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ABSTRACT

?

. Appropriate for secondéry school social studies, this .
booklet outlines approaches for dealing with the threat of nuclear
‘'warfare in six sections. The first section, "Learning to/Live with -
Nyclear Weapons," introduces the topic and considers whdi can be done
to decrease the risk of nuclear warfare without jeopardizing the )
nation's security.” "Arms _Control" discusses the importance of the
{ - negotiation process. "Peace through Strength" stresses the need to
‘ display military strength to deal with the threat- from the Soviet
Union. "Freezing the Arms Race" advocates a. bilateral frepze on the
. production and deployment of nuclear weapons while "Unilateral
Reductions" argues that nuclear weapons are a thregi’in and bf
themselves. The sixth section, "Complex Issues, Hard Choices,"
concludes the booklet by stressing the need for citizen - ‘
participatioit. Two self-administered questionnaires intended for
completion before and-after participating in a public forum or.
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L reading the booklet are included as'well as a list of recommended -
. readings, (IS) . _ ' ’ . -
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s you begin to read this issue book {tom the Domestic P()licy As-.s‘ociu'tjon-, you arc joining thousands of
Americans who are participating, In communiities all over the country, in the 1983 season of the
’ ‘ National Igsues Forum. This is a collaborative cffort to achieve an ambitious goal: to bring Americans
- togetherevery year'to address urgent domestic issues. L o
This serics was conceived and organized by. the Domestic Policy Association, Which represents the  ~
" pooled resources of a nationwide nétwork of organizations---including libraries and colleges, museums and
membership groups, service clubs and community organizationhs. It is a nonpartisan c{fort that dogs not.
advocate any specific solution or point of wicw. Its interest is in exploging, in unbiased fashion, the costs and
benefits of variouy alternatives .- b . N §\ ‘ B
~ The forums are an occasion in which people can get together to learn more about the issues and the
options this nation faccs, to air their differences, and to begin to identify their common ground. What took
phace this past year in thc'm_augural s¢ason of the National Issues Forum indigates how many Americans are
eager to do just that. ‘ | . oo I >
But the National Issues Forum doesn*t begin wnd end in those local mieetin gs. The DPA schedules a
séries of meetings in which the views that emerge from these forums arc"con\'e)‘pﬂ to elected leaters. This
past February, at the Gerald R / Ford Library in Ann Arbor, Michigan, former Presideqts Ford and Carter
" presided over a meetirdg attended By a distinguished group of individuals whyhave helbed to devise public
*  policy and to lead t_l}é‘nat‘ nin recent years. They gathered togetler to examinge what came qut of last year’s
community forums. leoming March, the same kind of gathering will take place in Austin, Texas, atthe
~ Lyndon B. Johnson Library. " T L :
What will happen there is that once again a group of national leaders will sit down to ¢xamine what
the community foriums have yielded: They are ihtcrest_cd in your condhdered jud gmentahout each of the three
' topics for this year’s forums. So that your feelings and thoughts about these ssues can be conveyed in those
mectings, we have provided a short *Issue Report™ at the beginning and end of these lao_oks. [urge you to fill

r®

.

- it out and mail it back to us. . st .
" We have prepared issue books like this one for cath of the three topics that will be addressed in this
year’s foruths: priorities for the napn’s schools, nucleararms and national sccurity, and the deficit and
" the federal budget. These are urgc* issues that have been prominent in the news. Incach of these areas, -
tiew réalities bave o be faced, and important choices made. To address them is tq raise serious questions
outour values and priorities; they cannot be viewed only from the perspective of particular interests
r partisan politics. . _ ! - ,
Helping citizens to engage in community discussions about what is in the public interest is the goal of
the Domestic Poljcy Association. As the editof of these issue books. I'm honored to welcome you to this
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common effort. * S R "
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o o NucLEAn"ARMS D

2
'f.
T o NA"UNAI. SECURITY REPﬂRT ‘
< .I .h \ . ) -
The-Domestic PolicyAsscigtion has promised 0 communicate a sense of ynur hinking on the topic of nuclulr disarmamohl to \/
* Igadérs and pollcy -mukers, Imnlly and at the pational level. Therefore, we'd like you to (il out this short uestionnaird so that -
- we can get n Uprofile” of l!k. way people here are thinking about this important issue.. T lu,y are also g g,m o be interested in N
“the way that forums like this help us all to think through™ such complex problems. .
For that reason, we'd like you o answer one sot of questions BEFORE yoy, tatk wa(h your fellow citizensyat the forum
mc.cum, (or before you read this booklet, if you buy it clsuvhuc_) and unolllu set of quc\suonx Al"l ER the \I(jmm (or after
- you've read and thoyght about the booklet). - ’
- The leader at the forum meeting wilt a‘ you to hand in these question sheets at the beg ginning and at the end of the meeting. 7
. I itis inconvenient to do that, or il you can't attend the muelmg please send the questionnaire, togéther with the qucxtlonnzuu L
*"atthe énd 6f thebooklet, to the DPA in the encRosed self- d('(h‘e\5LL’R\(<IH\|)&.(‘ cnvclnpe . -
a . - o 4 ..
' Check (lw «',\[")pmprlmu box: . 6. Thinking jux({'n terms of nuclear weapons, Yow would you rate
. the strength ol the U.S. ¢ompared to that of the Soviet Unioy?
. I there wcm a mucloar war between !hc U.S. and the Soviet . Would you say: . . -
" . a S W,
. Union. what \vould most likely h“”’"" to the U5, Would it: " We ‘mc“ur ahcad ol the Sowu Unmn mn terms ol nuclear
* weapdhs ST -
CJ Luusg'lo exist as a civilized xouuy 7 we g:t slightly lhend ' . R ' -
{4 -, he
] Slullgdr cno:moux ulSlI{ll(lth and losses, but recover within a ] We are aboutevdii © ) . . . -
0 ;lcul"c ot ‘;"‘) edatall - ' (] Weare slightly behind - '
o 0 Nﬂ):(' ); ‘/Dd ?‘ck“ ata o ] we ae ’fm' b;.hm(l the Sovict Union in !crmx 01 nudcm. -
\ otst I‘L. on't know L - ) . weupouﬂ o - - . ‘. . '_
' i (1 Not sure/Don’t know
. Thmkmg about the arms control aycumnl\ the U.S. has signed . ‘ ) ,
W rict U I ' i o o ' o
VA with the Soviet Union. would you sny: . : ﬁ " chc wlm of stagements. For cach mfi indicate whether you agree ™.~
Voo . TRE ' B
L] The Soviets have 'probubly cheated at§very \)pporlu‘%uy : or disagree: : . Not - .
L] 'The Soviets have probably cheated a ligle ' ‘ . , ' * Ai;rcc' Disagree Sure
(] The Soviets have probably not ckeatedfatall .. 7. . S % “The w idea of 1. o °
. D Nt sure/Don't Imow . . . : . The who!c l(h.dl of a nudu_ur Wt 1y )
. so terrilying, 1ry ot to think about
N e _ \ . B I o 0 o
3. 'When it comes to those same ugrcemcnm wduld you say c . . ) :
» .. o ~+ 8. The Soviet Union is the source of . cn
S g he UTS has probably cheated at gvery opportunity T ~cvil in the modern world _ I R I R
(] The U.S. has probably cheated a little b - 9. The best way to keep the Sovju C _ :
[J The U.S. has probably not cheated at all ’% "o~ Union ffom starting tbuble is 1o
(I NO! SU(UDO" t know . '_;.‘ o .. 'make sure our missiles are bigger :
- ' ' zmd butcr than theirs are - O 0O 0
e S e kot 10, US,shouk-s s on
)IL . \ da safer o A hor sen _ own 1o réduce the numbcx‘of nuclear’ _
place. "_‘ , L . weapons in the waorld, no matter what _ - . !
. Lo _ L " the Soviet Union docs . '
* [ They've made the world safcr . SREIN - : i A - . U D
. [} They’ve made the world. more angerous . . Wc urc.mueh too Tearful Pt the So- " . .
- « [J They've made little or no (ll“LI‘LII(.C o, v viet Union: they have so many prob- - ce
. [j Not sure/Don’t know .- ' - lemis of théir own, the last thing lhux ot : S0
. - . want ks o'start @ war %, - 0 OJ
5. In an guerall sensc., bow- would you rate the military strength of 12, I there is a nuclear wae it will prob- ‘o - .
, _ the ULS compuwd ‘o that of (hc Soviet\Uniun'.-’ Would you say: ~ ably be stdrted by neeident -~ - a 0 CJ .
" [0 We are far ahead of the Soviet Umon in overall military 3. The b'c:“ Wiy k‘)(qum anbclenr war - 0 o -
7 Strength : : _ . is to be fully ready to fight one . -0 .
] We are s\lghtly ahend o . ' 14, Our best hope for reducing the threat: ' ’
[]. We are abouf cven . i . ~ ', of puclenr war is to take small steps, , .
[J We are slightly behind i not big ones. and to keep' on nego- __ g
[ Weare far behind the Soviet Union.in nvcmﬂ II\I'I(&IY}'I\lmng(h + - tinting without: lcnmg down our 3 . L
J Not shre/Don’t know Y guard .\ o .0 O.
. v A ' ' '
, - '\. v j
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' ¢ ‘ -~ o b ‘ S A * ’ :
. i . - R . . R 0 - e - N . Ve
T _— . N N Not 'v Whether you feel that you have a chear understanding ot the issue .
: A[;r(:c Dimgrcc Sure or not, would you say you favor or oppose each of the following, ~
e s 15. Qur best hope for fréoing ourselves -~ o urgo )’I)U tee! you just duﬂ‘t Know ¢nough mamdc il this fime:
L. * . from the threat of nuclear war is to ) . ' . ' . ‘Not .4 N
: (lcvulop new technologies such as, ! ¥ ) \ . Favor Oppose” Sum .
. lasers in Guter space before the Rus. _ . 272 Buildin}s the MX missile — Do you : R
. _ \“‘l."\_d?_ T D D G _~.favor or oppose-the U.S. puilding - .o _ .
T ' 16 - Because of satelites and other so- ' C the MX misstle, or dg you feel that <
. phisticated equipment, w€.really.do o X ’X you just dow’ ”\')‘QW U‘Q“L-h e L :
* not need on-site inspectiof fo learn Udt at tus time? \ 0 I O
o, what the R"“""“ are doLn}, S & v tl Ll 08. Putting Pershing: ml\\lk\’\ n Lumpc o
T “17. Nis inovitablo thackomevhere down , . do you favor or opposc putting U.5. SV .
v ~ theroad, we and the communists will -, . ) Pcrsl:_mzi; n:{nssnlcs !‘n‘t_o E;llmlf“{" do . ¢
end up going to war. ] . 0 . v you leel that ybu'just don't know - L
. ' . \ ' cnough to decide a this timg? (Y 6 I
18. Nuclear weapons are 50 complex, . 1 '
. * citizens cannot realistically contrib- v o0 P"“"‘b cruise nuissiles in L\““‘P"““ :
- ule to policy discussions and the - . mvor‘.oppom or just don’thnow at . _ v
: whole arca showld be eft 10 the Prose - - this time? S I A
\ identand the experts ‘ 3 - &l _u 30. Trying to build anti-missile’ laser , RN
. . 19. The very idon of huvuq, cnough nu- : ’ woapens in outer spase —- favor. . . v
. : . clear weapans jo blow yp everyone : N N oppaose, or do you {eel that you just 4 )
‘. in thg world many times over ts N : . * « don't know enough to decide at this N g - .
* insane e g O] ] ' time? . . L L] (]
LY - - . M p
2 . . ‘ t . :
. 20~ The ‘S‘W““ Union is tike most other : Thest last few questions are for stausical plirposes only:
counlnc\\*m the world — not much - - N _
: better un(@;_;nol mich worse. ‘ . g o L 31 Which of these age groups are you in? N \
. « L 20 s hard to ima gmo the awesome responsibility of the President L
.o of The United States, but if you had his authority 10 protect the - - [ Under 18 "[2] 4510 64 \
v N countfy antd promote the flational sceurity, which of the fol- . (] 181029 ' (] 65 and dver e
' = lowing options would you\favx? (check one)  ° - : £ 30 w44 , - 7 L
. ) . - . . -E . . - . ) ¢ % - - :
’ - E], A. Build uphour nuclr forces to ndake sure that our mis- 32. What is the last grade of school you sompleted?
v siles and nuclear tapability arc.the best in the world v . .
.~[3 B. 1Yy 1o batance but nqQt surpags the Soviet Union in terms’ L) 8ih grade or less & " '
) - of nuclear weapons so as’ to promote stabitity and not guy (o ¥ years of high school
' .- frighten cach other . [J High sehool graduate .
: ¥ D t. Negotiate an immediate halt to the dcvulopplcm and D gome college .
- " deployment of nuclear weapons, S0 that Roth sides will . %)""BL grad. or mqre R
S : toke no furher steps : : )
T SR g wcrat, Republican, 1
I : {J D. Havé the U.S. take steps onits own o reduce i nuniber /:rr;r);”f(;:g'\::‘t:: l:cﬂrgjc::,(t(:(:y&mm . an frleper ent,
L - ‘of nuclear missiles. no matter what the Sowcl Union ¢ your ' _
' : ' © may do. X " " c
o O E Noty s::rc N - ] l]cmoum C] Other St
‘ g DM . D chubhg an E] Naot r&.gls(LlCd (U volc C ,
- 22. Which would you least tavor? =, _ -, [J Indepgndent ﬁ ;
A . 5 . ) L * N - o . -
. * . . . - . 0 o 3 t . » £ ¢ 2?
. 8 A L e OD : . . 34. What was your total £x1!11| ncome for 198 o
M TF ék ) R _ : : (1" Under $1Q.000. L] $30,000 fo $40.000 ‘
S - - e A 1 $10,000 10 $20,000 . [] $40,000 10 $50,000 .
. . " 3 rer $5
' "' There's bct,n 1 dcbmc <urround|ﬁ‘g cach of lhb weapon” fystuns . O $20 000 m $30.000 L] Over $50,000 -~ -
; listed below. o you haye a Ll/ur understanding; pgeacralunder- . 13 Do you | have ch|| dren below (he “LL ol Te \ S
. stunding, or no rcal understanding of thc‘dcbau about: (cthl\ the _ Lo
v ' . ' .
) appropriate box for cach) . ) . . [:] Y(.s v . [:] No. - e
) o L % No© Nt ‘ v . _ «
. ) Clear General real Sure  * JO- -Am you n}\!c or Ten\.nh, , - )
Ya . N E )
* - - R . . A
) o . . ) ’ . i . A
.- The MX missite - - 0 n 0O ) t:] MHIL O \,t] lum\k 1 L
* . Vo - A A N B
T 3 . - '~ 37. What is your n code?. - : : > e
] Pu’shmg missilos in Fumpc O d 0O g y LA S I
A ‘ .38, Whl(.h ‘i ". ofthe lollu\'vrm~ bl’z\ nuwllkvx dhid yuu p.mu N
25, Cruise fmwlcs inBuwope ¢ [J 00 0O 0O ipute in? Sy \:
. . Vo . * . \ * e F ‘ 4 .
.26, Ami—missilcvlascr weapons in . - [ Reud the booklet 0 Read the dmlminn glu(!c '
L outer spoe® _ OsvOd 0O.0 g @ Attended a forum . E] Nong of the ub«gc :
. » 1t v IR

