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On June 259, 1982, the United States and the Soviet
“men will tformally begin strategic arms reduction
'START) talks. This development comes just after both

w> U.S. anddtthe Soviets have formally articulated initial
- 2ygaining poositions on arms reduction. :

The Unitedd States has proposed that both nations sub-
stantially redince their nuclear weapons capabilities, includ-
ing a reducticon by one-third in the total number of nuclear

. warheads depployed by each side on long-range ballistic
inissiles. _

The initial: SSoviet response has been harshly negative.
Soviet lecader-i3rezhnev, while indicating a willingness to

-uss armss reeduction, dismissed the U.S. proposal as
“unrealistic”’cand ““designed to insure American superior-

ity.”” At the:seame time, Brezhnev, seeking to take advan- .

tage of the um:ilateral arms reduction sentiment found in
some sectors cef the U.S. and Western European populace,
called for a straitegic arms freeze to begin as soon as possible.

Nuclear weazpons possess the most awesome destructive
capability of cany weapons in the history of mankind. This
stark reality hzas periodically prompted many individuals
and groups: to passionately pursue arms control
a.reerasnls. - E

Howover ad!mirable the objective of averting nuclear
war may e, tthe narrow-minded pursuit of seemingly at-
traciis2 w-mss ilimitation proposals may, in reality be a

' ; amdd misguided mission. In fact, a vague or

-axrms agreement would actually lead to a more
weedictable auclear environment, and thereby
cossibilities of a nuclear war.
Aty for any proposed nuclear arms agreement
cizal aned verifiable is particularly relevant at the
present time,, cgiven the intense public interest that has
arisen in conjinnction with the proposal for a ‘“‘nuclear
freeze.”

Especiall: in light of the apparent increase in attention
to the nuclear. :freeze concept, as well as the recent Reagan
and Brezhnev -statements, it is very ir:portant that the true
situation with: respect to verifying Soviet compliance with
existing arms muclear treaties be understood. In the area of
ruclear arms,, ithere is no margin for error. Research and
development con, or actual possession of, a new or
srategically ‘déecisive weapon system could well mean the
difference bertween victory and defeat, survival and
castrustion, :

Fit s w0 'lie naive assumptions made by some ad-
vooates of a siclear freeze must be examined. In par-
tieui i, nucleair freeze advocates have not deali adequately
with the necesssity of strict and complete veritiability of any

Soviet Violations of Arms Agreements -
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freeze agreement. Without such verifiability, freeze ad- .

vocates are relying on Soviet compliance with an interna-
tional agreement—a dangerous assumption given the
historical record of Soviet activities over the past 65 years.

In the previous edition of the National Security Record,
the flawed premises and mistaken assumptions and logic
behind the nuclear freeze concept were analyzed.
However, the more basic fatal flaw behind the nuclear
freeze approach is simply the failure to understand the
nature of the other party to such an agreement, as well as
its ideological and practical approach to international
treaties. .

On a practical and historical level, the record is littered
with treaties and agreements unobserved or broken b the
Soviets. At least it can be said that the So+ - mire ¢ isi-
ent and do not discriminate; they have “3olen trea ’
all kinds and on all levels. But for the pu:; -cses of exz..
ing the practicality of a freeze proposal, or= shauld ¢
particular attention on Soviet compliance wih a -
range of arms agreements, from bilateral non-aggres<ion
treaties to strategic arms agreements to restrictions i
chemical warfare. :

" HISTORY OF SOVIET ARMS VIOLATIONS
The entire history of the J.S.S.R. reveals it has be -+ v
trustworthy as a participant in any agreement tiu e i -
its military forces. The Department of D
published a detailed accounting of Soviet «i

s Of

‘agreements it made during the first 45 yeacs oF the ex-

istence of the Soviet Union. :
In May 1920, the Soviets signed 5 =feiiz i

she In-

“dependent Georgian Republic pledginz . -terfis ance in

its internal affairs; less than one year laier, Soviat i —~ops
invaded the country and incorporated it into the 7.5
The Soviets signed similar bilateral agreemer:s
Czechoslovakia, Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia, Do
Romania and Afghanistan; eventually the Soviet i’ ::.
took military action against all of these treaty partricr« = =1
imposed new Soviet-oriented governments on them.

