
Where do we go from here? 

STALEMATE IN GENEVA 

by Robert Einhorn 

The Soviet Government has advanced several arguments 
to justify walking out of the Intermediate Nuclear Force 
(tNF) negotiations on November 23 of last year and pro- 
ceeding with its so-called “counterdeployments.” Each is 
misleading and self-serving and requires a response. 

One such argument is that the introduction of the Persh- 
ing 11s and Ground-Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCMs) 
had the effect of upsetting an existing parity in Europe and, 
in f?ct, is the first step toward the establishment of U.S. 
supevrity. In analyzing that claim, it’s worthwhile to re- 
call a number of statements made by the Soviet Government 
regarding the question of parity: 

In October, 1979, Leonid Brezhnev said: “A balance 
of forces has taken shape in Europe.’’ At that time there 
were fewer than 800 Soviet LNF missile warheads and no 
warheads on comparable U.S. systems. 

In February, 1981, roughly a year-and-a-half later, 
Brezhnev said: “There is approximate equality now.” By 
then approximately 200 SS-20 warheads had been added, 
though there was not a single new U.S. missile warhead. 

In August, 1982, Soviet Defense Minister Dmitri Us- 
tinov said: “Approximate parity of forces continues to exist.” 
About 200 additional Soviet INF warheads had been de- 
ployed and still not a single U.S. warhead. 

More recently, in April, 1983, the Soviet press agency 
TASS talked about “the currently existing parity.” By then 
there were more than 1,300 Soviet missile warheads, yet 
duringthisentire four-yearperiodnot asingle U.S. warhead 
had been deployed. 

One must conclude that either the concept of “parity” is 
an infinitely elastic one or it has been the Soviet Covern- 
ment, and not the U.S. Government, that has sought to 
upset that parity. 

A second Soviet claim is that the SS-20s constitute a 
legitimate modernization of aging Soviet systems, while 
deployment of the Pershings and GLCMs in Western Eu- 
rope constitutes a new and destabilizing threat-a threat 
which, for reasons of “geographic asymmetry,” the Soviet 
Union does not pose to the United States. 
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First the SS-20s. It’s very clear, when one understands 
the technical attributes of these systems, that the SS-20s 
are vastly superior to the SS-4 and SS-5 missiles they re- 
placed. The SS-20s are solid-fuel missiles; they can be fired 
instantly, without any preparation or notice. The SS-4s and 
SS-5s are liquid-fuel missiles that can take several hours 
to get ready, hours that could provide substantial warning 
of an impending attack. 

Similarly, while the accuracy of the SS-4s and SS-5s is 
very poor, the SS-20 is a highly accurate multiple-warhead 
missile capable of striking discrete military targets all over 
Western Europe. Indeed, because the 4s and 5 s  have no 
precise destination, you might call them “to whom it may 
concern missiles.” This is a major difference in capability. 

The SS-20s are also mobile, which would permit the 
Soviet Union to fire an SS-20 system without warning and 
then move the launcher to another designated site, where 
it would not be vulnerable to retaliation. Such mobility 
makes it a very effective war-fighting system. 

Whether or not you call the SS-20 program “legitimate 
modernization” is a question of semantics. In any event, it 
clearly represents a very large step in capability. And if, 
in fact, the SS-20s were designed merely as replacements 
for aging systems, why are there now over 1,300 long- 
range INF warheads on the Soviet side, whereas in mid- 
1977, before the SS-20 was deployed, there were only 575. 

A NEW THREAT? 
The Soviets argue that the Pershings and GLCMs constitute 
a new and destabilizing threat because they give the U.S., 
presumably for the first time, sufficient range and capability 
to strike at the territory of the Soviet Union from Europe. 
But here too one must refer to the historical record. 

Since almost the beginning of NATO there have been 
U.S. dual-capable aircraft, stationed in various parts of 
Europe, with range capability sufficient to hit targets on 
Soviet territory. The ground-launched cruise missiles in 
question are simply pilotless aircraft. They are subsonic- 
they fly slower than the speed of sound-and are not much 
faster, if at all faster, than some of the dual-capable aircraft 
that continue to be stationed in Western Europe. True, they 
are improved in capability: The reason we want to deploy 
those ground-launched cruise missiles is because the ex- 
isting aircraft have become increasingly vulnerable to at- 
tack. These new cruise missiles are mobile and less 
vulnerable and are better able to penetrate the very sizable 
air defenses of the Soviet Union. But the basic capability 



to reach Soviet territory has existed for some time. 
A lot of hullabaloc+to use an expression popular among 

Soviet negotiators-has been raised about the Pershing be- 
cause of its ballistic character: From its point of deployment 
it has a relatively short flight time to the Soviet Union. But 
it should be recognized that for a long time now U.S. bal- 
listic missile-camying submarines have been earmarked for 
use by NATO. These submarines carry ballistic missiles 
with relatively short flight times-considerably shorter flight 
times than those of ICBMs if the submarine is stationed 
close to Europe, and not much longer than the flight times 
of the ballistic Pershing. 

