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REAGAN ADMINISTRATION CONFRONTS THE FREEZE
AND A RISING POPULAR CONSCIOUSNESS

The Reagan Administration must receive the ironic couraging bilateral compliance with SALT II. (Why
credit for creating the preconditions for a popular revolt disturb the SALT limits if a halt to the arms race is in
against the arms race. But it is Senator Edward Kennedy the wings?) And it can be expected to have important
and Senator Mark Hatfield who have shaped the vehi. pofitical effects. In particular, tbe Freeze movement has
cle. The Reagan Administration did aft it could: bizarre the potential to become a kind of “nuclear right to fife
rhetoric ahout nuclear war; totally unrealistic estimates movement” in which legislators who stand in the way
shout budget deficits; the ordering of every weapon suffer the same electoral punishment. If the Kemredy-
system in sight, including those most nbviously urmeed- Hatfield resolution is brought to a vote in September,
ed; the appointment of arms control officials dead set and if the sentiment for a Freeze continues to rise, there
against arms control; and so on. But it was left to these would be some related rearrangement of Congress by
two Senators to sense the popular uprising that was next year. The 1,000,000 persons wbo have already en-
brewing, and to endorse the Freeze movement. drwaed the Freeze by petition can be expected to be a far

Where, before, few indeed could be found in Con. larger body by then.
gress to endorse arms control agreements so far- It is hard to see how tbe Administration can cope with
reaching, nnw 19 Senators and 122 Congressmen have th~ new attack on its seriousness in the arms control
made this a mainstream movement. Now arms con- arena. President Reagan is expected to come out with
trnllers will have to scramble to catch up. What treaties some kind of proposal to equalize ICBM megatormage
could they constmct if they had the base of American as a precondition to major reductions. In effect, this
popular support that can now be projected and if the would mean unilateral Soviet cutbacks in heavy missifes
Russians were willing to make efforts toward agreement befnre bflateral disarmament would begin. It isn’t very
commensurate with the enormous achievements possi- realistic and it isn’t going to seem so. Afao, obviously,
ble? This is a whole new ball game. One can see con. the Administration will not support a Freeze when it is
sciousnesses being raised aft over town. supporting so many new systems it considers necessary

The very proposal of a Freeze can be expected to have to re-achieve the parity it thirrks it has lost. And sn
tangible effects. The prospects for a Freeze agreement—
out there somewhere—could have the effect of en- (Continued on page 2)

IS YOUR CONGRESSMAN OR SENATOR
ENDORSING THE KENNEDY. HATFIELD

RESOLUTION? FAS HAS!
On January 3, 1982, at its annual meeting, the Federa-

tion endorsed the freeze “in principle.” Subsequently, the
Council voted by mail to endorse an FAS-generated pro-
posal of January 4, 1982, that turned out to be quite
similar in substance to the Kennedy-Hatfield resolution of
March 10. Accordingly, the Federation has endorsed the
Kennedy-Hatfield resolution as the best freeze legislative
vehicle extant. Members are invited to advise their Con-
gressmen and Senators of this fact directly. A list of those
abeady endorsing the Freeze appears within (page 6).

On another matter, the Federation is opposing the Ad-
ministration’s crisis relocation program as impractical and
counterproductive—an instrument in the Administration’s
war game rather than a prudential effort to cope with
residual survivors of a nuclear war. But it is believed that
the program can be quite educational and members may
wish to encourage their local civil defense bonrd to hold
public hearings on this program.

Senators Kennedy & Hatfield at American University Press
Conference.
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(Continued from page I)
whatever it proposes will be vulnerable to the
charge-to which Freeze supporters are quite sen-
sitive—that it wifl not halt “everything.” If this were
not enough, the initial Administration complaints that a
Freeze would, in particular, freeze the European situa-
tion have made it pofitir.ally impossible for the Ad-
ministration to adopt and co-opt the Freeze.

At the Kennedy-Hatfield preaa conference of March
10, a number of refigioua Ieadera argued that the 1980s
would sec a massive struggle against the arms race com-
parable to that of civil rights activities in the 50s and 60s
and the struggle against the Vietnamese war in the late
sixties. This does appear increasingly fikely.

In historical retrospect, we arc witnessing a last effort
on the part of a right-wing and intensely anti-Soviet Ad-’
ministration to “win” the, arms race by regaining some
kind of fading advantage of the past. But the weapons
needed, and the war-fighting tactics threatened, strike
so many people as anachronistic and hopeless that they
just erode political support. Indeed, if tbe Administra-
tion figures on Soviet spending are to be believed, the
Russians will win the afnts race br the abaence of a
negotiated halt because, despite their economic per-
formance, they are spending far more than we would
ever bring ourselves to spend. While Congressmen
supporting defense spending tend to focus on the
limited rate of U.S. GNP needed to close the gap, the

same Congressmen have given away so much revenue
that it can hardly fit in even the defense expenditures
necessary for business as usual.

