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LEWIS continued

Strategic-missile submarine USS Ohio, underway off the coast of Connecticut. This US Navy
photo, a starboard-bow view of the nuclear-powered submarine, was taken 4 September 1981.

reasons I have yet to understand—
maybe their military-industrial com-
plex is responsible, or whatever. It is
true that, whatever the reason, they
spend nearly twice as large a fraction of

their substance on defense as we. Just
as in our case, of course, the actual
expenditures for strategic offensive
weapons are only a small fraction of
defense expenditures, the vast bulk of

the budget going to maintain conven-
tional forces. However, in their case,
there is an expansion of the strategic
forces, particularly those directed
against our European friends. To nego-
tiate a "“mutual and verifiable” freeze,
we have to deal with all that.

We also have to deal with the last
point—verifiability—which has been a
persistent roadblock for decades of
negotiations about arms control and
nuclear testing. The ABM and SALT
negotiations finessed that question by
agreeing that each nation was free to
use its own intelligence resources, the
so-called “national technical means,”
to verify compliance with the agree-
ments, while each side undertook not to
deliberately interfere with the process.
This has come to mean satellite and
other forms of remote surveillance,
which are reasonably comprehensive
with respect to deployment and testing,
except for low-yield underground test-
ing of nuclear weapons. Production is
another matter.

Pressure our own government?

Presumably the intent of a freeze—
in this case a ban—on the testing of
continued on page 43

Robert W. Dean

The public discussion of the so-called war-
fighting strategy of this Administration
completely misconstrues the basic objec-
tives of US and alliance policies. We do
not seek strategic superiority over the
Soviet Union and the nations of the War-
saw Pact. We do seek equality in the form
of a strategic balance that provides greater
security for all nations.

The unrestrained growth of Soviet mili-
tary power is the basic factor that moti-
vates this Administration’s modernization
programs. This growth has forced us to
reevaluate our force requirements and to
make the necessary adjustments with de-
termination and resolve.

The Soviet military buildup over the past
two decades has been sustained and
impressive. In most significant measures
used to judge strategic forces—total num-
ber of systems, total number of ballistic
missiles, total destructive power—the So-
viets now surpass the United States. Soon
they could equal and surpass us in number
of warheads, the one area in which the
United States has traditionally had an ad-
vantage. In nonstrategic nuclear forces,
the Soviet buildup has been equally
impressive. The Soviets now have an
overwhelming superiority in numbers and
capability of nuclear forces deployed for
theater use.

The Administration's response to the
challenge of the Soviet force buildup has
been twofold: The first step was a commit-
ment by the members of the NATO alli-
ance to modernize both strategic and inter-
mediate nuclear forces, to ensure that our
deterrent remains strong. The second

US policy: strategic modernization and arms control

step 1s a commitment o pursue vigorously
arms-control measures designed to in-
crease stability and reduce the number of
these formidable weapons.

The comprehensive modernization pro-
gram announced by the President in Oc-
tober 1981 is designed to rectify the vul-
nerabilities and weaknesses in our
strategic forces. The purpose of this pro-
gram is to restore the eroding nuclear
balance and to sustain the credibility of the
United States deterrent.

The programs authorized as part of this
modernization—the MX and Trident |l mis-
siles, the B-1 and Stealth bombers, air- and
sea-launched cruise missiles—combined
with improved air defenses and enhanced
command-and-control capabilities will
serve to counter many, if not all, of the
advantages that have accrued to the So-
viets as a result of their own deployments.
The reliability, survivability and effective-
ness of these US forces will do much to
strengthen the deterrent posture of the
entire NATO alliance.

Modernization is also moving forward at
the nonstrategic level. As the result of a
1979 decision by the NATO alliance, de-
ployments of Pershing |l and ground-
launched cruise-missile systems will begin
at the end of 1983 unless there is a
concrete agreement with the Soviet Union
on intermediate-range nuclear forces. The
presence of Pershing Il and ground-
launched cruise missiles in Europe will
force the Soviets to recognize that to strike
NATO Europe would engage US forces
that can strike Soviet territary.