: r Y . 1 ) - R . B
. . - . . .
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THE DOMESTIC POLICY ASSOCIATION S . .
*I'ie Dovlléslic\'Policy Association is @ nonprofit, nonpartisan -
al%oéiu(ion devoted to raising the level of public awareness and _
discussion ghout important publiggissues. It consists of a na- . S -
tionwide nétiork of institutions -— colleges and universities, i
X > libraries, scrvice clubs, membership groups and civic organi- —~/ : .
zations — that bring citizens-together to discuss public issues. . :
%" The DPA represents their jointeffort to enhance what they al- ' : - . .
ready do by working with a common schedule and common ' c _ . -
. matenals. In addition to convening meetings cach fall in hundreds - ' ' | §
A of tommunities in every rcg\'on of the country, the DPA also ; o ]
convgnes mectings atwhich it brings citizens and national lead- . S ’ e
ers together to discuss these issues and the outcome of com- '

munity forums, _ b - ) . “\ _
_ Each year, participating instjtutions m,lcu lhc tgpics (hiﬂ . \ -
will be discussed in the Issue Forums, On behalf ofthe Do- S . \
mcsuL Policy Assaciation, the Public Agenda f}{un(lmlon—-— a Y -
nonprofit, nonpu_msdn resetrch and education orgdnization that '
devises and tésts new means of taking national issues to the
public — prepares issue books and dnscussmn guides foruse in | ; .
these forumss The Domestic Pollcy AbS(’)(_Iﬂll()n welcomes . _ :
questions about the prog[sm, and invites inglividuals and or- o % :
~ ganizations mlcrcsled in joining this nelwo;k to write to: The B . o
Domestic Policy Association, 5335 Far Hills. Avenue, Dayton, ~ . _ : . .
- Ohio 45429. - - \ | . C -

.e Copynght@) l983,D0mc\uL Policy Association . ) ot 7 I !
L!brury ofCongrcss Catalog Card Number 83- 72826 A S i
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v ~

L 2 ARMS.CONTROL: KEEPING THINGS STABLE THROUGH NEGOTIATIONS 12 -

. *“The best way to reduce the risk of qucluu confrontation istg keep the
. _ RS negouanon process going, to prevent anything that is destabnlmng and
, ) to seck arcas of agrecment as a way of eventually reducing arms,? :
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FREEZING THE RMS RACE: ENOUGH IS ENOUGH e 25

s

‘ “To continue the arms race is unnecessary, unaffor dabk and danguou% Our o
¢ "best hope is to stop the arms race now by agreeing to a bilateral freeze

on the production ancl\deploymem of nuclear weapons.” ' . : '
< . - S : -

o ’
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Cor;sidcr what.is expected of the President in his twin roles as -
chiel executive and comminder-in- chief. His | primary duty i§
to protect the nation’s secyrity., That means’ protecting the
“« ’ Amcnum people, its institutions, and its territory {rom foreign
AgRIession. It means profecting U.S. egonomic mt_ut:sg_,ﬂ means -
Y deterring other nations from threatening our vital interests, as -
. well as those of*our allies and friends. It means niaintaining,
- “ > in conjunction #ith pur allicy, the military capability aecessyry
to check the-military expansion' of any other country, such as?t
the Soviet Union, particularly where it thredateus. the intgrests
/ ] of the United States. The President has the ultimate responsibility
' for seeing that the nation’s defense capabilities are. udcquinlc ()
the task, and deciding how and when they will beused.
Since the cn@f nuclear weapons hegan 38 years ago whcn
bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki — causing,
: in the words of Pope Paul VI, “butchery of untold magnitude™
\ — that has bc-clomé an awesome and fateful responsibility. The
: image ol what Hiroshima looked like within a matter of seconds
after the bomb hit — 4 flattened, devastated plain, -a city instantly
. ' : , reduced to rubble — and the image of the mushroom cloud that -
S . ‘ , hovered above are fixed in our minds:a constant rtminder of
] ' ) the new era we have entered. x4 )
1- -' ) ’ - Watfare itself is as old as human history, and disarmament
' N B as a means recommended for avgiding it goes back at least as .
: ‘. Co. far as Biblical times. But with the detonation of tfe first nuclear * »
, - ) _‘ : ", Yombs 38 yeirs ago, the nature of war itself changedi By vn.sll_y
. ' Q ® What can be done to - increasing the devastation that war causes, thesc new weapons
- . deerease the risk of opened the era of war that is unwinnable or, if “‘winnable,”
nuclear war without - still likely to leave a world ot fit for either wictor or vanquished. .
* jeopardizing the > They raise the awful prospect of sudden and wholesale
. nation’s security?99 destruction of human life, upimaginable suffering, and
irretrievable damage to the environment.

L - Most people who comprehend the‘devastation that would
. - ) . probably result if these weapons wgre ever uscd, agree that, if
' _ we could, we should su[ely “ban the bomb,”’ ubohsh it forever.
. N v - But we.cannot step buckwurds We cannot uncreate whagwe '~
have created or.ufilearn what we know So'we have the. - ©
responsibility of learning to live with these weapons, or learning
_ : o * how to defend ourselves withbut them. ' . :
T . < N . L The very existence of nuclear‘veapons poses some traly J '
L _ _ . o difficult choices not just for the nation’s leaders, but for the rest-
T ' vflus as well, whose fate the President holds in his hands.
‘ - ¢ ‘ Thinking about these weapons and the dilemmas they pose, we .
- , o : - » confront the central paradox of the nuclear era: WWe build these
) ' _ L weapons for our protection, so that the President can carry out
- } B - his responsibility to defend the nation's security. Butas the arms-
e P . o | race continues, and both the number and the sophistication of
. A > _ . A nucledr arms-increases, simply having those arms may pose an’
& increasing threat to our secunty .

-

. ‘J . ' LR
; ~ . ' \ And s0 W come to the basic queshons. How should we

s ) _ T _ _ - tl}ink about nuclegr arins and their proper place in our ng_tlonal o

K
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secuntv’ e‘l fom’ What chn be done 0 decrease thé risk of nuelcnr

' devastatlon wnthout jeopardizing the nation’s sccumy’ .

i "

="§
A GHOWIIG PUBLIC COHCERH
A generation of Americans grcw up in"the 1950s and 19605

" with' the image of that mushroom cloud-in the back of their
minds: Y& for the most part, people put the potential horror of

~ nuchear war out of mind. As nuclear weapons systems grew in

number and in sophistication, there was relatively little pubhc
~ protest. The debate over. wngmg war and pehee in the nuclear
era was-mainly. restricted to those few — a small' group of
. Scientists, military men, defemc contractors; and forelgn policy

/Sél’e\m r_ who had mastered the specialized vocabulary of the

new wetpons systems.: .
For the better part of a generation, most people whé were
_concerned about nuclear weapons and nuclear war didn’t speak

- '_ out ‘aboint it, partly ouf of a natural aversion to'the prospect of

- the devastation it would cause. As John:Mack, a professor of
psychuury at Harvard put it, people tended to avoid the subject
in ordinary conversation Because ““it ign’t easy 10 talk about the

. Tact that you don’ tthmk your kids are gomg to grow up. because
' '_;ofnuclearwm‘" U _ .

{

¢ ' .

“It is right that each
succeeding generation
should question anew
the manner in which its
leaders exercise suga..
awesorme
responsibilities. It is
right that each new
Administration shopld
have to confront the
awful dilemmas posed
by the possession of
nuclear weapons. It is
right that our nuclear

' strategy should be

exposad to continuous

* exatination.”’

~—Alexdhder Haig
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GLOSSARY !

