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Chapter 12

ARMS CONTROL CONSIDERATIONS
AND MX BASING OPTIONS

OVERVIEW

This chapter discusses several ways in which
arms control considerations bear on the choice
of a basing mode for the MX missile. These
include the impact of arms control agreements
in force, the impact of agreements signed but
not yet ratified, and the possible impact of
various MX basing modes on future arms con-
trol negotiations. *

The 1972 ABM Limitation Treaty would pro-
hibit the deployment of MX missiles in any
mode defended by an antiball istic missi le
(ABM) system unless such deployments oc-
curred with in the Grand Forks ,  N.  Dak. ,
Minuteman field. The Treaty would also pro-
hibit the deployment of ABM systems that
were not of a type explicitly permitted by Arti-
cle I II.

The Seabed Arms Control Treaty would
prohibit deployment of MX missiles in fixed
shelters on the seabed floor or on any seabed-
mobile platform. The Outer Space Treaty
presently in force and the proposed SALT II
Treaty would prohibit deployment of MX mis-
siles in any mode which launched nuclear
weapons into Earth orbit. None of these basing
modes appears attractive at this time.

Other arms control agreements either in
force or still awaiting ratification would permit
most MX basing modes. The proposed SALT II
Treaty would prohibit deployment of surface
ship mobile based MX as well as inland water-
way variants of surface ships, submarines, or
deployment on the bottom of lakes, rivers,
canals, or other inland waterways. The SALT I

‘This dl~cusslon IS restricted to an assessment of the arms con-
trol Impllcat}ons of basing mode options only For a detailed
analysts of the arms control Impllcatlons  of the MX mlsslle  Itself,
see “ ICBM Programs, ” In U S Congress, House Committee on
F o r e i g n  Affairs  and Senate C o m m i t t e e  o n  F o r e i g n  Relatlons,

FIJca/ Year /982 Amr$ Control Impact  Statements (Washington,
D C U S Government Prlntlng Off Ice, 1981), pp 26-71, passlm

Treaty would not prohibit other basing modes
assessed in this study if deployments could be
made in a manner that would permit verifica-
tion, through use of national technical means,
of U.S. compliance with the terms of the Trea-
ty were it in effect.

Minuteman III  rebasing in a multiple pro-
tective shelter (MPS) mode could be under-
taken if the SALT II Treaty limits were still in
effect after 1985; however, the Iimits on the
total  number of  MlRVed bal l i s t ic miss i les
would, if sti l l  in effect, prevent the United
States from deploying an economical mix of
missiles and shelters for Minuteman IIl/MPS to
keep pace with plausible Soviet theats unless
the  number  o f  U . S .  submar ine- launched
ballistic missiles (SLBMS) armed with multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles
(Ml RVS) deployed were decreased.

The 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty that is
presently in force, and the 1974 Threshold
Nuclear Test Ban and the 1976 Peaceful Nu-
clear Explosions Treaties that are signed but
still awaiting U.S. ratification, contain provi-
sions that limit the ability of the United States
and the Soviet Union to conduct nuclear
weapons explosions useful in generating em-
pirical data that would be helpful in designing
both basing modes and attack strategies
against them.

Most basing modes for the MX missile pose
relatively few future arms control negotiating
problems. MPS basing for MX and Minuteman
III raises serious negotiating problems because
a very high premium is placed on limiting the
number of RVS the Soviets can deploy on
intercontinental balI istic miss i les ( ICBMS).
MPS also would compel arms control nego-
tiators to specify procedures for verification at
a level of detail not successfully negotiated in
earl ier arms control negotiations.
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BASING MODES INCONSISTENT WITH
ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS IN FORCE

Most basing modes considered for the MX
missi le are not prohibited by arms control
agreements currently in force. However, three
treaties contain specific provisions that would
be contravened by some basing modes for the
MX missile.

ABM Treaty

As noted in chapter 3 the 1972 ABM Limita-
tion Treaty prohibits widespread ABM deploy-
ment to defend MX missi les in any basing
mode. In addition, it also constrains deploy-
ment of a limited ABM system in numbers of
radars, ABM launchers, and ABM interceptor
missiles and restricts such deployment to the
vicinity of the Grand Forks, N. Dak., Air Force
Base.

Outer Space Treaty

Article IV of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty
provides:

States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to
place in orbit around the Earth any objects
carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of
weapons of mass destruction, install such
weapons on celestial bodies, or station such
weapons in outer space in any manner.

This prohibition would be a legal barrier to any
deployment of MX missiles that were used to
launch nuclear weapons into Earth orbit under
any circumstances. *

There are major technical obstacles to the
deployment of mil itari ly effective nuclear
weapons aboard Earth-orbiting platforms.
These obstacles include accurate delivery of a
nuclear weapon to a fixed point on the Earth
and maintenance of adequate command and
control over an orbiting platform during a nu-

“’Outer Space Treaty, ” in U.S Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements, 1980
Edition (Washington, D C U S. Government Printing Office,
1980), p 52 Cited below as Arms Contro/ Agreements.

*A similar obligation IS found in the proposed SALT I I Treaty.

clear conflict. Launching nuclear weapons into
orbit cannot now be regarded as a technically
attractive basing mode for the MX missile.

