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What follows are excerpts from the transcript of a two-
day hearing hosted by the FAS in the Dirksen Senate QOf-
fice Building, September 21-22, 1982. These remarks have
been excerpted and made grammatical by FAS for the pur-
pose of this prompt newsletter, but should not be taken as
definitive expressions of the views of the participants, as
they have not yet had the opportunity to review and clarify
their remarks. A complete transcripr of the proceedings
along with supplementary material will be published in
January, 1982, by Brickhouse Press (see back page).

The panel was chaired by Alton Frye, Washington repre-
sentative of the Council on Foreign Relations. Joining Dr.
Frye were Carl Duckett, former Deputy Direcror for

Science and Technology of the Central Intelligence Agency

(1966-1976); Adrian Fisher, formerly Deputy Direcfor of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and former
Dean of the Georgetown University School of Law; Frank
von Hippel, Senior Research Physicist of the Center for
Energy and Environmental Studies, Princeton University,
and Chairman of the Federation of American scientists;
and Dimitri Simes, a Soviet-born political scientist, Direc-
tor of the Soviet and Euast European Research Program,
the Johns Hopkins University Foreign Policy Instifute.
The strategic analysts who provided testimony were:
Randall Forsberg, Director of the Boston-based Institute
for Defernse and Disarmament Studies and author of *"Call
to Halt the Nuclear Arms Race,”’ the founding document
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which th.spueu {he nationai jreeze Cumpmgu, Richard L.
Garwin, an IBM Fellow at the Thomas J. Watson Re-
search Center and a long-time consultant to the U.S.
government on matiers of military technology and arms
control: Paul C. Warnke, a former Director of the Arms
Conirol and Disarmament Agency, Chief SALT negoti-
ator, and Assistant Secretary of Defense; and Robert W,
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Dean, Deputy Direcror of the Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs, Department of State.

Opening Remarks by Jeremy Stone

DR. STONE: Widespread public interest in a nuclear
weapons freeze obliges the community of arms control,
foreign policy, and military analysts to give far more atten-
tion to this possibility than they have done heretofore. Ac-
cordingly, the Federation is sponsoring these hearings on a
crucial underiying question: To what extént can the arms
race be frozen?

Our hearings assume that there is an extent to which the
arms race can be frozen, just as there are obviously
features of the arms competition that cannot. Qur inten-
tion is to generate information and stimulate thinking on
this subject. To that end, we have constructed hearings in
which expert questioners will guestion the expert witnesses.
In this way we hope to generate a transcript that will
sharpen such issues as the kinds of agreements that might
be negotlated and verified to control the deployment,
testing, and production of which weapons, and for which
periods of time, linked to what arms reduction plans, and
50 on.

In selecting the panel of questioners, we have not sought
to assemble either freeze supporters or opponents, nor
have we limited ourselves to members of our organization.
Indeed, the panel chairman and most of the panelists are
not FAS members. Instead, we sought to collect different
kinds of specialists in relevant fields, in whose intellect and
integrity we have confidence.
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DR. FRYE: Qur mission in these two days is to search
for more licht, not to establish some final conclusion.

JELLR) RV YO Ralalal ST 1al LOlCIusly

There are many concepts, many proposals contending for
the right to carry the label *““nuclear freeze.””

...There are vast majorities of the American people
reported to favor freezes of various sorts. These currents
of popular concern are reflected in many ways in the cur-
rent political debates. It is an issue which will become a live
question in virtually every Congressional race in the United
States this fall. As I mentioned already, it is an issue in
which the churches are developing renewed commitments
to the kind of historic concern with which they are
associated, but we believe, and come together with the in-
itial conviction, that there remains a need for critical ex-

amination of the substance of freeze proposals.
We expect that in these two days those with some

sl LAlan AL LAIROT LB E L83 L

background in the field will have an opportunity to clarify
in more detail than perhaps has been customary the com-
ponents of various freeze concepts, what can be frozen
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realistically, how might one do it, when should a freeze in
one respect or another take effect, how could it be
negotiated, how verifiable might it be. Those are the kinds
of questions on which we hope to focus.

There is a precedent which I find it worthwhile to cite at
this moment, and 1 do so by quoting a committee report
from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. It was a
report which concluded,

“The Committee believes that the resolution ex-
presses a growing recognition by the American peo-
ple that no effort must be spared to bring to an end
the escalating cycle of the deployment of nuclear
weapons systems, a cycle which threatens all man-
kind with destruction.
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ur iic resi-
dent to seek an agreement at the outset of negotia-
tions which would freeze this escalation, and to in-
dicate that he has the support of the Senate in such
efforts. The resolution supplies a clear expression of
the belief that the present time provides an excellent
opportunity to prevent the beginning of weapons
deployments that will take several years to complete,
will in turn inevitably give rise to other weapons
systems and will thus complicate the negotiating posi-
tion with respect to strategic nuclear weapons,
perhaps to the point where meaningful agreements
will be impossible.
““An interim halt would provide an opportumty
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avoid this sequence of events, but it is a flee

portunity that must be seized now.”’

That was the language of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee in reporting to the Senate, in 1970, Senate
Resolution 211, which the Senate passed, calling for that
kind of freeze by a vote of 72 to 6 in April, 1970. The
resolution concluded by proposing an immediate suspen-
sion by the United States and by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics of the further deployment of all offen-
sive and defensive nuclear strategic weapons systems.

I quote those passages to remind us that there is a history
to the subject we begin to explore, and to ask us to reflect
as we undertake this inquiry whether the security of the
United States would have been better or worse had the
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1ate’s advice been taken in 1970.

Ambassador Adrian Fisher
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Testimony of Randall Forsberg

MS. FORSBERG: Specifically, of course, the freeze
proposes to move toward a stable demilitarized peace very
slowly. It proposes a mere, slight first step toward that
world in which we maintain peace without the threat of an-
nihilation. This small first step has two essential com-
ponenis. The first is stopping the production of nuclear
warheads, an activity which more than any other single ac-
tivity constitutes what we mean in ordinary language by
the phrase ‘“‘nuclear arms race.”

..The second major element of the freeze proposal is to

ston the qurhr advances in rprhnr\]nov in the dg]i\_/ery

p th technology, in
systems assoc:ated with nuclear weapons.

The Call to Halt the Nuclear Arms Race describes,
demands as a goal, the cutoff in production of those
delivery vehicles which are either ‘‘dedicated” nuclear
delivery vehicles or primarily intended to deiiver nuciear
weapons rather than conventional weapons. Under that
definition, strategic bombers would also be cut off,
although they do of course have the capacity, as B-52s
showed in Vietnam, of delivering conventional munitions.

A short answer to the question, ‘‘what should a nuclear
freeze cover,”’ is that it would be desirable and feasible for
the freeze to encompass: a cuteff in the production of
nuclear warheads as well as, of course, the testing of
nuclear warheads and new deployment of warheads; a
cutoff in the testing, production and deployment of new
dedicated nuclear delivery systems which have been clearly
identified as nuclear delivery systems on both sides in
almost all cases throughout the postwar period; and third-
Iy, a supplementary limitation on the number of major
dual-capable delivery systems, which could be replaced on
a one-to-one basis, looking primarily here at tactical air-
craft, major naval combat vessels, and nuclear-capable ar-
tillery or howitzers.

In terms of how and why a freeze might be introduced, it
seems to me that it would be vastly preferable for a freeze
to begin by fiat on very short notice and to be comprehen-
sive when it was introduced; in other words, to be in-

troduced by negotiated agreement, tacit or formal, more

or less public, with some sort of brief discussions con-
ducted over a period of maybe several months preceding
announcement of a moratorium on all of those things
which the freeze is intended eventually to stop permanent-
ly. This moratorium would be sustained for a period of
negotiations which might...reasonably extend somewhere
between six months and eighteen months.

Those negotiations would be expected to cover points
that would be announced at the time that the moratorium
was introduced. For example, there are items that would
not be settled before the moratorium but would be
negotiated afterward, prior to the signing of a final formal
freeze agreement. Such items include: confidence tests of

nuclear warheads or nuclear missiles, or both; supplemen-

tary, agreed or cooperative verification measures to sup-
plement national means of verification that would be relied
on at the outset; the strengthening of the machinery that
exists already, negotiated in SALT 1, for dealing with
challenges concerning possible violations of the freeze
regime, which might well include a review by experts or

Ms. Randall Forsberg

designated individuals from third parties, other countries
or international agencies, not merely by U.S, and Soviet
participants.

A freeze could, of course, be introduced by the United
States unilaterally. In fact, as I understand it, Congress
would have the power...to force the President’s hand, so
to speak, in prompting him, prodding him to move toward
a freeze with the Soviet Union by putting an amendment
on the Defense annrnnrmfmn‘: bills providing that no
funds could be appropnated for any of those activities to
be banned under a freeze unless and until the President
proposed a freeze to the Soviet Union and was turned
down.

