
somewhat).

One is the US-Soviet agreement, announced on May 4, 1987,

and signed in September, ta institute crisis contrai centres

ta avoid unintended (accidental) nuclear war. The centres,

which will be in Washington and Mascow, will exchange informa-

tion on matters such as an accidental missile launch or a

commercial nuclear accident, like the Chernobyl reactor lire,

that might be misinterpreted. The centres will act as

"high-tech supplements"' ta the Washingjton-Moscow hatline.

Such centres will obviously be of great benefit ta bath

superpowers (as well as the rest of the world) , and therefore

no conflict af interest needed to be resolved in concluding

the agreement. Hawever, it stili awaits ratification.

Another reservation is that the crisis contrai centres will

still be manned by US personnel in the US and Soviet personnel

in th~e USSR (though ini close communication with each other)',

instead of using the mixed tea3us in bath countries that have

been recoumended by experts. (See Babst et ai., 1984, 1986.)

The second example is even mare recent: The Agreement on

Interiiediate and Shorter Range Nuclear Forces (INF) in Europ>e,

which are ta be entirely removed (the "double zero" option) by

both US an USSR. This agreement was announceçi at the

superpower suumt on Decemuber 8, 1987, tfrough the details were

negotiated beforahand.

The treaty, wlxich covers nuoclear missiles with a range of

500-5,500 iometres, will require the USSU ta destray 1,836

such missiles andi th US to~ 4estroy 867, withJ.n a period of 3

years Verification wJ.1 be by on-site inlspection, inspection

by~~ chlegand inspetion y satelite. The incluion o~f

on-site and chalenge inspcion is a breakthrough ini arms