Seabed Treaty

A third arms control treaty containing pro-
visions that would rule out a basing mode that
is technically feasible is the 1971 Seabed Arms
Control Treaty. Article 1 provides:

1. The States Parties to this Treaty
undertake not to emplant or emplace on the
seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof beyond the outer limit of a seabed
zone, as defined in Article 11, any nuclear
weapons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction as well as structures,
launching installations or any other facilities
designed for storing, testing or using such
weapons. 2

This provision would prohibit the deployment
of MX miss i les on var ious platforms that
crawled along the seabed floor, in silos dug
in to  the  ocean f loo r ,  o r  i n  o the r  f i xed
structures attached to the ocean floor.

Mobile platforms that crawled along the
seabed floor would be detectable with various
underwater remote-sensing equipment. Like
other large land-mobile systems, seabed crawl-
ing platforms would not be fast enough to
escape a determined effort to barrage attack
their last known positions. While the ocean
would provide some degree of protection from
some nuclear weapon effects, seabed crawlers
carrying MX missiles would nevertheless be
vulnerable to nuclear weapons attack. Fixed
shelters or si los dug into the seabed floor
wouId have similar vulnerabiIities.

Moreover, there would be many compli-
cated, expensive, and technically challenging
operational problems to be met before such a
system could be deemed a technically feasible

“’Seabed Arms Control Treaty, ” In Arm\ Contro/ A~reempnt$

p 102



Ch. 12—Arms Control Considerations and MX Basing Options ● 313

basing mode for the MX missile. Hence, it does Treaty prohibits the deployment of the MX
not appear that the Seabed Arms Control missile in any attractive basing mode.

OTHER ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS IN FORCE
AFFECTING MX BASING DECISIONS

Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty

The 1962 Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
prohibits the detonation of nuclear explosive
devices in the atmosphere, under water, and in
outerspace. 3 These l imitat ions on nuclear
weapons testing prevent the United States or
the Soviet Union from conducting nuclear
explosions that could generate empirical data
about nuclear weapons effects that might be
needed to resolve major  technical  un-
certainties in areas such as the following: the
hardness of vertical and horizontal protective
shelters; nuclear weapon effects on aircraft,
surface ships, and submarines, or other vehi-
cles used to carry MX missiles; the effects of
nearby nuclear detonations on ABM systems
and components; nuclear weapons effects on
communications during and immediately after
an attack; the effects of multiple nuclear
weapon detonations in close proximity to a
small number of protective shelters; and the
development of strategies and tactics to
attack or to defeat an attack on M X / M P S
deployments. However, the amount of tech-
nical risk for each basing mode introduced by
the lack of atmospheric nuclear weapons test
data is relatively minor in comparison with
technical risk created by other factors.

SALT I Agreements

The SALT I Agreements of 1972 contain sev-
eral provisions that might affect MX basing
decisions. The SALT I Agreements consist of
two separate agreements:  The 1972 ABM
Limitation Treaty previously discussed, and
the Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive
Forces. ’ The Interim Agreement on Strategic

‘“L Imited Test  Ban Treaty, ” art I In Ibid , p 42
4 “ I nterlm Agrtwrnent on Strategic Of fen\lve Arms, ” In Iblcj ,

p p  1 5 0 1 5 7

Offensive Forces, however, was an Executive
Agreement and was affirmatively endorsed by
the House of Representatives and the Senate
pursuant to section 33 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act of 1961. It set limits on the
numbers of ICBM and SLBM launchers that the
United States and the Soviet Union could de-
ploy for the period May 1972 through October
1977, When it expired, both the U.S. and the
Soviet Governments indicated that pending
the completion of negotiations for a SALT II
Treaty, they would continue to abide by the
terms of the Interim Agreement unless or until
the other party to that agreement undertook
an action that was inconsistent with the terms
of that agreement. 5b

Article I of the Interim Agreement prohibits
the construction of additional fixed land-based
ICBM launchers after July 1, 1972.7 Hence if
the Interim Agreement were still de facto in
effect when the MX was to be deployed, MX
basing in silos would be limited to modified
Minuteman silos rather than new ones.

5“Statement by Secretary of State Vance United States Intent
Regarding the SALT I Interim Agreement, September 23, 1977, ”
In U S Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Documents on
Disarmament, 1977  (Washington, D C U S Government Printing
Off Ice, 1979), pp 577-578

Secretary of State Vance Issued  the following statement
I n order to m a Int aln  the status quo w h I Ie SA I T I I negot I at Ions  are

being completed, the United States  de{  Iares  lt~ Intent Ion not to take
any  action Inconsistent with the provisions of the Interim Agreement
on certain measures  with re~pect  to the I Imltatlon of ~trateglc  of fen-
SIVe arms which expire~  0[ tober 3, 1977, and with the goals  of these
ongoing negotlatlon~  provided  the Soviet Un Ion  exercises similar
restraint

“’Statement by the Soviet  Union Intent Regarding the SALT
Interim Agreement, Sept 24, 1977, ” Ibid , p 578