It has been very widely assumed in the press, and I think
in some expert writing, over the last year that we can
relatively easily verify a cutoff of deployment or testing of
nuclear delivery systems, at least the larger nuclear delivery
systems, but that verifying a cutoff of production in a
freeze would be difficult, extremely difficult, or impossi-
ble.

I would like to argue that in some cases a freeze might be
easier, rather than more difficult, to verify if it included a
ban on production. This applies particularly to a ban on
production of nuclear warheads. While I have not worked
within the intelligence agencies and thus I can’t speak truly
authoritatively on this matter...my suspicion is that the
Soviet nuclear weapons production complex is like the
U.S. warhead production complex in that it invoives a rela-
tively small number of large, highly specialized facilities
which are well known....It would be possible to menitor a
complete shutdown of the nuclear warhead production
facilities by observing relatively simple signs of activity.

Moreover, the risk of detection would be particularly
high relative to the advantage that the Soviets might con-
ceivably gain from a relatively small number of warheads,
which could not be deployed on major intermediate range
or intercontinental range systems, because the nmducrmn
and joining together of these systems with these warheads,
I argue, would be virtually impossible to achieve without
detection. So that the risk [to U.S. security] would be
lowered even further by the fact that there would be no
high payoff from a successful clandestine violation of the
treaty.
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Forsberg Testimony: Questions and Answers

MR. DUCKETT: I thank vou very much for a first class
presentation of your views. I guess I first need to under-
stand what you mean by ‘“‘production of nuclear weap-
ons.”” Now, by that 1 mean the fact that some might
describe this as the final assembly of a set of components
into what would be in fact a usable weapon. Others might
describe this as the manufacturing of the many hundreds
of components which go to make up that weapon. And [
think it is very critical to understand what we mean when
we say ‘‘production of nuclear weapons,” if I could start
with that inquiry.

MS. FORSBERG: Well, what I had in mind were the
the extraction of highly enriched uranium or plutonium
from military reactors or uranium enrichment plants in-
tended for weapons purposes....Essentially all production,
reprocessing of plutonium and production of highly
enriched uranium, except to fuel naval reactors, wouid be
banned under this proposal.

Secondly, I am thinking about the fabrication particu-
larly of those nuclear parts—the trigger made out of the
uranium 235 or plutonium and the hydrogen fuel parts—
which are most obviously designed for nuclear warheads
rather than any other potential uses, and then the assembly
of the nuclear components with the non-nuclear com-
ponents.

MR. DUCKETT: Okay. Thank vou. I think that it is
critical that we understand that the production process is a
very complex one made up of many parts, and I suspect
that the question of establishing initial inventory may be
one of the most critical in this particular area.

The exact quantity of the material now on hand, et
cetera, it seems to me is not well understood. At least to my
knowledge we do not have a clear understanding of that.

I think the other point that I would just mention for
openers is...I would be very hard-pressed to understand
how one could limit, for example, the quality of guidance
systems on strategic nuclear weapons and not at the same
time put severe restrictions on future space activity. That is
only one example of many that I would be worried about
in attempting to define how one controls technology,

MS. FORSBERG: No doubt there are areas of civilian
technology which have application to both nuclear
weapons and delivery systems. However, it is not obvious
that those areas will be applied, or can easily be applied, or
can be applied without being caught, without a very large-
scale dedicated and very expensive application and testing
and production and deployment program.

And I believe that it should be possible to control, in the
instance you gave, the introduction of new guidance
systems on ICBMs, at least as far as hardware is concern-
ed, through, for example, controls on inspection of
ICBMs. What I meant by that is that maintenance of ex-
isting ICBMs might be conducted at pre-announced times,
possibly with an observer or possibly at random in a man-
ner similar to the way we have considered verifying nuclear
weapons tests....On the other hand, the freeze is not in-
tended to produce a regime that would last forever. It is in-

tended to produce a regime that would last for a period of
five or ten years during which reductions would be nego-
tiated. Thus some of those cases where you would be con-
cerned about maintenance and replacement or large-scale
replacement would certainly be taken care of through that
process of reduction.

Other cases of clandestine upgrading or replacement are
not sufficiently important to actually threaten the freeze
regime; that is to say, I would argue that not to freeze the
production of new nuclear weapons systems because the
ones that you have might be upgraded slightly would be
throwing out the baby with the bathwater. We sort of do
the best we can on the first round in terms of constraints
and then move on to more severe constraints at a later
stage,

Is The Breakout Danger Reai?

MR. DUCKETT: I certainly agree with you that the time
constraint is a critical one here. I think one cannot sensibly
discuss any kind of agreement on strategic arms with an in-
definite time scale. But if one talks in terms of the five- to
ten-year time period, I would just note the question posed
by the overworked phrase ‘*breakout.” That is, testing
aorme io & point jusi short of demonstrating the true use of
that technology; let’s say a new guidance system tested at
length on the space program but not in fact tested on an
ICBM. Then the ability to produce that as a new guidance
system in a very short time, possibly in months, is a true
existing problem. I don’t at this point suggest that it should
be a basis for not proceeding with thinking about a freeze.
I just think that one has to worry not only about what
weapons we see and test, but also about technologies that
are being advanced which can be rapidly applied to the
weapons programs, 1 don’t know how to deal with that
question, frankly, in terms of surefire verification.

MS. FORSBERG: First of all, I am not aware of any ad-
vances in weapons technology which I believe would signif-
icantly alier the military balance, the nuclear or overall
military balance between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

In air defense, in EICBM guidance and anti-submarine

Mr. Carl Duckett
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warfare, I don’t believe that there are any advances on the
horizon of a dramatic altering nature. Now, secondly, by
““breakout’’ I think what you mean—and I may be wrong,
I don’t know~-is the development of a new technology
which is tested in some indirect way, not in a full-blown

weapons system, up to some point after which there is
abrogation. either IPUslf nublic, or not, of the treaty
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regime, and we move into a full-scale production situation
incorporating this new technology.

My response to that would be that it does take a number
of yvears to produce a major weapons system, This is in ad-
dition to the point that no foreseeable weapons system can
really influence the balance very substantially. But even for
weapons that can’t influence the balance very substantial-
ly, the history of these weapons programs is a three- to
five- or six-year production period with another year’s lag
for deployment and training people how to use it, getting it
into place, getting it up, getting it operational. And so even
at the point where the technology is finished and you are
beginning production and the evidence of what you are do-

ing becomes pretty apparent to the nther mdp there is still
ng decomes pr apparent 1ot

a margin of several years for response.

MR. DUCKETT: I think that is the critical point at
which many people have addressed this question, and some
would disagree. One may simply note that in the strategic
arms agreement environment one cannoi necessarily de-
pend upon all test procedures, et cetera, that have been
followed in the past being followed in the future....The
Soviets have demonstrated a capability to produce an
ABM system which can be deployed rapidly....Some argue
that it makes sense only if one had in mind producing in
quantity and perhaps building a nationwide ABM defense
in a period of a year or less, I don’t support that theory,
but I also have great difficulty arguing that it is an impos-

sible thesis to put forward. T think, there fnrp one cannot
51D1€ thesis Pu 1 NninK, inereiore, one cannot

rule out a breakout scenario which mdeed drastically
changes the balance of power.

PROF. SIMES: An argument many people in the Ad-
ministration make against the freeze movement is that
there is no comparable movement in the Soviet Union;...a
small, independent peace group in Moscow was recently
arrested....I want to know whether you have done
anything to indicate to the Soviet Union that you are op-
posed to the arrest of the peace movement group.

MS. FORSBERG: Well, to take the last point first, I did
sign a joint statement with many leaders of the peace
movement in the United States protesting the arrest of
those people in the Soviet Union.

I have to say that [ think to perpetuate the nuclear arms
race...to allow the spread of nuclear weapons throughout
the world, to see no change in our course over the next 20
or 30 years is, in my mind, more dangerous and more
troublesome than any other single political issue facing the
world today.

I don’t believe that perpetuating a pointless competition
in the development and production of weapons which can-
not be used and whose use would obliterate everything is a
trend which has shown any historical evidence of leading in
the long run toward greater liberation or openness or
democracy in the Soviet Union.

Collateral Constraints

MR. DUCKETT: In your freeze, as you have defined it
in a very broad sense, do you anticipate or do you leave
room for any corollary constraints of any sort imposed
outside of the pure nuclear weapons arena that you
describe?

MS. FORSBERG: Well, I think that it would be desir-
able to have constraints in those areas which have already
been widely noted as possibly threatening, that is anti-
submarine warfare and air defense. I think that is very dif-
ficult to do, because of the fact that they overlap with con-
ventional warfare and because of the fact that they overlap
with the forces of other countries. It is extremely difficult
to know what they should be. I think it would be desirable
for them to be looked into.