In Vietnam, America learned, to its regret, that it was
not foreordained that America would win every
miIitary contest to which it put its hand. In the arms
race, the public has simifarly assumed, until lately, that
it could certainly outspend and outinvent the backward
Russians. But no contestant im any contest can be sure
of winning every round, ad infinitum. In that context,
this does acem the time for all Americans to join
together to see whether or not a comprehensive agree-
ment to choke off the 33.year-old contest in arms is not
possible.

ARMS CONTROL SUPPORTERS
One complaint of Congressmen declining to endorse the

freeze is that it is not a workable proposal. In this connec-
tion, itshould be recorded that the following persons with
arms control experience have specifically endorsed the
Kennedy-Hatfield freeze resolution.

Ham Bethe Philip Morrison
Owen Chamberlain Linus Pa”ling
William Colby George Rathjens
Bernard Feld Herbert Scoville, Jr,
Roger Fisher John Steinbrunner
Randall Forsberg Jeremy J. Stone
Morton H. Halperin Paul C. Warnke
Frank von Hippel Victor Weisskopf
Townsend Hoopes Jerome B. Wiesner
George Kistiakowsky Herbert F. York

Chairman: FRANKVONHIPPEL

Vice Chairman: JOHNHOLDREN

FAS
Secretary: GEORGE A. SILVER

Treowrer: ROBERTM, SOLOW
Dim’cror:JEREMYJ. STONE

The Federation of American Scientists is a unique, non-profit,
civic organization, licensed to lobby in tbe public interest, and
composed of S,CCQnatural and social scientists and mgineer$ who
are concerned with ~mbletns of science .md society. Democratic.
ally organized with m elected National Council of 24 members,
FAS was first orsmimd in 1945as the Federation of Atomic Scien-
tists and has functioned as a mnsciencc of the scic.dfic mmmun.
ity for more than a quarter century.

SPONSORS

:11

FAS The Federation of American Scientists Fund,
founded in 197), is the 501(.)(3) tax-deductible

FUND research and educational arm of FAS. It is
soverned by eight trustees, of whom six are ap-
pointed by the FAS Chairman.

Moshe Alafi .Jererny J. Stone (CXof fxio)
David Baltimore *Martin Stone (Chairman)
Matthew Meselson Martin S. Thaler
Stanley Sheinbaum Frank .0. Hip@ (W officio)

, No relation

The FAS Public Interest Report (,USPS 188-llM) is published
mo.thty except July and Angst at 307 Maw. Ave., NE, Washing.
ton, D.C. 21XQ2. Amual subscription $251year, Copyright @
1981 by the Federaticw of American Scientists.
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HOW TO THINK ABOUT THE FREEZE
Although the freeze seems to be a unique determined

agreement (’<stop everything’ ‘), the proposal can, in fact,
take many different forms and will require a good dexf of
reflection and negotiation. What follows are some
educated reflections, by no means controlling, on what
might in fact happen:

DURA TIOIV OF THE FREEZE: The freeze is Iikely, in
the end, to be agreed to as a kind of ‘‘negotiator’s pause”
for a period of about five years. This is because the
pressures to halt the arms buildup are likely to outpace the
abifity to negotiate specific terms for hafting the contest
for longer periods. As important, the purpose of the freeze
is, after all, to serve as a prelude to reductions rather than
as a permanent halt anyway. Five years is fikely to be the
time because any treaty of this magnitude would be review.
ed, in any case, each five years. The five year review
would, also, serve the function of putting pressure on the
two sides to agree to the subsequent reductions as well as to
the prolongation of the freeze.

Five years aIso has the advantage that it is sufficiently
short as to make somewhat irrelevant concerns about hard-
to-control aspects of the strategic environment which move
slowly with time. Thus submarine modernization might be
difficult to control indefinitely if no limits were put on
anti-submarine warfare but, over five years, this would not
be a compelling objection to the freeze. Similarly, bomber
force modernization might be impossible to control if, in
time, no restraints were put on Soviet air defenses; again,
five years would not, perhaps, be a period too long for this
problem to go unattended. No doubt, in time, these prob-
lems would have to be addressed and they would be on the
agenda of the five year freeze.

Perhaps most important, the rules for maintenance,
replacement and dismantlement would not, presumably,
be totally resolved before the freeze was agreed. For exam-
ple, in some cases, weapons might, by mutual agreement,
he Ieft simply to wear out (or be dismantled by agreement
in disarmament) without permitting one-for-one replace-
ment. This could be the case in which production fines
were closed down, as with tbe heavy bombers of the two
sides (B-52s, Bisons and Bears). For a five year
“negotiator’s pause, ” this might not have to be decided in
advance since the missiles and bombers would last through
the five year period.