I n ac( ordance  with the reacflness  expressed by both $Icfes  to com-
plete a new agreement Ilmltlng  ~trateglc  offensl~  e arms and In the in-
terests  of malntatnlng  the status quo whl Ie the talks  on the new
agreement are being cone Iuded, the Soviet Unton  expresses Its lnten-
tton  to keep  from anv  a( tlons [compat ib le  wtth the prov is ions of
the Interim agreement on some  measures  pertaining to the Ilmltat Ion
ot >trateglc  offensive arms which expires on October 3, 1977, and
w It h the  goa Is ot the ta Iks that are being conducted, provided that
the  U nlted States  of America show~  the same  restraint

7 “ Interim Agreement, ” In Arms Contro/  Agreements, p 150
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Modernization of SLBM platforms is specifi-
cally permitted under article IV of the Interim
Agreement, so deployment of both the Trident
submarine and small submarines armed with
MX missiles would be allowed were the terms
of the Interim Agreement still being observed
at the time MX deployment was made.8

During the final hours of the SALT I nego-
tiations, Department of Defense (DOD) Repre-
sentat i ve  Pau l  N i t ze  spoke  fo r  the  U .S .
Government on the question of land-mobile
ICBMS. Nitze said:

In connection with the important subject of
land-mobile ICBM launchers, in the interest of
concluding the Interim Agreement the U.S.
Delegation now withdraws its proposal that
Article I or an agreed statement explicitly
prohibit the deployment of mobile land-based
ICBM launchers. I have been instructed to
inform you that while agreeing to defer the
question of limitation of operational land-
mobile ICBM launchers to the subsequent
negotiations on more complete I imitations on
strategic offensive arms, the U.S. would
consider the deployment of operational land
mobile ICBM launchers during the period of
the Interim Agreement as inconsistent with the
objectives of that Agreement.9

The purpose of this statement was to warn the
Soviet union that the united States would con-
sider the deployment of the SS-16 in its mobile
mode to be legitimate grounds for terminating
the Interim Agreement. It was not intended to
preclude U.S. deployment of a mobile ICBM at
some future point in time if agreement on
measures to ensure adequate verification of a
SALT treaty limiting offensive forces could be
negotiated.

The Protocol to the Interim Agreement lim-
its to 710 the number of SLBM launchers per-
mitted for the United States. The Protocol fur-
ther provided that both the United States and
the Soviet Union could exchange retir ing

‘Ibid , p 151
“’Unitateral Statement [B]: Land-Mobile ICBM Launchers, ”

Ibid , p 156

ICBMS dep loyed pr io r  to  1964  fo r  new
SLBMs. ’O However, President Nixon informed
the Soviet Government that the United States
would not exercise its right under the provi-
sions of Article 11 I of the Protocol to convert
older ICBMs into newer SLBM launchers.

The number of SLBM launchers deployed by
the United States would exceed 710 if de-
ployment of MX missiles on small submarines
were to take place, the 31 SSBNS built in the
1960’s armed with Poseidon and Tr ident
missiles were retained in the fleet, and more
than nine Trident submarines were to be
deployed simultaneously. A judgment on the
strategic uti l ity of continuing into the late
1980’s and 1990’s to adhere to the terms of the
1972 Interim Agreement on Strategic Offen-
sive Forces would require considerable tech-
nical and political analysis as the number of
deployed MX missiles on small submarines, Tri-
dent submarines, and remaining Poseidon sub-
marines approached the limit of the Interim
Agreement.

The second component of the SALT I Agree-
ments relating to MX basing is the 1972 ABM
Limitation Treaty discussed in chapter 3. The
ABM Limitation Treaty prohibits the deploy-
ment of the LoADS ABM system or the present
concept of an Overlay ABM to defend MX mis-
siles deployed either in MPS or in silos. It also
prohibits the deployment of Soviet defenses
that in turn might substantially increase the
need for larger numbers of U.S. strategic
weapons carried aboard both ICBMS and
SLBMS. The value of deploying MX in any
mode protected by any ABM system must be
weighed against the uncertainties in U.S. stra-
tegic planning and increases in strategic forces
requirements that might be introduced with
the deployment of a Soviet ABM system.

‘“’’ Protocol to the Interim Agreement, ” in ibid , p. 154
‘ ‘The evolution of the limits on the number of modern sub-

marine launched ballistic missile launchers in the SALT I in-
terim Agreement Protocol are discussed In great detail In Gerard
C Smith’s book, Doubletalk: The Story of SALT  (Garden City,
N Y Doubleday, 1980) See especially pp 393-397 and p 428
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IMPACT OF SALT II ON MX BASING

The SALT II Treaty, signed June 18, 1979, in
Vienna, Austria, would substantially affect MX
basing options were the Treaty to be ratified
and were its terms to remain in effect beyond
December 31, 1985. The Treaty was intended
to limit equally the total number of strategic
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles in the
arsenals of the United States and the Soviet
Union, to place an upper limit on the total
number of nuclear weapons carried by ICBMS,
SLBMS, and long-range bombers equipped with
cruise mi s s i le s ,  o r air-to-surf ace ballistic
missiles, and to inhibit the development of
new types of ICBMS. It was also intended to
build confidence in the ability of the two na-
tions to coexist without fear of an unremitting
strategic arms race by providing for an ex-
change of data on strategic nuclear weapons,
establishing rules for the monitoring of each
other’s compliance with the terms of the trea-
ty, exchanging information on certain ac-
tivities that might be ambiguous, and continu-
ing the negotiating process leading to one or
more subsequent Strategic Arms Limitation
Agreements. 2

The Treaty was submitted to the Senate on
June 22, 1979, where extensive hearings were
held by both the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Armed Services.
Before the Senate could take up the report of
the Foreign Relations Committee on the pro-
posed ratification of the Treaty, the Soviet
Union invaded Afghanistan and President Car-
ter formally requested the Senate on January
3, 1980, to defer further action on the Treaty.
The President said in his letter to Senator
Robert Byrd:

In light of the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan, I request that you delay consideration of
the SALT I I Treaty on the Senate floor.