In addition, I suggested at the outset that 1 thought that
we should put limits, sort of freeze at the current levels if
possible, the numbers of nuclear-capable artillery, nuclear-
capable tactical aircraft, and in principle nuclear-capable
ships, although again that is somewhat difficult. So 1
believe that those corollary agreements would leave the
two sides with quite adequate forces for deterrence and for
defense, and would prevent a buildup of dual-capable
systems which could be rapidly converted to nuclear capa-
bility to offset the nuclear freeze with medium-range
systems....

AMBASSADOR FISHER: Ma’am, freeze is thought of
as a new concept, but President Johnson authorized its
presentation at the Geneva Conference in 1964, It was a
freeze based primarily on production, and that proved to
be non-negotiable with the Soviets, and if analyzed really,
probably not acceptable to us, And I say that with fear and
trembling, because 1 presented part of it at the time.

However, the proposal had one point in there, it provid-

ed for confidence firine of missiles with a rpnlnm:rnpnt hv
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similar types, and the purpose of that was, it wasn’t
necessarily stable to have the relative rates of rust deter-
mine whether the things were going to work or not. Now, |
take it the notion of a confidence firing and replacement
you would not accept, or you would accept?

MS. FORSBERG: No, I think that is subject to negotia-
tion. In my mind, the idea of reducing nuclear weapons
and making them less usable is something that should be
done deliberately by choice and not involuntarily by rust.
And thus I would say that a small number of confidence
tests should be sufficiently large to see whether those
systems are being degraded in some way, to confirm the
suspicion, and sufficiently small to prevent the develop-

raliahla Annn]nv\mnnf of new  weapons
ment, reunapie veiOpIneint Ol llluJ\)l Nnew  wWeapons

systems, given how far along we are today. Three or even
one nuclear weapons test for a country that has never made
one, to show them, to demonstrate that they have the
capability, could be very significant. But I would say at
this stage of the arms race where the United States and the
Soviet Union are, a small number of confidence tests
would not allow the development reliably of new weapons
systems.
Garwin Testimony: Questions and Answers

AMBASSADOR FISHER: With respect to the freeze,

one of the great concerns expressed is that all of our scien-
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tists will go out and help make better television sets, while
the Soviets will be sitting around in sort of & hot lab some
place in Smolensk ready to resume at the drop of a hat. In
your experience with Soviet scientists, do you think they
can maintain a stable of nonproductive scientists sitting
around waiting to do something that they cannot do?
DR. GARWIN: Well, 1 have worked for many vears
part-time at one of the nuclear weapons labs here. And T
think that we could do just as well as they could. There are
all kinds of Interesting problems in nuclear weapons. And
one can do astrophysics, one can do inertially confined fu-
sion, which has much in common with nuclear weapons. [
do not think the Soviet Union would have an advantage.
What kind of advantage could they eventually have
anyhow, so long as we had many nuclear weapons which
would indeed be functional? They could come out and test
something new. As soon as they tested it, we would get to
work and do whatever it was we wanted to do. There is
nothing really we want to do with nuclear weapons now.
We have not made, in my opinion, major improvements in
the last decade. The neutron bomb which caused all of the
fuss in NATO about 5 years ago really was created 20 years
ago, and people were just too smart to want it very much at

firmn

that time,

AMBASSADOR FISHER: Now, do you make the same
approach to testing with respect to delivery systems?

DR. GARWIN: No. For various reasons. Because on¢
has to fly airplanes once in a while to make sure they work.
Probably you have to fly a missile. They are very com-
plicated. There are all kinds of little seals or things in the
missiles. And although in principle you can check those
things, if you design the missile so it is testable on the
eround without hpmo ﬂnwn the ultimate nrnr\f' of
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shooting one and making sure it works I think is compel-
ling with missiles, as it is not with the nuclear weapons. But
yvou do not need very many, because one does a good job
on these missiles to find out exactly what goes wrong when
it does go wrong.

So 1 do not think one can rely upon the primary deter-
rent, the submarine-launched missile, without an occa-
sional firing of it. Now, I do understand that one can have
tie-down firings. So you light the engines and you make
sure the missile strains against the block, and you separate
it. And it would be a different program, the kind of pro-
gram that we had in the civilian space effort rather than in

Dr. Richard Garwin

the military, than in the ballistic missile effort, because you
just cannot afford to fire a large number of Apollo vehicles
to make sure they work.

So one can do better than one imagines....One can even
do with no firings, but I do not see that there is an ad-
vantage to doing that, since one launches missiles every
day that are the equivalent of [military] missiles in order to
put satellites into orbit.

And al] that will happen, in my opinion, if you ban the
firings of military rockets, is that there will become a great
commonality with these peaceful rockets, and so you will
get the testing in that way, just as we tested what could
have been a MIRVed deployment bus, I guess, in the
Titan, which put a number of communication satellites in-
to orbit simuitaneousiy.

DR. FRYE: Would you be comfortable with drawing a
freeze proposal which focused primarily on limiting
prompt attack capabilities as distinct from delayed attack
capabilities so that one would, as an initial phase in a
freeze proposal, leave out a lot of things like cruise missiles
and bombers that take awhile to get to target, and include
as the initial priority targets for delivery vehicle freeze
missiles with ballistic characteristics capable of reaching
their targets in very short times?

Is that a distinction that appeals to you?

DR. GARWIN: Once one has enough attack warheads,
having two or three times as many does not seem to make
any difference. So limiting to the current numbers really
would not affect the situation, except it would affect peo-
ple’s perception that they would not have to build because
the other side was getting ahead. Why people feel that [ do
not know. I suppose it is a matter of international ‘‘keep-

ing up with the Joneses.”
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DR. FRYE: Do vou feel that as a starting point for this
analysis, there is not an imbalance of counterforce capa-
bility between the two sides today?

DR. GARWIN: I do not know why one would want to
balance counterforce capability anyhow. If we launched
our missiles against the Soviet missiles, they would launch
theirs under attack. We would destroy empty silos. They
would use their missiles against targets which do not re-
guire hard-target-killing capability. If they launched first
and we really care, we will launch our missiles under at-
tack.

..Nobody has ever officially addressed the suggestion
that rather than building the Trident-II missile, we could
convert the Trident-1 missile in the Poseidon submarines
into counterforce-capable weapons. And that, in my opi-
nion, is proof that we really do not care except to argue
that we are inferior and so we ought to go ahead and build
vast programs, vast expenditures.

DR. FRYE: Do you believe that a selective or com-
prehensive freeze would have major impact on the ten-
dency by Soviet or American decisionmakers to move into
a launch under attack regime?

DR. GARWIN: Yes, I think so. And I certainly do not
like the idea of pushing the Soviet Union to having to make
up its mind in ten minutes to launch its missiles or not to
launch its missiles. So [ agree with vou. Any reasonable
freeze will reduce the pressures toward dependence upon
launch under attack.



November 1982

Page 7

DR. VON HIPPEL: If we were not making any more
warheads, would we need Rocky Flats anyway to restore
the higher explosives or whatever it is that degrades
periodically?

DR. GARWIN: Well, we certainty would not need so
much production capability for nuclear weapons if we
were not making new generations of nucliear weapons, not
by a factor of ten or more. So one would expect to have
such things phased down, fewer people showing up for
work every day---very simple economics.

And whether we could close them entirely and depend
upon multipurpose laboratories for that work is another
question. We probably could and we would, I suppose,
mothball the existing facilities unless facilities on both
sides were declared and destroyed.

MR. DUCKETT: Since Dr. Garwin has spent many
years dealing with many elements of the government
bureaucracy on this and related topics, 1 think it would be
helpful if he would give his very candid views on how well
postured we are to deal with this type of subiect within the
government today.

DR. GARWIN: Not very well, in my opinion, and, as [
say, my acquaintance with the arms control field goes back
to 1958 and with the strategic delivery and defensive

systems to *54 and with nuclear weapons to 1950, which is
a long time, antedating the Arms Control Agency and all
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of its current concerns. I have been through or watched
several changes in Administration. I have noticed that one
thing that happened in the most recent changes is that
almost all of the people who know anything get fired and
as a result of repeated purges, nowhere more thorough
than in the Arms Control Agency, there are not very many
people around with expertise.

Even when we did have a more vigorous Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, it was very small. It was, 1
think, never bigger than about $15 million a year, com-
pared at that time with $150 billion in the Defense Depart-
ment. So one part in 10,000 of the Defense budget—for
every $100 we spent on defense, we spent a penny on the
Arms Control Agency, and that does not even provide
enough arms control analysis to suit defense needs. I think
the Defense Department ought to have a much larger capa-
bility to understand what arms conirol agreements could
do for them.