- In recent years the Soviets have demonsirated a partici:-
lar unwillingness to abide by any agreements dezling with
their armaments programs. On a wide range of issues the
Soviets have stretched agreements to their limits and the:
often proceeded to break them, not only in spirit, 5 in
substance. For example: ;

Nuclear Test Ban: The Soviets have conducte.i a: *

eight underground nuclear tests of over 150 kilorsn:
direct violation of the 1974 Threshold Test Ban Froxty.
Radioactive Debris: The Soviets have on at jeast thiriy oc-

rar————
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casions venied 1 d'g" dioactive debris from underground tests
in clear violttior.»t of the 1973 limited Test Ban Treaty.
These actions res:] lted in radnoactwe debris spreading out-
side the Saviet L'r aion.

Detente Pact: Tr. he Soviets violated the 1972 Basic Prin-
ciples of US-Sovi iet Relations during the 1973 Yom Kippur
Var. In this casc -8, the Soviets reneged on their 1972 pledge
to engage in mu:utual consultations in the event that nuclear
war was threatend'2d, and they sought unilateral advantage
by encouraging t. ‘he Egyptlan attack on Israel. They also
threatened umlatateral intervention against Israel.

Cuba: Despite tr ine 1962 Kennedy Khruschev Agreement
not to station ofoifensive forces in Cuba, the Soviets have
proceeded to incricrementally station such forces there. Since
1970, the Sovietets have deployed Golf and Echo class sub-
marines carry]nen“ long range nuclear missiles, as well as

nuclear capable = MiG-23 fighter bombers and long range
Bear bombers. - - )
Poland: High 't Reagan Administration officials have

charged that the & December 1981 imposition of martial law

‘s Poland was difdivected by the Soviets, and that the Soviets

.= directly threiatened military action against Poland, in-
iated its leac~ders, and ordered basic human rights of
:-¢ Polish people'e to be violated by the Polish Communist
Party and Poli: Tish Army. ACDA Director Eugene V.
Rostow even . .- -t so far on NBC-TV on December 22,
1981, as tr " - e that the Soviets have violated the UN
Charter ¥ wsir 0 2 nigressive actions in Poland. Other high
Rennan Admipt: ciration officials have also accused the
Sovi-te of vielar "._: 12 1975 Helsinki Accord by their sup-
poession of the ¢ b huraan rights of the Polish people.
he most oo cuous area of Soviet violations of arms
agreements Juas ~ "oourred with respect to the major effort
over the past de.:: ..ade to limit weapons under SALT. At the
same time, in 1’ the past several years the Soviets have
wantonly vrolatet‘d treaties governing the use of chemical
znd biological * * apons, which are the most gruesome
weapons availar - . The lack of any Soviet restraint in the
control of arms & . completely undermines the credibility of

Soviét acdherenc:-2 10 a nuelea. freeze at exxstmg weapons

levels.

~'SALT I VIOLATIONS
To begin with:h, two important facts should be noted.

First, agreement it on the pature and extent of Soviet treaty

vie!ztions has beecen himpered by the fact that SALT I con-
: t aits qumerous & amb.,uxtles in its terms; these ambiguities
were insisted upaion by the Soviets, and, unfortunately, the

U.‘ “‘.cquxesced 1. Second, U.S. detection of possible Soviet
SA +islations ¥ has been considerably hampered over the
yeurs Lvia® Soooviet campaign of deliberate massive
cap se, cong:cealment, and deception. For example, as
ar “Sovieret deceptlon at the time of SALT I, U.S. in-
telh.;., e miscowunted the basic Soviet ICBM and SLBM

lev's which wersT€ the key verification parameters of SALT

1. Four vears agc20, in a Backgrounder study, ‘*Examining '~

SALT Violat,onsas and the Problems of Verification,” The
Heritage FFoundedation drew attention to this problem,
which has only ;- grown much worse since that time.