SCOPE OF THE FREEZE: The freeze is limited to what
can be verified and, even within the confines of a five year
first agreement, much would have to be discussed in that
connection. But the major issues would be:

● The Comprehensive Test Ban

● The production of fissionable material for warheads,
its fabrication into warheads, and the stockpiling or
deployment of the resukmrt warheads.

● The halt to production and deployment of strategic
bombers, ICBMS and missile-firing submarines (ex-
cept for one-for-one replacement).

● The control over ground- and sea-launched nuclear

armed cruise missiles which might be deployed on
vehicles of many different kinds and the problem of
distinguishing them from conventionally armed cmise
missiles.

● The control over other tactical nuclear weapons and
their delivery vehicles.

* The control over dual purpose aircraft.

VERIFICATION OF THE FREEZE: The freeze will re-
quire more verification than has been necessary in the past
in order to deal with such problems as “production” and
the testing of cruise missiles. In this connection, the Soviet
Union will have to be ready to offer “cooperative
methods” that go beyond the “National Technical Means”
(NTS) that are used as a euphemism for satellite observa-
tion, electronic surveillance and seismographs. In some
cases, this will involve “black boxes” that are on Soviet
and U.S. soiI but whose readings, whether of underground
disturbances or missile-firing telemetry, would be available
to the other side in a form that could not be tampered with.
Such methods have been agreed by the Soviet Union, in
principle, in Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations.

Other kinds of cooperative means include FRODS (func-
tionxfiy related observable differences) that permitted the
two sides, in the SALT II treaty, to distinguish differem
types of bombers, for example, by the device of attaching
observable differences to them. It is believed that, with
adequate cooperation and ingenuity, inspection and
verification can go further than has ever been imagined
before. One crucial synergism will arise from the fact that
with production, deployment and testing controlled, a
violation of the agreement, to be meaningful, might have
to escape controls at all three stages and hence be cor-
respondingly unlikely.

In the end, however, there will obviously have to be tbe
right of on-site inspection when uncertainties arise; since
the Soviet Union has agreed to on-site inspection in at least
one treaty aheady (that dealing with peaceful uses of
nuclear explosions) and had agreed to it for the Non-
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, it is believed that this will
be possible.

REDUCTIONS AND AFTER THE FREEZE, WHAT?
The Kennedy -Hatfield resolution talk for “reductions” to
follow “proceeding from the freeze” and to do so in accor-
dance with “annual percentages” or “equally effective
means, ” to be carried out in a fashion that “enhances
stability. ” What afl this appears to mean is this.

Dkarmament would go forward in anmial increments i“
which, within agreed limits, the two sides would have
“freedom to choose” what was thrown away. In effect,
the two sides would agree on some percentage by which
their existing forces would be reduced year after year (e.g.,
5To or 7T0 or wfratever). This percentage would be applied
to one or more categories of weapons, e.g., overall
warhead totals of deployed warheads. It could be applied,
in addition, to numbers of MIRVed missiles and perhaps
in further addition, to heavy missiles. *

The categories chosen would be designed with an eye to

(Continued on page 4)
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(Continued from page 3)
encouraging stability and the two sides would, presum-
ably, use their “freedom to choose” with a view to reduc-
ing the vulnerab ifity of their force. Thus, in the process of
reductions, the two sides could shift the balance of their
reliance on the various legs of their strategic triad. Each
would see, or even be told in advance, what the other was
doing on a year-by-year basis and SO, to some extent, each

would or could choose its reductions with an eye on the
reductions of the other side.

*In 1979, the full ForeignRd.tions Committeeof the Senatea~reed
unanimouslyto a McGmwrn-Chafee resolution that looked toward a
similar method in which all of fhe limits of SALT 11wonld be reduced in

this fashion.

HOW THE DEBATE ON THE
FREEZE IS GOING

● President Reagan has advised that the “freeze isn’t
good enough, because it doesn’t go far enough”; to this,
of course, the answer is that, indeed it does not—and this
is why the Kennedy-Hatfield resolution calls for subse-
quent reductions.

. Reagan has argued that it “legitimatizes a position of
great advantage for the Soviet Union”; to this the answer
is that the two sides are at an effective state of parity with
both having the ability to destroy the other in a retaliatory
strike. Moreover, there is no reason to believe that the
strategic situation will improve for the U.S. with more
arms race; on the contrary, the Soviet Union is probably
better positioned to bolt ahead if the SALT II limits are ex-
ceeded. At the moment, the U.S. has a warhead advantage
of about 9,@30to 7,0C0, a better bomber force, and a more
invulnerable sea-based force, and a better anti-submaine
war fare defense.