So 1 do not think we are in good shape. I think we are
moving very slowly, decision by decision, with what is
perfectly understandable in the bureaucracy, namely the
tendency to squelch all options other than the preferred
one, and the preferred one comes from the Air Force or the
Navy or the White House or whatever, and that has to be
demonstrated as totally infeasible before it is given up.
That is not the way vou or 1 think about anything, whether
it is what to have for dinner or how to buy a new car. That
is not the right way to run a government either.

DR. FRYE: Suppose we had a variant of a freeze which
said any change, any change involving the introduction of
new delivery systems or new warheads, would have to be
purchased by the elimination of two existing such systems,
so a one-for-two trading rule—meaning that if 2 new
system went in, two old ones would have to come out? It
would permit the military establishment to make a judg-

ment in light of the available evidence at the time as to
whether that tradeoff was advantageous, whether it was
stabilizing or functional. But the basic principle is that of a
guaranteed build-down in which stability would be pro-
moted by permitting change, provided substantial reduc-
tions occurred, How does the idea strike you?

DR. GARWIN: The guaranteed build-down is good and
that is what I intended to approach in the case of the
MIRVed missiles by suggesting that you could turn in a
MIRYV for six little guys with reduced throwweights. How
much do we have to modernize in order to achieve stabil-
ity? Now let me be specific. 1 do not think we need the B-1
bomber. We should not build it. It is a waste of money. We
do not need the STEALTH bomber. What we need even-
tually, after the B-32s wear out beyond the year 2000,
maybe earlier, we could use another cruise missile carrier
and that is a very specialized aircraft. It is a cargo aircrafi
which gets off the ground rapidly and flies out in the gen-
eral direction of the Soviet Union or whoever our enemy is
at that time. We do not need the Trident submarines. We
would do very well simply putting the Trident-I missiles in-
to the Poseidon submarines and we do not need the MX
missile either.

The MX missile is desired by some who envy the Soviet
Union having a land-based, more or less modern, ten-
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necessity for it. If you want silo-killing capability, you ob-
tain that by improving the accuracy of Minuteman and the
Trident-1. So this kind of modernization is not directed
toward stability. It is directed toward instability, maybe
toward equality, but instability.

PROF. SIMES: Try to put yourself in the unlikely shoes
of a Soviet General, or a Pentagon General advising
Secretary Weinberger about the freeze from the following

maint Af view Can wa slirenmvyuant 1t 1 1t 19 accented hy
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some non-nuclear measures, by developing some non-
nuclear capabilities which, however, would affect nuclear
strategic balance? Obviously on the Soviet side [ am think-
ing primarily about anti-submarine warfare and air
defense, and on this side developing all kinds of anti-
satellite capabilities, some ABM capabilities which are not
explicitly prohibited by the ABM Treaty.

DR. GARWIN: 1 think really the highest priority in
arms control is to negotiate an anti-satellite treaty to com-
mit not to damage or destroy satellites. So that is already
high on my list.

On ASW, we have not even begun to fight. We have not
begun to use in the submarine field those techniques which
we have used for decades for aircraft—the jamming of sen-
sors, the raising of the noise level, the provision of decoys,
things that look like submarines but are not submarines—
all of which we could do if an effective ASW system
emerged on the Soviet side.

A non-nuclear ABM is a possibility, space defenses and
so on. | would be glad to take my chances with that
because we too would have all of the money that we would
otherwise spend on nuclear strategic forces to spend in
countering advances in air defense, ASW and ballistic
missile defense. Now we have argued in the past that it is
not fair to limit offensive forces and allow air defense to
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grow without limitation so eventually, depending upon the
effectiveness of air defense, we might have to consider
limitations there.

No, T would not worry about it as an effect of a freeze
for a modest time like five vears or so. [ do not think once
you have a freeze for a fixed term it is an end. I think
freezes for fixed terms mean that everybody is preparing in
the meantime, if it is a deployment freeze, that they may
manufacture a lot of stuff. If it is a deployment and
manufacturing freeze, then they develop a lot of things and
there is almost irresistable pressure to break out at the end
of the term and not to sign a continuation and not to
reduce the forces which are ready for deployment.

PROF. SIMES: In short, even if one would assume a
sudden appearance of good will in both Washington and in
Moscow, a comprehensive freeze still would be unfeasible.
Is that correct?

DR. GARWIN: Unfeasible because we have not done
the studies already.

So that could happen again, and I do not suggest that
there is no political possibility. I do say technically we do
not have the studies and it will take time to do them. We
have the organization to do it now in the Arms Control
Agency. It would be done by contract from the Defense
Department and at an expanded Arms Control Agency as
well.

PROF. SIMES: Well, what time span are we talking
about, both taking into account the need for the studies
and the extreme complexity of negotiations with the Rus-
sians, that they would have to conduct their own studies.
Then we would have to discuss the finishing. What are we
talking about timewise, assuming there is good will on
both sides?

DR. GARWIN: Well, we could do our studies, I think,
in two yvears and we should do them jointly. That is, there
is no reason why independent organizations should not get
together with their counterparts in the Soviet Union and
judge these things, exchange methods of analysis and so
on. That could be done only if there were the political will
to do such things.

DR. YVON HIPPEL.: I just wanted to clarify this, what
you said about the freeze, also—about the unfeasibility. 1
think, as Paul Warnke will say tomorrow, there are pieces
lying around. There is SALT II. There is the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban. There is, maybe not quite at the same stage,
the fissionable material cutoff. And one could put all of
these together in a package and think about what other
things one could throw in which are fairly well defined,
and call that an initial freeze and try to then have your two-
year study on trying to expand that envelope. Would that
be a feasible approach?

DR. GARWIN: That is technically feasible, yes. You
could pick up those things which exist—the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban, the cutoff and transfer, SALT II, a number
of other things like that—and if wished, one could just
bring those all in a period of a couple of months to fruition
and sign them and ratify them, which is necessary, and go
on from there.

But you would have to have political pressure in this
country. You would really have to have the confidence that

such things were in the national interest. Several Presidents
and Administrations did come to that conclusion that they
were in the national interest and I do not see that there has
been any change.

Testimony of Paul Warnke

AMBASSADOR WARNKE: Let me say at the outset
that I completely support the idea of a freeze. It seems to
me to be the logical goal of strategic arms limitation talks
or strategic arms reduction talks-—choose your own acro-
nym. If we are serious about controlling nuclear arms then
the objective has to be to control them and that, in my opi-
nion, means that we put an end to the development of new
types of nuclear weapons systems and to the addition of
more existing types....I do not sec a freeze as the radical
departure that opponents try to characterize it as being,
and I do not see it as being somehow the magical alter-
native to serious, tough, step-by-step negotiations....And
when we talk about a freeze, that is certainly not incom-
patible with reductions. Nobody is saying that. I do not
think even the most fervent proponents of a freeze would
maintain that they are against reductions.

What they are saying—and it seems to me to be ab-
solutely without exception—is that you cannot very well
reduce when you are increasing, that you have to stop first
before you can go into reverse. And certainly there is no
way in which the announced objectives of the START talks
can be achieved if we are going to continue to build up ad-
ditional warheads, whether they are on cruise missiles or
whether they are on ballistic missiles and regardless of
whether they can reach Soviet targets from western Europe
or from the Great Plains of the United States.

It has been reporied, though I think not in official
statements, that part of this START proposal is no more
than 110 SS-18s and no more than 210 55-19s. Now that is
pretty drastic medicine as far as the Soviet Union is con-
cerned....Obviously we cannot put on the table just those
systems that we are interested in controlling. We have to
put the other ones on as weil. In order to put the other ones
on as well, you are really looking toward a freeze....Now
one of the arguments against the freeze is that we cannot
expect the Soviets to bargain in good faith unless we are
building up our own nuclear weapons. That has not been
my experience. I do not think it has been the experience of
other SALT negotiators. I think Gerard Smith during the
SALT I talks made what | regarded as being a very per-
suasive argument against the so-called bargaining chip
theory, saying that it really is the potential that we have,
rather than the actualization of that potential, that gives
vou the major bargaining position. His experience in-
dicates that once you have gone ahead and done that which
we are threatening to do, the threat is no longer of any par-
ticular use to a negotiator, and I think that would be par-
ticularly true when it comes to things like ground-launched

cruise missiles and sea-launched cruise missiles. o
Now the argument, of course, is that because of their in-

ferior technology and because of the fact that they do not
have the economic resources that we do, that if we
challenge them to an arms race they will not be able to keep
up, not be able to compete. I do not know of anybody who
has dealt with the Soviet leadership over the past decades
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who believes that to be the case.

...S0 that it does seem to me that looking at this from
the standpeint of our objective, which is to bring the
nuclear stalemate down to a lower level of risk, that a
freeze is certainly essential in order to get there. But a
freeze does not mean no reductions. It is the prelude to
reductions and the only way in which reductions can be
achieved.