Ballistic Missile;, A missile, classificd by range, which is
propelled Ry a rocket. The gocket's thrust determines

| the missile’s course and point of impacl Such mi,xsilc
cannot chdnge course in mid- ﬂlght“

-~

Crulse Missile: Small, unmanned airp_lanes carrying
eithgr nuclear or non-nuclear warheads. They ct\'ﬁ be -
launched from the air, ground or Sea and can be gundcd
all the way to their target. -

F irsr~Strlke‘ The ﬁrst offensive move (attack)in a
nuclear war. C

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile{( ICBM): A land-
based ballistic-missile capable of delivering one or more
_nuclear warheads at a distame of 3,000 miles pr more.

Intermediate Range Ballistie M 1swle ( IRBM ) A
ballistic missile with a range of 1,000 to 3,000 miles.

Kilodon: A measure of the yield 01{3 nuclear weapon,
qulivialent to 1,000 tons of TNT. The Hiroshima bomb

had a yield of approximately 14 kiloténs: ,

Launch on- Warmng The launch of missiles after one

side receives a warning that enemy mi%siles areon the
way, bnt before there has been any nuclear detonation.

Mtssile~Expenmental (MX):_ An advanced U.S. ICBM,
still in the developmeiit stage, desigied to carry ten
‘warheads, each of which has a 335 kiloton yield.

Second-Strike: A follow-up or retaliatory attack.
Describes the capacity to inflict damiage ¢ven after
suffering anuclear attack. '

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM ): A
1 ballistic missile launched from a submarine.

Strategic Wéapon: A l('mg-rang‘c weapon desigrfed to
destroy-targets in an adversary's country. *

Triad: The term used to refer to the 3 “‘legs” c{
" strategic forces— the land- based ICBM, tire

fu.s.
m{\sed
SLBM and the long-tange (strategic) bomber.

rhead l‘lu part of the missile that explodes altd&

causes dgmage to the target. =3

- Yiel: The deqtructive er of a nuclear explosion
expressed in tonnage o,f

19 e 8

-

Over the past two years, however, many people have begun
to take: an:tnflinching ook at what nuclear war would mem ;-
They now cotmprehend with chiilling clarity how a nucleur attack
would affect their fygnilios, theiy communitics, and the ability -
of the environment to sustain human life. Both here and abroad,
the public (s undeniably concerned about the risk posed by the
devclopment and deployment of nutdear arms, and at the peul

~created by an international arsenal of some 50,000 nuclear
weapons. That concem has grown as tensions betweer the United
States and the Sovict Union bave eseulmed

A massive anti-nuclear tlemon\(rmmn that took place in

New York's Central Park in June,

the p bllc s new concerg. The pointof the nduon\wde

£ of protest that Ie(l up to thul demon‘&tmm)n was 10

send (P leaders a message, " to ﬁ'mke tt clear thpt many people

~are no Aongcl content o dssume that the Prosident — and a

small group of military and foreign gplicy experts — knows
bést about issues of nuclear arms and national security.

+  The meaning ot that demonﬁ(f'uion’in Central Park, and
the significance of so many public mectings that have tnl\en
place.in the months since then was suufmar 1zcd carlier lhls year
when 262 Romnn Catholic bishops mc in Chicago o address
' the issue of nucleatarms. “The meaning of this moment,’* said
the leader of that group, Joseph Carclinal Berhardin, £°is not -
about weapons systems, megu(onnugc or C()mpllcalccl treaties.
It resides in the vivid awareness people have of the dnnger of

~ wour times and the public determination that governments be

~challenged to take decisive steps against the nuclear threat.™

- The issue of nuclenr arms nnd nzmonal security.has become . -

a public concern, and the real hcstion now is whether we as
individual citizeps can come to terms with it, ifi all its complexity.
We don’t need to become military eXperts or diplomats,
sophisticated in foreign policy. But we nced to Jook ai our
nation’s pohcncs about nuclear weapons because they raise so
mgny questions about Who we arc. Thesd are moral qicstions
that reflect our valueb. fiscal questions that reﬂec( the way we
distribute our ms()ureex and political questions that. reflect the
- way we parucupme in the decision-making process of dcmocmcy

A MOST CONFUSING ISSUE - .

For all the attention that has been devoted over the past two,
years to the issue of nuclear ;!ms. this remains for many people
a most confusing issue. Considering the difficulties of

' _
comprehending the issue and under)undmg whm our optivns

. are in.providing for the national security in an era of nuclear

weapons, that confusion is understandable. For one thing, so
much of what is writtén apd said about nuclear weapons scems
hopelessly tgchnical. There are discussions of, “counterforce
capability* and **megatonnage.” Many people feel that they

have to leam the specifications of the B21 bomber or the design
of MX mlssﬂe “dense packs before emermg the dcbate. - '

e

1982, was the most visible



- sticker slogan. Thei

It is difﬁcul’t too becausc there arc sp many Lonhiuing
assessments, o nmn)‘tontrudluory propnmls What sense docs
it muke, after all, for members of the U.S. Senate hrsl to approve
arms control measures. then to vote fuflds for the R'IX missile,
which will be the most powerful weapon,in the nation’s arscnal?
Some people say thut the chicf threat to the nation'y security
- lies in the inadequacy. of our weapons. while others say that te
« flaw is in bur perceptions of the Sovict leaders and their
intentions. Some people have become increasingly concewned
~ that we have too few nuclear weapons at the same time that
others are concluding that we simply have too many of them.
R Beh'cving that an arms build-up would neither provide more
“secutity nor improve the climate for successful anms negotiations,
many people have cmm to support a UJ.S.-Soviet- freeze on
nuclear weapons. OQthers — and a good many. expcmnced and
wcll informed people are among. them s— are unhappy with the
“fréeze” proposnlwi regard it s htﬁe more than a Bumper

world is no simple matter, and that.it would be foolish and
* dangerous to underestimate the:Soviet threat. They argue thut

©t 7 the most prudent’course is to take quite a different course, (0

""m'm to. dxsarm, 10" accept the premise of nuclear detgnft;ncg,

int is that national Security in a dangerous |

InBrussels, as elsewhere
~in Europe, many op-

pose the planned dg-
ployment of the
- Pershing Il and the
ground-launched cruise
missile.. LS

)

g

rhm the best way of preventing war is to prepate for it and be

bqttgr eqmppgd than our opponcats.

Anothér reason why this is such a difficult issuc 10 address

IS, quite simply, that most of us would prefer not to ponder the
possibility of our own destruction. What is. required of us, ‘if
we are to address the issue of nuclear arms, is extraordinarily,
dnfﬁcult In the words of psychiatrist Robert Jay Lifton, what
wc must da is “to itagine & nuclear holocaust, while not allowing

.~ ourselves 16 be paralyzed with fear.” © . -

There is a final reason why this is so difficult an issue to

. face. As the deliberations of the Roman Catholic bishops earlier

this yeat dcmonstru\(;i, the question of how to provide for the

“national security in n age of nucloar arms poses the most

tmublmg moral issues. At the heart of the Christian tradition

is the abhorrencc of.violence of all kinds and the commandment |

not to kill, to hold life sacred. At the heart of the deterrence
theory which has gmdcd Amcrican policy for several dcu\dcs
hetvever, is the assumption that — under certuin circumstances

~— we must be ready to use wulpons which may kill hyndreds .

of millions o people, and be prepared to use (hem be fore any
Similar attacks have hitus. .

. lu thcir draft letler, the bnshops LO“Q'l‘dBd lhat this, Loumry _ |

7 N 3

hltabat Tvx‘h‘\wﬁ

\w
~ T

Y

Dl T
TRl el
DD A S

RS




e o American cities.” Then later, rceongidering what it would  but with other far le§s responsible nations avho huve nuclun
T mean if this nation @fecied the prmctp]e of deterrence T we weapons almost Withln their grisp. - o

[0

e _ took a position of uriMatera dlsarmamdﬁ i ll{cy chzm&,ed their Qur'purpose in this issuc ook is to pmvldc n’lramc.work

S tolerated for, a while, il serious cfforts wcrt, bcmga made $xamining four dilluém posifions, cqyrpurmg the assumptions .
< .mezmwhlle 1o reduce and hnully o (,lnmnak, uclear weapons.  of the |1coplt. who take each of lhese positions, as well us the -

must never anmhllme c’ttncs —-not even in rc,mlmuon forattack  peaple assume that the great@st danger lics not with the Sovicts

-

G Considering the.compiéxity of thcmsuc and the tmubhng : concerns of thef-crities. First, we are: going to look at the view -
fa i}ques(mns it raises, it is no wonder that so myny peoph,lﬁvo -that the wisest path-is to pursue the. objective of keeping the
<7, preferied untt’ h.cemly not to think nboul |l to luwc itto ther  balanck be(weemour militagy slrength and (hm of the: Soviets
i experts. ) * s ‘lhrough ncguumed arms ug,memcms Next, we will L\.nmm

But what the Roman Cnthohc blShOpb did u\rhcr this ycur " the conviction that the be'st way lo avmd war is to be prepared
is whal many Americans feel they must do: lhmk the issue  to fight and win — the “peage through strcnglh pomtlon A
through even if that requires grappling with its complexity, thlrd position is dtslmctly different: that a bilateral freezé;on
facmg the difficuly moral choices it poses, and balancing various nuclwr weapons is the best course of action.-And the fourth*
goals and values, among them the need to protect the: nation’s -, /pqmt of vigw that we shall cousider argues that sincethere arg_

security, “"no circumstances in which the use of nucléim weapons could
y R b

Fflllﬂ IPPROACHES TO THE "“CLEAB |SSUE' - — and depend upon con\wnllonal weapons {or our (lclcngc

' ' Propon f<these four positions have v fferent’
. What is 11 exactly, that we need o think about if we are to roponents of-these four positions havo very differen

(O l‘derstand differing perspccuves on nuclear arms and g
- security? Bhere is, afier all, a wide range of refated iss
about ird¥€ control proposals, weapons and doctrine.
were 10 asstfble a panel of experts oy any of these issud
ask them wh@l should‘hg dong, you would hear widcly varymg
ﬁ:dgments about such quem(;ns as “How much is. -enough?” -,
and *‘Is it important to l\aveﬂhc biggest ahd bestauclear arsenal?”
There are real differences ubout such basic matters as what lhe
chief threat to our national security is, wiat the intentions of
the Soviet leaders are, and what is the most sensible uppmach
to n)numlze the likelihood of nuclear confrontation while
protecting our national interests. And more and more thoughtful

'zmd what the consequences would he of choosing not to devedop
them, After we have considered the tradeofts cach entails and
lhought its implications through, we may find oursclves not -
quite in agreemant with any of them. But because these au_’hll
arguable points @f view and lead us to quité diffcrent natiopal
strategies, we shall illustrate the differences between them by

weapons in this funlry s nuclear arbcndl
~ In any yea¥, many diflgrent strategic decisions have to be
taken abont our national defenst. Just now, for example ; three

thenation’s. nuclear forges. In December, there are plans to
I ' _ deploy two Kinds of American weipons in Europe — Pershing
M missiles, and land- bnsedmnw mnmlcv—loslmng(hen NATO

- defenses. There has also been a great deal of dlscnssmn and

' congressional debate about the dévelopment and deloymcn(

& ~-

“The issue of nu(;]ear by the late 19805 of a new intercontinental missile, the MX (for
" arms and natidnal “missile expcriméntal")', which has more warheads and is more
' security has become a - accurate than any other ihtercontinental missile in our arsenal. *
¢ _'public concern. The And since March, 1983 when Prewnden;?eagan suggested thg
realquestion"no.w is " development of space~based weapotiry _signed_to "intercept
whether weas - and destroy’’ incoming enemy missiles, there has been
individual citizens can widespread discussion too about the ncxt generation of the arms
-come to terms withitin  race.-So let us first quickly make surefiat we understand what
. -all its complexity.” | is at issue with ‘regard to the MX dissile, the deployment of .
- ) o Pershing 1l and cruisagnissiles in Europe, and the development

of outer space weaponty; then, in the following sections, we

Cngpe

weapons. Again, none of us need come to any conclusions about

: understand what is emalled in the positions we tuke.

