear tests, later, less emotionally charged negotiations produced a series of accords to prohibit nuclear tests in the atmosphere, underwater, in outer space, and underground. Soon, arms control would become a way to regulate the East-West arms race and the spread of weapons of mass destruction in new regions where none had been previously deployed.1
U.S.-Soviet arms control, however, had not yet developed into a more substantial process of arms limitation and reduction. By 1966, President Johnson realized that American nuclear superiority was rapidly eroding under the Soviet military buildup of the 1960s.2 

To keep its advantage, the U.S. would have to resume its own build-up of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), but this seemed a remote possibility as long as the Vietnam War demanded practically the lion's share of the U.S. defense budget. The U.S. still counted on 6,000 forward-based tactical nuclear weapons (FBS) in Europe and Asia, which were in striking distance of the USSR and which also compensated for the Soviet strategic build-up. Yet, the certainty of an intensification of the East-West nuclear arms race over the new anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense prompted Johnson to propose Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) preventing a future proliferation a new generation of ICBMs with multiple, independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV) - a new technology that replaced a single nuclear missile warhead with three to ten warheads, each capable of hitting separate targets. Given Soviet intransigence, progress after the Glassboro meeting between Johnson and Soviet Premier Kosygin was slow, and finally stalled after the Soviet Union's 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia. 

However, under President Nixon and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger, SALT was given a reconsideration, its prospects now brighter given the major changes taking place in the domestic political scene: A deeply divided America was retreating from the humiliating Vietnam fiasco and faced mounting domestic inflation and political unrest; while the clash between Congress and the Executive Branch over foreign policy objectives and cuts in the military budget hastened the prospects for America's global retrenchment. In these circumstances, it was politically and financially impossible to match the Soviet build-up and impending nuclear-weapons parity without reciprocal arms control commitments. The U.S. also hoped to enlist Soviet help in Vietnam and in stabilizing other trouble spots around the world. Concurrently, the USSR under Brezhnev was more open to compromise with the West, hoping for agreements that would promote several objectives: 1) to obtain foreign credits and technology; 2) to split NATO by trying to " de-link" U.S. commitments to Western Europe's defense; 3) to gain support against China; 4) to constrain through arms control any U.S. technological advance in ABMs and MIRVs; 5) to force the removal of all U.S. FBSs; and 6) to finally be recognized as a power equal to the United States in nuclear might and international prestige. Thus, a commonly shared perception of mutual advantage propelled the superpowers into an era of defence - a shift from confrontation to measured cooperation in international affairs. This produced the SALT I and ABM Treaties in 1972 and the SALT II Treaty in 1979. Although the 1969-72 SALT I Talks were criticized afterwards for not being innovative enough in pressing for weapons cuts, it was the first time in history that any power entered into such a complex, detailed accord covering weapons-systems counts, technology modernization, verification, and overall ceilings on each system's numerical growth.3
U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations improved dramatically since the mid-1980s. The 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty eliminated all theater nuclear weapons with a range of 500-5,000 km. More significantly, for future arms control treaties, it established a strict compliance regime with the first ever mutual on-site inspections of INF destructions and INF-related facilities (both in Europe and on the territory of the superpowers), while institutionalizing bilateral compliance verification and grievance resolution. The 1991 Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty sharply reduced conventional forces throughout Europe and the USSR up to the Ural Mountains. That year also witnessed the historic Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), which sharply curtailed U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear forces.4
The outstanding issue of short-range nuclear weapons (SNF) appeared to reach an unexpected and seemingly satisfactory conclusion following the unsuccessful coup against Gorbachev in August 1991. The coup accelerated the demise of both hardliners in the Communist Party, the security apparatus, and the military, and of Gorbachev himself as Russian President Boris Yeltsin valiantly defied the coup plotters and capitalized on the support of others opposing the August coup: pro-democratic forces and independence movements in the republics.