* Columnist George WI1l complained that a freeze
would prohibit new sub-launched ballistic missiles but not
new attack submarines that hunt SLBM submarines . ..
eventually giving the Soviets a destabilizing capability for
destroying the U.S. sea-based deterrent. ” In fact, the two
sides are hardly going to take the trouble to negotiate a
general halt to the arms race without negotiating such col-
lateral restraints on attack submarines as are necessary.
And the “eventually” is quite long in this case, giving am-
ple time for such adjustments. Moreover, a freeze could,
and would, permit the one-for-one replacement of newer
(perhaps quieter) missile firing submarines which is the
main response to Soviet ASW at thk stage, rather than
longer range missiles. Will complained also that the B-1
would be prevented; this depends upon whether it was
treated as a one-for-one replacement for the B-52. But the
agreement would have, in any case, comparable effects on
the Soviet Union. What is wrong with stopping Soviet
bombers?

● George Will and analyst R. James Woolsey com-
plained that unconstrained Soviet air defenses would even-
tually overcome bomber penetration capabilities. Whether
there will be any functioning Soviet air defense by the time
U.S. bombers arrive is quite uncertain since several missile
safvos will have taken place before they do (it is part of
U.S. planning to “corridor” Soviet air defense). So it is

not clear whether any of this really matters. For deterrence
our bombers can never be counted out. In the context of a
general halt to weapon deployment-and remembering the
U .S .-Soviet agreement to anti-ballistic missile defenses—it
is hard to see the Soviet Union wanting to redouble its ef-
forts with air defense. A collateral agreement could, in any
case, preclude it. And both sides would know, anyway,
that such improvements could destabilize the overall halt.

. George WI1l, R. James Woolsey and a New York
Times editorialist all leaned heavily on the fact that pro-
duction (or cruise missile deployment) could not be
verified without on-site inspection. Whether or not this is
so is unclear, and depends upon the state of intelligence.
But some on-site inspection is highly desirable, if not even
completely necessary, and the U.S. should insist on it. The
Soviet Union has begun to agree, in principle, to on-site in-
spection in nuclear test ban negotiations. If it is not willing
to permit adequate verification, then, of course, the freeze
may not be negotiable. But this is no reason not to try.
With regard to cruise missiles, we are the only ones ready
to deploy small and hard-to-verify cruise missiles, and
Soviet verification methods need not be so demanding as
ours are in an open society.

● Edward L. Rowny, Chairman of the U.S. strategic
arms reductions talks delegation, complained that ‘‘freez-
ing now, while the Soviets are ahead would eliminate any
Soviet incentive to reduce to equal levels. ” (italics added)
Indeed, if one wants unilateral Soviet reductions, as
Rowny has long urged, then, true, one should not agree to
a freeze. But it is only General Rowny and the Reaganites
who harbor hopes for, and feel the need for, such one-
sided reductions. Freeze supporters are unconcerned with
the megatonnage differences, or the land-based missile
throw weight differences, which preoccupy General
Rowny. (Other critical commentators have complained
that a freeze would preclude leverage for subsequent
reductions generally and have left the readers mystified as
to why this would be so since, as one Washington Post
reader responded—the offer of a freeze is in return for a
freeze, and the offer of subsequent reductions is in return
for subsequent reductions!)

● Roger Molander, who directs “Ground Zero, ” com-
plained that “It’s not good to encourage people to think
that nuclear holocaust can be avoided by simple technical
fixes.” But the freeze is not a “simple technical fix. ”
Rather it is a whole class of complicated proposals which
would be carefully and painfully negotiated to find one
that worked.

INDICTMENT OF ENERGY POLICY
On March 24, FAS joined fourteen other en-

vironmental, scientific, and consumer groups in rcleaa-
ng a report to Congress sharply critical of the Reagan
mergy policy. Entitled “The Reagan Energy Plan: A
Major Power Failure, “ it criticized the sharp cuts in
energy conservation and renewable energy programs,
and the dangerous changes in nuclear policy that the
Administration has proposed. The report is avaifahle
from FAS for $2.00 per copy.
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FAS Staffer Christopher Paine Addresses Second Annual
Freeze Conference in Denver, Feb. 19, 1982.

ADMINISTRATION EFFORT TO
CO-OPT THE WORD ‘FREEZE”

You can’t tell the players without a score card! And so it
is with Congressional resolutions, artfully drafted as
always. What exactly is the difference between the
Jackson-Warner resolution and the Kennedy Hatfield
resolution?

