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Despite recurring problems with bar-
gaining chips, which have really never been
cashed, a substantial number of weapon
systems have in recent years been sup-
ported on the ground that they would
provide effective bargaining counters in
negotiations with the Soviets. Such argu-
ments have been made by Pentagon and
Administration officials with respect to
proposals for Trident, the B-1 bomber,
NCA defence, the development of an
advanced airborne command post, site
defence, the Manoeuvering Re-entry Ve-
hicle, and higher-yield and more accurate
missiles. On August 19, 1975, President
Ford also attempted to pressure the
Soviets into an agreement on SALT when
he suggested that the strategic-ayms bud-
get would have to be increased by $2.8
billion if agreement were not reached.

According to some authorities, the
SS-9 represented an effort by the U.S.S.R.
to create its own bargaining chip. Also the
rapidity with which the Soviet Union
rushed into development of the SS-16-
through-SS-20 series is suggestive of a
desire to increase its bargaining position
during SALT II. The same can be said of
the scheduling of a series of ICBM tests at
the end of May 1972, just as SALT I was
signed, and further tests conducted on the
eve of the resumption of the SALT talks
on February 20, 1974, following a long de-
lay in negotiations.

Increase of fear
Bargaining chips tend to increase fear on
the part of the adversary, and the tradi-
tional reaction is one of responding in
kind. To have either side emphasize bar-
gaining chips makes it more difficult for the
moderates in the other country to plead
for realistic arms restraint. Ammunition
is merely provided for the hawks to press
for higher defence budgets and to sabotage
any effort towards arms reduction.

On the whole, bargaining chips have
been costly, but if it could be shown that
partial agreements such as those reached
in SALT had stimulated more extensive
reductions of armaments, they would be
worth the price. Unfortunately, this does
not seem to have ^been the case. Instead,
the agreements to date have tended to
generate increased suspicion and have ac-
tually slowed down the momentum to-
wards more significant agreements.

Suspicion about possible evasions of
an arms-control agreement is likely to be
pervasive in a world that is high in threat-

perception and heavily armed. Indeed, a
state may be trapped by public pressures
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