Freeze Not *‘Magic Alternative”

As I say, there are those on the proponent side of the
freeze who, in my opindon, regard this as being a magic
alternative to discussions about controls on a step-by-step
basis. I do not see it as being that way. 1 am persuaded that
the only way you can achieve a freeze is the same way we
have been proceeding—on a step-by-step basis—that the
next agreement you get is not going to be the ultimate one,
that in this instance, the best is the enemy of the good.

Now what we are looking for in a freeze is a freeze on
testing, deployment, production of nuclear weapons and
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles. If we try and do that all
at once, we are never going to get there, but we can get
there if we approach it, it seems to me, in a systematic
fashion, take advantage of those elements of a freeze that
have already been agreed upon, and move on a step-by-
step basis towards those other elements of a freeze that are
within reach.

Take, for example, the gquestion of fractionation of
warheads on existing [CBMs. In SALT there is a provision
that says that there cannot be any more warheads, any
more MIRVs per missile, than the maximum that has now
been tested...an immense number, but nonetheless, that
particular freeze element is a very valuable step toward a
genuine curb on the nuclear arms race and an eventual
total freeze.

There is also a freeze on new ICBMs, with one excep-
tion, that one exception being designed to permit us to go
ahead with the production and deployment of the MX
ICBM. Well, given the difficulties that have been en-
countered with the MX, given the very serious questions as
to whether it does anything to solve the theoretical
vulnerability of the land-based ICBM force, then perhaps
the best use we could make of the MX is to trade it off and

Ambassador Paul! Warnke

get something for it.

...50 I would say that another freeze element we could
pick up in a hurry is a freeze on any new ICBM. As a mat-
ter of fact, both sides proposed a ban on any new ICBM
during the course of the SALT I talks....So this is another
element, it seems to me, in the progress toward a freeze.
But if we do not freeze anything until we can freeze
everything, then I think the chances are we will never
freeze anything because certainly, the verification prob-
lems on some elements of a freeze are much more severe
than the verification problems on others.

We now have proceeded on the basis that we can moni-
tor such things as missile flight tests, that we can determine
whether or not they are testing 11, 12, 20 or 40 warheads
on an SS-18. We also, of course, in the SALT II treaty
have provisions that define what a new type of ICBM is
and what sort of modifications can be made in existing
ICBM:s without them becoming considered a new type of
ICBM. That again is something that ought to be preserved
as part of an overall freeze objective....We have also well
within reach a very major freeze element, which is a ban on
any further testing of nuclear explosive devices....Now
these are some of the things that in my opinion could be
achieved. It does require, of course, a serious approach to
the entire question of nuclear arms control. It is important,
in my opinion, to recognize that at this stage our best
course is to build on what has already been agreed.

In my view the blame for lack of progress lies not with
the process and not with the intransigency of the Soviet
Union. The blame lies really on the fact that we have not
had the politicai will to push ahead to the extent that we
could have pushed ahead. If you look back at the history
of nuclear arms control, the major achievements go back
to 1972 at a time at which President Nixon was at the peak
of his political power.

Regrettably, no President has been in that position
since—not President Ford in 1975 after the great triumphs
of Vladivostok and certainly not President Carter by
1979—but what that reflects is an absence of the necessary
constituent support for nuclear arms control. 1 think we
have seen only within the past yvear the development of the
kind of grass roots support that would enable a President
to push through an arms control treaty.

1 think that we have to recognize that unless our political
leaders feel that the American public wants strategic nu-
clear arms control, it is much easier to demagogue the
other side of the issue and it has been done very effectively
over quite a period of years.

Warnke Testimony: Questions and Answers

DR. FRYE: Simply stated, is in fact a comprehensive
scheme somewhat better in terms of facilitating verifica-
tion?

MR. DUCKETT: ...I would simply note that the larger
the forces on the two sides, the more one can tolerate some
degree of uncertainty as to change in that size force.

...Indeed, in terms of the balance between the two
sides...the more comprehensive the agreement, the less
concern there would be about uncertainty on any one given
point.
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I think one has to presuppose, however, that the U.S.
would react if reasonable evidence of minor cheating oc-
curred. Would we indeed abrogate the treaty and say no

deal as a result of that? I think that the more comprehen-
cive the more nrobhlems we have in deciding when we call
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foul.

..The key is the fact that the more that is controlled
under a treaty arrangement, the more items, the more com-
prehensive that arrangement, the higher the likelihood that
we would detect an indication of cheating on some small
increment. I am not sure that we know what we would do
in that case.

AMB. WARNKE: ...Certainly to some extent the more
comprehensive the ban the easier the verification. 1 think,
for example, that many more questions can be raised about
a threshold test ban limit of 150 kilotons than could be
raised about a zero ban. I think also that a complete ban
on flight-testing would be easier to verify than a ban that

had some sort of constraint. For example, could you flight

test submarine-taunched ballistic missiles from land sites?
That is the usual way in which you first test an SLBM, so
that if you had a ban that just applied to ICBMs, you
could not be sure that somebody was not developing an
SLBM-L as well.

Now the production ban, it seems to me, requires dif-
ferent kinds of verification provisions than have presently
been worked out. We would have to find some type, I
believe, of on-site inspection that would permit you to look
at existing production facilities, determine at least on a
one-time basis that those production facilities had been
dismantled, and then perhaps you could rely on your na-
tional technical means of verification to see that those pro-
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duction facilities have not been reactivated. I think it is the

production ban, and the lack of established verification
procedures to handle that, which leads me to feel that you
cannot say without reservation, ‘‘the more comprehensive
the treaty is, the easier verification becomes.”

DR. FRYE: In regard to production ban possibilities...I
have in mind the protracted discussions on the data base of
the SALT 1II context, where it took some time to get them
to provide confirming evidence for American intelligence
concerning certain important systems. Do you think that
having crossed that threshold...there is any prospect they
would take the next step in anticipation of possible limita-
tions on production capabilities, specify the location and
capabilities broadly of their major production facilities?

AMB. WARNKE: Yes, I do. I would be quite hopeful
about achieving that result. I think that certainly my
negotiating experience was that once the Soviets had cross-
ed a particular river, that as far as they were concerned a
decision that had been reached, and that they were
prepared to continue with the logical implementation of
that decision.

DR. VON HIPPEL: So I think it is important to try to
see how great a coverage one could have in amplifying
SALT II and the other treaties that you mentioned. I
would just like to briefly run through the list.

I gather from your opening statement that you think
that there really are no remaining hurdles in a comprehen-
sive test ban treaty as far as negotiability, verification?

Dr. Frank von Hippel

AMB. WARNKE: I would say that there were three ma-
jor problems at the beginning of the negotiations. By the
end of 1977, they had given in on all three of those pro-
blems. Now as I pointed out, there were negotiating
obstacles that remained, but 1 think that they were not
obstacles that could not have been surmounted if we had
really wanted to proceed at that kind of a pace. The dif-
ficulty was that there was not sufficient enthusiasm for
arms control....

DR. VON HIPPEL: As far as the fissionable material
cutoff is concerned, what is the most recent time that we
have really raised that as a proposal on our side?

AMB. WARNKE: 1 think Ambassador Fisher could

probably give us a date on it. 1 think it was probably

sometime during the Johnson Administration*.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Why wasn’t it raised during the
Carter Administration—the fissionable material cutoff?

AMB., WARNKE: There was just really no consensus
within the Administration for supporting it and although it
was not officially withdrawn, nonetheless the proposal ad-
vanced by some within the Carter Administration, that this
be raised at the first U.N. special session on disarmament,
was not approved.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Was there any issue of verification
problems there?

AMB. WARNKE: It never reached that stage. I think it
is part of the problern today There is considerable senti-
ment for going ahead with the cruise missile program and
if you are going to have thousands of cruise missile
warheads, then you cannot have a cutoff. I think that was
one of the objections also to the Comprehensive Test Ban.
If you are going ahead developing these new types of
nuclear weapons systems, then any cutoff of fissionable
materials becomes something which is inimical to the pro-
gress of that new weapon system. That is one of the
reasons why the idea of a freeze as a comprehensive kind

*Ambassador Fisher noted that Johnson had proposed a fissionable ma-
terials cutoff as part of a strategic weapons production freeze. It was
proposed again “‘in the first three months” of the Nixon Administra-
tion.
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of an approach, in my opinion, has a great deal of appeal.

DR. YON HIPPEL: That brings me to the question of
the negotiability of a cruise missile ban if we wanted
one—a nuclear cruise missile ban.

AMB. WARNKE: ...Our feeling was that vou could
verify a limit on air-launched cruise missiles because you
had an identifiable launcher and you could limit the laun-
chers. You could limit the number of strategic bombers.
You could limit the maximum number of cruise missiles
that the strategic bombers could carry.

When it comes to ground-launched cruise missiles and
sea-launched cruise missiles, I think we are going to have a
far more formidable problem.

DR. VON HIPPEL: ...But the implication is that we can
in fact verify more than holes in the ground?