Be justified / we shoald get rid of them ~ymilaterally, if necessary

-

.
X

* asking how their proponents think about one or two of the spccnﬁc o

the use of these weapons, but referring to, them will help ys

. *minds, and agreed that the “principle of dctcm:‘ncc might be "\ for dlscmsmg the bisic qucsﬁons raised by wclear arm§=—- byﬁ i

perspectives on'the qucsuon of what weapons this nation nbeds, -

N ]

e

decisions are being made about what needs to be done t bolster . -

o will ask how each,of our four points of view sees these various
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" averihie United States in nuclear striking power. That
- remark provoked a good deal of debate over the comparative

0

- for the United States and the Soviet Union have rought

-

nuclaar forces of the United Statesgnd the, Savict Union are
quite different, the answer to the question of who is shend in

' whm Amcncaﬂ torces c0ntmn In s;gme other areas that are '

Soon nf ter he came to of fice in 1981, Pmmdent Reagan
stutet] that thé Soviet Unjon has a **margin of s &nomy

strength of the two nation’s armed forces. Because the . .

the arms race depends upon how you keep score.
* If you were tq answer that questiori by counting the
nuclear warheads possessed by each side, it would:be a drdw,

equal numbers of warhgads (9.000 vs. 8,500).If youAvere to
Judge by comparing the explosive power of the two hatiofs’

important, such as the accuracy of weapons systems, it is
slmply notpossible to raake a meanifigful comparison
because of the uncertain results of weapon tests.

The respect in which the nuclear arsenals of the l)nlted

*States and the Soviet Union differ the most is delivery
,sys\cms. Both nations have-the capablhty of delivering ,

* nuclear weapons by three different means: landdbased

missiles, which are considered more accurate and most
vulnerable: submafine-launched missiles which, while Icss

.accurate are also less vulnerable: and bombers, which are

highly accurate but take a long time to get jo their targets.
The best esdimate is that the Soviets haverabout three-

~ fourths of their nuclear warheads on land-based miSSilCS‘

about 20 percent of them in submarmes, and loss than five

perc!:nt in bombers.

-

-the'remaining dehvery system will be able'to delivera \r

In contrast, it has been U. S. defense policy for the past
two decades to maintain a balanced “trmd " of nuclear. fogces
consisting of missiles housed in silos on the land, submarine-
based missiles, and strategic bombers. The reason for

maintaining thi$ triple threat is to ensure that some will

always survive in any attack—and $o deter any enemy
attack: even if two of the. legs of that triad are knocked out,

€ v
devastatmg blow. Thus, forexample, if the Soviets  ~ ="
improved the accuracy and power of their forces to the pomt

“where they could knock out U.S. sijo-based missiles,

'S. would still be able to
s—-many of which are on

dlsabhng one leg of the tnad the U
&c its submarincﬂlmmchcd missi

-patrol at any moment and thus invulnerable to attack —and
~its bombers, Whlch could excape from thelr anrsmps m/zﬁse

Cruise missiles such as this one are scheduled
. for deployment in E’Jrope beginning in Decem-

ber, 1983.

s

~

The current situation, then, is that the Soviats are

— upérior tothe United States in {and-based missiles. Until the

MX missile is available, their land- based missiles carry
more nuclear warhcads with greater c)(plmtvc power than
ours. On the other two legs of the trmd however, American

_ forces are superior. American long-rangebo bers, while

aging, are superior to an equadly aged Sbviet force. Many of
our bombers could probably get thrgugh to their targets even
though Russian anu-aircmtt defensee are considered bclter
than our own. '

The clearest areh of American superioxity is our
submarine- launched missiles. Americaidsubmarines arc
much quieter, and thcreforc harder to locate and destroy,

"~ than their Soviet counterparts; and our antisubmarine

warfare capability is far better than theirs. In other words, at
least for the time being we have a relatively invulnerable
retaliatory force at sea, and they don’t. Each one of the 32
American Poseidon submarines carries sixteen missiles, and

_each of those.missiles carries ten warheads. This means that

there are 160 nuclear wirheads on each submarine, which is

ifpressive. Itis all the more impmsé‘»ivlc when You consider

that each of these 160 warheads has a destructive capacity of
50,000 tons of TNT—-—almoq( four times the slze ofthe bomb
dropped on Hiroshima.

In summary, while the Soviets have an advantage in
land-based intercontinental missiles, American forces are
superior in the area of submarine-launched weapons, and a
cruise missile program that is further along. As President
Carter’s National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski,
recéntly assesscd the situation; * The strategic balance be-
tween the U.S. and the Soviet Union is one of ambnguous
equivalence—in some respects we are ahead and some re-

spectq they are.” _ oo
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THE MX: smeunmsmna duh LAND- usen
FORCES o S

The MX was pr01)()w(l~x‘cveml YEUrs ugo in response o u 'vcr)"
large. nccurate, long-range Sovncytﬂz\:lc called the SS-18,-
\yhu.h is capable of cutrymg up to ten nud‘uu warhcads all the
way to the U.S, The concern is that since the Soviets already,
have mofe than 300 of these, some of lhcm l'nlbhl be used in a
devastating strike t§ knock out our kind-based missiles and those .
we have mounted on submarines thi happen to B jnPort. That -
would lefve us with some 2500 nuclogr warheads, Thainty in
Submarines at sea. But since few of thosd\submiagine-taunched i
missiles have the necessary aceyracy and forde (o destrdy Soviet = -
_ missiles in their heavily reinforeed “silos,” theNresident could
4. be left only. with the choice pf lnunchyjng an attachon Russian’
~ cities — fhus inviting counterattack — or doing nothing. Given ©~
such a forbidding choicg. the President might choosd\o do
n()lhmg and to submit to Moscow’s demands. That isNhe
“window of vulnerability” that President Reagan voiced concet
about, The MX is regarded as n means of closing that “window,”
by incredsing owr deterrent ability. ' DA
The MX is a large missile some 71 feet long and almost
cight feet wide, weighing ninety-six tons. designed tocirry ton
warheads that can each be aimed at a different target. It has
three characteristics which, jn combination, make it a formidable
weapon: It is u long-range, or intercontinental missile, that can
be launched at a great distance from jts target. It is*both fast
_ and accurute — so accurate that more than half of the warheads
e S I R aimed at a particular target will fall within o radius of ninety
o o - yards of that target. And it has great destructive power: Each
_ s . warhead has a destructive power equal to 335 kilotons of TNT
A o : o # . — which is more than 25 times thL (thmcuvc power of the-
. o ‘bomb dx‘!)ppcd on Hiroshitha, . " .
| - . gﬁ%ﬁnmnc THE nucLEAn UMBRELLA IN

_ ' . : The MX is not_the only contfvgrsial ’\;Gﬁpons system. Bitter ©
< : : - debate and public protest have been provokcd' by the plan to
5 ' . . ' . . busc somewhat smaller American mmnl(,s ~— the Pershing 1
: and ground-launched cruise missile — in NATO nations | o
TN . - . . this yoar, IN977 when concern first arose io Western Europe ‘ J
S " about the thxeat posed by the Soviet §5-20s, the huropc,an
) , - nu.mbcr‘ of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization accepted
. o o . an American promisc to Install additional nuclear missiles in
t, : _ ' “thege countrics to reinforce the nuclear “umbrella’™ that has
' been an important part of NATO defenses. To reassure Western
Europe about the Anerican commitment to our cormrion defense,
.. What was proposed and agréed to was the msmllmmn of some - %
572 additional nuclear warhcudb in Europe, aum? at the Soviet i
Union. = | \ : : e
" Those warheuds are 10 be launched by two kmds of missiles. :
In December 1983, the first of uncvcnmul 108 gnmn“aumhed}

=
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Pershing 11 missiles is scheduled for installation in West

——---Gegmany. The Pershing 1L does not have. the. mluwnln;uu‘\l

I

R

| éentury

range ofthe MX, and it carries just n xlngk warhead Wwhase

yicld is 250 kilotons, or twenty 1imes us powerful as the
.- Hiroshima borab. But it has the advantage of being more accurate
----- than the MX-missile. and thus; more selective in the danmge it

“is capable of inflicting,

dts advoentes regard the Pershing 1 missile us nn"rﬁnmruml
:\dv;incc'in weaponry becausecof its ability to destroy hardencd
Soviet command bunkers or missile silos. Critics ate concerned |
that its ability to drop 250 kiloton warheld within 80 ket of
f mrgu some 1000 miles dway just ten minutes after firing i8
sure to alarm the Soviets.

“The other migsile scheduled for deployment over the coming,
months in NAIO nattons i% the grouad- luunchul cruise missile:
This is L‘ssu\lmlly a sophisticated version of the V-2 rocket used
by Germany in World War 11 1t is a potless aircraft whose

~ tange (about 1500 miles) is similar to that of the Pershing U

missile, but whose speed (about 450 mph) is far less. 1t has two
chiel advantdges: First, its contputer-controlled guidance system
allows it to hug the ground along its flight, thus eluding encmy

radar, and nﬁo\wng for.great accuracy. s second advantage is. _

simply that it is relatively cheap to produce. which makes it
suitable for deployment intlarge numbers. ah ideal weapon if
your goal is.to create a force which thc Soviels cannot expect
to destroy with a few wcll pll\CLd missiles. \

AN

. “STAR mns”_mma THE ARMS RACE INTO
SPACE

The b!lbl(.‘ question about the MX and the Pcrshmb I and cruise -

thissiles is whether they add stgnificantly to the existing**trind™

of American nuglear forces — ils nrbcnnl of l.md bascd,”
submarine-based, zmd bomber-carried weapons. When President
Reagan, in a televised address this pusl March, proposed a

major initiatjve to develop space-age wegponry, he fuised some - -

basic quéstions about the ext gencration of the arms race, and

what might be used to proteet the national security in the, 1990s
and the early decades of the next century. The system he.

described would consist of an anti-missile “umbrella.” Ib the

Pre.sldem & foolproof system for shooting down nuclulr wcupons. ,
‘a new hope for our children in the 2lst

i nothmg less than

* In one sense, his interest in the defense potential of efforts-
ih space was nothing new. Ever since l95'7i‘ when the Soviets
launghed their Sputnik, space has been a realim of military activity
= but of the passive kind. A substantial portion of what is spent
for the nation’s defense alreadysg oe‘__mto space efforts. Both
the Soviet Unidn and the Umted States use satellites for such
purposes as early w,amh\g agumsl attack, mtelhgcnce gathering
and lo.u_g~ ge communications. The quequon the President

- raised wad low quickly. and to what extem, we Should pimeed

o .t

with some pf the other, wore c\phu(}y military uses of -outer
- spuce—ineluding armed space statigns: weapons in l\ed orbit,

and space-based laser and pnruclc beam tveapons that can shoot

* o 1

down satellites.
> Sp«.ndm;qn\uchprolucu aspilitary applications of I!l\u'b

- und paiticle bemns has been iRercuging mote Fapidly than hs
Department’s.budget. The fssue is whother

rest of the Detepse
this natiey’s defense af{ort should move quickly in that direction

. - 9
for Jhe same reason that we developed the atom bomb — wd
arc able {0 do so. and perhaps should do it betore our enemies’

do. * .

go ahcad with the MX and the Pershing I and cruise missiles,
opinion is deeply diided. Critics of the President’s plan contend
that behindhe ¢ f\pL)}l
missile delenses ey swarm of complexitics. Questions have
been raised both ubout the huge cost and the feasibility of a
plan to build space-based lasers to intercept endmy missilos.
The most basic concern is that, far from producing Ipsting

stability, such space initintives might trigger a now era of the -
Y. P 2g

arms face in space. .
- Quostions about whether new missiles will enhance our
security or deteact from it; m]divhuht,{ It makes sense to continue

to'modernize our nuclear arsenal and to pursue the arms race

into space, reveal the real differences among the partisans of
cach 6f the four positions on nuclear defense ‘that wé will desoribe

— basic differences about what should be done to enhance the

nation’s security and to decrease the risk of nuclear war. We
will examine the a\sumplmm and coneerns of each of these

four positions in order 0 gpin a bcllur undcr\smmhn;5 of how
people are thinking abqut e most unpo_rmnl issue of oar time?