Such a clear United States commitment
to the nuclear defense of the alliance will

convey to Soviet leaders that they cannot
use their territory as a sanctuary from
which to launch nuclear attacks against
the NATO allies. The willingness of the
United States to take such a clearcut risk,
to identify its security with that of its
European allies in this way, ensures that
the Soviets will not see any advantage in
striking Europe because they will know
they are subject to sure retaliation by the
central force of the United States.
Arms-control agreements. Moderni-
zation of US nuclear forces is only one of
the two essential elements of our program
to restore the stability of the nuclear ba-
lance and thus guarantee our nuclear de-
terrent. The search for sound arms-con-
trol agreements is the other key feature of
our program. The President has outlined
the general principles that guide our arms-
control policies:
» Arms control must be an instrument of,
and not a surrogate for, a coherent security
policy. We will work for agreements that
truly enhance security by reinforcing
deterrence.
» We seek balanced agreements that
involve meaningful reductions on both
sides. Balanced agreements are neces-
sary for a relationship based on reciprocity
with the Soviet Union, and are essential to
maintaining the security of both sides.
Quantitative parity is important, but ba-
lance is more than a matter of numbers.
Of greater significance is the capacity of
either side to make decisive gains through
military operations or the threat of military
operations. Agreements that do not effec-
tively reduce the incentive to use force,
continued on page 43
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LEWIS continued

nuclear weapons is to prevent a techno-
logy “breakthrough” that might dis-
turb the rough parity that now exists
between the Soviets and us. It is, in
fact, hard to imagine either country
depending upon untested weapons, so
that a testing freeze is indeed very
likely a technology freeze, and stabiliz-
ing. However, a ban on nuclear testing
already exists, with the exception of
low-yield underground testing, and the
exception is there precisely because the
verification problem has turned out to
be technically very difficult in that
regime. I don’t want to sound overly
pessimistic on this point, but one can
always conduct a test too small to be
detected by any system. The real
question is whether the threshold for
detection can be made low enough to
make the rewards for the violator
unequal to the risk. Perhaps the freeze
advocates know how. Failing that, the
only solution is relatively uncon-
strained on-site inspection, something
we have offered and the Soviets have
consistently rejected for decades. The
leader of the California freeze move-
ment, a real-estate developer, was

Minuteman Il intercontinental ballistic
missile. This US Air Force photograph
shows a test launch in Florida.

quoted recently as having said that he
expects the Soviets to eventually
change their minds on this point, but
he didn’t explain why “sending a mes-
sage” to our Government, or “changing
our political climate” (his words, my
emphasis) will accomplish this. This
low-yield underground testing is the
only nuclear testing we or the Soviets
have done in years, so this is all the
proposed testing ban refers to.

From all the above, it would probably
be possible to conclude that I am
opposed to the freeze proposals, but
that is not so. Nor am [ in favor. Nor
do I feel that I even care enough to take
position on an issue that is so disjoint
from the prospects for avoiding nuclear
war, an objective | regard as para-
mount. (Of course there are far too
many nuclear weapons in the world,
but that is a symptom of the disease,
not the disease itself. The use of one-
tenth the number in a nuclear war

continued on page 45
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especially in crisis situations, do nothing at
all to enhance security.

» Arms control must include effective
means of verification.

P Arms-control policies must take into
account the totality of the national-security
posture, not simply those elements that
are the subject of a particular negotiation.
P Our efforts based on these principles
are and will be guided by a seriousness of
purpose reflected in our willingness to
accept reductions to the lowest possible
equal levels of nuclear forces.

The US proposals at the strategic-arms-
reduction talks are the centerpiece of our
arms-control efforts and are based on the
five principles listed above. The START
talks, which began 29 June 1982 in Gene-
va and resumed on 6 October, provide the
opportunity to enhance world security and
peace through a carefully constructed
agreement to reduce strategic nuclear
arsenals.

The United States proposal would limit
to B850 the number of ballistic missiles that
each side may have. Beyond this, both
sides would be limited to a maximum of
5000 deployed ballistic-missile warheads,
of which no more than 2500 could be on
ICBMs.

This proposal breaks important new
ground in strategic-arms control in several
ways. It directly addresses, for the first
time, the most pressing strategic problems
that threaten world security. It suggests
direct limits on ballistic-missile warheads
rather than on missile launchers, a unit of
account that was used in the past. The
total number of warheads is a much more
relevant measure of strategic capability
than launchers alone, because a limit on
the latter would treat equally weapons

systems that are not equivalent. For ex-
ample, the single-warhead US Minuteman
Il is treated in SALT Il no differently from
the muiltiple-warhead Soviet SS-18.