Clearly, the dramatic political changes of 1989-91 and the Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe raised the perspective that traditional, negotiated arms control reductions risked being outpaced by the faster tempo of international political change. To many critics, this symbolized the growing political ir-relevancy of arms control as a process, while the collapse of communism and the disintegration of the USSR raised new, even more troublesome concerns over control of the approximately 27,000 warheads in the Soviet SNF and strategic nuclear arsenal now suddenly under the de facto control of newly empowered leaders of four of the Soviet Union's successor states, whose reawakened nationalism was made more ominous by the 

TABLE 1 — Strategic Weapon Launchers, US/USSR (1967-1985)

	Strategic Forces:
	1967
	1969
	1972 SALTI
	1979 SALT II
	1982
	1985

	 
	 
	 
	USA
	 
	 
	 

	ICBMs
	1,054
	1,054
	1,054
	1,054
	1052
	1030

	SLBMs
	576
	656
	656
	656
	520
	600

	Bombers
	650
	525
	450
	366
	316
	263

	TOTAL
	2,280
	2.235
	2,160
	2,076
	1,888
	1.893

	 
	 
	 
	USSR
	 
	 
	 

	ICBMs
	500
	1,140
	1.527/ 1.618
	1,400
	1,398
	1,298

	SLBMs
	100
	185
	459/740
	1,028
	989
	954

	Bombers
	155
	145
	150
	135
	150
	180/480

	Total
	755
	1,470
	2,136/ 2,508
	2.563
	2.537
	2.432/ 2,732


possession of nuclear weapons. Thus, President Bush on September 27, 1991 suddenly enacted sweeping unilateral and immediate nuclear weapons reductions and withdrawals which went well beyond NATO's 1990 London Declaration calling for East-West SNF negotiations. The Presidential initiative provided for: 1) the withdrawal and destruction of the global U.S. inventory of ground-launched, short-range theater nuclear weapons, mostly deployed in Europe (approximately 850 Lance missile warheads and 1,300 nuclear artillery shells with a range of under 500 km.), which had lost their military significance since the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the withdrawal of Soviet troops from now pro-NATO Eastern Europe; 2) withdrawal of all naval tactical nuclear weapons (cruise missiles, depth-charges, and bombs) from warships, attack submarines and naval aircraft (carrier- and land-based), along with the destruction of half this arsenal (mostly obsolete weapons systems); 3) the modification of NATO's nuclear deterrent by relying on fighter-bomber deployment of nuclear bombs, but no air-launched theater nuclear missies (TASM).5
On strategic weapons. Bush's new initiative canceled the MX and the mobile Midgetman, took off alert all strategic bombers, and accelerated the schedule for eliminating the 450 Minuteman Ï missies as stipulated under START. Bush called upon Moscow to reply in kind, while also proposing a future bilateral de-MIRVing of land-based ICBMs. The U.S. initiative reflected a major shift already underway in American strategy, away from the traditional Cold War posture of the " balance of terror" to one based on smaller nuclear stockpiles and conventionally armed rapid deployment forces for use in regional interventions (Panama, 1990; Iraq, 1990-91). Gorbachev's response matched the unilateral U.S. initiative by eliminating all nuclear artillery and SNF missile warheads, and by withdrawing into central storage all air-defense nuclear missiles and naval tactical nuclear weapons (from warships, submarines and naval aircraft). He also garrisoned all rail-mobile ICBMs, while announcing the future reduction of Soviet strategic nuclear warheads to 5,000 rather than the 6,000 allowed under START. Though the superpowers' unilateral initiatives were also dictated by the historic opportunities to immediately reap all possible benefits from their newfound close relations, disagreement persists over de-MIRVing ICBMs, on Soviet appeals to terminate nuclear testing, and on the use of U.S. assistance to speed the destruction of the SNF arsenal (which could take 10 years).6 