In this connection it is also important to recognize that 
the Pershings, which have persistently ‘been labeled “first- 
strike weapons” by the Soviet Government, will number 
only 108; and that their maximum range is not sufficient 
to reach Moscow and the national command centers that 
are in and around Moscow. Consequently, to call the Persh- 
ing I1 a “first-strike weapon” is a distortion. 

Another allegation is that these systems threaten Soviet 
territory, whereas the Soviet Union does not threaten U.S. 
territory in an analogous way. In fact, Yankee Class Soviet 
submarines have long patrolled off the Atlantic coast. Each 
submarine carries several ballistic missiles, each with a 
short flight time quite comparable to that of the Pershing. 
Thus, to say that the Pershings pose a “new and destabil- 
izing threat,” a threat that exists because of a “geographic 
asymmetry ,” seems to me an exaggerated, if not a specious, 
argument. 

A third Soviet claim is that the Soviet Union should not 
be expected to negotiate under the pressure of U.S. de- 
ployment of the Pershing and GLCM systems; the metaphor 
of a “gun being held to the head of the Soviet Union” has 
been used. It seems to me particularly ironic that this claim 
should be made. After all, ever since the fall of 1980, while 
the Soviet Union was deploying over 500 warheads on its 
SS-20s. the United States continued to sit down and talk 
with the Soviet negotiators across the usual green baize- 
covered table about these INF systems. Now that the U.S., 
in conjunction with and with the full suppon of its NATO 
allies, has deployed a handful of Pershings and ground- 
launched cruise missiles, the Soviet Union claims that i t  is 
“compelled” to terminate these discussions. 

A fourth argument put forward is that it’s futile to con- 
tinue with these talks because they’re getting nowhere and 
there’s no reason to prolong the farce. It’s true that some 
basic issues remain to be resolved in these negotiations, 
and they will be hard to bridge. But I think thisclaim ignores 
the very substantial progress made in the INF negotiations 
in Geneva in the few months before the Soviet walkout in 
November. 
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AREAS OF CONVERGENCE 
On the question of geographic scope, the U.S. has taken 
the position that these intermediate-range missiles should 
be limited on a global basis-that is, missiles of a specified 
intermediate-range capability ought to be included in the 
limits no matter where they are deployed. There are two 
reasons for this: If we focus our attention only on Europe, 
then Soviet missiles could be moved out of Europe and into 
Asia, where they could pose a threat to United States allies 
Japan and Korea and also have a destabilizing effect on 
certain third parties, particularly China. But we also have 

to realize that these systems are mobile and transportable, 
so that if a European crisis were to arise, these Soviet sys- 
tems in Asia could be transported back West and, in cir- 
cumvention of the negotiated agreements, could augment 
the threat posed to Western Europe. 

The Soviets objected. They said: “Look, we face threats 
both in Asia and in Europe. We should focus these nego- 
tiations only on Europe. You Americans have no plans to 
deploy missiles in Asia, whereas we’te forced to balance 
our deployments between Europe and Asia. If we agree to 
a global limit and you put all your missiles in Europe, then 
we’ll be at a disadvantage in Europe.” 

In response to this Soviet concern, the U.S. agreed in 
effect-this was in a speech President Reagan gave in New 
York at the opening of last year’s U.N. General Assem- 
bly-to establish within global ceilings a sublimit on U.S. 
missiles in Europe. At the same time-and I’m sure this 
would have been an outgrowth of the plan-the U.S. would 
not have attempted to fill its quota outside of Europe. In 
other words, it would have granted the Soviet Union a de 
facto advantage outside Europe and established equality 
simply within Europe. This would have given the Soviet 
Union a numerical lead on a global basis in these INF 
systems. 

For its part, the Soviet Union also made a concession on 
geographic scope-this coming in a P ruvda interview with 
then premier Yuri Andropov. The Soviets said that when 
the treaty on Europe entered into force, they would freeze 
their deployments in the Far East so as not to pose a threat 
to U.S. friends and allies in that region. This was an im- 
portant step forward. 

I I 
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Also in conjunction with that move, the Soviets agreed 
that, ratherthan simply withdrawing missiles from the West 
and either storing them or deploying them in the East, they 
would destroy them. This was another significant devel- 
opment, bringing the positions of the two sides closer to- 
gether. 

Another important area where the two sides had been 
converging is the treatment of aircraft. Initially, the U.S. 
said that aircraft-those dual-capable planes able to carry 
nuclear weapons to Soviet territory alluded to earlier- 
should not be covered in the initial negotiations. We argued 
that they introduced additional complexities and should be 
negotiated at a later time. The Soviet side said: “No, let’s 
not put them off. They threaten us, we’re worried about 
them. Let’s limit them.” 