In effect, the Kennedy-Hatfield resolution calls for a
freeze first, and reductions subsequently, while the
Jackson-Warner resolution calls for the reverse. The
reason is, of course, that the Jackson-Warner resolution
wants what Eugene Rostow, ACDA Dhector, recently caO-
ed “unequal reductions to equal levels, ” after which a
freeze could commence. Thus its only real substantive
clause says:

The United States should propose to the Soviet
Union a long-term mutual and verifiable nuclear
forces freeze at equal and sharply reduced levels of
forces.

The stated purpose of the resolution does not even refer to
a “freeze” at all but calls for the two sides to engage in
“substantial, equitable and verifiable reductions” of
nuclear weapons. And, in a whereas clause, the resolution
asserts that “the current nuclear force imbalance is
destabilizing and could increase the likelihood of nuclear
war. ” Thk whereas clause would therefore commit co-
signers to the view that, without larger Soviet cutbacks
than U.S. reductions, the present situation would be
dangerous. Nor is the Jackson-Warner freeze spelled out
with regard to what would be frozen.

By contrast, the Kennedy resolution asserts that “as an
immed] ate strategic arms control objective, ” the two sides

shOuld “decide when and how to achieve a mutual and
verifiable freeze on the testing, production and further
deployment of nuclear weapons, missiles and delivery
systems. ” It goes on further to suggest that subsequent
“major, mutual, and verifiable reductions” would be
achieved through “annual percentages on equally effective
means.” Thus Kennedy-Hatfield seeks to reduce haggling
both at the level of the freeze and with regard to subse-
quent reductions while Jackson-Warner is looking toward
a struggle over some kind of equti] zing of ICBM throw
weights, after which some kind of freeze would be pro-
posed. Thus it represents a concession to the freeze move-
ment only in holding out the specter of a freeze after a kind
of equalizing reductions had taken place.

KENNEDY HOLDS FREEZE FORUM
On March 22, Senator Edward Kennedy held a “forum”

on the freeze that drew Hiroshima survivors, religious
leaders, peace groups, and former government officials.
These “forums” are, in ef feet, Congressional hearings
without recorded testimony. They arise because the
Senators who wish to hold them may not have appropriate
subcommittees in the Republican-dominated Senate. But
they are non-partisan and have the advantage of featuring
House members as well.

Senator Cranston noted, apropos the question of who
was abead if things were frozen, that “there is no respon-
sible military expert today who would trade the U.S.
arsenal for the Soviet arsenal. ” Congressman Ed Markey
said the freeze movement was “telling our leaders to get
off Fantasy Island” with regard to fighting limited wars. A
Hiroshima victim volunteered that “Senator Kennedy is
doing this from the heart and not just as a Senator” so

whatever she could do to help, she would. Senator Hat-
field, who had been in Hiroshima a week after the bOmb.
ing, told of seeing the shadows etched in the road that were
cast by the concrete balustrades in the light of the atomic
blast. Bishop Mahoney called for a “moral about-face on
the nuclear arms race” and said that 30 bishops had re-
leased relevant statements. Asked by Senator Kennedy
whether these matters should be left to the experts, one
witness said: “The experts have gotten us where we are. ”

Former Undersecretary George Ball denounced the
“logic-chopping” of theoreticians and called for “phased
across the board percentage reduction s,” as in trade nego-
tiations. He said that this would, of course, upset the
metaphysicians but that it was workable and could have
minor adjustments. Herbert Scoville quoted Paul Nitze
that <‘verification capabilities should be tailored to the
seriousness of any possible violations” and said that the
freeze could pass that test for verification.

Randy Kehler, National Coordinator of the Nuclear
Weapons Freeze Campaign, told the forum that the freeze
was now active in 43 states and 279 Congressional districts
(64L7oof the total). Endorsed by more than 60 national and
international organizations, it had won the support-of 23
city councils, 250 town meetings and one or more state
houses of 9 states. Efforts to put the freeze on the ballot
were underway in New Jersey, Delaware, Mich]gan, and
California.

Randy Kehler
National Coordinator of the

Nuclear Weapons Freeze Campaign
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SENATORS & CONGRESSMEN
ENDORSING THE FREEZE

SENATECO-SPONSORS

EdwardM. Kennedy(D-Ma,ss) Daniel K. Inouye (D-HI)
Mark O. Hatfield (R-OR) Waker D. Huddleston (D-KY)
Lowell P. Weicker (R-CT) Patrick J, Leahy (D-VT)
Claiborne PM (D-RI) Dale Bumpers (D-AR)
Paul E. Twngm (D-MA) Cad D. Levi. (D-MI)
Alan Cranston (D-CA) John H. Chafe (R-RI)
George J. Mitchell (D-ME) Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY)
Thomas F. Eagleton (D-MO) Donald W. Riegle (D-MJ)
Christopher J. Dodd (D-CT) Paul S. Sarbanes (D-MD)
Roberf T. Stafford (R-VT)