AMB. WARNKE: I think our experience with the §8-20
leads us to believe that mobile launchers are perhaps more
verifiable than we thought they were going to be. They are
quite large. They are quite distinctive and I think we have
got a pretty good fix on how many SS-20 launchers have in
fact been deployed. As a matter of fact, [ think that the
current number that the Administration refers to is 303,
which betokens a degree of precision which I think is
perhaps heartening in verification terms.

MR. DUCKETT: 1 think that is a good example of
where indeed the numbers become very important....In
discussing particularly the mobile missile question, the in-
telligence community has responded to queries on this sub-
ject in terms of up to some number, if deployed, we will
detect the fact that deployment is occurring, and above
some other number, we will be able to verify within some
bounds.

If the number is greater than a few hundred, then we will
be able to verify within a figure of plus or minus 50—that
kind of input. I think, therefore, that no one has ever given
up on the idea of the ability to detect a significant number
of mobile launchers. Here again I come back to the point
that if the number is significant, verification, I think, is
solid.

If we get reductions to the point where we are talking
about a few hundred total weapons, as some people would
today say we should do, then that becomes a very different
argument in terms of verification ability.

DR. VON HIPPEL: You always see these pictures of
missiles riding through Red Square on trucks, and the
question is how distinguishable is a truck carrying a missile
through Red Square from a mobile launcher? Apparently
it is.

MR. DUCKETT: ...As of the moment I believe it is true
on both sides that to have an effective missile launch
capability from a mobile platform, particularly one that
could be fairly quick in reaction time, does require a very
substantial amount of additional equipment...it is a very
different beast than the thing that rumbles through Red
Square.

If one were to work at this problem, and it became a
high priority to try to devise a system which was more dif-
ficult to differentiate from a simple transporter, it is possi-
ble this assessment would have to be changed. Today I

think it is very clear that neither country could deploy an
effective mobile system and not have it be gquite dis-
tinguishable.

DR. VON HIPPEL: One last question. What role do
you think a moratorium could play in negotiating a more
comprehensive package of agreements? Do you think it
would be constructive or destructive?

AMB. WARNKE: Well, I favor the principle of a mora-
torium while constructive talks continue. It seems to me
that what is sometimes described as a negotiator’s pause is
a good move, that it does encourage greater rather than
less progress.

PROF. SIMES: ...Maybe the Administration is right in
complaining about undue pressure on the White House by
the nuclear freeze movement. Is the freeze movement put-
ting the United States at a disadvantage at the bargaining
table at too early a date, before we have any reason to
believe that President Reagan is not serious about arms
control?

AMB. WARNKE: What I could say in that regard, Pro-
fessor Simes, is that I would have welcomed that sort of a
pressure from an informed American electorate during the
period of time that [ was negotiating. I would have regard-
ed that as being something that strengthened my hand. I
mean, look at what the freeze proposal is, and then how
can you say that it puts undue pressure.

What it says is that the United States and the Soviet
Union ought promptly to discuss when and how to freeze
the production, testing and deployment of nuclear
weapons. Now that in no sense interferes with the Ad-
ministration’s options.

What it states is, get serious about strategic nuclear arms
control, and I think that this is a message that ought to be
gotten across.

PROF. SIMES: What about the Soviet attitude to the
freeze? Is it your impression that the Soviets are willing to
negotiate a comprehensive freeze, or do you believe that
your proposal on building on other existing agreements is
the only position which the Soviets can realistically accept
and be prepared to negotiate?

AMB. WARNKE: I would not say that building on ex-
isting agreements is the only way in which you can get the
Soviets to agree on elements of a freeze. I would say it is
the easiest and, to me, the most logical way of achieving it.

I think if you start with an entirely new approach that
there is bound to be a lot of “‘to-ing and fro-ing,”” in addi-
tion to which, isn’t it rather silly to scrap everything that’s
gone on before, and therefore have to renegotiate such
basics as definitions and verification provisions....

DR. FRYE: One question that has occurred is whether
the so-called “‘new types” provision deating with ICBMs
might, in fact, be extended to cover future submarine-
launched ballistic missiles.

What 1 have in mind is the fact that the Trident-I{ sub-
marine missile, a much bigger and more capable weapon,
was in fact a candidate to be the common missile for the
MX and the submarine....

AMB. WARNKE: ...I hope I did not give the impression
that I would leave submarine-launched ballistic missiles
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subject to no controls whatsoever,

What I was saying is that the Trident-I missile is already
in the deployment stage. It is really a question of numbers
at this stage, rather than whether or not there is going to be
a Trident-I missile,

Now, if you have overall ceilings which are gradually be-
ing reduced or drastically being cut so that you have to
make substitutions, then it doesn’t seem to me that
substituting a Trident-1 missile launcher for an ICBM
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idea of a freeze.

Now certainly, I do think that the ban on new types
ocught to be extended to new types of submarine-launched
ballistic missiles as well....Now, as far as the Trident-II is
concerned...I guess where [ would come out is that I would
prefer to see that and the comparable Soviet submarine-
launched ballistic missile system banned as part of the
overall effort to achieve a freeze. But these are the kind of

decisions that you have to make as the negotiations con-

tinue. And the guiding principle ought to be a presumption
against the testing, production and deployiment of any new
missiles.

DR. FRYE: Can we take that presumption and engage
Mr. Duckett for a moment on an aspect of this
question?....I wonder if the two of vou would be able and
willing to clarify our capacity to distinguish between the
confidence tests of missiles fired to prove that they could
operate from within the inventory, and development tests
of significant new components. Is our capacity to monitor
flight tests sufficient to give us high confidence that no new
re-entry vehicles would be tested, no new buses would be
tested for MIRV exercises off an existing missile?

MR. DUCKETT: ...I think the past experience is the
Soviets’ tendency to do full, all-out testing of weapon
systems before they’re deployed. I think technically we
have to agree it is a very wise thing to do to make sure the
thing works as advertised by the scientists and so forth.
And I think that our verification capability as it exists to-
day would, indeed, tell us of any significant change in the
overall capability of a weapon system being tested.

However, I have to add a couple of caveats. The first is
the fact that in a prolonged freeze or any kind of an agree-
ment which limits this type of weapon, we have not ex-
perienced that yet, and therefore, it is very difficult to
argue that some people may not start irving to find in-
novative ways to get around provisions of an agreement....
Secondly, the fact is that the space programs of the two
countries tend to complicate this whole issue. I have cer-
tainly myself argued against any number of schemes that
have evolved in this country as to how one might do testing
in space which would be adequate and would not require
an all-out test in the true atmospheric environment.

I still feel strongly that that is a difficult task, but if it is
over a period of many, many years, I feel we cannot rule it
out. In other words, 1 don’t think we can feel comfortable
about verification over a2 nroloneed neriod. For a nermd of
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five years, I would say I am very confident that mgmf:cant
changes in weapons systems, particularly ICBMs, we
would detect fairly early in a program.

DR. FRYE: Do you want to add anything to that, Mr.
Warnke?

AMB. WARNKE: ...I think that in order to have a
lasting freeze, certainly, it would be desirable to have some
principle of challenge inspections that I think you would be
entitled to call for comfort if you had occasion for discom-
fort. That was basically our idea in the comprehensive test
ban negotiations,

Now, I think similarly, if we saw testing facilities and the
conduct of tests that gave us grounds for suspicion, we
ought to be entitled to demand comfort in the form of an
opportunity to see exactly what was going on.

MR. DUCKETT: May I underline that point? We have
not, in fact, touched heavily on the Special Consultative
Commission....I think it has been a tremendous change in
the ability to resolve what otherwise could be an extremely
difficult situation,....The SCC proved to be a forum in
which these matters could be raised very bluntly, very
frankly, and indeed, I think to almost everyone’s satisfac-
tion were resolved rather quickly. And I think that that
type of mechanism, possibly even bolstered somewhat in
the future, is a way to avoid what otherwise may become
kind of impossible verification issues.

DR. FRYE: ...Do vou see from ihe record which you
have helped bulld so much, do you see evidence that the
Soviets would be willing to open discussions at the time of
a freeze arrangement contemplating limits on ASW and air
defense as well?

AMB. WARNKE: Let me say first that for the foresee-
able future I see no challenge to the deterrent efficacy both
of our ballistic missile submarine force and our strategic
bomber force equipped with air-launched cruise missiles.

It seems to me that the Trident-I missile, with its 4,000
nautical mile range, means that there is really nothing out-
side of science fiction that would give us any legitimate
concern about the survivability of our ballistic missile sub-
marine force.

Similarly, I think that air defense has not progressed to
the point at which you could intercept significantly the
numbers of cruise missiles that could be launched by our
strategic bomber force. So that we do not have an im-
mediate problem. It is not a reason for forgoing the idea of
achieving some sort of a freeze.