The purpose of this request is not to with-
draw the Treaty from consideration, but to de-

fer debate so that Congress and I as President
can assess Soviet actions and intentions, and
devote our primary attention to the legislative
and other measures required to respond to this
crisis. 

The United States has signed the Treaty, as
has the Soviet Union; however, the Soviet
Union has not ratif ied the Treaty, and has
stated that it will not do so until the United
States indicates whether or not it will complete
the ratification process as is required by the
U.S. Constitution. The United States has not
completed ratif ication of the Treaty, since
two-thirds of the Senate has not given its ad-
vice and consent to do so.

During this period between signature of the
Treaty and either its ratification or rejection,
common understanding of international law
requires the United States to take no action in-
tended to defeat the purposes for which the
SALT II Treaty was negotiated.14 The Reagan
administration has publicly taken the position
that it does not believe itself bound by the
limits of the agreement pending completion of
a careful review of the Treaty. 15 Nevertheless,
the United States has observed those provi-
sions of the Treaty imposing quantitative and
qualitative limitations on American strategic
nuclear forces.
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There are several provisions of the proposed
SALT II Treaty that would affect the deploy-
ment of the MX were the terms of the Treaty in
force in 1986 or beyond. Some of the Treaty
provisions affect basing modes directly; other
provisions of the Treaty might affect the
testing, operation, or cost of MX deployment,
or might require design changes in various
basing modes to facil itate monitoring the
deployment of mobile ICBMS for compliance
with the terms of the Treaty.

Four basing modes would be explicitly pro-
hibited under terms of the SALT I I Treaty were
the Treaty in force when the MX would be
deployed:

.

2.

3.

4.

Deployment of MX missiles in new, fixed
ICBM silos would be prohibited under
provisions of article IV. 
Surface ship mobile deployment of MX
missiles would be prohibited under provi-
sions of article IX. 7

Deployment of  MX miss i les  on in land
waterways, lakes, or the bottoms thereof
would be prohibited under provisions of
article IX. 
Deployment of MX missiles in any basing
mode to launch nuclear weapons into
Earth orbit would be prohibited under
provisions of article IX.

Article II of the Treaty defines ICBM launch-
ers countable under the Treaty. MX research,
development, and test launchers must be
unique to the MX missiles unless the United
States would be willing to have less capable
missiles and their launchers counted under the
SALT  I I  l im i t s . ’ ”  Fo r  example ,  mob i le  in -
termediate range ballistic missiles would be
countable under the SALT I I Treaty limits if
they were tested from MX development fa-
cilities or MX deployment sites.

Deployment of MX missiles by backfitting
them into existing Minuteman silos would be
permitted under terms of the SALT II Treaty,

1“’SALT I I Treaty, ” art IV, In Arms Control Agreements, p 215.
“Art IX, clause l(a), ibid , p 225
“Art IX, clause l(b), Ibid
‘9Art  IX, clause l(c), ibid
‘“Art 11, Ibid , pp 208-214

even i f  ex is t ing Minuteman s i los  requi red
modification to support the larger MX mis-
sile. 2’ Deployment of MX missiles to Minute-
man II silos would, however, by definition in-
crease the number of Ml RV-countable launch-
ers, thereby bringing the United States closer
to or even exceeding the allowed number of
MIRVed ballistic missiles under provisions of
the Treaty. 22

While the SALT I I Treaty permits moderniza-
tion and improvements of ICBMS and their
launchers, there is disagreement between the
United States and the Soviet Union as to
whether or not multiple protective shelters
constitute fixed ICBM launchers within the
context of article IV.

The Soviet position is that multiple protec-
tive shelters are but one form of fixed ICBM
launchers. ”

The U.S. position is that so long as the multi-
ple protective shelter cannot launch an MX
miss i le without the aid of  an associated
launcher that contains launch support equip-
ment including power supplies, environmental
control equipment, communications equip-
ment, and other missile support equipment,
the shelters would not meet the definition of a
fixed ICBM launcher found in article 11 of the
Treaty. MPS basing for MX would therefore be
permitted were the SALT I I Treaty in force
when the MX was deployed. 24

Article XV of the Treaty requires that any
deployment of the MX missile be made in a
manner that would permit the unimpeded use
of technical means of verification to monitor
U.S. compliance with the provisions of the

“Art  IV, ibid , pp 214-215
“Art V, Ibid , pp 220-221
“The  Soviet position  on MPS deployment for the MX or Min-

uteman missiles IS described by Strobe Talbott,  in “Keeping the
Options Open, ” Endgame: The Inside Story of SALT // (New York
Harper & Row, 1979, 1980), p 162-173, on the basis  of Interviews
with senior U S officials Authoritative unclassified discussion of
the Soviet position on this issue is presented in, U.S Congress
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, SALT // Treaty (Wash-
ington, D C U S Government Prlntlng Office, 1979), Part 4, pp
433-437 and Part 5, pp 278-280, 291, 301-302

*“lbld , see also, “Statement of Ambassador Ralph Earle, ” in
U.S Congress, Senate Foreign Relatlons Committee, Ibid , pt 4,
pp 436
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ployment sometime in the future may m a k e
the distinction between horizontal and vertical
shelters significant.