“1. SALT I: 't VIOLATIONS OF THE ABM TREATY

Soeizt SAM testing ... 10 ABM inode for SAM upgrade;
Saviet d “a.0yment ot 5{ ABM Battle Management Radars for nationwide

y Wl camoutla; 8¢ and concealment;
ification of 2l ABM deactivation;
-jon of a ne"cw ABM Test Range without required prior notp

32 ABM, also for na-

: 'le '\>e
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- 2. SALT I: VIOLATIONS OF THE INTERIM AGREEMENT i

Sovrct deployment of the hcavy SS-19 1CBM as the r=placrincnt of the
hght SS-11 ICBM; this is the most dangerous of all Saviet SA.T viola-
tions;

Soviet failure to dcactxva!e old 1ICBMs on time, and .alslfcat-o') of of-
ficial deactivation reports;

Bringing back ICBM equipment to deactivated 1ICBM coinplexes;

Keeping 18 SS-9 ICBMs at an ICBM t1est range ilizgally operational;

Soviet deployment of 111X silos with a configuraticn too similar to a mis-
sile-launch silo;

Soviet massive use of deliberate camouflage, concealment, and deception;
this actually increased after 1972:

" —Encryption of missile telemelry

—Camouflage of 1CBM testing, production, deploymmt s

—~—Concealment of SLBM submarine construction, berthing;, dummy
subs, berthing tunnels;

Constructmg over 68 strategic submarines, when only 62 were 3110wed

§5-20 IRBM deployment, which should count as ICBM deployment;

Violation of Brezhnev's pledge not to build mobile ICBMs;

Deploying S§S-11 ICBMs at SS-4 MRBM sites, probably having a covert
soft launch capability.

Keeping about 1,300 to several thousand old 1CBMs stockpiled for both
covert soft launch and rapid reload of silos for refire. . .

SALT 11 VIOLATIONS.

A SALT II Treaty was signed by the Carter Administra-
tion, but it was never approved by the United States
Senate. Nonetheless, the Carter Administration took the
position that the U.S. would observe the terms of the
treaty unless and until the Soviets ‘‘undeccut™ the treaty.
Unfortunately, thé Reagan Administration has chosen to

" go along with this approach, and has failed even to ask the

Soviet Union for a specific public statement, such as the
U.S. has given, o*’ *-.i~nt to observe the treaty. In fact, the
Soviets have a»™ " .:iztively stated several times ihat they
are not bound :- comply with SALT II vniil the U.S’.
ratifies it.

At present, the U.S. has pledged to observe the lreaty
provided the Soviets also adhere to its terms. This prompts
the obvious but often neglected question of whether the
Soviets are now In fact violating SALT 11. The <vidence
clearly indicates that Moscow has once again been con-
sciously ignoring treaty limitations. )

First, the Soviets have reportedly continued, and even
increased, their m.issile telemetry signal encryption ac-
tivities, despite SALT II provisions which require the ac-
cessibility of all telemetry needed by the U.S. to verify csr- -

tain parameters. This continued encryption violates Articie: -
XV and its Second Common Understanding. The SSN-20 =
~ Typhoon SLBM is reporiedly being encrypted almost

totally, which actively interferes with U.S. ability to deter--
mine wheiher the Typhoon SLBM is a banned heavy -
SLBM. The Soviets are also reportedly almost totally en-
crypting the SS-18 Mod X, interfering illegally with the
U.S. ability to determine the number, size, and type of:

~warheads carried on it. Moreover, the Soviets reportedly

are almost totally encrypting the *elemetry on their SSN-19
SLCM. This encryption interferes with the U.S. ability to

determine whether this SLCM has a prohibited range:
. longer than 600 kilometers or carries.multiple warheads.

Fma]ly, «ugh levels of SS-20 encryption reportedly cons ..
tinue. 'tiis encryptxon hampers U.S. ability to determine
whether 5§8-20 range is being extended or whether fewer
warheads are being tested.

Second, the reported Soviet stockpxhng of over 100
mobile §5-16 ICBMs circumvents the SALT II provisions
which ban S§S-16 production and deployment. This action
directly violates the Protocol to the SALT II Treaty.
Mureover, up to 200 mobile SS-16s have reportedly been il-
legally deployed at the Plesetsk test range.

71, and most serious, the Soviets are reportedly
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