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TRADITIONAL VIEWS OF SECURITY BECOMING OUTMODED
As the world wends its way toward interdependence,

and as an era of colonialization and conquest recedes,
an ever higher priority attaches to non-military dimen-
sions of struggle ax opposed to military strength. Fewer
and fewer of the conflicts at issue in the world can be
decisively rexolved through milita~ testa. And nuclear
weapons make such testx too risky.

Nowhere is this clearer than in the U.S.-Soviet arms
race—a contest which is ever more one for some kind of
political primacy rather than for any specific military
end. ..

Notwithstanding these facts, the traditional notions
of military security have prevailed in the design of
militaw budgets and weapons that more is better, that
nuclear weapons could be used in war, that the Soviet
Union could somehow be put out of business by
economic pressures, and that it is imperative to keep up
in numbers even when numbers are admitted to he ir-
relevant, and so on.

At the same time it is increasingly recognized that
there is a bigher, alternative, and more sophisticated
minority point of view, in which military security finds
its role as a means but not as a sole means. Perhaps the
moat well-advertked aspect of this new approach fies in
“arms control”, in which adversaries would agree to
limitations on their nuclear weapons while continuing to
be adversaries. The most significant of these arms crm-
trol agreements, heretofore, has been tbe fimitations on

ballixtic mi.We defenxes on each side with a view to
limiting the arms race rather than attempting to limit
damage to each side. This treaty is the most significant
decision of the two sides to rise above tbe traditional
view of military security.

But the enormously high percentages of support for a
nuclear freeze represent great potential for a new
‘‘meta” view for security. Recent polls reveal that some,
70 or 80 percent of the American population would
prefer to end the military contest with the Soviet Union,
rather than to continue to seek to stay ahead in it, or
simply to manage it.

Despite this public support for the Freeze, there is in-
sufficient awareimxs of the extent to which there is an
entirely different approach to national safety than one
of milita~ preparedness only. The sophisticated minori-
ty concerned with this view is sufficiently intent about
contrasting its point of view to the traditional one that
some of them have even formed a group, “Committee
for National Security”, designed to promulgate the new

approach. Nevertheless, their point of view has not been
widely articulated or understood.

W]th this in mind, we have drawn together some no-
tions that would indicate how systematically these two
different visions of national safety confront each other.
And the examples show, in particular, bow tempting,
but inappropriate, it would be to go down only the road
of traditional military axioms.

NATIONAL SECURITY VERSUS
MILITARY SECURITY

Just as logic contains mathematics and the Theory of
Relativity subsumes Newtonian physics, so also there is a
theory of national security (NS) wh]ch transcends the
prevailing notions of military security (MS).

We define military security as that subject which
prepares for military conflict and, through such prepara-
tion, seeks to prevent the conflict or, failing that, to prevail
in such combat. The broader subject, national security,
seeks to prevent military conflict with methods that include
military preparations but go beyond them into shaping
political relations with the threatening state (and with
others as well). Thk is often caIled statecraft and, unlike
military security, it includes such alchemy as turning
enemies into adversaries and adversaries into allies.

This much is commonplace. Where the differences
become interesting lies in application. Perhaps the most
striking example of the transcendence of what we choose
to call national security lies in observing new phenomena
that are paradoxes in the narrow subject—as a Newtonian
would find the phenomenon of ligb: curving, or of time be-

ine intimately related to soace. Moreover. it is in an
around these paradoxes that much of the Nation’s real
security dilemmas arise.

More Strength is Better

That more strength is better is a truism for MS. Warfare
is inherently uncertain so one is never sure when one has

(Continued on page 2

TEST BAN AS EXAMPLE
Perhaps the finest example of the extent to which

proponents of mifitary security only have lost sight of
their goals arises in connection with the manufacture
and testing of ever more warheads in a Nation that
already has upwards of 25,000.

Accordingly, don’t miss the review of Administra-
tion opposition to a nuclear test ban on page 6. And
the box on page 8 in which DOE describes itself as a
“corporation” is an absolutely classic example of the
merger of industrial and nrifitary planning which
President Eisenhower described in Ids phrase
“mifitary-industrial complex”.