However, the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the USSR and the Soviet Communist Party, the resulting creation of a politically tenuous and loosely structured Commonwealth of Independent States, and Gorbachev's departure from politics, have all combined to reveal not-so-latent dangers of nuclear proliferation in the Soviet Union's successor states and their link with a radical Third World anxious to acquire such weapons. Soon after the failed Soviet coup and its political aftermath, the U.S. expressed its profound concern over the fate of the approximately 27,000 Soviet nuclear weapons: 10.271 pre-START strategic warheads deployed in the four " nuclear" republics (Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus); an estimated 8,800 deployed SNFs; 3,400 naval nuclear warheads; plus an unquantifiable number of SNFs permanently stored in various locations. According to Senator Joseph Biden, the mobile and concealable SNFs especially posed the highest risk of unauthorized use in local crises, with almost 10,000 located in Russia and 5,000 in other former Soviet republics (Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Belarus, Moldova, Uzbekistan, Tadzhikistan, and Turkmenia). International concerns - including unauthorized or accidental launch or theft - over the safety and control of nuclear weapons formerly under centralized Soviet command have somewhat subsided after Yeltsin's explanations of the elaborate nuclear security systems with their existing centralized controls and redundant safeguards against unauthorized use. (Even though on October 30, 1991 an unarmed, non-nuclear surface-to-air missile was inadvertently launched in Ukraine, crashing on a highway).7 

Instead, concerns have now shifted to the security of stored or in-transit, mobile SNFs. According to a recent study published by Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, older SNF units might not be protected by ami-tampering locks, and notwithstanding their control by elite Russian troops, SNF stockpiles might be vulnerable to either of the following " doomsday" scenarios: 

· SNF storage sites or units in-transit could be attacked by terrorists or paramilitary ethnic/nationalist groups seeking to use such weapons to settle ethnic conflicts or even grievances with the West (Soviet SNFs were reportedly withdrawn from the restive Baltic and Transcaucasus republics in 1990 after Soviet troops repulsed radical Muslims attacking an SNF storage site in Baku, Azerbaijan. 

· A few SNFs could be stolen, smuggled abroad and sold (either whole or various components) to unstable, revolutionary regimes bent on using these weapons of mass 

TABLE 2 — Treaty Limits on Strategic Weapon Delivery Systems, USA/USSR 1991 Pre-START

	 
	 
	1991
	Pre-START
	 
	 

	Strategic
	 
	 
	Theater
	1987ANF
	 

	SNDVs
	USA
	USSR
	 
	USA
	USSR

	ICBMs
	1,000
	1.398
	IRBMs
	403
	1,766

	SLBMs
	648
	940
	 
	 
	 

	Bombers
	574
	162
	GLCMs
	443
	—

	TOTAL
	2,222
	2,500
	TOTAL
	846
	1.766

	Warheads
	11,602
	10,877
	Warheads*
	846
	3,074

	 
	 
	1991
	Limits
	 
	 

	Aggregate SNDVs
	1.600
	1,600
	 
	 
	 

	Warheads
	1 6,000
	6/5,000
	 
	 
	 


*Plus FRG's 72 Pershing 1A, which were tied separately to the 1987 INF Treaty package. 

destruction for political purposes (Libya, Iraq, Iran, North Korea).