-

“Proponents of these .

“four positions have very A,
different ;

erspectives |
on the question of what
weapons this nation
needs, and what the |
consequences wouldbe
of choosing not tp

develop them.”

Vi

On this matter; as with the question of whether we should

nily simple idea of developing space-uged -
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6 ‘ - In October, 1962, the Soviets attempted to install missiles in
- h " Cuba. just ninety miles from the Florida coast. Very concerned -~
by the threat they posed, President Kennedy demanded thu they
: - be remayed. For a week, the two superpowers wore on the very:
~ brink of war over that issue. Fortunately, Soviet lenders dGLide
not to call Kenngdy's bluff, and the missiles were n.mowcd
‘ . _ . The Cuban missile crisis was resolved without hostilitics.
v _ ' But it proved that nuclcur war was not just a hypbthetical
possibiljty. -Tho ° ‘unthinkable™ might nctually happen.
Profoundly impressed by the dungcr that had begn go narrowly
. skirted, leaders bf both nations xmrlgd to think more seriously
' . about how such a sityation cowld be avoided in the future. As
President Kennedy put it a few ‘months tater, “Today, should

total war cver break out,'no matter how. our two _c,pzlv;ltrics :
we {

L AHMS couTROL _ ) would become the primary targets. All we have built
R K . - have, worked for, wduld be destroyed in the first twenty-four
N EEPI“G TH'"GS ) : ‘hours.” For all the differences between the SovierOnion and
o sr AB'-E HRO“G" X the United States, as President Kennedy pointed out, the desire >
: “EGOT' A l““s to avoid future confroatations and their potentially devastating - -

= consequences is something the two nations share. He indicated
a desire to move away from what was called the “cold war™

* . - ! toamorecooperntive relationship, and to mku stops to mimmize
ST i Y . ‘ the risk of future confrontations. \
oo B Not long after the missile crigis, a “*hot line™ was installed -

. ' between Moscow and Wyshidigton to prevent misundorstandings

. ' o _ . in times of emcrgency. About a year later, a Limited Test Ban

‘QQ Thie best way'to reduce Treaty was agreed to which slowed down the arms race by

_ the risk of nuclear prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons except for undergrotind ,
. B | confrontation is tq keep = tests. | '
S \ the negotiation ?bgeqs o .
oo ~ going, Yo prevent . - . ¥ o -

5 A anythingthatis * " THE AIIMS coum\y msr:envr: -
E g i | . g::lt(a;)rlel:s;n%:gig;eh t The “hot hnc" and the Limited Test Ban zlgreemcnt marked o :' ":
e e oy : . new uppmach 0. nmlonal security, the “arms control” approach. - o
LT as a way of eventually The missile-crisis provide | le of what -
N . _ reducing arm8?9 ssile P s a'clear example of what arms
_ “ : controllers are most concemed aboul preventing. In the twenty - §°
Feooo : , ycam that have passed since then, arms negotiations have helped ‘-
SRR Y | , | to pull the superpowgrs back from the brink. Bk
o ) ' - ' This approach rests on the conviction that both nations are ‘g
| better off if they can continue talking to each other. The argument »%
3 : ' -goes like this: the Soviets are realists; they will take advamtage !

. of weakness, but they also reahze that cogxistence is in their
" interest, t00. Nuclear wenpons are a fact of,life. We can’t wish
them away or simply eliminate them trom our plans. If we did,
some aggressive power might use its nuclear forces to. des(roy i
or dommate us, So;we are sthick with nuclear weapons. ‘The .
> . best we Can do is 10 try to control them in order to reduce. the )
nsk of -nuclear war, Jto decrease its de\lruclweness should-it |, ...
occur, and (o lessen the cost of nauonal defense. Our best hope i

: ~ for minimizing the risk of nuclear confrontation without -
© oy . Jeop_ar_dnzl_ng the national be('}unty\lb (o patiently search otit areas .

17
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of ugmuncm with the Soviets in order to Lu,p abalance U'uWu,n * !/, THE HUMAN RACE
us.Stability is what ddvociles of this view s6ek to maintain, =~ 7 T T g
And they urbu@ that only a stable bf\l;mce of nycleay power is

. likely eventually to mnko possible any nuclear uri‘m‘mduimon
s As the proponum of this vitw udnnt there are certain
*tﬂ pnicucnl obsticles to ncg,otmlcd ngm,nu,ntx on arms reductions.
& The question of how afreements czm be Verified, for cxnmplu,
' has been an unpccluncnl in almost every mund of negotiations.
- Whén nations sign 4 treaty, they nmurully want some guarantee
- that the other Side {s going to live up to |t\ part of the burgum

“Given the high lovel o' mutual suspicion. r\,lmbh‘ﬁ:hwtmn G

*.is a serious problem when on-site inspection is necesspry. But,
by the early l960w 'b()(h the United States dnd the Sqviet Union
were using mconnmssunu satethites. Because of lcchnologlcal
dg,velopmwts in satellite photography, infrared. radar, and other-,
meuns of detcction. it became possible to,identify missile silos, -
“bombers on the g ,5rom‘id and submarines in“port from some §
distance, and thus to defect missile lmmchmgs almost %
imrhediately. ;

Most American mhuuls who hnvc been involved in arms .
negotiations over the past decade have expressed confidence in
the nblli(y of our satellites. mddrémd listening posts to detect

vnoltl::bﬁ before they plzxpc us at a sighificant disadvantage.

The snfall size and mobility of some df the new weapons — g -
such as-the cruise mmnles launched at sea or from the ground
—will, how«.vcr create n¢w verification problems. 1Lthey are § RO GRANT — "

" not banned completely (hcy will be difficult to verify by Qﬂlt.llll(, . R S .

AR

!

! . : . -
. WHAT IIAS BEEII AGGGMPLISHED‘I ‘ . | _ . . AT
Critics of Mm way | of oo n,g, atthe problelm of a nuclear world® - §
_point out that twenty yeats of negotiations have produccd only. _ 4
" meagef results, and Lem\inly no significang rcductlons in arms. ' '
-But the arms negatiators’ ’pomt to u series$ of accomphshments
The “hot hhc’\ agreement reached soon after the Cuban missile
" CIiSES WAS'NOL only a-step towand avoiding war by miscalculation;
t it was the bcg\nmng of a process of tommanication between
.- the-two chief nuclear adversaries which has weathered soroe

4

“If ypu have two people _
and they have guns- | -
pointed at each other '

- and théy. can bothfireat = -

very difficulttimes. e 'the same time, _ ’ ; &
If negotiations. have not held bm,k the arms race, at least Somebody hasgotto . B S o
~ certain areas and technologies have been-“fenced " from start doing some ) - - C
' competition. Treaties passed in J959 and 1971, for éxample, ta;!)‘m W faherofd - ) o S
prohibited the military use of Antarctica, -and the placing of- Tmelyeare .m ere ) . s X ‘
 nuclesir weapons on the ocean floor. A 1967 agreement banned - | L -
“the use-of outer qpace for mlhtary purposes. Other treaties havé ‘ S L .
- placed both qualitative and quantitative limits on the weapons | ) | . ' :
_ that thé Sovigts and the United States can deVe[()g( The most : - o T L
¢ impressive result came with the Strategic Army Limitatiods ! | S
i « Tulks, commonly referred to as thé-SALT talks. I 1972, Richard g\ : .
2 Nixon and Leonid Brezhnev signed SALT 1, which had two h T, ' ’ '
parts. The flest set: hmns on rzlflear forces desig,ned for attack., . - ' .




* The 1971 Sea-Bed Treaty prohibifs the v

emplacementof nuclear weapons orother  °
& weapons of mass d’est-ruction on the seabed
‘beyonid a twelve-milezone. ¢

* The 1971 U.S, - Soviet Nuclcar,A ccidents
~-Agreement provides for immediate notification

~ in the event of an accidental or.unauthorized
incident involviu-g posstble detonation ofa
nuclear weapon.. '

* The 1972 Biological Weapor is Convention
prohibits the development production,

. stockpiling, or acquisition of; biological agents

Ny bBQd any: weapons designed to use such agents. -

% The 1972, ABM Treaty limited the deployment of
anti-ballistic missile defenses by the United
‘Stages and the USSR to two arcas *¥one for the
defense of the national capital, and the other for

' the defense of some ICBMs. A 1974 Protocol . .
further limited both parties to a sjrigle area of
deployment . .

% The 1972 Intérim 0ffensive Weapons Agreement
froze the aggregate nughber of U.S. and Soviet
ballistic missile Iatmc&nn fora five-year period..
This agreement expired on October 3, 1977.

- Thiis agreement and the ABM l‘reaty are, known .

8 §ALTI
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AHMS CONTROI. AGHEEMENTS - o
'I‘hesc are some of the ngreemcnts that have been * The 1972 A gre‘ement of Basi¢ Principles of .
| reached over the-past bwq deeades by u.s. arms e Relations befween the United States ad the - -
qegot]ators . Ub.SR provides the basis for relations between
F Y The 1963 Partml “I?wBan ‘I‘rearv bnm nuclcar “the Uiiitec Staes and the USSR Both pariics -~
¥ . weapontestsin the etmosphere in ouger space | agree to do the ntmo,st tg avoid milltnry o
- " and under water ' -V confrontattons and to prevent’ the outbrcak of
* The 1963 U.S: - Soviet Hot Line Agreement. Lot nwclearwar.  f o, L
~ establishes direct communlcations link _ 1 Thek973 Agreemenr an the Prevention of
, between the governments of the United States " Nucl ,& r War provides that the United States

Vi and the USSR for use in time of emergency. A and the&.ql,(SSR will take all actions necessary to
1971 agrecmeﬁt further improved the " preclude the outBreak of nuclenr waT.,;

- "communications link. * The 19741 hreshold Test Bqn Treaty(TTBT )

* The 1967 Outer Space Treaty prohibits thc limits the size of U.S. and Soviet nuclear
placing of nrclear or other weapons of mass weapou:}gzts to 150 kilotons,
deet"uction ardund the carth and also outlaws % The 1975 Conference on Secunty aEd
the establishment of military bases, Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) contains a
installations and fortifications, the testing of " provisiom on confidence-building measures
any type of weapgns, and the conduct of ~ which provides for notification of major )

) militAry maneuvers in outer space. ..’ ' military maneuvers in Europe.