Rebasing Minuteman Ill missiles in an MPS
mode would be constrained were the terms of
the SALT Ii Treaty in force in 1986 when such
deployments could begin. The number of Min-
uteman I I I missiles that could be deployed
would be limited under terms of article V such
that the total number of ICBMS and SLBMS
equipped with MIRVS could not exceed 1,200,
and the total number of bombers equipped
with air-launched cruise missiIes, MIRVed
ICBMS, and MIRVed SLBMS could not exceed
1,320.26 DOD has proposed to deploy up to 172
B-52 aircraft equipped with air-launched cruise
missiIes,27 and as many as 760 MIRVed SLBMS
in the late 1980’s,28 leaving room for only 388
MIRVed ICBMS under the proposed ceiling on
aggregate number of MIRVed strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles in the SALT II Treaty.

Rebasing of Minuteman Il l missi les could
therefore disrupt current plans to deploy a
fleet of MIRVed Poseidon and Trident SLBMS,
B-52 bombers equipped with air-launched
cruise missiles, and retention of the present
Minuteman Ill force. Furthermore, the small
number of missiles that could be deployed
within the SALT 1I Treaty limits were they in
force beyond 1985 would constrain a Minute-
man I I l/MPS system to a MX of Minuteman III
missi les and shelters that would cost con-
siderably more than the optimal mix.

Quest ions on status of  vert ical  shelters
noted above in connection with MX/MPS
would also require resolution for rebasing of
Minuteman I I I  miss i les .  Ver i f icat ion i ssues
arising in connection with MX/MPS would also
arise in the case of rebasing of the Minuteman
III missiles in an MPS mode.

Other basing modes for the MX not explicit-
ly prohibited by the SALT II Treaty do not ap-
pear to be as stressful to the monitoring
capabilities of either the United States or the
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Soviet Union as MX or Minuteman Ill deployed
in an MPS mode. Silo basing, with or without
defense, can be monitored readily by national
technical means in the same manner that cur-
rent deployments of MIRVed ICBMS are moni-
tored. Air-mobile basing of MX could be moni-
tored through national technical means just as
present bomber deployments are monitored.
In addition, air-mobile deployment of MX if
undertaken within the terms of the SALT I I
Treaty would require the use of aircraft with
Functionally Related Observable Differences
(FRODS). Such measures might include the use
of specifically designed aircraft unique to the
air-mobile MX mission or the structural modi-
fication of other aircraft of similar types to aid
in their identification as MX missile launching
platforms through use of national technical
means of verification. These measures would
facilitate counting the MX-carrying aircraft
and missiles under the aggregate Iimits on stra-
tegic nuclear delivery vehicles and the MI RV-
ed ICBM sublimits.

OTHER PENDING ARMS
AFFECTING

Like the 1962 Partial Test Ban Treaty, the
1976 Threshold Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and
the 1978 Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty
do not directly limit any MX basing decision.
These two treaties, still awaiting U.S. ratifica-
tion, nevertheless impose limits on certain U.S.
Government activities that in turn affect re-
search and development activities related to
MX basing issues.

The Threshold Nuclear Test  Ban Treaty
limits the yield of underground nuclear explo-
sions to not more than 150 kilotons. 29 I n so do-
ing, it limits the ability of the United States to
conduct reseach and development on the
structural hardness and resistance to nuclear
effects of MPS horizontal and vertical struc-
tures, command and control systems, com-
mand post structures, and vehicles. The Peace-

-“’’’Threshold Test Ban Treaty, ” In Arms CorJtrO/ Agreements,
pp 167-170

Small submarine basing for the MX missile
could be verified relying on the techniques and
technologies presently used to count deployed
SLBMS.

The SALT II Treaty, were it ratified, would
have some effect on the MX basing mode deci-
sion, ruling out new ICBM silo basing, surface
ship mobile basing, inland waterway basing,
and orbital bombardment systems on legal
grounds. Other basing modes for the MX mis-
sile would be permitted, and with the excep-
tion of MPS basing for MX or Minuteman Ill
appear to present few technical challenges to
the capabilities of either the United States or
the Soviet Union to adequately verify each
other’s compliance with terms of the proposed
SALT I I Treaty were the Treaty still in force in
the per iod 1986 through the 1990’s  and
beyond.