During the 1989 Congressional hearings on nuclear and missile proliferation, CIA Director William Webster revealed that fifteen Third World countries would possess ballistic missiles by the year 2000, and that nine of these were known to have nuclear weapons development programs. Recently, Western intelligence sources have reported that at least sixty former Soviet nuclear scientists and engineers have emigrated to India, Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, and Brazil in search of work since the Soviet nuclear program has ground to a halt. By November 1991, the U.S. Congress appropriated $400 million for the USSR to speed up the safe storage and destruction of 15,000 nuclear weapons, and $100 million for airlift costs of U.S. food aid (over $4 billion already allocated in 1990-91). In addition, pressure from the U.S. and other Western countries has led the four nuclear successor states of the former USSR to pledge adherence to U.S.-Soviet arms control treaties and the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty, while keeping a joint centralized military nuclear command where Yeltsin's nuclear control is subject to the veto of the other successor states.8
Eventually, the future de-nuclearization of the former non-Russian republics will be accomplished once all SNF and strategic warheads deployed outside Russia are returned for safe storage or destruction at Russian facilities. Accordingly, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan have agreed to complete denuclearization by the end of the century. Soviet, Ukrainian and U.S. officials revealed that since December 1991, specialists in the ex-Soviet army had initiated a massive, secret withdrawal of SNF weapons from seven independent republics to Russian territory using camouflaged trains. This task was accomplished with the cooperation of government officials in Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. Nevertheless, the fear remains of future destabilizing international repercussions in the wake of the Soviet Union's death throes, especially the potential outflows to the Third World of unemployed Soviet nuclear experts and/or nuclear weapons. Without strong and persistent international action through diplomatic and economic pressure, nuclear proliferation in the Third World could trigger another set of unexpected major international changes which could either benefit or hinder arms control efforts for crisis-prevention and regional reductions, to wit: the mixed fate of the 1990 Middle East Arms Control Initiative, pursued with such high hopes by the U.S. in the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War.

Concerning international security, both CIA Director Robert Gates and Defense Intelligence Agency Director Gen. James Clapper testified before the Senate Arms Services Committee on January 23, 1992 that the risk of an all-out nuclear war between the superpowers is definitely over since the end of the Cold War, the democratization of Eastern Europe, and the collapse of both Soviet communism and the USSR itself.9 Accordingly, on January 25, 1992, Yeltsin announced that Russia had changed its strategic doctrine and canceled the nuclear missile targeting of U.S. cities. This notwithstanding, a great deal of uncertainty remains over the long-term viability of the Commonwealth of Independent States, the possible flight of its former Soviet nuclear scientists to the Third World, or a repetition of the events in August to restore the old order. Thus, there has been renewed interest in arms control focusing on the use of the U.S. limited " space-defense" program for defending individual Commonwealth states against any regional threat and/or possible ballistic missile strikes from rogue Third World countries. Cooperation in developing such a program would utilize the technical expertise of unemployed nuclear experts in the USSR's successor states. At the same time the Commonwealth's cooperation with the West in reducing nuclear stockpiles, coordinating food and technical aid, and making the painful transition to market economies will increase. This tightening bond of new East-West cooperation has already led to the Washington International Conference on Aid to the CIS in January 1992, and even to Yeltsin's open advocacy of Russia's future membership in NATO.10
The end of the Soviet nuclear threat also influenced the U.S. posture on defense spending and arms control. The Pentagon's new post-Cold-War strategy, announced in February 1991. called for a 30 percent cut in active U.S. ground forces along with their support services and reserve force units, and a 25 percent cut in total armed forces levels (four out of sixteen combat divisions; three out of fifteen aircraft carriers; seven out of twenty-two tactical-fighter wings) with the goal of achieving by 1995 a smaller, more mobile active-duty force of 1.6 million. President Bush's January 27, 1992 State of the Union address announced other sweeping cuts (both unilateral and reciprocal) of almost 3,000 MIRVed strategic nuclear missiles. Accordingly, the U.S. will unilaterally cancel the single-warhead Midgetman ICBM and any new nuclear weapons acquisition programs, and reduce the B-2 Stealth bomber fleet to twenty units (two squadrons) instead of the seventy-five previously requested. If the CIS reciprocates by de-MIRVing ICBMs, the U.S. would: 1) eliminate two-thirds of the 1,500 warheads for land-based Minuteman III ICBMs (by de-MIRVing the three warheads on these 500 missiles into single-warhead ICBMs); 2) eliminate all 50 of its ten-warhead MX ICBMs; 3) convert numerous strategic bombers into conventional ones; 4) compensate for the larger ICBM cuts enacted by the Commonwealth by reducing by one-third the warheads (from 3,456 to 2,300) on sea-launched Trident missiles deployed on twenty-four submarines11. 