Reagan Buries Test Ban, p.& DOE’s Bomb Business, p. & Hawks Pack Advisory Panel, p. 10
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(Continued from page 1)

enough to prevail, and—to the extent that armed might is
designed to discourage aggression—a larger
preponderance is obviously more reliable psychologically
than a narrow margin, which might be misread by the
enemy.

In the larger subject of national security, however, more
strength can definitely be counterproductive. This arises
most clearly when the addhional strength provokes an
arms race. Thus America would obviously be more secure
than it is today if it could have achieved a balance of
limited nuclear power in the forties or fifties. BYcontrast,
in the Eighties a generation of struggle to maintain a pre-
ponderance over the Soviet Union has only resulted in con-
siderably larger mends. In the context of nuclenr
weapons, the dynamic notion of arms race can transform
the truism of “More Strength is Better” into a formula for
anendiess contest.

Obviously, also, more can be worse than less if funding
the greater expenditure upsets the economy upon which
further expenditures rely. When a hard-fought supplemen-
tal tax-bill raises $100 billion to reduce the deficit but 50V0
of the new revenues go to fund a DOD increase then
something is out of whack.

The More Ready The Better
In military security, greater readiness is to be preferred

to lesser readiness so as to avoid, among other things,
enemy success in achieving surprise. But in the context of
national security, such feats of computer readiness as
“readiness to fire missiles on warning of incoming attack”
can undermine national security. They can make war as
likely to come through an induced accident as through an
otherwise encouraged surprise attack.

The More Options the Better
For a military commander, additional options for using

force are, perse, valuable. Hecanchoose tousetbemor
not and, in either case, they complicate the planning of the
enemy. But if the option is the counter force option to
destroy most or all of the enemy’s nuclear deterrent, this
can only induce the other side to improve its deterrent and,
accordingly, to step up its preparations. Moreover, since
the counter force option is not about to be used by
us—unless and until the other side starts a war—there is no
way for us to prevent this induced step-up in Soviet
preparedness. Thus, from a national security point of
view, such an option is provocative without point—putting
off the time at which the arms race can be halted, and
poisoning the effort to improve political relations.

Winning or Prevailing Is The Goal
Prevailing in war is deeply ingrained in the military

security point of view. Despite all the attacks on the
Reagan Administration for trying to “win a nuclear war”,
Casper Weinberger announced recently that if he did not
plan to prevail, he could be “impeached” as Secretary of
Defense. Fmmanational security point of view, this ap-
proach dismays our allies, wastes our credibility, spends
monies unnecessarily and stirs up the arms race.

Giving Away Strength is Weakness
From the point of view of MS, it is not sensible to give
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Keeping Secret Our Technological Advantages
Narrowly speaking, MS requires the Administration to

ask scientists to constrain their discussion of Government-
financed papers lest foreign nations hear the most up-to-
date ideas about photo-reconnaissance or whatever. But,
from a broader standpoint of national security, can the
Nation maintain its technological edge if dissemination of
technical advances is sharply restricted? This is certainly
not how that edge was created! Here also, the choice is bet-
ween a dynamit and a static contest. But here the broader
perspective suggests we should look toward preserving an
edge by moving ahead rather than by trying to slow down,
and control what we have, with secrecy.

What We Stand For
Unfortunately, MS is associated with all the national

characteristics for which we do not stand. It is America,
not Russia, that fears that our independence and freedom
may be constricted by overpreparation for war. As De-
Tocqueville predicted in the 1820s, Russian strength would
be based on using “the authority of society in a single
arm” while America would base its strength upon <‘per-
sonal interest (and) freedom. ”

For related reasons, the assets upon which our populari-
ty abroad are based are ones that are at odds with
militarism. The imperatives of military preparedness, and
military action, conflict with our fundamental national
goals—which is to say with the fundamental goal of na-
tional security! General of the Army Omar Bradley put
this well once when he said that reversing the results of the
Chinese revolution would require turning America into an
armed camp and that this would be at odds with what we
wanted ourselves to be.