CONTROL AGREEMENTS
MX BASING

ful Nuclear Explosions Treaty limits nuclear ex-
plosions for peaceful purposes to a yield of
150 kilotons. It also imposes certain additional
limitations on the instrumentation of such ex-
plosions intended to reduce the likelihood that
a peaceful nuclear explosion might be used to
hide either nuclear weapons development ac-
tivities or tests for various nuclear weapon ef-
fects. 30 Hence, these two treaties, like the Par-
tial Test Ban Treaty, iimit to some degree the
ability of the United States to test the hardness
of various MX basing modes to the nuclear ef-
fects environment in which they might be re-
quired to operate.

It is important to note, however, that the
underground nuclear testing program con-
ducted by the U.S. Government in recent
years, chemical explosion simulation tests,
other dynamic stress tests, nondestructive

“’’’Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty, ” Ibid , pp 173-189
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tests, and simulations have provided a wealth MX development, there is widespread confi-
of data necessary to design the MX missile and dence in the ability of the missile to be built
various possible basing modes for it. As a and operated within the design specifications.
resu

It

t of “this vigorous test program related to

FUTURE ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS

IS very difficult to predict confidently the
future course of international arms control
negotiations. T h e  r e c e n t  h i s t o r y  o f  t h e
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union serves to il-
lustrate the multiple technical and political
problems confronting would-be arms control
negotiators. ‘

However, both the United States and the
Soviet Union, despite obvious difficulties in
bringing the SALT I I Treaty into force, have
stated their continuing hope for eventual
resumption of arms control negotiations. Dur-
ing ceremonies welcoming Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt of the Federal Republic of Germany,
President Reagan reaffirmed the commitment
of the United States to negotiations leading to
the reduction of arms in Europe within the
SALT f ramework.  The Pres ident promised
“meaningful negotiations as to Iimit those very
weapon s.”

The Soviets too have expressed their con-
tinuing desire for a resumption of arms control
negotiations. For example, Leon id Brezhnev,
General Secretary of the Communist Party of

“See tor example, te~tlmony of various publlc officials  and
private witnesses on the pro; and cons of the ratlflcatlon  of the
SAL T II Treaty In U S Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign
Relatlons,  ‘5AL T II Treaty, Volumes f Through 5 (Washington,
D C U S Government Prlntlng Off Ice, 1979), U S Congress, Sen-
ate Comm Ittee on Armed Services, M1/ltary  /mp/icatlons of the
SAL T // [reaty, Vo/umes I Through 6 (Washington, D C U S
Government Prlntlng Off Ice, 1979) See also Strobe Talbott,  op
clt , Robert P La brie, SALT HandbooL’ Key Documents and
/$51)e$, 1971- /979 (Washington,  D C American Enterprise ln-
stltute, 1979) For an Intere\tlng  account of Soviet views on the
problems  of negotiating SALT, see Samual B Payne, Jr , The
$o~ let Union and SALT (Cambridge, Mass MIT Press, 1980)

““Vlslt  of Chancellor Helmut Schmidt  of the Federal Republlc
of Germany, ” w eehly  Cornp//at/on of Prestdentla/ Documents,
VOI 17, No 21 (May 25, 1981), p 547 The commitment of the
United State~ to renew arms control efforts was made by Sec-
retary Halg to the NATO Foreign Mlnlsters during hls speech of
May  4, 1981 See John M Coshko,  “ Halg Tells NATO of New
Plan for Talk$ With Soviets, ” Lt a$hlngton  Post, May 5, 1981

the Soviet Union, in speaking to the 26th Con-
gress of the Party, said:

We once more issue an urgent appeal for re-
straint in the sphere of strategic armaments.
The peoples of the world must not be allowed
to live under the threat of a nuclear war being
unleashed. The I imitation of strategic arms
and their reduction is an extraordinary prob-
lem. On our part, we are ready to continue
without delay appropriate talks with the
United States of America while preserving
everything positive that has been achieved up
to now in this sphere.

The interest of both the United States and
the Soviet Union in continuing their bilateral
dialog on arms control suggests a need to
understand better the impact of the MX basing
decision on some of the problems arms control
negotiators may face in the future.

MX missiles deployed in silos, on small sub-
marines, or in an air mobile mode present few
new arms control negotiating problems. These
basing modes are either extensions of existing
basing modes for strategic nuclear weapons
delivery vehicles (SNDVS) or have been previ-
ously considered during the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks. * As a result there appear to
be few new or unique arms control negotiating
or verification problems associated with these
basing modes. Extension of past arms control
negotiating and verification practices would
enable both the United States and the Soviet
Union to conclude an arms control agreement

) “’Proceedings of the 26th CPSU Congress, Volume 1 Brezh-
nev Report, ” [n Foreign Broadca$t  Publication Ser;ice,  Dal/y
Report  Soviet Union, VOI I I 1, No 36, Supplement 1, Feb 24,
1981, p 20

‘Air-to-surface balllstlc mls$iles and the atrcraft  carrying them
would be a permitted MX basing mode were SALT I I In effect In
the late 1980’s provided the mlsslles were not tested before the
expiration of the Protocol to the SALT I I Treaty on Dec 31, 1981,
and that the aircraft carrying the mlsslles were equipped with
FRODS  to fac II It ate verlf Icatlon
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permitting deployment of the MX missile in
one or more of these modes which would still
be verifiable using national technical means.