Long range, I would have no doubt that we could in-
troduce the subject of strategic defenses as part of the

ongoing Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.
Testimony of Robert W. Dean

DEPUTY DIRECTOR DEAN: ...Modernization of
nuclear forces is only one of the two essential elements of
our program to restore the balance and to secure the
nuclear deterrent. The search for sound arms control
agreements is the other key feature of our program.

..Now, another arms control proposal which seems to
be on the tip of everyone’s tongue these days is that of

adopting a mutual freeze on the testing, production and

deployment of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems.
The drawbacks of this proposal in our view are also pro-
found. A freeze at existing levels would codify the military
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disadvantage, especially in the strategic area, in which the
United States finds itself, and it would lock us into a situa-
tion of dangerous instability....The nuclear freeze pro-
posal in our view ignores the fact that some modernization
will be required along with arms controls to ensure lasting
stability and enhanced deterrence. A freeze, moreover, is

qmn]v not gnnd pnnnoh We believe that arms Contrel,

properly pursued, can and should result in lower numbers
of nuclear weapons on both sides. Our START proposal
and our proposal for the reduction of intermediate range
nuclear forces in Europe are based on this premise....A
freeze on all testing, production and deployment of
nuclear weapons would include important elements that
cannot be verified. The practical result would be that we
would live up to a freeze and all its aspects, while there
would be considerable doubt that the Soviets would be
equally faithful to it. I would add here that this would be a
highly unstable political situation in this country.

Finally, negotiating a freeze would itself be a complex
and time-consuming matter. It would put us on a side

rnarl It nrnn]r‘ remove us from the
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reductions in Geneva, and we believe deflect us from the
main task at hand, which is reductions....Other ap-
proaches, well intentioned though they may be, can only
make the task of achieving reductions more difficult and
lengthy. We must not allow ourselves to be distracted from
the path of reductions.

PROF. SIMES: What is wrong with freezing now and
reducing later?

MR. DEAN: Well, as [ said, Dimitri, freezing now
would, for one thing, deprive the Soviets in our view of
any incentive to come to terms with us in the START
negotiations for reductions. The fact of the matter is that
our leverage in those negotiations and their incentive to
reach an eguitable agreement derives from our moderniza-
tion programs, which we simply have to keep on track. The
one is really the other side of the other, and that is the first
reason I would offer.

Secondly, as I think ! pointed out, we cannot correct the
existing imbalances, and restore the stability which we con-
sider essential, without adequate force modernization, and
so we simply cannot buy into a freeze which would pre-

clude that strategic modernization. Now, as you know, the
President has endorsed the Broomfield resolution, that is

to say the concept of a freeze following reductlons of
nuclear, strategic nuclear weapons, and a restoration of a
stable strategic nuclear balance. Those are the two basic
reasons.

PROF. SIMES: What concerns me here is that there is
an underlying assumption behind the Administration’s
position that the United States would be able to proceed
with modernization and the Soviet Union would not try to
respond. [f the United States were building, don’t you
think there are reasons to believe that the Soviet Union
would proceed with some new programs, which also would
require an additional American response?

MR. DEAN: Well, in our view if we rectify the
vulnerability problems we have gone a great way in
stabilizing the balance in a more permanent fashion. I

Deputy Director Robert Dean

don’t think there is any question that the Soviets will
modernize their forces in the future regardless of what
happens at the negotiations.*

..But the notion that I think is implicit in your question,
of a continuing arms race, I really don’t accept, because [
think once the vulnerability problem is soived to the
satisfaction of both sides and in the interest of both sides.
the pace of modernization ought to be slowedt....The
destabilizing factor is the accurate, rapid, time-urgent
ICBM system, that could leave us in a situation in which,
as Secretary of Defense Schlesinger testified in 1974,
already in a preemptive strike the Soviets could eliminate
something like 90 percent of our land-based forces and kill
only 800,000 tc 2% million Americans.

This is not a position that an American President can
permit himself to be put in, and it is not a position which
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would allow hlmself to be put in. It is really a recipe for
catastrophe.

..Finally—and this is a personal view—regardiess of
whether the momentum of deplovment slows or not, the
vulnerability problem will be there for the Soviets. When I
said they have an emerging vulnerability problem, I was
thinking precisely of the D-5 (Trident-11) and the MX. And
they will act. They cannot solve their vulnerability prob-
lem, I doubt, through arms control either, so they will act,
in my expectation, to solve that some other way. One
would expect them to go mobile, one would expect them to
adopt a2 variant of an MX Defense Pack basing system,
perhaps. Mind you, I'm speaking just personally and I’m
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mnd
forces in a way, I would think, that mitigates their own
vulnerability problem.

DR. FRYE: ... With existing forces, and taking the same
kind of an analysis which has gone into the conclusion that
the American ICBM’s are vulnerable, it is fair to say that
the Soviets hold hostage virtually the entire U.S. ICBM
force, but only about a quarter of the American warheads,

*A comprehensive freeze would prevent this Soviet modernization.
TA solution to the vulnerability problem is quite far off, apparently.
Current Administration modernization plans extend well into the 1990°s.
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whereas the United States today holds hostage less than
half of the Soviet ICBM force, but because of the concen-
tration of warheads in the Soviet missiles, it is fair to say
that the United States nevertheless holds hostage meore
than half of the Soviet warheads now deployed. Do you
disagree with that?

MR. DEAN: Well I really can’t comment on the
numbers, because, as you yourself know, it depends upon
what kind of assumptions about targeting and attacks one
makes, whether you're putting two warheads on on¢ target
and so on. The basic thrust of your point, about the
disproportion in the vulnerability of land-based warheads,
is true, but again only to a point, because this assumes that
we would use...the Minuteman II1 system to target those
Soviet systems....What makes this a credible scenario from
our point of view for the Soviet Union is that they could
undertake a strike which would eliminate somewhere be-
tween 90 and 98 percent of these (ICBM) forces....

- DR. VON HIPPEL.: First, | would just like to go back
to a statement that you made earlier when you were
quoting Secretary Schlesinger, who was saying that such a
strike was credible because, I forget the exact number of —

MR. DEAN: I don’t recollect it exactly. I think as I
recali— and I haven’t looked at it since then—bui 800,000
to 2v4 million I think was the figure.

DR. VON HIPPEL: I guess you didn’t, or did you,
follow the debate which resulted from his making that
statement before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
where there was a panel which reviewed those calculations
and questioned some of the assumptions that were made?

MR. DEAN: Not in detail, no.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, the result was that the
numbers were revised up to 2 to 20 million. And since that
time they have been revised even higher. So that it is not
exactly a sanitary, surgical strike that would inspire us to
withhold all of our Poseidon warheads from any targets
whatsoever on the Soviet Union just because we couldn’t
strike back at silos.

Also, there is a real question in my mind whether in fact
it makes sense to strike back at silos after such a strike,
because if there is at any time going to be a launch on
warning situation I think the side which has struck first
with its missiles will certainly put its missiles on a launch-
on-warning status in preparation for any kind of retalia-
tion. This is a logic that I have never been able to under-
stand in the scenarios, that we would then strike back at
their silos. Did vou understand my question?

MR. DEAN: I’'m not quite sure. I would say, by the
way, that the 20 million, that really doesn’t—it begs the
question of what we have to do to preclude the option to
them.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, as I understand it, the logic
of the MX or the Trident-II is to preclude that option to
them by threatening to destroy their remaining silos; isn’t
that correct?

MR. DEAN: The logic of the MX and the Trident-11 is
to make them more survivable systems than those presently
deployed. That is the fundamental reason.

DR. VON HIPPEL: No, I mean the reason for having

them be silo-killing missiles, their having accurate silo-
killing warheads on our MX and our Trident-II.

MR. DEAN: Well, it is true that high accuracies will be
built into both systems, but I don’t think it is fair to call
them silo-killing systems as such. They will exact, in the
logic of this dynamic, they will exact a price on the Soviet
Union with respect to raising the level of their vulnerabili-
ty, and probably forcing them to do something about it.
But they are designed, I think, far more with a view to

ha o al
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DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, it is hard to understand that,
in view of the fact that the main difference between the
Trident-I and the Trident-II is in fact its capability to
destroy silos.

MR. DEAN: Well, it 15 also distance.

DR. VON HIPPEL: But as | understand it, the Navy
doesn’t want to take advantage of the extra distance that is
made possible by the Trident-II, that it really just wants to
put more and larger warheads on it.

MR. DEAN: | haven’t talked to the Navy recently about
that.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, this discussion is in the con-
text of the larger question of, is this a good time for a
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frecze. And one of the arguments against it has been that

this is a bad time, this would freeze in our inferiority. And
I just wanted to briefly go through each component of the
triad and see whether in fact the inequalities are such that it
is a bad time. And I just was arguing that in fact, as far as
the land-based ICBM’s are concerned, it is not obvious to
me at least that the asymmetry is such that this is a bad
time to stop. And I would like to ask, in connection with
the submarines, what your view is as to which side’s sub-
marines are more vulnerable to anti-submarine warfare at
this time.