SPECIFIC ISSUES
The struggle between narrow and broader concepts of

security in the U.S.-Soviet struggle turns, of course, on
estimates of Soviet intentions. By 1944, Walter Llppman
was recounting the two schools of thought:

“There are those who hold that the Russianswill for a long
time to come be absorbed in the internal development of

their own country, and that the Soviet Union will be very
nearly as self-xmered as the United States during the nine-
teenth century...The other view is, of course, that Soviet

Russia is an aggressive state which in various combinations

fuses the ambitions of the Czarist Empire with the projects
of the Third International. ”
Is it better to attempt to tie the Russians up in a web of

trade and exchanges with a view to melting the Soviet
iceberg—or is it better to reinforce their economic autar-
cky? Would detente weaken the tendency of the Soviet
leadership to insist on their being surrounded and hence to
exact privations from their domestic sector? Or will it only
confuse our own citizens about the necessity for rearma-
ment? Today America is reverting to the militarized con-
tainment of the early fifties after a period of experimenting
with detente. Three examples show relevant issues.

The Pipeline
Having told the Western Europeans that their security

against a failure of Middle Eastern Oil required them to
diversify their sources of supply, the Reagan Administra-
tion became upset when they began to do it by building a
pipeline to accept Soviet gas. From the point of view of
MS, this pipeline has its “valve” in Moscow and the gas
could be shut off and the Europeans blackmailed. But
from the point of view of NS, fracturing the
Alliance—without which there is no defense of
Europe—can be more destabilizing than the existence of
the pipeline. And getting the Russians used to the foreign
exchange associated with the pipeline may increase their
dependence on world trade, and hence their stake in
peaceful international relations.

Sale of Wheat
The sale of wheat to the Russians has always been

motivated politically by the self-interest of the U.S.
farmers. The U.S. farm community wants a steady
customer and sees the Soviet population becoming, as a
consequence of the sale, addicted to meat produced from
the grain—thus increasing Soviet dependence on the West
or, alternatively, forcing it in the future to divert more
resources to the farm sector. This in turn would drain the
Soviet military sector and might even force some kind of
liberation of the farm population, with attendant implica-
tions for Soviet internal policies. Here self-interest en-
courages the broader point of view. From the traditional
point of view, nothing is more senseless than feeding the
enemy.

Foreign Poficy Generally
The more “uptight” MS has always called for the

maintenance of authoritarian governments if they sup-
ported us. Are they “for us or against us” has been the on-
ly desideratum. But from a broader perspective, this may
just sow a counterproductive harvest when these govern-
ments are eventually overthrown. Getting on “the side of
the people” is an imperative of real national security con-
siderations, which should be dkregarded only when alter-
native military security considerations are overwhelming. ❑

—JJS

ELECTIONS FOR COUNCIL MEMBERS
In the summer election, six new Council members were

elected to four-year terms. They were: Bernard T. FeId,
Professor of Physics, M. I.T.; RandaO Forsberg, Director,
Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies; Michael
D. Mann, Staff Attorney, Division of Enforcement,
Securities and Exchange Commission; Philip Morrison,
Institute Professor, M. I.T.; George W. Rathjens, Pro-
fessor of Political Science, M. LT.; and Robert H.
WOliams, Senior Research Scientist, Center for Energy
and Environmental Studies, Princeton University.
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ADMINISTRATION DROWNS TEST BAN
IN DELUGE OF NEW WARHEADS

Two years ago, the headlines from Geneva read, “Test-
Ban Treaty Reported Possible Within a Year. ” But in July
of thk year, after a leisurely 18-month review of the U.S.
negotiating position, the Reagan administration was
forced by a press leak to announce that the President had
decided to set aside efforts to negotiate a comprehensive
ban until verification measures for the unratified Threshold
Test Ban(TTB) and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions(PNE)
treaties can be ‘<strengthened.”

The Reagan administration’s announced position is
fraught with contradictions. First, there is the matter of
the ratification of the existing treaties. During his Senate
confirmation in June 1981 for the position of ACDA
Director, Eugene Rostow told the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee Chairman Charles Percy that he could ex-
pect the administration to give a favorable recommenda-
tion on the treaties <‘within the next few months. ” More
than a year hzfer, the administration instead announced
that it would first seek revision of the verification provi-
sions of the treaties before asking for Senate ratification,
on the avowed grounds that the current provisions do not
allow adequate measurement of the yield of Soviet tests.