Surface ship mobile deployment of the MX
missile, as noted earlier, is prohibited by the
terms of the SALT I I Treaty because no for-
mula could be negotiated to permit adequate
verification without reducing surface ship
mobile ICBM survivability to an unacceptable
level. The principal arms control negotiating
problem is the development of a formula per-
mitting deployment of surface ship mobile MX
in a relatively survivable manner on the one
hand, and adequate verification of the number
of missiles so deployed on the other. U.S. de-
ployment of a surface ship mobile MX would
establish a precedent for Soviet deployment of
a comparable system. However, the United
States would want to be certain that the ability
to count the number of Soviet surface ship
mobile ICBMS would not be unduly hindered
should the Soviets opt for a mobile ICBM
deployed in that mode at some time in the
future. The problem from a weapon system
survivabil ity perspective is that steps that
might be taken to faciIitate arms control agree-
ment verification rapidly reduce the surviva-
bility of surface ship mobile based ICBMS (see
ch. 7 of this report).

Deployment of MX missiles on surface ship
platforms equipped with FRODS to aid veri-
fication of an arms control agreement would
facilitate detection, identification, and main-
tenance of trail at sea, thereby reducing sur-
vivability to a very low rate. Limiting areas of
surface ship mobile operation would facilitate
counting the vessels, but would also permit the
Soviets to concentrate their antisurface war-
fare-monitoring assets on the general areas of
deployment, thereby reducing the long-term
survivability of the surface ship platforms.

MX missiles deployed in an MPS mode with
or without defense would radically alter the
arms control negotiating environment.

The number of ICBMS deployed in fixed
silos cannot be readily augmented without
considerable testing of alternative means for

launching missiles. The time consumed and
the highly visible activities involved in the con-
struction of ICBM silos make it highly unlikely
that such silos could be deployed in large
numbers without being detected by national
technical means of arms control agreement
verification. Other techniques for launching
ICBMS might be developed that would go un-
not iced,  but  such  techn iques  cou ld  be
detected when and if extensive testing were to
occur.

Uncertainty about the possibility of detect-
ing a clandestine deployment of ICBMS makes
it difficult for either the United States or the
Soviet Union to justify the risks of clandestine
ICBM deployment unless such a deployment
could be large enough to make a significant
difference in the strategic balance. While judg-
ments as to the number of clandestinely de-
ployed ICBms or RVS will vary among analysts,
t h e  t h r e s h o l d  f o r strategic significance
diminishes quickly as the number of ICBMS
and/or RVS permitted decreases.

MPS deployment by the Soviets for a future
land-mobile ICBM might create a situation in
which they would find it relatively easy to
either openly abrogate or clandestinely violate
on arms control treaty limiting the number of
land-mobile ICBMS deployed. An MPS system
would deploy an entire infrastructure of mis-
sile shelters, command and control systems,
transportation systems maintenance facilities,
personnel, and other resources needed to sup-
port  any mobi le ICBM. Rapid,  overt  de-
ployment of stockpiled missiles (“breakout”)
in excess of future treaty limitations in a sud-
den, open act of treaty abrogation might there-
fore be an attractive, relatively low cost option
for increasing Soviet strategic forces.

The existence of the MPS infrastructure
might also encourage clandestine attempts to
deploy excess land-mobile ICBMS. Such de-
ployments could be especially difficult to de-
tect after they had occurred, and MPS deploy-
ment of land mobile ICBMS might lead to a
situation in which it would not be possible to
adequately verify violation of an arms control
agreement.
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MX/MPS creates an unprecedented need for
future arms control agreements to specify
cooperative measures for verifying the number
of mobile ICBMS deployed by either side. This
subject raises serious negotiating problems, as
each procedure related to the verification of
the number of MX missiles deployed by the
United States must be designed with a hypo-
thetical Soviet mobile ICBM in mind as well.
Furthermore, a series of procedures, useful for
verification purposes but perhaps not essen-
tial, would have to be included in order to en-
sure that those procedures essential for pur-
poses of counting the number of large, land
mobile IC BMs deployed by either side emerge
from the negotiating process.

MX deployed in an MPS mode would further
complicate the process of strategic arms con-
trol negotiation limitation by placing a very
high value on Soviet agreement to an RV limi-
tat ion Previous SALT negotiations have at-
tempted to balance specific United States and
Soviet advantages in various areas of strategic
weapons and Strategic nucIear weapon de-
Iivery systems in order to conclude an agree-
ment that was baIanced need WhiIe views differ on
the degree of success U S and Soviet nego-
tiators have had in attempting to reach a bal -
anced agreement, M X M P S would  further com -
plicate the negotiating process The great sen-
sitivity of the MX,’MPS survivabiIity to the

numbers of Soviet RVS and the potentiaI
growth in the Soviet RV inventory coupled
with the great cost of the United States MPS
system wouId put Soviet arms control nego-
tiators in a very strong negotiating position An
agreement Iimiting the number of Soviet RVS
now or in the future would enable the United
States to plan and budget for MX/MPS;  the
Soviets could therefore use their willingness to
agree to RVI i m i tat ions as a ‘‘bargaining chip’
to persuade the United States to agree to other
Iimitations on strategic weapons of keen in-
terest to the Soviets

MX, MPS also complicates arms control
negotiations by making it much more difficult
to accept any agreement that would freeze
strategic force modernization efforts unless
such a freeze were absolute. The sensitivity of
MX/MPS survivability to the number of RVS de-
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ployed by the Soviets would require the United
States to take a position that in essence re-
quired the Soviets to stop all construction and
deployment of systems not operational as of a
certain date even though MPS construction
would have to continue until the number of
shelters built exceeded the number of threat-
ening Soviet RVS. Failure to obtain this kind of
cutoff of new deployments wouId jeopardize
the survivability of MX missiles deployed in an
MPS mode.