Regarding strategic deterrence, Bush's new initiative would reduce nuclear forces 50 percent below START levels, while strengthening the survivability of the U.S. strategic triad by enhancing its sea-based leg and eliminating all MIRVed ICBMs (vulnerable in their fixed silos to surprise first-strikes) by converting them to single-warhead ICBMs. Under START, if current strategic nuclear arsenals fall by the mid-1990s from 11,602 to 8,592 for the U.S. and from 10,877 to 6,940 for the CIS, according to the Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Colin L. Powell, the bilateral adoption of Bush's new initiative would further cut these levels to roughly 4,700 U.S. and 4,456 Russian warheads (36 percent of 1990 levels), plus 1,600 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons and an unspecified number of similar Russian weapons in central storage. Symbolically, Bush's de-MIRVing proposal would represent a complete reversal of twenty years of hidden arms build-ups by reducing U.S. strategic nuclear forces back to their levels in 1971 - before SALT I was signed as the first major U.S.-Soviet arms control treaty to limit strategic delivery systems. Bush's 1992 initiative brought to the strategic field the prospects of his successful initiative the previous year on SNFs by coaxing from the CIS broad, unilateral nuclear cuts.12
Yeltsin immediately replied on January 28 with new unilateral and reciprocal proposals to attain a " minimal nuclear and conventional defense sufficiency." According to Yeltsin, these items comprised the Commonwealth's new strategic thinking: START and Gorbachev's initiative would be honored, and all new and existing strategic weapons modernization and production programs would be terminated. START reductions could be accomplished by taking ICBMs off alert status within three years instead of seven (and even faster if the U.S. reciprocates), while 1,250 warheads are already off alert status. All sea-launched nuclear cruise missiles could be eliminated on a reciprocal basis. Fifty percent of strategic nuclear submarine patrols would be cut, and all could be confined to their bases if the U.S. also reciprocates. No U.S. and Russian cities would be under reciprocal nuclear targeting, and future strategic arms cuts should reduce arsenals to 2,500 warheads each. Russia wants to complete the Chemical Weapons Convention by 1992 and strictly adhere to the 1990 U.S.-Soviet Chemical Weapons Treaty and the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention. Non-proliferation will be supported and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) must be strengthened. There should be a bilateral ban on nuclear tests along with the creation of an international agency for nuclear arms reductions and global control over the entire nuclear cycle, from uranium mining to radioactive waste disposal. The Commonwealth will sharply reduce its military budget and cut 700,000 men from its 3.7-million-member armed forces. The Commonwealth will adhere to the ABM Treaty, eliminate ASATs and jointly develop with the U.S. a global space-based defense. Despite the warm reception given to Yeltsin's bold steps, his calls to also reduce the nuclear arsenals of Britain, France, and China were politely rebuffed.13
Regardless of their differences, Bush's and Yeltsin's 1992 initiatives symbolize the strong U.S.-Russian commitment both to work together towards establishing a reciprocal, minimal, and sufficient nuclear deterrent, and to move the historic international political sea change in a democratic and peaceful direction. As the world approaches the new century - and the new millennium - the past few years will undoubtedly be seen as a sort of prelude to a more profound and enduring " New World Order" whose international security arrangements will be strongly indebted to the success of both strategic deterrence during the Cold War, and to subsequent innovative approaches to arms control and arms reduction policies. 

Both arms control and a minimal strategic deterrence will continue to play a key role in any future world order by attempting to curb other regional threats and especially the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to unstable Third World regimes. Moreover, the current trend in unilateral arms reduction initiatives will not undermine " traditional" negotiated arms control accords such as INF, CFE and START. Instead, both negotiated treaties and unilateral arms control reductions -as long as they can assure national security interests and survive the effects of time and political change - can be used interchange-ably in order to better navigate through the new twists and turns of international politics.14
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