Administration officials, however, have so far proved
unable or unwilling to specify what kind of improved
verification measures they want to obtain from the Soviets,
saying only that no final decisions have been made. The
Washington Post reports that some officials are pushing
for the right to have “inspectors at their tests” with “our
technicians having an opportunity to instrument their test
program.” The Joint Chiefs of Staff and DOE nuclear
weapons specialists are reported to he adamantly opposed
to the idea of admitting Soviet observers to American test
sites in Nevada. The newspaper reports one Senate
specialist as saying that the Joint Chiefs “turn pasty whhe
at the idea. ”

There is something a bit cynical about linking ratifica-
tion Of the TTB and PNE Treaties with the need to reduce
the range of uncertainty surrounding Western estimates of
Soviet tests. Framing the problem in this way creates a
classic Catch-22 situation—it is precisely ratification of
these treaties wh]ch will cause the Soviets, under the terms
of TTB, to hand over geophysical and test site data to
facilitate more precise measurement of Soviet tests. Indeed
one of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency’s
(DARPA) own stated purposes for its current yield estima-
tion research is “to develop methods to exploit geophysical
information like that to be exchanged under the terms of
the TTB. .“

Answering questions before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in May, Rostow was quite candid about
the real sources of the administration’s reluctance to pro-
ceed with ratification. Rostow said that he had “run into a
profound stone wall” in the form of “whole phalanxes
and battalions” of government officials, whom he declin-
ed to name, who believe that “given the uncertainties of
the nuclear situation and the need for new weapons and
modernization, we are going to need testing, and perhaps

even testing above the 150-kiloton limit. ” Thk rationale
for bypassing ratification of the Threshold Test Ban and
deferring Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) negotiations was
confirmed in August by the release of a heavily censored
transcript of Defense and Energy Department testimony
before the House Procurement and Military Nuclear
Systems Subcommittee in April of this year.

Alr Force Major General William Hoover, the DOE

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Application, told
the House subcommittee that a decision to seek an increase
in the level of underground testing had been approved by a
high-level presidential committee. Administration officials
later confirmed to the Los Angeles Times in August that
the nuclear weapons modernization and “reduction” pro-
gram envisioned hy the Administration would require an
expanded underground testing program and might also re-
quire revision of the TTB limiting the yield of tests to 150
kilotons. Since the MX and Trident 11 missiles are being
designed to carry warheads ranging from twice to almost
six times the allowable yield, administration officials noted
that <‘we want to have the ability to test those new
warheads if we feel w,e have to. ”

Just as postponement of the TTB/PNE ratification has
redly very little to do with the problems of reducing
threshold verification uncertainties (which were known
and obviously considered tolerable at the time the TTB
was signed in 1974), so also would the reduction of these
uncertainties have very little impact on the Reagan ad.
ministration’s refusal to conduct Comprehensive Test Ban
negotiations. The Reagan administration argument that we
must perfect threshold verification techniques before pro-
ceeding to negotiations on a Comprehensive Ban is patent-
ly phony—the verification tasks and monitoring systems
involved in a Comprehensive Ban are sufficiently different
from those involved in monitoring the 150-kiloton (KT)
threshold that the difficulties experienced in verifying the
latter cannot be attributed to the former.

The threshold compliance problem involves arriving at a
mean value for Soviet test explosions that is below or, by
mutual U.S.-Soviet agreement, marginally above the 150
KT limit. In recent years the mean value of the Gaussimr
dktribution of U.S. seismic readings, taken at multiple
locations outside the USSR, has been considerably over the
150 KT limit, but a typically 50-70% spread around this
mean value always raises the significant possibility that tbe
Soviets have not violated the threshold. In general, British
and Swedish seismic data do not back up the administra-
tion’s still informal charges that the Soviets have been con-
sistently and intentionally violating the TTB. Until the
stochastic error factors are reduced by the exchange, of
data called for in the TTB after ratification, as well as by
further research, the administration’s current campaign’ of
innuendo must be regarded as exactly that and should not
be mistaken for the facts.