HOUSE CO-SPONSORS

Edward Markey (D-MA)
Silvio Cont. (D-MA)
Thomas Tauke (D-1O)
Michael Lowry (D-WA)
Edwin Forsythe (R-NJ)
Anthony Moffett (D-CT)
Robert Kastemeier (D-WI)
Anthony Belienson (D-CA)
Henry Waxman (D-CA)
Shirley Chisholm (D-NY)
Bob Edgm (D-PA)
John Conyers (D-MI)
Tom Foglietta (D-PA)
Walter FauMroy (D-DC)
Nick Mavroules (D-MA)
Fred Richmond (D-NY)
Joe Moakley (D-MA)
William Clay (D-MO)
Berkely BedeR (D-IO)
William Lehman (D-FL)
Donald Albosta (D-MI)
Lee Hamilton (D-IN)
James Oberstar (D-MN)
Georse Brown (D-CA)
L= AuCoin (D-OR)
Nick Joe RabaR (D-WVI
Michael Bar”es (D-MD)
Barney Frank (D-MA)
Lawrence DeNardis (D-CT)
Robert Garcia (D-NY)
Tom Lantos (D-CA)
Sidney Yates (D-IL)
Matthew McHugh (D-NY)
Romano Mazzoli (D-KY)
Edward Boland (D-MA)
David Evans (D-JN)
William Ford (D-MI)
Martin Olav Sabo (D-MN)
Ted Weiss (D-NY)
Job” Seiberling (D-OH)
LeoII Panetta (D-CA)
Gem Studds (D-MA)
Jim Leach (R-1O)
MiRicmt Fenwick (R-NJ)
Al Swift (D-WA)
M. Udall (D-AZ)
Femand St. Germain (D-RI)
Gus Savage (D-IL)
Peter Peyser (D-NY)
Jim Shannon (D-MA)
Ron Wyden (D-OR)
ROIIMottl (D-OH)
Jonathan Bingharn (D-NY)
Howard Wolpe (D-MI)
Philip Burton (D-CA)
Richard Ottimger (D-NY)
Tom Harkin (D-1O)
Ron DeRums (D-CA)
Parr.. Mhchell (D-MD)
Sam Gejdenson (D-CT)
Charles Range] (D-NY)

George Miller (D-CA)
Patricia Schroeder (D-CO)
Tony Coelho (D-CA)
Harold Hcdlenbeck (R-NJ)
Mervyn DymaRy (D-CA)
Robert Mats.i (D-CA)
Bruce Vento (D-MN)
Don Bonker (D-WA)
Albert Gore (D-TN)
PeteI Rodino (D-NJ)
Brian Domelly (D-MA)
William Ratchfmd (D-CT)
Paul Simon (D-IL)
Den”is Eckart (D-OH)
Harold Ford (D-TN)
Mak Marks (R-PA)
Dale Kildw (D-MI)
Doug Walgren (D-PA)
Tim Wirth (D-CO)
Jim Weaver (D-OR)
Henry Reuss (D-WI)
Don Pease (D-OH)
Pete Stark (D-CA)
Steve Neal (D-NC)
Don Edwards (D-CA)
Ned Smith (D-IO)
Ben Rosenthal (D-JO)
Barbam Mikulski (D-MD)
David Bon for (D-MI)
Louis Stokes (D-OH)
Charles Schumer (D-NY)
Margaret Heckler (R-MA)
Beryl Anthony (D-AR)
Pat Williams (D-MT)
George Crockett (D-MI)
Barbara Kenn.Ry (D-CT)
William Bmdhead (D-MI)
Mkkey Leland (D-TS)
William Coyne (D-PA)
Gillis LoIIg (D-LA)
AuWin Murphy (D-PA)
Mario Biaggi (D-NY)
Stewan McKinncy (R-CT)
GemJdineFerraro (R-NY)
Claudine Schneider (R-RI)
Bob Shmnamky (D-OR)
Joseph Addabbo (D-NY)
Stephen Solar. (D-NY)
Mike .synar (D-OK)
James Joward (D-NJ)
James Jones (D-TN)
Wyche Fowler (D-GA)
John Burton (D-CA)
William Green (R-NY)
Claude Pepper (D-FL)
Joe Early (D-MA)
Jim Blanchard (D-MT)
Bill Cling~ (R-PA)
Ma””.] Lujan (R-NM)
Robert Traxier (D-MJ)
Marty Russo (D-IL)