% The 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) * The . 1976 Peacqful Nuclear Explosions Treaty,” -
prohibits the transfer of nuclear weapons by ( PNE 7) complements the 1974 Threshold Test
nucleapweapon states-and the acquisltion of - Ban Treaty by prohibiting any individual -
such weapons by nonnuclear weapon states. " underground nuclegr explosion for peaceful

purposes which has a yield of more than 150
“kilotons, or any group explosion with an
aggregate yield exceeding 1,500'kilotons.
% The 1977 Environmental Modification -

Convmmon prohibits the hostile use of .

techniques which could produce substantial
- environmental. modificaions. -

w
. . »

ON-GOING ARMS CONTROL .
NEGOTIATIONS : -

* The Strateg:c Arms Reducnon Talks (t)TART)
These negotintjom are the succgssor talks to
+ SALT. The subject is long-range strategic nu-
_ clear weapons (ICBMs, SLBMs and long-
‘range bombet's). :

! % Intermediate Nuclear Forpe (lNF) These nego-

tiations cone,em interﬁrediate-range nuclear
. weapons such as the Soviet SS-20s and the
U.§! Pershing 11 and cruise missiles. '
R Mutual and Balariced Force, Reduction .
. (MBFR) These talks inyol% 12 members of
» NATO and the seven Wiirsaw Pact inembers, -
Negotiators are ttying to reduce the number of
o troops in the. Ccntral European area.
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™ At the current arms -
talks in Geneva; negoti-
. ators Paul Nitze & Yuri
d Kvitsinsky shook  *
hands, and then dis-
cussed an agreement by
- ‘which the U.S. would
- cancel new intermedi-
. ate-range missiles if the .
: .Russians dismantle

“The other restricted f u'nher dévclopmcm of anti-hallistic missile

systems designed to shoot down i tncoming warhcads. Several
years later, in 1979 Jimmy Carter and Leonid Brezhnev \lgncd
the successor to thay, agreemept, SALT 11, which established a
ceiling’on the total n_\!u_ynbcr of s(mu,g,lc_ nuclear vehicles (including
long-range missiles, submarine-launched missiles and those
carricd by long-rangc bpmbe;rs)n__zmd even required Soviet
reductions of thosc'weapons. The agreement was never ratified,
however. In 1980 after the Sovict invasion of Afghanistan,
President Carter give up op attempts to get Congress to ratify

_it, bowingto. the view that the treaty would not get the two-
thitds vote necessary in the Senate. : YR

The most significant treaties had been agreed to between
1963 and 1972. Alfter that, only SALT Il was of cormparablo

_importance,* and that was not ratified, President Reagan has

“sent U.S. ambassadors to three major armis control negotiations:
the lritermediate Nuglear Fofle Talks, the Strategic Arms
Reduction Tatkss(which is the successor to the SALT tlks).
~ and the Mutual and Balanced Firce Reduction talks. But there

[N

is not much optimism about their eventual success.” Many people

~ think that the current climate is not conducnve 1o productive

negotmtlons that unreahstnc hopes for quick. results have
prompted American ncgotmlor«; to make unrealistic demands,

| wtych vmually guaramees stalemate at the burgmnmg table.

-y - R . ~

“THE IMPORTANCE OF STABILITY

~ Those who argue for this approach nonetheless look forward to

theirs _ .

negotiated grecments eventually ‘on Such matters as a
comprehensive ban on all tests of nuciear weapons, n morgitorium
on new nuclear weapons (\clwery systems, a reduction of nutlear
weapons stockpiles, and a mutual declaration not to be the first

_to use nudcur weapons. They think there is still real hope for
" negotiated agreements, if talks are pursued seriously and both

sides are willing to make reasonable concessions.

Butabove all, they believe it is important o avoid anything
that.creates instability between the superpowers, anything that
poses an increased !hteat to elther side and givesa clear advanmge

f
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in the arms race to one stde or the other. Since %\élenr wcapon_s' ’
cannot be abolished, our pest hope lm] slcx[\’l)(lhm they arguc. 1

0 maintain a suuunon in which both sides possess sulhcncnl.

‘weapons to guarantee that they could not be destroyed in asingle

crippling attack. As long as each side has the means of mounting

~adevastating counterattack, the threat of retaliatjon 3hould be

sufficicnt o delc:r any nation from considéring a first strike.
This, in simple form, is the policy of “*deterrence.” and it hay
been our nation’s policy for decades.” - .

How, then, .does this approach see proposals for new
weupons systems? Unlnkc\hu people who advocate a freeze op

the development and deploymcqt of new forces, the arms™
controllers are nSt opposed to all new weapons. Some are

desirable, as-long ad they enhance stability and reduce any
imbalance between Soviet weapon systems and our own: The
paramount objective is not merely to reduce the number of
weapons but to lessen the likelihood of anyone starting a nuclear |

war, either deliberately or by accident. The gritigal thing is to
avoid or remove the weapons that put people on cdge by |

threatening a surprise attack. A basic requirement for stability
isghat neither side should be so nervous nbmft tht, need to protect
its forces that it would launch its ewn nuclear wcap()ns in order .
to avoid losing them o t,m,my attack -

-

“The chief concern s to
“avoid anything that
\ * dnduly alarms the other
’ o " side, anything that .
. would lead to greater
) . instability and helghtelr/
- - . thatlikelihood of
anyone starting a
nuclear war.”

- ' TR S
That is' why many nrms controllers oppose the MX missile.

They feel that the deployment of the MX would ¢reate decreased

stability since that weapon - with its power, range, and aceury ucy

. e wouti allow fhe United Sftes to launch a fivst strike against

Sovit thilitary installations. American ledlers have disavowed

any intontion of !aunclnug n first sy lk“ But tho Soviets view .

the MXomissile and its polunlml (N, differently. They are well
aware of the dunger of invasion und foreign aggression. Twenty
miHion Soviet citizens died in W();-I(I War Il alone. The Soviets
rcgard the MX us an aggressive yeapon that might be used in

" an autack against them. With it, we would be abl&to destroy

most of their land-based missiles without destroying Sovidt cities
—and that is what they fear. Accordingly, |I;Ihu United States
“goces ahead with the dcploytm ntof the MX. the arms controllers’
-~ feel that it would be destabilizing because it both enables and

“invited a first strike,

Especialty, itincreases the possibility of an accidental war.
Fearing the power and accuracy of the MX, the Sovicts might
launch their land-based missiles as SOON s they reccived warning
of possible. attack. Under those circumstances, a computer
malfunction could send out a false warning, qulmg'lo the figing
of their nuclear missiles in a defensive counterattack —- and an

accidental war. That is thf kind of destabilizing influence that - -

the foes of the 'I\AX fcar, #pd that is what they mean when they

sy — as SuM(omMoyml an did this past summer in debates

over the MX — that deploying this new wuxpon amounts to
announcing the pohcy that ““our finger is on the trigger.”
The proponents-of arms control and a stable balance of
weapons also belicve that the high cost of the MX is noljusulu(l
by any of its proponulls claims. Far from being the
“invulntrable™ weapon that was originally intended, it will be
at lcust as vulncrable to attack as the weapons it replaces —
because it will sit in the same relatively fragile silos — and a
more attractive trget because it offers the enemy the possibility
of knockingom ten warheads with' just onc or two of their own,
As proposed by the Carter administration, MX missiles
would have been moved ipdomly around the deserts of Utah .
and Nevadd. That system would have been: less vulnerable,
therefore less desmblhzing and arms controllers accepted it as
patt of a compromise o gain ratification of the SALT 11 treaty.
There were, however, so many objections (o that basing plan
from people in Utah' and Nevada that the plan.was rejected.

But the deployment of the MX in fixed silos would violute
the SALT H treaty, which up to now has been observed but not
ratified. Although proponents of the MX regard it as a valiable'
““bargaiping chip” that we might give up in exchange for majot
Soviet concessions, its valug in this respect is questioned too.
Our nuclear arsenal is filled with “batgaining chips’ that were
never bargained away. So ar ms controllers regard the MX as a °
destabilizing and therefbre undesirable weapon, one tha( we
shouldn’t even consider deploying.




couursnnnuucma THE SOVIET THREAT IN.
EUROPE .

-
A

" The smaller missiles scheduled for déployincnt in Europe
~beginning this December pose a somewhat diftercnt set of -

considerations. If you are among these who care about arms

~ comml and the NATO alliance, then you will be ‘oncerned

abou( doing something to bajance the. threat which Europeans

see in the buil;up of "Soviet $8-20. missiles targeted against
~ Western Europe. Somethin'g needs to be done to offset this

threat without upsettirig the stritegic balance, but what? Although .

_the two missiles that will be déployed in Europe — the Pershing
are normally refe(red to in tandem;

Il and the cruise missile
arns controllers make a Sharp distinction between them. And

, ~ the distinction is illuminating to anyone who wants to come
'senously to grips wu(h the complexmes‘ of the nuclear defense -
©issue.

‘The Pershmg 11 missile shows some of the same ptoblems
that lead to opposing the MX. It is destabilizing because it is
fast, accurate and capable of knocking out reinforced Soviet
targets. When placed on their launching sites in Germany, the

- Pershing missiles will be capable of reaching Moscow in just -

_ten mintues, The Soviets regard-these missiles as an immediate

 threat to their security, much as we regarded the missiles that

weré to be placed in Cubain 1962. Because of the fear that the

Pershing Il missile causes for the qutets the arms controllers

oppose it. : e +
‘Their asscssmem of the cruise missile is somewhat; diffemnt

Although its range 1s snmllar to, that of the Pershmg u and it m

" the nuclear balance might be stabilized.

4 —

“The question of how
arms control agree-
ments can be yerified
has been a difficult’
issue in every round of
negotiations.”

' mghly accurate, cruise missiles are much slower. If launched

from the regions of West Germany that are closest to the Sowet
Union, the cruise missile would take atfout an hour to gedto
the nearest Soviet target — sonfe six times longer than, the
Pershing 1L missiles require. So the cruise migsile is not so
threatening as a weapon that might bg'used in a surpnse-attack
(a “*first-strike”’ wcapon) Furttrermore, since criise missales

are small, mobile, and widely dispersed, they could not easily

be the targets for a surprise attack by the Soviets. From the

- arms controllers’ point of view, this is a far more appealing

weapon than either the Pershing 11 mnssllc or the MX.

If we need a new weapon to counter the threat of the Soviet
S§S-20s, this is it. This small missile is npt particularly useful
for a surprise first attack and it is “*stable,” which is to say that
it is not vulnerable to first attack. Proponents believe that if we
shifted away from intercontinental missiles-such as the MX,
toward Cruise missiles, both sides could relax somewhat and
[

But cruise. missiles, which offer ccrtam short-term
advantages, may over the long rin pose real problems for arms

~control. Because they are small and portable, they are easy to -
hide. Unlike bombers and ballistic-missile launcher( which can
be readily counted aud kept track of by various means, the cruise .

missiles are difficult to monitor, Since they can be fired from
a variety of platforms, and equipped with either conventional

or nuclear warheads, it is difficult for: the other side to. verify
.'the location and number of them in order to detect treaty

*violations. But since ¢fuise missiles in Europe promise greater

z.;.- stablhty, at least for a while, most arms coiitrotlers favor them.

|
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™5 . “Arms control is not
the answer to the
> perilouscompetition
betwen the United
. States and the Soviet
| Union and the security
v problems posed for
, AR ‘ . both. But without it,
‘ : there are ho answers.”
—L&slie Gelb

*

Al
\ This approach to srms contr
debate over v to rc)tkucc th nuc[?r risk withoup jeopardizing

back ftrofn

examine how.  f

-~ l " | N '
s . J
. s
THE MIDDLE GROUND

occupies a1 middle grouny in the

. the nation’s security. Yver the pastfew yeurs, this position has

been attacked both By people whb favor u frecze and by pc‘oplc .
who bcanve thal our best hope ts an arms build-up.

SArms controllers respond to the advocates of a nuclear
frecze, by nsisting that certain new weapons n? valyable, even
indispensable, in achigving the eventual goal of reducing the
risk of nuclear confrontation. They regard thq,\opponu\ts of
ceuise missiles in Burope as well-intentioned but unealistic,
The best hope for achieving armis reductions, they argue, is 0
bargain away the Pershing Il's and to deploy cruise missiles to

_ balnnce a reduced number of Shvict $S-20°%s.