The Comprehensive Ban verification problem consists
mainly of identifying low-energy seismic events as either
earthquakes or explosions, a very dlff erent task from
threshoId verification which will be facilitated by unmann-
ed “on-site” seismic monitoring stations and tbe right of





THE AMERICAN WARHEADS
MANUFACTURINGCO., INC.

What follows below are excerpts from the recent
testimony of Maj. Gen. William W. Hoover, USAF,
Director, Office of Military Application, Department
of Energy, before the Procurement and Military
Nuclear Systems Subcommittee, House Armed Ser-
vices Committee

“We are something unique in the US, govern-
ment—that is, a totally government owned, in-
tegrated industry. A corporation, if you will, for
which we are responsible.

I would like the committee to consider
themselves as the board of directors of that cor-
poration. My remarks are in essence a prospec.
tus of our corporation, and the record of this
hearing will serve as our stockholder’s report,

Let me touch briefly on the assets of our cor.
poration. .The total number of employees is
about 35,000. That includes production plants,
test facilities, and the laboratories—those pee.
ple who work for the weapons program. Ourcor-
poration would rank in the top quarter of the
Fortune 500, sir.

The resuitsof our R&D activities lead to
our product line. warheads supporting
weapons sytems of the Department of
De fense.”

Maj. Gen Hoover testified that his “product line”
presently includes nine different types of warheads,
with several new systems scheduled to enter produc-
tionover thenext few years. Inthe strategic depart.
merit, along with producing the W76 warhead for the
Trident I missile, the W78 warhead for the Minuteman
Ill, and the W80 warhead fortheair.launched cruiae

missile, the “corporation” is developing the new W87
warhead for the MX missile’s Advanced Ballistic
Reentry Vehicle (ABRV) and a “modern strategic
bomb’’, the B83,’’that will be capable of high speed,
low altitude delivery.”

The “theater-nuclear product line” currently in-
cludes a new lower-yield warhead for the Ground-
Launched cruise missile andthe’’Air Burst/Surface
Burst” warhead for the Pershing Il. Both weapons are
scheduled for deployment in Europe at the end of
1983, and Maj. Gen. Hoover told the Committee that
any delays in this schedule would not be the fault of
the nuclear weapons complex:

“We in this complex are not going to be the ones to
blink even if we have to make them by hand to meet
the initial operational capability by (December) 1983,”
Hoover vowed.

Also in production are enhanced radiation
warheads for the Lance missile (W70)andthe8.inch
artillefy fired atomic projectile (AFAP) (W79). The W82
warhead for the 155.mm AFAP ia in engineering
development, and the W61 warhead for the Navy’s air
defense Standard Missile.2 is now entering engineer-
ing development.

As for the future, Hoover testified:
“Like any good corporation, we have an investment
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strategy which we have been pursuing for the last
couple of years and we intend to pursue it in the
decade of the eighties.

“. .We think we need to increase our manpower in
research, development, and technology by about
150/0 above what it was a couple of years ago.

“We think we need to increase the underground
testing level. This has been verified by a special corn.
mittee set up by the President.

‘,
.The fiscal year 1983 budget is but one incra.

ment, therefore, of our investment strategy. We really
need to look at it as apart of alonger range program.
It is a l-year budget part of a 3-year program part of a
!$year plan, and tied into a 10-year review of where we
are going.”

Facing the huge increase in workload imposed by
the Reagan administration’s “strategic moderniza-
tion” program, Hoover testified that the response of
his corporation, “liket herest of American industry,
is, improve productivity.”

“We feel strongly that we must have more new
automation and computer-aided design and manufac-
turing techniques, and robotics.”

An “interactive graphics systems pilot activity” at
the Pantex assembly plant in Amarillo, for example,
is helping “to program work better than 2.5 times
faste r.”

“Depending upon what specific piece of work is
being done, we have demonstrated cost-to-benefit
ratios inthe2.to-l to5.to.l category. We think that is
all to the good.”

Automated nuclear bomb factories monitored by
robots? Is this really the kind of country we want to
be?