The US proposal calls for major reduc-
tions in strategic armaments on both sides.
About a year ago, a prominent American
scholar urged a 50 percent reduction in the
strategic arsenals of both sides. Many
praised this goal, but this type of reduction
was viewed as unlikely to win any support
in this Administration.

But we have in fact challenged the
Soviet Union to demonstrate its professed
desire for strategic-arms reduction, calling
on both sides to reduce levels of deployed
ballistic missiles by almost 50 percent.
The US proposal fully embraces the princi-
ple of equality. It is not motivated by a
desire for strategic superiority, because it
calls for equal levels of ballistic missiles
and their warheads for both sides.

Because of the asymmetry in Soviet and
US forces, particulary Soviet reliance on a
larger number of land-based ICBMs, it will
be necessary for the USSR to undertake
greater reductions within ICBM forces to
reach equal warhead levels. The US, on
the other hand, would have to dismantle a
larger number of submarine-launched mis-
sile warheads.

The quantitative increase in Soviet stra-
tegic nuclear forces, their enormous deliv-
ery vehicles, multiple warheads and deliv-
erable throw weight, combined with
qualitative improvements in accuracy,
make it possible, in theory, for the Soviets
to destroy the large majority of US land-
based ICBMs. This is a highly destabilizing
situation.

The point here is not that the Soviets
would undertake an unprovoked preemp-
tive first strike against US strategic forces.

Nevertheless, the danger exists that during
a period of extreme international tension,
when the advantage of striking first could
be persuasive, the Kremlin leadership
might be tempted to undertake such a
strike. This is a recipe for potential
catastrophe.

Therefore, to strengthen deterrence, we
must modernize our forces to make a
preemptive first strike an unthinkable op-
tion for the Soviets. We must remember
that Soviet actions will be determined not
only by their perception of American deter-
mination, but by their dispassionate as-
sessment of objective American
capabilities.

The US proposal recognizes what de-
fense planners and arms-control special-
ists have known for years, that some types
of strategic nuclear weapons pose greater
threats lo strategic stability and thus pose
a greater risk of igniting a nuclear war than
do others. Multiple-warhead ICBMs are
among the most destabilizing strategic
offensive arms. The Sowviel $S-18, for
example, with its ten large, independently
targetable warheads, has done the most to
render vulnerable our land-based ICBMs
and thus undermine strategic stability. The
United States proposal to establish a subli-
mit of 2500 warheads on land-based
ICBMs is intended to address this threat to
stability.

Submarine-launched ballistic missiles
are included in the overall 5000-warhead
limit and in the 850-missile limit, but they
are not subject to a special sublimit be-
cause they are less accurate than land-
based ICBMs and thus are less of a threat
to stability.

Bombers, because they are not effective
first-strike weapons, are generally recog-

continued on page 45
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would mean the end of western civiliza-
tion, as we know it.) To be sure, the
freeze movement is likely to provide
somewhat more incentive for the nego-
tiators in our Government, and that is
good. It cannot provide any guidance
in a formal sense, because a “mutual,
verifiable freeze” is just one of many
possible objectives for arms-control ne-
gotiations, and, while the desire for
arms control and reduction is a proper
subject for political influence, the form
of any putative agreement is not a
matter for bumper-sticker or rock-
concert politics. Finally, one can ask
whether political pressure on our Go-
vernment by dissenting people on our
side is likely to increase the Soviet
incentive to strike a mutually satisfac-
tory bargain.

It may not be fair, but it is common,
to ask the question “What would you
do?"” First and foremost, [ would like to
prevent nuclear war, which I believe is
far more likely to occur through the
inexorable proliferation of nuclear
weapons to parties less responsible
than either we or the Soviets. I ap-
plaud the Israeli bombing of the Iraqi
reactor, and believe we could and
should put a great deal more effort and
attention into controlling the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. I believe we
should do this by encouraging, and
participating in, the international de-
velopment of nuclear power, not by
rejecting one of the few weapons we
have against the oil sheiks. I am not
averse to the use of strong measures,
preferably diplomatic, against those
who lie about their efforts to acquire

Test of the MX cold-
launch system at a site
north of Las Vegas,
Nevada, 26 January
1982. In this system a
gas generator gjects
the missile from a
launch canister. The
rocket motor would
ignite when the missile
is 100 feet from the
canister. The dummy
missile used in this test
has the same
dimensions, weight and
center of gravity as the
MX. (US Air Force
photograph.)

nuclear weapons. If that be elitism, so
be it.