To their more “hawkish™ cijtics who argue thyt peace lics
in strength, the arms controllers teply thm n’\jﬁalislic 0]
think that we could establish a lust N udvanldge in ‘the arms
race. In fact, it's undesirable even to/try to gain the upper hand
tn the arms race since that would be destabilizing,

Their fundamental belief is that the sfow, step- -by-step
procws of megotiated agreements offers the best prospect of
achicving the eventual goal of eeducing thc"pl;uscm danger. Our
political and diplomatic skills offer the best hope of pulling
) the brink. We must abandon the unrealjstic hope o

grand or

reductions in the number of nticlear arms and ench side’s ability

to launch surprise attacks. Such negotiations will be successful’

only if we assure the Soviets as much security as we seek for
ourselves, and we simply have to try harder to cooxist with the

Rus(mqs As Leslie Gelb, a national sccurity correspondent for’

the New York Trme.s and a former U.S. arms negotiator writes,
“Arms control is mot the answer to the perilous competition

between the United States and the Soviet Union and the sccurity
problems posed for both. But withqut it, there are no answers. "

“But as reasonable as this approach sounds, there are many
who strenuously disagree. The advocates of pece-through-
strength take patticular exception to the arms controllers’

insistence npon maintaining the negotiating process and reaching

agreements: In their view, the arms control establishment has

been obsessed with trying to reach agreements, whether or not -

they bolster American security. In fact, they argue, the main
effect of the SALT tresitics was to permit the Soviets to move

ahead with a massive build-up of their forces. As a result, they
- have not only caught up with us, they have moved ahead. Thus
. we must pursue quite a different course from the one advocated

by the arms controllers. And that course is oné which we will
o _

d idden soluu()ns but by continuing the negotiations .
process, we can make prog,ress toward duch goals as achicving -
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- PEAGETHROUGH .
. STRENGTH: IF YOU
. WANTPEACE, ,

>

E . \l ’ Y

Q Military weakness leads
to war. Faced with the
_ Soviet threat, the only
. ~ way to assure the peace,
" istomaintainenough "
~ military might to deter
attack and to prevent

in.t,imida‘tion.s 9

P N‘.

n Sq_picmb,cr. 1938, British Prime Minister Neville Chambertain
Jnct Adolph-Hitlersoutside of Mulich to discusy the future of

\ Wrechoslovakin, which Hitler wanted 4o control. Fearing that

by oppos_i.ng Hitler he might risk war, Chamberlpin chose to
appease fim. He remed to England announcing that this policy

“wagaiot justified.
Polanid and tho most devastatify war in fuman history began.

& weld Rring “*peacy in ou'r,timc.“_“ But Chn‘mberlﬁn‘s optimism
/%n September. 1, 1939, Gerthany attacked

« ‘Many people believe that the Munich agrecmient and

Chamberlain’s policy of appeasement were among the chiel

causep of that war, and that it Great Britain and the other -

_ “Eumpc‘:an nations had opposed JHitler in Czechoslovakin, war
t might have been avirted.

THE MUNICH ANAL

+ For the people. who believe that the best hope for’nmintilining

the peace in the 1980s is to shore up our military might, what
happéned in Munich 45 ycars ago provides a-clear lesson of
what we must strive to avoid. This past winter, when the U.S.
Scriate debated the matter of who should head the Arms!Control
and Disarmament Agency, conservative senators reminded their
colleagues on several oceasions of the cost of Europe’s willful
retusal to face the truth about Hitler. At one point, Senator John

Tower rose, bristling with indignation at a comment to the effect

that we should try to gppease the Soviets through negotiations

and mutual concessions. Within six years of Chamberlain's
. ’ - _

“As 1 see it, our commi'tmg’mt to the peace process is
only credible if our commitMent to the war process
_is credible.”’

b
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“Simple-minded _
appeasement or wishful
thinking about our
adversaries is folly. It

. means the betrayal of

“our past, the
squandering of
freedom. The reahty is
‘that we must find peace
through strength.”

—President Ronald Reagan

L ¥

declaration of “*peace in our times*' Tower pointed out, some
fifty million people were killed on, the battlefield or in
extermination camps. As Senator-Jake Garn later commented,
“We can ﬂ‘nd lots of other examples of the Neville Chamberlains,
the appcascrs -of this world who never seem to learn the lessons
of hmtory

That was Presidel gan’s point in a speech delivered
this past March in Or . Florida, in which he urged the
Protestant church leaders who were-assembled there not to ignore

~“the facts of history “and the aggressive impulses of an evil .

T empire.”” In President Reagan’s words, ‘'simple-minded

appeasement or wishful thinking about oiir adversaries is folly.

" It means the betrayal of our past, the squandering of our freedom.
The reality is that we must find peace thrpu_g'h‘strcngth."

. To those who advocate peace through strength, the Soviets

are not only — as the President put it in that speech in Orlando

£ the foeus of evil in the modem world," "they are'also intent

-upon expanding their influence and power. What has happened

-over the past few, years in Afghanistan and Poland is what will

enough to stop it. :

| It is both misleading and- dangerdus to underestimate the
strength of the Soviets, or-to make bemgn assumptions about
their motives. -It is shott:sighted and self-defeating to

ives on their part. In World War II, we were saved from
‘Nazi domination by just one thing. Becausé-the war developed
“slowly, it allowed us time to build up our military might, and

. 'Roman maxim describe the most prudent path today:

_ missiles.

happen again and_ again unléss other countries are powerful

»tk;iemnmate the Soviets, and to assume good faith or good
m

. “/‘ y, \’/
‘/a\//\ 0@ {“

eventually to prevail. Should another war break out, we .wouldri't
have the luxury of time to preparc for it. That is why it is so
important to have military superiority. The worgs of an old
“If you
want peace, prepare for war.”

- THE “WINDOW OF VULNERABILITY”

‘In the first two decades of thesnuclear era, America had
_unquestioned nuclear superiority, and that was the source of our

security. The threat of retaliation was credible as long as the
Soviet Union could not reply in kind. But in the aftermath of

~ the Cuban mlsslle crisis, the Soviets undertook a massive arms

buildup. By about 1970, the effects of that bmldup werc apparent,

Judge © 1979. Court(sy San.Dz’egd Union

~

The Soviets had developed some 300 submarine-launched -

That’s still less than half the size of the American
missile ldunchmg fleet, but nonetheless. an impressive
achievement in a few years. And if they remained behind in
submarine-launched missiles, the Soviets had by 1970 an wrsendl
of Iong—ggnge land-based missiles that was about equul to our
own. Over the next few years, thcy duplicated our feat of putting

- multiple warheads on those missiles. By the | te 1970s,

reconnaissance showed that the Soviets had made'a dramatic

“breakthrough in the accuracy of their heav missile, the SS-18.
_ g acy y

With that missile, they had a weapon big enough to carry at
least ten warheads, and one that was highly accurate as well —

which meant that they might soon be dble to destroy most of

the U.S. mlssﬂes that are based in sllos

25
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Thc Russinns hnw been omspu\clmg us on nucld weapons

. elor almost twenty years. As a result, the _destructive power of
“_ “their arsenal is now atmost twice ay g,rca( o8 that ¢f the United
’ Stajes. There is no indication that they infend to stop. The
~ greatest concern of those who favor an Amgrican arms build-
e up is that we havc, not only lost the lead in the arms Fage,. We
o huvc fallen behind. Because of their greater q(rcnglh in certain

" areas — partioularly lantl-based missiles — the Soviets are n
capablc of threatenjyg U.S. land-gpased missiles. Their mmlﬁ:

)
»i

-x- .- Have cnough nuclear warheads to destroy ourﬂ'md. based
: missiles, whilo still keeping a rescrv,a“ force to dutroy olhu
targets. . .

That threat js what pcoplu are: rclcmnz, to when they talk
about the “wiu(/ wof vulncmblluy The fear-is that until at
. loast the late 1980s when the MX — if it is deployed = is
expected to be available in significant numbers, the United States

- willnot be able to offer the threat of a comparable counteg-
attaik. 4 our land-based missiles were knocked out by enemy
auatk; we would still have the option of using submarine-
launched missiles in a counterattack. But since those myssiles

arc not as ‘accurate as those fired from land, we Would not be

‘ able to destroy the rcmmmng Sovict missiles. We could use
those submarine- qunchcd’ missileg to devastate Soviet cities,

of coursc; but (L by doing $o we would be inviting the Soviets to

~+ dothe same thmg to American cities. So an American president
would be left with the choice of either unleashing unimaginable
slaughter or ;,lvlng in to Sovnu demands, a form of nuclear

blackmail. ' :
That is the nightmare that the advocates of acncc -through-
) «')treng(h set out to avoid by building iip our nuclear arsenal. In

the wor'ds of -a recent statement issued by the Committee on the
Present Danger; *Our country is in a period of danger. and the

danger is increasing. Unless decisive steps arc taken to alert

 the nation, and to change the course of its policy, our economic
and mihldry capacity will be inadequate to assurc peace with
security,’ -

-

REQUIREMENTS OF DETERRENCE.

What needs to be done 'to close that “*window of vulnerability™
and to prevent that nightmare from ever happening? The
proponents of an arms buildup answer that we need weapons
that offer*a credible and reliable deterrent to aggression.
Deterrence is defined as the capability of keeping someone from
, floing something through fear or anxiety. That’s what parehts
~'have in mind when they tell- their children, “Don’t go out in
thn street or I'll spank you.’ " Similarly, thc President in-effect

tclls Soviet leaders, “Dog,t attack u§ — because if you do,
there will be devastating consequences.” As former Secremry
of Slme ,Alexander Haig put it, “At the heart of deterrence
: ls the,,requiremem thal the nsk of bngagmg in war must

. — is'as good or better than what the

Dotum,nu, defines the purposc of the military not us fighting
- to win wars but being impressive enough to keep them from ..
happening. What deterrence n,qums is a military strength thad
cannot be overcome by surprise attack;or sudden technological
breakthrough. One of its fundamé wlgules, which has served o
as a guideline-for- \\/eupcms systenfs ewrsmce the second world -~ -~
~war, is that the object of n strategic dofense systom s to deter,, =
and (o deter safely it must be able to survive a first ataek.
I that js our-qvefriging consideration, which weapons do e
s+ we nced to develdp? Advacates of peuce-through-strongth o
bdlcw that we must mah ain strong conventional forces as :
well ag nuclear weupona and that we will haye u roliable dctcmnt |
capubllu' only if-eachlof the threc legs of qur dofense trind —,
land: bmed missiles, submannwh\unchc.{ missiles, and bombers -
oviets thave. Far from
being congjnccd that juis dangerous and deslxlbiliiirm-g tor us to

3 - . . -
- ..,,‘IB'-. = . . P
[y . . v

‘“At the heart of | ' 1
detérrence strategyis ' s

the requirement that

the risk of engaging in

war must be madeto )
outweigh any possible

benefits of aggressnom” S
—Alexander Haig : Yo,

.
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‘ as nuclear weapons

Advocates.of peace
through strgngthi be-
lieve that we imust
‘maintain strong con-
ventional forces ds well

chieve a clear advantage in the arms race — the view presented
in the last chapter — it is just that advantage that the advocates
.of peace-through-strexfgth think we should regdin and try to
- maintain. / .

© . Accordingly, they are strong advocmes of the MX. Ovcr
the next few years the accuracy of submarmc launched‘mnsmlcs_
wnll i%nprove perhaps to the point where they hive the ability
to hit and destroy hardened targets such as missile silos and
reinforced command and control centers. That will help toclose
the “*window of vulnerability.” And a large number of accurate
whissiles, ach ‘with a single warhead, widely dispersed and
protected atound the U.S, will keep us'from the danger of being

completely ““taken out” by surprise attack. But meanwhile, the .