–CEP

illustration provided by Maj. Gen. William Hoover,
Director, DOE Office of Military Application: “The
nuclear weapon deliveries are reaily just the tip of the
icaberg. The research, development and testing ac-
tivities that support delivery of these weapons are
fundamental to now and tha futura. ”
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By delicately partitioning the nuclear fueling process
between different kinds of materials, he noted, “radioac-
tive debris can readjusted all over the place.” All these
possibilities add up, he said, “to a certain amount of cOn-
trol over suppression or enhancement for a wide variety of
effects. ” Thepopular notion that “abombisabombisa
bomb” is simply not true, he said, “and that’s why a Com-
prehensive Test Ban is an important measure for controll-
ing the strategic arms race, and not just a helpful adjunct
toa non-proliferation policy.” Without a comprehensive
test ban, he warned, the arms race could get “a lot worse”
than it is today.

The prospect of a heightened interactive offensive-
defensive arms race does not appear to faze the majority of
the Senate Armed Services Committee, however, who
warmly endorsed the Livermore initiatives in their recent
report on the DOE National Defense Programs Authoriza-
tion Act of 1983:

“The Committee is especially intrigued with emerg-
ing new concepts involving the so-called “th]rd
generation” of weapons. The effort does not focus
on bigger, more lethal weapons; rather, the effort
focuses on harnessing the power available in nuclear
weapons for purely defensive purposes. These con-
cepts could result in weapons which can only be used
to destroy the offensive systems of a potential adver-
sary, and may well render offensive msclearsystems
ineffective, thus removing the threat of nuclear war.
The Committee directs that the real growth in the
research and development budget be earmarked for
additional research on this “third generation” of
weapons and that the Department develop a
deliberate, multi-year program to exploit these con-
cepts. This effort will be the subject of increased
scrutiny by the Committee in future years.

The Reagan Administration’s generally enthusiastic at-
titude toward nuclear weapons is epitomized by its obser-
vanceof the anniversary of the bombing of Hiroshima. In
a news conference on August 5 at the Nevada Test Site,
Energy Secretary James B. Edwards told reporters that
President Truman “made the right decision” 37 years ago
when he gave the go-ahead for the atomic blast at
Hiroshima, and Edwards vowed that the Reagan Ad-
ministration would continue to test nuclear weapons, After
witnessing his first underground nuclear test, the llthblast
of the year, Edwards said he found it “exciting,” and
hinted that the United States might resume high-yield tests
if “our opponents” step-up their (alleged) programs aimed
at strengthening their cities against possible nuclear attack.

Proponents of a nuclear freeze, he suggested, failed to
appreciate that “the thing they’re talking about is the
weapon that can preserve their ability for free political
discussion. ”

“The opposition is continuing to test,” Edwards
remarked. “Thisisoneof those things where being No. 1
costs a little money and being No. 2 would be a cost
nobody wants to think about.” According to a New York
Times account, Edwards said he regretted the necessity for
more nuclear weapons, but “as long as we’re in the race,

we want tokeepthe freedom of our civilization. We need
to do what will keep it.”

“1 hope we never have to get into another war, ” he
remarked. “If we do, I want to come out of it No. 1, not
No, 2. “-CEP

CRS HYPOTHETICAL CASE TURNS OUT
TO BE SAD REALITY

A dozen “commentators” interviewed by the Congres-
sional Research Service (CRS) condemned with “virtual

unanimity” projected Reagan Administration appoint-

ments to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(A CDA) General Advisory Committee (GA C). The conr-
mentrztors agreed that the appointments would “represent
a focused ideological viewpoint, not a spectrum of views,
and would largely be defense-type ex-officials, analysts, or
technicians, not high-level statesmen and citizens with
broad and varied backgrounds who possessed a good grasp
of foreign policy and other relevant public issues, ”

This unusual activity on the part of CRS occurred when
the research service embarked on a report for the Foreign
Relations Committee on “Appraisal and Proposal for
Change” in GAC. CRS took a November, 1981 prediction
of the future GA C composition from Foreign Affairs
Report and asked its commentators, on a hypothetical
basis, to describe what such projected membership would
mean for GA C. BY September, 1982, almost a year later,
the Administration was sending up almost precisely the
same names and the CRS hypothetical analysis had
become real. The main dfference was the blackballing of
William van Cleave who committed truth in complaining
that the MX deployment scheme the A dministralion urged
would not, in fact, do much to rectify the vulnerability of
land-based missiles. Besides substituting William R.
Graham far van Cleave for Chairman, the Administration
simply added two appointees: Eli S. Jacobs, a private
businessman from California, and Robert B. Hotz, for-
merly with Aviation Week & Space Technology. Excerpts
from this CRS report follo w.