Significantly, in his U.N. speech last fall President Rea- 
gan agreed for the first time to negotiate over aircraft and 
to subject U.S. JNF aircraft to limitations. Duringthis same 
period the Soviet Government agreed to take a more re- 
alistic attitude toward the types of aircraft that would be 
covered in these limitations. Earlier it had included in the 
scope of limitations certain U.S. aircraft, like the FB-I 11. 
that weren’t even based in Europe-this despite the fact 
that the Soviets had claimed that limitations were to apply 
only to the European region. Similarly, they had insisted 
on including certain U.S. aircraft with a range shorter than 
that of certain Soviet aircraft they chose not to include. 
Before the walkout the Soviets began to take a more realistic 
approach toward criteria for including aircraft, and we are 
now several steps closer together in this area. 

A third point of convergence addresses the Soviet fear 
that, in the context of any reductions, we would choose to 
keep all the Pershings we planned on and reduce only the 
somewhat less threatening GLCMs. President Reagan- 
again, the occasion was his U.N. speech-addressed this 
fear with the announcement that any reductions of these 
two systems would be taken on a proportional basis. In 
other words, we would draw down Pershings as we drew 
down GLCMs. 

Finally, there is the issue of how to account for British 
and French forces, and here too there may well have been 
progress. Specifically, there has been some evidence that 
the Soviets may be moving to a position where they are 
prepared not to insist on explicit compensation for British 
and French forces in any agreement. This is not to say that . 
they have given up on the British-French issue and will no 
longer demand compensation in some fashion for British 
and French forces. But they may no longer demand explicit 
compensation. This is an important, subtle change in po- 
sition and, if correct, could lead toward an important break- 
through. 

THE MAIN PRIZE 
Despite these rather promising steps, the Soviet Govern- 
ment decided to walk out of the INF negotiations on No- 
vember 23, and, as its spokesmen continue to reaffirm, it 
will not return unless those missiles are in fact removed. 

What the Soviet Government is saying, and what they 
have been saying all along-it’s been quite consistent-is 
that the USSR is entitled to a monopoly in this category of 
nuclear arms, that it has a right to pose a certain threat to 
the NATO alliance but that the United States has no right 
to deploy even a single missile of this category in response. 
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Naturally, one can only speculate on Soviet motivations 
for this all-or-nothing position. My guess is that the mo- 
tivation is largely political. This is not to say that the So- 
viets, in particular the Soviet military, are indifferent to the 
military implications of the deployment of 572 NATO mis- 
siles. Surely there is some concern about them, particularly 
the Pershings-though even here the concern is probably 
less about the initial 108 Pershings than about the possibility 
that they might in future be upgraded in number and in 
range. But by and large the motivation here is political. 

What is behind this? Most likely it is the desire to veto, 
to reverse, an important Western strategic initiative. The 
Soviet Union remembers the time several years ago when 
it was able, through a rather vigorous and skillfull public 
campaign, to defeat NATO’s decision to modernize U.S. 
forces with the neutron bomb. The Soviet Union felt there 
was a similar opportunity to turn off this new modernization 
effort. The stakes were much higher than in the case of the 
neutron bomb: NATO had taken a rather formal and solemn 
decision to proceed with this response to the SS-20 de- 
ployment. It really became a test of wills on the Continent 
as to who would prevail. 

The Soviet Union was correct in thinking that if it suc- 
ceeded in achieving zero Western INF deployment, this 
would have a very divisive and demoralizing effect on the 
NATO alliance-another indication of its inability to go 
ahead with a security initiative. It has been the goal of the 
Soviet Union ever since World War U to divide Europe 
from the United States. This is not to say that its objective 
has been to conquer Europe, that they envision the Red 
Army marching to the Channel. But it is a long-term ob- 
jective of the Soviet Union to separate the United States, 
politically and in security terms, from Europe and thus to 
give the Soviet Union relatively greater influence there. 
This has been the main prize in INF; this is what people 
really have been talking about for these several years-not 
the 572 missiles. 

The Soviet Government has grossly miscalculated its 
chances. With some unexpected and strong support on the 
part of the Western European publics, especially the elites 
and the governments in power, and with a little bit of luck 
(and perhaps it’s luck that certain governments were in 
power in Britain, in Germany, in Italy during this period), 
that effort has failed. The Western INF deployments will 
continue, and I believe at this point just about every realistic 
Soviet official recognizes that this is the case. 

The question is: Where do we go from here? One problem 
is that the Soviet Government has climbed way out on a 
limb. It has invested a lot of effort at the most senior levels 
and in a prolonged campaign to win, and it has so far failed. 
There is recognition on both sides of the Atlantic that some- 
thing has got to be done, that somehow we must get the 
Soviet Government to back off that limb. It’s going to take 
a lot of statesmanship by both sides, not to mention some 
imagination and creativity. But it can, I believe, eventually 
be worked out. 

Negotiations on INF systems will be resumed-though 
when and in what particular format remains a question. 
What is more certain is that for these negotiations to meet 
with success, the Soviet Government must swallow very 
hard and concede that it can no longer retain its monopoly 
in INF systems. An advantage in INF systems, perhaps 
yes-even probably yes. But a monopoly, no. W; 


