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HEARINGS: TO WHAT EXTENT CAN THE ARMS RACE BE FROZEN?

What fol[o ws are excerpts from the transcript of a two-
day hearing hosted by the FAS in the Dirksen Senate Of-
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 transcript of the proceedings
along with supplementary material will be published in
January, 1982, by Brickhouse Press (see back page).

The panel was chaired by A lton Frye, Washington repre-
sentative of the Council on Foreign Relations. Joining Dr.
Frye were Carl Duckett, former Deputy Director for
Science and Technology of the Central Intelligence Agency
(1966-1976); Adrian Fisher, formerly Deputy Director 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 A merican scientists;
and Dimitri Simes, a Soviet-born political scientist, Direc-
tor of the Soviet and East European Research Program,
the Johns Hopkins University Foreign Policy Institute.

The strategic analysts who provided testimony were:
Randall Forsberg, Director of the Boston-based Institute
for Defense and Disarmament Studies and author of “Call
to Halt the Nuclear A rms Race, ” the founding document
which inspired the national freeze campaign; Richard L.
Garwin, an IBJ!4 Fellow at the Thomas J. Watson Re-
search Center and a long-time consultant to the U.S.
government on matters of military technology and arms
control; Paul C. Warnke, a former Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, Chief SAL T negoti-
ator, and Assistant Secretary of Defense; and Robert W.

Dr. A [ton Frye

Dean, Deputy Director of the Bureau of Politico-.Wiiitary
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 underlying question: To what extent 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. Our inten-
tion is to generate information and stimulate thinking on
this subject. To that end, we have constructed hearings in
which expert questioners will question 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 negotiated 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
so on.

In selecting tbe 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.

****

DR. FRYE: Our mission in these two days is to search
for more light, not to establish some final conclusion.
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

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, bow could it be
negotiated, bow 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 I do so hy 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 8rowing 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.

“The effect of this resolution is to urge the Presi-
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 weapcms,
perhaps to the point where meaningful agreements
will be impossible,

“An interim halt would provide an opportunity to
avoid this sequence of events, but it is a fleeting op.
portunit y 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 tbe 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 01 vxxw had the
Senate’s advice been taken in 1970.

Ambassador A drim Fisher
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Forsberg Testimony: Questions and Answers

MR. DUCKETT: I thank you 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 I 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 I
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
following pieces of the production process, beginning with

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, would 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 tom.
ponents.

MR. DUCKETT: Okay. Thank you. 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...1 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 befieve 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 exampie, 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 tn 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 Real?

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, 1 would just note the question posed
by the overworked phrase “breakout.” That is, testing

done to a point just 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. I 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 alter the military balance, tbe nuclear or overall

military balance between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

In air defense, in ICBM guidance and anti-submarine

Mr. Carl Ducke[[
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tists will go out and help make better television sets, while

tbe Soviets will be sitting around in sort of a 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, I have worked for many years
part-time at one of the nuclear weapons labs here. And 1

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. I

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

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 one

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
ground without being flown, the ultimate proof of

shooting one and making sure it works I think is compel-
ling with missiles, as it is not with the nuclear weapons. But
you 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 all 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 simultaneously.

DR. FRYE: Wouid 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 tbe 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 I do

not know. 1 suppose it is a matter of international “keep-
ing up with the Joneses. ”

DR. FRYE: Do you 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 connterforce 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-
quire 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-I 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 I agree with you. Any reasonable

freeze will reduce tbe pressures toward dependence upon
launch under attack.
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grow without limitation so eventually, depending upon the

effectiveness of air defense, we might have to consider
limitations there.

No, I would not worry about it as an effect of a freeze
for a modest time like five years or so. I 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 irresistible 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. 1 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 years 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. VON HIPPEL: I just wanted to clarify this, what

you said about the freeze, also—about the unfeasibility. I
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 thhgs 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 politiczl 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 Wamke
AMBASSADOR WARNfCE: 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 . ...1 do not see 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 aher-
native m serious, tough, step-by-step negoti ation s... .And
when we talk about a freeze, that is certainly not incom-

patible with reductions. Nobody is saying that. I do not
think even tbe 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 reported, 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 SS-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 well. 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 I 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

You 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.

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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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-
sive, the more problems we have in deciding when we call
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 tbe verification. I 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-launched 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 2
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-
duction facilities have not been reactivated. I think it is the
production ban, and tbe lack of established verification
procedures to handle that, which leads me to feel that you
cannot say without reservation, “the more comprehensive
the treat y is, the easier verification becomes. ”

DR. FRYE: In regard to production ban possibilities...1
have in mind the protracted discussions on the data base of

the SALT 11 context, where it took some time to get them
m 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 tbe 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 I 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: I think Ambassador Fisher could

probably give us a date on it. I think it was probably
sometime during the Johnson Administration*.

DR. VON HIPPEL: Why wasn’t it raised during tbe
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 witbin 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 problem 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 h.d wowed * flssiOnable ‘a-

terials cutoff as Part of a strm=ic weaPOns PrOductiOn freeze. IT ‘as
proposed again “i” the first three months” of the Nixon Administra-
tion.
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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-I missile launcher for an ICBM
launcher is a disservice either to strategic stability or to the

idea of a freeze.

Now certainly, I do think that the ban on new types

ought to be extended to new types of submarine-launched
ballistic missiles as well... .Now, as far as the Trident.11 is
concerned ...1 guess where I would come out is that I would
prefer to see that and the comparable Soviet submmine-
Iaunched bailistic 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 deployment of any new
missiles.

DR. FRYE: Can we take that presumption and engage
Mr. Duckett for a moment on an aspect of this

question? .,..1 wonder if the two of you 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: . ..1 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 trying 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, I don’t think we can feel comfortable
about verification over a prolonged period. For a period of
five years, I would say I am very confident that significant
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: . ..1 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 tbe Special Consultative

Commission . . . . I think it has been a tremendous change in
the ability to resolve what otherwise could bean 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 you see from the record which you
have helped build 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-Iaunched 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 forgning 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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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 more
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 one 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 111 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, I 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
recall— and I haven’t looked at it since then—but 800,000
to 2 M 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 you understand my question?

MR. DEAN: I’m not quite sure. I would say, by the
way, that tbe 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-fl 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-II 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, 1 think, far more with a view to
enhancing survivability than to killing silos.

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 is also distance.

DR. VON HIPPEL: But as I 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: I 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
freeze. 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 time 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-52, 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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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 physical systems. At some point they
would have to be replaced. The replacement is the MX,

and as I say the premium there is on rendering that as irr-
vulnerable as it is physically possible . . . .

DR. VON HIPPEL: It has been stated that the MX and
the Pershing 11 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 I
have no doubt it will, that we must maintain the land-

based leg of the triad, this points to tbe need to deploy the
MX system, and I 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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viability 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
contlct 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 ne8ative sense. The little I
have read and heard about this has been incomplete, and

therefore it is based on very little knowledge. I 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 1 think has aheady 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
merit and are worthy of further consideration.
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