Minuteman I I I  rebased in a n  M P s  m o d e
wouId simiIarly complicate future arms con-
trol negotiations. Rebasing of Minuteman I I I
would be as sensitive to the number of Soviet
RVS deployed as would be MX/MPS deploy-
ment; the relative bargaining leverage gained
by the Soviets for MX/MPS would also be
gained with Minuteman I I l/MPS. Cooperative
measures for verifying U.S. compliance with a
limitation on the number of mobile, relatively
small ICBMS would also have to be negotiated,
again on the premise that U.S. deployment of a
mobile ICBM would at some point be matched
by a similar but not necessarily identical
Soviet mobile ICBM deployment.

As a result, MX/MPS and Minuteman III/MPS
would create a need for arms control negotia-
tions to become ever more deeply and inti-
mately involved in the specification of detail-
ed procedures of weapon system deployment
and peacetime operation.

Defended MX/MPS would add the great
uncertainties associated with the reopening of
discussions on ABM system limitations to the
other  negot iat ing problems noted above.
While the present ABM Treaty seriously in-
hibits development, testing, and deployment
of the LoADS ABM system, it equally inhibits
development and deployment of Soviet ABM
systems. Were the Soviets to be ret ieved of this
legal inhibition, they might well deploy an
ABM system that would affect the ability of
U.S. ICBM and SLBM RVS to successfully at-
tack Soviet targets, generating requirements
for  signif icant ly larger
strategic forces. The great
duced in calculating the
developing requirements

n u m b e r s  o f  U . S .
uncertainties intro-
strategic balance,

for U.S. strategic
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forces, and procuring the necessary forces tional increment of survivability that a LoADS
would have to be weighed against the addi- ABM might provide the MX.

ARMS CONTROL AND STABILITY

Arms control seeks as a general goal to
reduce the likelihood of war. Efforts to main-
tain international stabil ity and control the
escalation of severe international crises are
therefore often considered an integral compo-
nent of arms control. The procurement and de-
ployment of strategic forces in a manner that
reduces the incentives to continue moderniza-
tion or procure additional numbers of forces
are also thought to be consistent with arms
control efforts. The selection of a basing mode
for the MX missile may therefore have broader
implications for arms control beyond the
negotiation of new international agreements.

The deployment of the MX missile in a sur-
vivable basing mode is generally thought to be
an important adjunct to the management of
severe international crises. High confidence by
American and Soviet decisionmakers in the
survivability of the MX force would minimize
incentives for either side to strike first. Sur-
vivable basing wouId allow American decision-
makers to wait out a crisis without resorting to
the use of force out of concern that if the MX
missiles were not used, they might be preempt-
ed and unavailable later during a crisis. Sur-
vivable basing for the MX missile would reduce
incentives of the Soviet leadership to attempt
preemption because they could not be confi-
dent of destroying a sufficiently large fraction
of the force to effectively limit the ability of
the United States to retal iate.  Surv ivable
basing would also reduce Soviet incentives to
initiate an attack out of fear that the United
States would strike first to forestall Soviet
preemption.

As noted throughout the earlier chapters of
this study, most basing modes for the MX mis-
si le would provide survivability when fully
deployed; several including small submarine
or air mobile MX basing would provide sub-

stantial survivability concurrent with or shortly
after initial operating capability. However, in
some operational concepts, air mobile basing
might create a situation during a crisis in which
the Soviets might mistake a widespread, simul-
taneous launch of MX-carrying aircraft under-
taken to enhance survivability as strategic war-
ning of an impending American attack. Such a
perception would add instability to a crisis.
While there are many other operational con-
cepts for an air mobile force which might over-
come this concern, the possibility that the
Soviets might perceive the airborne operation
of a large fraction of the air mobile MX force
as a provocative action during a severe crisis
cannot be completely discounted.

As noted above, the selection of a basing
mode for the MX missile that added incentives
to increase the size of strategic nuclear forces
would be inconsistent with the general goals of
arms control. Most basing modes for the MX
miss i le assessed in th is  s tudy sat is fy th is
criterion; MPS with or without the LoADS de-
fense, however, would provide a strong incen-
tive for the Soviets to add to their inventory of
RVS. Finally, MX/MPS would make terminating
a buildup of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces
more difficult than other MX basing modes
because the United States could not stop con-
structing MPS until the number of shelters ex-
ceeded the number of RVS in the Soviet inven-
tory that might pose a threat to MX/MPS sur-
vivabil ity. The Soviets, on the other hand,
might find it difficult to stop adding RVS to
their inventory unless they had clear evidence
that the United States had halted its MPS con-
struction program. Thus, MPS with or without
the LoADS ABM defense would pose the most
severe challenges to the long-term ability of
the United States to achieve some of its stated
arms control objectives.