SOME FREEZE PRECURSORS
Lyndon Johnson and Secretary McNamara

Propossd Frseze in 1964
The freeze was first proposed 18 years ago when the

U.S. strategic buildup of 1,000 Minuteman missiles and 41
Polaris submarines was nearing completion and the Soviet
buildup was not yet underway. At Geneva, U.S. repre-
sentative, Adrian Fisher proposed that:

“The U. S., the Soviet Union, and their respective
Allies should agree to explore a verified freeze of the
number and characteristics of strategic nuclear of fen-
sive and defensive vehicles. ”
Here is what was said about it on January 31, 1964, at

Geneva by ACDA Director, William Foster:
First, the freeze should, we believe, include

strategic missiles and aircraft. The categories of
weapons affected should be defined along lines of
range and weight. For this measure, the categories
suggested in stage I of the United States outline of 18
April 1962,’ should be adjusted, we think, for several
reasons. For instance, there have been changes in
technology since those earlier categories were propos-
ed. Moreover, the freeze would include only stra-
tegic categories; and it could be implemented before
agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Secondly, the United States believes the freeze
should also include antiballistic missile systems. A
freeze on strategic delivery systems without a freeze
on anti-missile systems would be destabilizing and
therefore unacceptable.

Thirdly, the immediate objective of the freeze on
numbers should be to maintain the quantities of
strategic nuclear vehicles held by the East and the
West at constant levels. As we see it, the agreement
should provide for a suitable number of missile tests
without warheads to ensure that missile systems con-
tinue to be reliable over a period of time. For this and
related purposes, it should also provide for produc-
tion of replacements on a one-for-one basis: one mis-
sile produced for one destroyed. This should not, of
course, permit any increase by either side in the corJs-
tant level which it is the purpose of the agreement to
maintain.

Fourthly, the objective of the freeze ofJ character-
istics should be, the United States believes, to prevent
the development and deployment of strategic vehicles
of a significantly new type. Like the freeze on
numbers, this should apply to defensive as well as
offensive vehicles. The significance of this provision
might well be greater than that of the freeze on
numbers. It would halt the race to produce better
strategic vehicles to carry bigger warheads. It would
mean an end to the qualitative as well as to the quan-
titative strategic arms race.
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Fifthly, as I have already indicated, we have singl-
ed out strategic vehicles partly because we believe
that the verification requirements would be less
onerous than for a production freeze on the entire
range of major armaments included within our gen-
eral and complete dissrmmnent plan. One possible
means of verifying the freeze would be to monitor
significant existing production and testing facilities
which each side would declare, and to provide for a
special number of spot checks to guard against possi-
ble undeclared facilities. That is an example of the
kind of verification requirement we have in mind.
Additional problems would remain. However, we
believe verification can be effective without being
burdensome. We hope that a system acceptable to all
concerned could be worked out.

Freeze Resolution Pas*d hy Senate 73-6 in 1970
On June 17, 1969, Senator Brooke and 39 co-sponsors in-
troduced a resolution urging the U .S. to refrain from addi-
tional flight tests of multiple independently targetable
reentry vehicles sn long as tbe Soviet Union did alsn. The
Nixon Administration being reluctant to make such an in-
itiative and the Foreign Relations Committee being unsure
whether the resolution should pinpoint this particular
aspect of the arms race, it substituted a broader version at
the initiative of Senator John Sherman Cooper which read:

“Resolved: That it is the sense of the Senate that the
President should urgently propnse tn the government
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics an im-
mediate suspension by the United States and by the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of the further
deployment of all offensive and defensive nuclear
strategic weapons systems, subject to national
verification or such other measures of observation
and inspection as maybe appropriate. ”

This resolution actually passed the Senate by a vote of 73-6
on Apri19, 1970.”

ACDA Director Garard C. Smith
Considered Freeze in 1969

It appears likely that Senator John Sherman Cnoper had
been, at the least, encouraged by Gerard C. Smith, Director
of ACDA under President Nixon. Smith had met, in classi-
fied session, with the Foreign Relations Committee on
February2, 1970, todiscuss the Brookeresolution and it
was subsequently, on March 20, 1970, that Senator
Cooper proposed his “substitution.” We see in Gerard
Smith’s book on arms control, Doubletalk, that Mr. Smith
was also moving in 1969 from considering flight test bans
of the kind Brooke wanted to considering a general freeze,
at the instigation of Sidney Graybeal. He says there:

My MIRV ban proposals soon merged into a broader
position called SWWA, “Stop Where We Are,”
which involved not only stopping MIRV testing but
cessation of Soviet ICBM and SLBM launcher con-
struction programs. This proposal stemmed from a
suggestion made by an Arms Control Agency of-
ficial, Sidney Graybeal, who was a member of the
SALT delegation and later the U.S. commissioner on
the Soviet-American Standing Consultative Commis-

SOVIET FREEZE-RELATED PROPOSALS

The U.S.S.R. proposed a prohibition on the develop-
ment and manufacture of nuclear weapons and new
types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction
in September 28, 1976 (in conjunction with a ban on
nuclear weapons tests, and reductions of warhead
stockpiles and their means of delivery). A cafl to halt
production of nuclear weapons and a ban on nuclear
weapon testing was repeated by President Leonid
Brezhnev on November 2, 1977, to the 25th Party Con-
gress.