MR. DEAN: Well, I really can’t go beyond the truism
that I am sure you are familiar with, namely that we are
probably technologically further ahead than the Soviets in
ASW, but the practical effect of that is one that is open to
wide interpretation and discussion.

DR. VON HIPPEL: And then the question of whose
bombers represent a greater threat at this fime to the other
side,

MR. DEAN: Well, here again I think one has to look at
the Soviet—one can’t just look at the bombers themselves;
one has to look at the Soviet air defense net.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Including that. I'm taking that into
account.

MR. DEAN: And here again, if you put up a B-32, a
30-year-old B-52, against the Soviet air defense net, it is
problematic, I mean, which side would come out ahead. So
I think that in any case, whereas there are—whatever ad-
vantage we may have in the aging bomber force is probably
more than offset at the present time by the Soviet air
defense system.

DR. VON HIPPEL: But our air defense system would
not be frozen, would it?

MR. DEAN: We don’t have an air defense system.

DR. VON HIPPEL: But we could if we wanted one.

As far as the European situation is concerned, what con-
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fuses me is we of course had intermediate-range ballistic
missiles there early on in Turkey and Greece and I don’t
know where else, and we withdrew them because we were
concerned about their valnerability to preemptive strikes.
And as I understand it now, we have committed to NATO,
I have often heard the number, 400 Poseidon warheads to
be used as an intermediate-range counterpart to what the
8S-4’s, -8’s, and now the S5-20’s represented on the Soviet
side.

We are reversing history, or those old arguments, which
led us to phase-out our intermediate-range land-based
systems in Europe, no longer seem applicable. Is that for
political reasons or is it for technical reasons?

MR. DEAN: The rationale for the decision to deploy the
572 systems is to ensure that the Soviet Union cannot con-
template firing nuclear weapons against Western Europe
without being certain that such an act would engage the
American central forces, the so-called sanctuary problem.
And the argument was that there could be some incentive
to use nuclear weapons against Europe and to preserve
both homelands, that is to say the United States and the
Soviet Union, as sanctuaries. Our policy of committing
ourselves the way we have with those systems there really
identifies the two land areas with respect to the Soviet
perceptions about the use of our central forces...,

DR. VON HIPPEL: But a Poseidon submarine off of
Norway doesn’t have the same kind of credibility as a
ground-launched—a set of ground-launched cruise missiles
in the Netherlands, that is what you’re saying?

MR. DEAN: It doesn’t in our view because it is not
land-based. It is important to show and to signify the
American commitment with land-based systems. Could 1
make a point with respect to the modernization of our
forces? I have some figures that I think might be useful for
you with respect to the aging of our own forces and in con-
trast to the Soviets. The fact is that most American SSBN’s
face obsolescence in the 1990’s and that the average age of
the U.S, launchers, of our launchers, is much higher than
the Soviet launchers....

DR. VON HIPPEL.: ...I don’t think that the authors of
the freeze have been arguing that the Trident submarine be
frozen. I mean, they propose that the freeze apply to the
missiles and not to the submarines in that case. I don’t
know what you were referring to as a launcher, but that in-
cluded submarines, I take it?

MR. DEAN: That’s right.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Because of course the Trident-I
missile carries a larger percentage of our warheads than
four percent, and there are quite a few,

MR. DEAN: I'm talking about the existing force.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, I was talking about the
Trident-1 missile, which is in our existing force. {Ed. Note.
Trident-1 missiles account for about 20% of U.S. missile
warheads, and about 16% of U.S. total strategic
warheads.)

But pursuing all of these accurate, what 1 characterize as
silo-killers, does not seem to be in the interest of crisis
stability, and I don’t understand how really you can recon-
cile that with your concern about crisis stability,

Prof. Dimitri Simes

MR. DEAN: Well, we find ourselves in the situation
where one side is vulnerable and the other is not, in our
view.

DR. VON HIPPEL: On the ICBM level, where we have
already discussed whether in fact there aren’t comparable
numbers of warheads vulnerable on the two sides—I mean,
if you would just address the ICBM’s, the U.S. ICBM’s
percentagewise as a percentage of the ICBM force.

MR. DEAN: That doesn’t really tell me anything about
vulnerability. I mean, that doesn’t really order the problem
in my mind with respect to how the Soviets might deploy
their force or how we might employ our force. The issue is
not simply one of numbers here; it is one of capabilities,
and it is one of imposing a logic on 2 very bizarre situation,
And here again, the aggregate numbers of warheads really
don’t, to my mind anyway, really don’t give me much help
in understanding the problem.*

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, T must say I find it bizarre to
talk about a scenario in which the Soviet Union would be
motivated to kill, to do something which resulted in the
death of tens of millions of people in the U.S., while we
were left with, among other things, 2500 nuclear warheads
at sea which could be targeted on military targets as well as
on cities. The only thing that they couldn’t be targeted on
would be silos, but there are lots of other military targets.

MR. DEAN: Well, we are dealing here with an extreme
situation on the end of the probability curve, there is no
question about that. But that does not absolve us, it seems
to me, of the need to, given the consequences, the possible
consequences, it does not absolve us of the responsibility
to deal with it.

I am far more interested in how we prevent the Soviet
Union from even contemplating such an option than I am
with designing a comparable force designed to kill Soviet
silos. I mean, that is the first question.

DR, VON HIPPEL: There is no program to cure the
vulnerability of the Minuteman silos, is there, in the
Reagan Administration, a modernization plan?

*The Reagan Administration’s START proposal is based on reducing the
“‘aggregate numbers of warheads” on ballistic missiles, particularly
land-based ballistic missiies.
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MR. DEAN: That’s right.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Which is the original concern
which is being used to justify the whole program.

MR. DEAN: Well, the Minuteman force needs to be
modernized for a variety of reasons, among those reasons
the simple age of the physicai systems. At some point they
would have to be replaced. The replacement is the MX,
and as 1 say the premium there is on rendering that as in-
vulnerable as it is physically possible....

DR. VON HIPPEL: It has been stated that the MX and
the Pershing II and the ground-launched cruise missiles
represent the pressure that we put on the Soviet Union to
negotiate on the START agreements.

Does that mean that these are negotiable, that our next
generation of missiles, if in fact the Soviet Union were to
be cooperative and agree to our proposals in the START
agreement, that in fact we would not go ahead and deploy
those missiles?

MR. DEAN: The President has said that everything is
negotiable. At the same time, as I have tried to indicate to-
day, there is an objective need to undertake the force
modernization. If the national consensus prevails, as 1
have no doubt it will, that we must maintain the land-
based leg of the triad, this points to the need to deploy the
MX system, and 1 could make the same point with respect
to the strategic reserve to which the cruise missiles, the
ALCMs and the SLCMs particularly, are dedicated.

DR. VON HIPPEL: To what extent is there really a
linkage between the nuclear situation and challenges that
our conventional forces may face in different areas?

MR. DEAN: Well, the Soviet Union...cannot consider
any conventional military action without taking into ac-
count the possibility of the escalation to and use of nuclear
weapons. That is clear. And we feel that this ambiguity—
and this is not new in this Administration, of course, but
this ambiguity, this linkage between the two forces,
nuclear and conventional, serves to enhance the overall
deterrent effect of our nuclear posture.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Well, the question really was to
what extent do the details of our posture, that is, the sur-
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vivability of silos in particular, really make a difference in
that extended deterrence?

MR. DEAN: ...If we protest our willingness to use
nuclear on behalf of our European allies in the event of a
conflict and the Soviet Union looks at our arsenal and
doubts the capability to implement that kind of a promise,
all of our protestations really don’t mean a great deal. So I
think there is a reality out there with respect to the
capabilities of the forces, what you called the details.

MR. DUCKETT: i came into these two days rather bias-
ed on the question of freeze in a negative sense. The little |
have read and heard about this has been incomplete, and
therefore it is based on very little knowledge. [ tended to
have a negative feeling that it was too simplistic an idea
and sounded too easy and all of those good things.

I have now gained a quite different impression as a result
of these two days, which is that, as I think has already been
well stated, there are responsible people who tend to sup-
port some variant on what has been termed a freeze, and 1
guess that there should not be a total polarization, where
that word itself becomes a bad word, because I think under
that umbrella are a number of ideas which really have great
inerit and are worthy of further consideration.

The Federation of American Scientists Inguiry into the
Freeze

Send orders to: Brick House Publishing Company
34 Essex Street
Andover, MA 01810

To:

Name

Address

City State Zip
Check MC/Visa #

Include $1.50 Postage and Handling for first book, $.50 per bock
thereafter. Publication date is February 1, 1983,

Washington, D.C.