Given that, I would recognize that a
much lower level of nuclear weaponry
is possible, while maintaining a rough
parity between us and the Soviets,
provided the security of the deterrent
against preemptive attack is assured. [
believe this can be accomplished (on
our side) by non-nuclear defense of a
subset of the Minuteman silos, or even
new silos if necessary, which is techni-
caly feasible. (Ballistic-missile defense
got a bad name some years ago, when
people were discussing the defense of
cities, which is both technically infeasi-
ble and destabilizing. Non-nuclear

hard-point defense is not easy, but it is
feasible, and it is stabilizing. This is,
incidentally, an alternate track for
resolving the MX siting problem.)
With reasonable security of the deter-
rent, the road would be open to reduc-
tion in nuclear weaponry, not because
it would save money or provide symbol-
ism, but because the excess numbers
would no longer make a substantial
contribution to either nation’s security.
The cart would then be behind the
horse.

Many good songs end by repeating
the refrain. I can’t think of a better
final paragraph for this article than
the first. Please reread it. O

DEAN continued

nized as the least destabilizing systems
and thus are not restrained as severely as
ballistic missiles, though they are included
in the US position at Geneva.

This emphasis on enhancing strategic
stability is fundamental to the United
States proposal. It ensures that the reduc-
tions that are achieved in START serve the
essential objective of these negotiations:
the enhancement of international security
by reducing the risk of nuclear war.

The US sTART proposal points the way
to a more stable strategic environment at
equal and reduced levels of strategic
forces. Itis fair and equitable. It is inter-
nally consistent, and its limits are in the
mutual interests of both East and WeslL

Through our START proposal and in
conjunction with our strategic moderniza-
tion programs, the United States will con-
tinue to be able to deter the Soviet Union
while reducing the risk of war. We will
thereby continue to support both our com-
mitments to NATO and our obligations to
the world as a whole to maintain the peace
and security that we all seek.

The no-first-use and freeze proposals,
which are currently receiving wide atten-
tion, are, in the Administration's view, mis-

steps on the road to effective arms control.
The no-first-use policy, enunciated in the
West and brought up again by Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at the
UN special session on disarmament last
June, is a superficially attractive sugges-
tion, but it has numerous defects that
would result in an erosion of deterrence.

Inthe first place, itis not credible. Simple
declaratory statements have no meaning
when the capability to violate the declara-
tion is retained. Such a commitment would
place NATO at the mercy of superior Soviet
conventional forces. It would remove any
further recourse NATO would have in the
face of imminent conventional defeat. In
essence, it would make Europe safe for
conventional aggression,

Another arms-control proposal that has
attracted considerable attention is a mutu-
al freeze on the testing, production and
deployment of nuclear weapons and their
delivery systems. The drawbacks of this
proposal are considerable.

A freeze at existing levels would codify
US military disadvantages, especially in
the strategic area, and it would lock us into
a situation of dangerous instability. | have
already mentioned the areas in which
these vulnerabilities exist.

The nuclear-freeze proposal ignores the
fact that some modernization will be re-
quired, along with arms controls, to ensure
lasting stability and effective deterrence.
A freeze is simply not good enough. Arms
control, properly pursued, can and should
result in lower numbers of nuclear wea-
pons on both sides. The US START
proposal and the US proposal for the
reduction of intermediate-range 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 in all its
aspects, while there would be consider-
able doubt that the Sovietls were equally
faithful to it. This would result in a highly
unstable situation.
Robert W. Dean is deputy director of the
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs,
United States Department of State. The
above is based on Dean's testimony at a
September 1982 Federation of American
Scientists” hearing on the nuclear freeze.
A complete transcript of the two-day
hearing is being published by Brickhouse
Press, Andover, Massachusetts.
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