THE CRS ANALYSIS
OF THE HYPOTHETICAL CASE

C. A Hypothetical Case
There was an unofficial and unconfirmed report

published late in 1981 listing people that the Reagan Ad-
ministration planned to nominate for the GAC. Without
knowing the reliability or accuracy of this report, it was
used as a hypothetical case to solicit an appraisal from the
commentators. As it later turned out, the 12 nominations
made by President Reagan in May 1982 had all been listed
in the unofficial report. The only exception was William
Van Cleave, as descIibed below.

There was virtual unanimity among the commentators
that the membership of the GAC as contemplated in the
published report would constitute a sharp departure from
past criteria. The alleged nominees would for the most part
represent a focused ideological viewpoint, not a spectrum
of views, and would largely be defense-type ex-officials,
analysts, or technicians, not high-level statesmen and
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one in the ranks of U.S. policymakers. There were strong
pressures to retain the U.S. advantage. The United States
officially proposed a ban on MIRVS but with on-site in-
spection, unacceptable to the Soviets. Later in 1970, accor-
ding to more leaked press reports, the GAC proposed to
the President a ban in the testing and deployment of MIRV
warheads without any obligation of on-site inspection. By
that time the United States had already decided to drop
proposals to restrict MIRV warheads. Ironically, the com-
mittee’s warning that without the restrictions it recom-
mended the strategic balance could be upset has come true.
The Soviet Union’s development of MIRV warbeads since
that time has resulted in a serious threat to the survival of
U.S. ICBMS.

C. Eclipse of the Committee
Although the President actively sought advice from the

GAC early in the SALT negotiations (1969-1970) it ap-
pears that, as time went on and these negotiations became
more involved and progressed toward agreement, the
GAC’S advice was no longer sought and probably had
diminishing impact on those few officials at the top wbo
were formulating U.S. policy. The efforts of the GAC in
the policy arena brought it into contention with the Na-
tional Security Adviser, Henry Kissinger, who was the
center of arms control policy formulation at that time.
Resistance to the overtures of the GAC was manifest in the
fact that significant policy and negotiating documents were
forbidden to it, thus crippling its ability to make mean-
ingful recommendations. Within the committee
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discouragement grew and its membership shrank. The fer-
vor of the GAC might not have been so resented if its
recommendations had been generally supportive of ad-
ministration policy. But it was presenting alternative ideas
that were out of harmony with the official line.

The character of the candidates nominated by President
Nixon for the vacancies on the GAC in 1971 and 1972 with
their particular viewpoints in regard to arms control and
defense matters suggest that the President was no longer
seeking a broad range of opinions and independence of
thinking by the members of the committee. It appears that
by 1972 the GAC had little if any effect on negotiations. It
is now known that negotiations at that time on SALT were
so closely held within the National Security Council that
tbe chief negotiator himself, Ambassador Gerard Smith,
did not know of highly secret negotiations being conducted
in “back channels” by Henry Kksinger, the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs. Once the SALT I
agreements were concluded in May 1972 and were ratified
later that year, and once President Nixon was reelected,
the GAC became relatively submerged for several years.

During the committee’s life under President Ford it took
what has been described as a “long view” in arms control
matters. It avoided current problems and did not make
recommendations, such as it had under McCIOY, that were
not welcomed by Kissinger and the President.

As noted above, the GAC enjoyed a resumption of Ex-
ecutive attention under the chairmanship of Thomas Wat-
son when Jimmy Carter was President. Among others, it
allegedly made certain noteworthy recommendations on
deployment of the MX ICBM.
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