A halt to production of all types of nuclear weapons
was repeated on MaY 26, 1978, to tbe U.N. General
Assembly, and was effectively repeated, with a call also
for reductions, on February 6, 1979, to the Geneva
Committee on Disarmament.

In April, 1980, a letter from Andrei Gromyko to
U.N. Secretary General called for the same goals in-
cluding qualitative limitations, and quantitative reduc-
tions of ICBMS and SLBMS.

sion set up by the 1972 agreements. SWWA was
based on a simple concept that the way to stop arms
competition was to stop strategic construction prO-
grams on both sides. Both now had sufficient
strategic forces to deter nuclear war. Instead of try-
ing to elaborate agreed levels for strategic forces and
other complex arrangements, why not just freeze
things at the 1969 level? At the suggestion of Henry
Owen, a former colleague on tbe Policy Planning
Staff of the State Department and later its director, I
recalled for tbe President the worldwide suppnrt
which the United States received when Charles Evans
Hughes proposed such a plan for strategic naval
forces at the Washington Naval Conference in 1921.
It was not at all clear that tbe U .S .S.R. would accept
such a proposal, but by proposing it we could take
the “high ground” psychologically and, if necessary
later, move to something more modest if that was the
most the Snviets would accept. I considered SWWA
the best way to start the negotiation.

*The Senate Commit tee Report commented on verification in a way that
could have bee” written today:

The question naturally arises whether a suspension of the
deployment of all offensive and defensivestrategic weapons
systems,whichthe resolutionas reportedurges,can be verified.
The committeek inclinedto the viewthat a generalhalt in the
deploymentof all strategicweaponsis moresecureagainstsignifi-
cant evasion than a more limited suspension would b.. First of all,
it is easier to monitor the strategic activity of an adversary in the
context of a general freeze on the deployment of all new weapons
than it is to monitor a situation characterized by constant change
i“ the types and numbers of strategic weapons systems involved.
Second, given the rough parity which now Prevails between the
United States and the Soviet Union, far more evasion would be r..
quired to provide one party with a significant advantage within the
context of a general suspension of the further deployment of all
weapons than would be required in the case of a more limited
suswnsion.
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FREEZE INDUCES CALLS
FOR START TALKS

The pressure of freeze supporters has led a number of
outstanding Congressional supporters of arms control who
do not wish to support the freeze at this time to find shelter
in a fairly innocuous cdl for the initiation of START talks.
(Congressional Record, March 17.) Thus, Congressman
Clement Zablocki said:

“In an effort to bridge the gap between Administra-
tion critics who have called for a freeze on further
nuclear weapons production and the Administra-
tion’s position that a U.S. military buildup is neces-
sary as a way of forcing the Soviets to accept mean-
ingful agreements, I am today introducing a joint
resolution calling foranimmediate beginning of the
START talks. ‘‘
Ofttimes, the freeze proposal is criticized as not going

far enough—as when Senator Charles Mathias explained
why, despite many requests to do so from constituents, he
had not endorsed the freeze:

“Thea nswerissimple: Itdoesnot go far enough. I
do not oppose it, but it does not do the job that needs
to be done; and, quite possibly, it will impede getting
that job done. ”

He introduced the same resolution. Senator David
Durenberger, whojoined him, said:

“Afreezeiseasy tograsp. Itisdramatic. Itissimple.
But the issues involved in nuclear arms reductions are
not simple, and ready-made nostrums can do us more
harm than good. ”
Those comments were made in conjunction with the sub-
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Participants at Denver Freeze Conference.

mission to the Congressional Record of a Washington Post
article by R. James Woolsey of the same day which had
mocked the freeze. Jeremy J. Stone and Herbert F. York
responded to thk article in the Washington Post op-ed
page of March 19twodays later, buttoolate to preventa
certain amount of Congressional confusion over the
freeze’s feasibility.

Another supporter of arms control, Senator Gary Hart,
had earlier introduced a measure with a number of provi-
sions featuring a call to open talks on the prevention of the
useof nuclear weapons. Healsoadopted theposture thata
freeze’’did notgofar enough’’ akhough, in fact, a freeze
would, quite obviously, be much more far-reaching as an
arms control measure than anything for which his resolu.
tion called.
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