SmgIe blggest step we could take to prevent nuclear blackrnil
would be to-develop and deploy the MX missile. Proponénts
of this posmon argue that its ery size nnd powcr make it an

>

.

effecnve deterrem.x ) ' - :
~For that reast)n, itis argued the MX reprcsems our best
bargammg dhlp”~1n future arms negotianons But at the wmé

it seems m\pomm( to pu(r M&p‘pna lhdf Nm mmch tht, S\mfk\\

in Europe tpo. e e

PUNPEE S

Because nuclear Lonﬂmt JeKes place orqmakly, w(, wduldfl l

have the luxury of time to cofe to the ddt,nst, of vur huropt,zm -

ulhcs\tter they were attackcd ag we dnd‘ i 1941 "So Amchczm

~power must be engaged in the defense Q} Eumpc at the outstt--
. of any confrontahon More thi“ thity ycnrs ili_x() we made the

dccmon to rely oh nuclear wbapons rather then conventional
fordes — partly bcczmse of our ‘obvious aupénonty . thye

than to nflintain a powertuT modern amy. And no

. rv-.,,"-a&

Slmes and the: other NATO coqnlncs

_ . For those who-. belleve it js essential to maintain strong -
' 'mlhtury force, the cruise xm%wlcs arec a paruculurly good
- investment in dur security bec'mse. once they are- d;ployed i
" Europe, there will be $O many ‘of them, scattcrc‘ti 1 50 mnny
. differentTocations, that it v)ould be vnmmlly Jmpossuble lor the
- Soviets 1o destroy them. - 1

,_,ru

Now advocates: of peaqc-jhrough .strength re - inevitably
also gomg to mist thm becau e the Losk. of fallmg behmd in

R fn(“‘\ ';’
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time,
and partly because it is much cheupcr to bmld nuclcn weapons.
| e -
. United States does itot constantly strengthenits nuélicae forces.
in Europe, either deterrence will pe wcaﬁcqed oy the Um(ctl* SR
~ States and its NATO allies will be forced,. lp{kpénd a grg:af deal
. morg: {p, build up- their conventiopal lorcd‘s So thé deploymcm i
| of these new missiles is in the bc\st interest oi‘ both lhc United . .5

’,
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" the space race would be so great, we have to go ahead with the

development of new military technolugics in space. For years

T theSpviets have pursued n vigorous tud meModical program

v

to uplou space. for military purposes, and thCy may
ahead of us in doing 50, According to the Dofens
'‘the USSR has for the past ten years been launching nore than

WA \guccmﬂl per year -~ which is about five times the rate of

S#ounchings. The payload that they are able to place {h orbit

‘ is csummcd to be about ten times greater than the United' States

space progn?;n has achieved. That effort reflects te i lmp(mzmcc
that the Soviets attach to the space programy Itis expected that
thcy will be able to orbit \puu stations by 1990. Soon after
that, they mjght well be able 1o launch a space-based lnscr anti-

' smellnc systcm With these develapments in mind, advocates

of defensive strength feel that we have to move ahead quickly

to developapacc-aged weaponry, no matter how much it costs. .

The alternative of conceding the **high fronticr’ to our cnemies

is simply unthinkable, because it would amount to handing the
Soviets the, udvunmgc in the arms race. o o,

THE REALISTIC Anmmve: ARM TO DISARM

Those who advocate the peace- through strength position clearly
see in the Soviet government the kindl of threat that Nazi Germany

- posed in the 1930s. And faced with the threat of an evil and

xpxmsnonm power, the only wily to asstire the peace is to
maintain our military might in order to deter attack and prevent
intimidation. For them, the reat question is whether the Amprican
people are willing to-face the uncomfortable trutly dbout the

" Soviets, and whether we are prcpurcd to mke a realistic path te.

pmvulc for the nations security.

They are adamant about two basic pomts The first is that
‘the Soviets only undcrs(and strength, and the only way to ensure
this nation’s,security, thcrcforc is t0 do what is necessary to get

and keep a.position of unmistikable mlhlary superiority. lecn ‘
~ “the nature of our adversary, we have to accept that the best way
- of gpeventing war is to prepare for it.

f *

The other premise is that the Soviets will never negotiate

' sermusly as long as they are ahead in the arms race. S§ our best
*hope for achieving arms redugtions i is ﬁrtt to arm. First we must *
- regmn a'position of muhtary supenomy Then the Soviets may

bl

o

L]

. “Cohceding the ‘high
frontier’ to our enemies

is simply unthipkable, |

> because it would -

‘amount to handing, the
Soviets the advantage

_in the arms race.”

N rea'lis_u'c. 'a_pproa(;h', "th.e -O ;

' be onvinced (hat it is in their mtercqt to ncgotiate seriously to

reduce arma .

To many &hem those who f?lvor a mlllmrx buildup appear :

,motc mterested in winnipg ¢ (he arms race than in curtailing it.
,_But supporlem of a buildu: ‘

yd. their perspective as the only
' (hat is ot hkely to zgchlevc the

“*

4 dmrollen wve been smgularly unsucoeqsful m the Very task :
(h Y alm to»achleve s thcy haven t reduced mlclear ams. That S
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“The rsal questiof is

whether the American

people are willing to

and whether we are .

, prepared to take a
* realistic path to provide
for the nation’s

security.”

kY

-face the uncomfortable
truth about the Soviets,

gives us ‘the upper hapd. The strategy of deterrence has kept

the pEace for over thirty years, they argue, and it is still our
best hope for maintaining the peace and eventually reduciog
the danger of Soviet hggression and nudlepir confrontation, A

nuclenr freeze would only reward the Sovicts for the massive -
- military bulldup‘tl\%y have und_c._m\km over the pust decade, and

penalize the United Stites for a decade of restraint. It would
rerove the Soviet incentive to engage in meaningiul arms conlrol
ncgotiations. and it would pregerve  sittion in which the

» Sovicts have the upper hund because of their lead in land-based

misstley. : .

Critics reply that this scernario of nualulr blackmail and
Soviet wtimidation.is, in the words of Paul Warake, a leading
negotiator for the SALT U treaty, “inherently implausible.™
They insist that the Kremiin would not launch its misygles first,
because they could never be sure of their ability to destroy most
of the land-based Ammu\n missiles —and they wouldn’'t run
the ultimate risk of tempting the United States to reply \&llh u
dwasmtmg strike on Soviet cities.

Others chullcnbc this same approach on moral grounds.
This past spring, a group of Roman Catholic bishops questioned
the momhly of deterrence, and the implications of a policy that
threateris our encmics with the prospect of wholesale destruction

not just of military targets but of entire citics and the people

who lnhﬂbll them.

Most of the defenders of deterrence (hrough s‘lrcng(h feel

that it can e defended on the grounds that it alone will preserve

the values that are most important to most Amoriens. "By

sustaining deterrence,’” as former Sceretary of State Alexander
Haig put it, “*we protéct the essential values of western

civilization —— democratic government, personal liberty, ang

religious frcedom — and preserve the peace. lo failing. to

maintain deterrence; we would risk our freedom while aaually -

increasing the likelihpod of also sutlermg nuclear devastation, ™
. Nonetheless, opposition to that view ha¥ been growing over the
past two years. Mote ahd, mor¢ people up'benr to sce it as a

serious mnsreadqu of- “Soviet -intentions, nnd @ basic

musundetsmndmg, gbout the chief danger which taces us today.

In their view, “‘darming in order to disarnt” is not only SL“-'.

contmdncmry 'L‘q self-defeating. Far from enhancing the nation’s

LY

L

_ Winston Churchill and Dyig,

. Ste

security by pumumg n mlmary budd-up; what we have been

doing.by constantly: modcmnzmg four nuclear forees is raising
to an ever More dangerous:Jeyel fhe “balance of terror™ that
‘,l,-§|$enhowe: foresaw thirty years.

ago. We hdve been niaking fidre and more elaborate preparations
f()\ar that most people considor unwmmlb(c With -every
P

now, they say, is not to move forward with an arms race that
 gets us nowhere, but agree to stop. That ls the position (o whu.h
we'now turn. - S

the.arms race, our peril.increases. What we have to (10 “" '

.
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From the begmning, whyt is now called the freeze movement
was a grassroots aftair, conceived and supported not by expents
o S -or policymukers but by ordinary citizens concorned: that the
v " arms ruce is simply out of éontml By the s‘prin;3 of 1982, the
idea of declaring a halt by agreeing upon a bilateral freeze on o
g the devélopment and deployment of uny further nuclear wcnpqns |
was being dlellb\cd in communitics around thé country, In
Vermont, there were town meetings at which resolutions to'this
. effect were passed. In Cuhfomm bandreds ‘of thousands of
people signed petitions- c&lhng fg&a referenduri on whether the
President should be advised to bCCk o nuclear freeze.
- - QOnJunc 12, 1982, this fledgling movement camé of age 7
" when 750,000 people packed New York City’s €entral Park (o _
o demonstrate their concern and their support for the freeze, It~
. ‘ was n demonstration that drew people from all over the country, .

N :
: \ FREEZ'"G T "E . : and {rom, various parts of the political spectrum. The speakers
T ARMS RAGE | i | who nd(lresscd that crowd advocatgd a variety of freeze
c . " proposals, as various as the posters that waved in the crawd.  ° .
E"ﬂ“ﬁ“ 's EN“UGH ‘ - But howevor vague their details, however varied (hurlanguagc

there was a common concern and a mn;:,le mcqsuge‘ enoughis - -

cnough T KU

. o | Q To continue the arms
: - race is unnecessary,

_. o unaffordable, and.
o ﬁ . dangerous. Our beyt

- hope s to stop theirms
. - race now by agreeing to
| a bilateral freeze on the
: B . productionand
\ - deploymenit of nuclear

AT a : weapons.,99
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. o . THELOGIC OF A FREEZE Q -+
B - ' N * lhc idea mﬂcc!s the lmptlllul(.u that so-many people fool uboul R
. . . ] - ' the arms race. The. arms controllers sty they want restenint but
; o C . ) .. they have not beengble to stem the tide. Advowm ol n nucleagg-
e e o . "y . defense build-up \;':%r goal is to reduge the risk and preserve.
- _ T .t ' * our security, but they havé au,pportv,d a tassive increasc in the !
' v b © number of weapohs that threaten s and all the world, Freeze -
- proponents believe that we are now in a paradoxical situntion
. i . - where more nnh!ury cxpcndttum make us-less secure. By
. _ ‘ qpcndmg creasing amounts on increasingly sophisticated
, ¢ o _ " _ N ' weapons we simply accelernte the wrms race, and preserve the
s ‘ - : : nuglear stalemate at a higher level of risk. Advocates of a freeze
' . T . ) bolieve that rathetr than running faster, or conducting further .
‘ ' negotiations yver the rules'for the next lap, the United States .
) - ' and the Soviet Union should simply stop where they are now .
‘ ~ - -—no more new nuclear weapons on either side, period. . ‘
C e .. : From the point of view of those who back a freeze, it is
. - ~ wasteful, futile, and dangerous to continue to pursue the srns
) race in the illusory hope of ichieving a lasting advantage. That
is what we have been trying to do since the beginning of the
o ' ' r T ~age of nudunr weapons. We have tricd to outfox the Soviets -
: ) e \ with new mlhtury tcchnolognca, we have tried to overwhelm
: - . : St‘;i‘;&g‘::::l‘:g (l))liot(lz::}s them with the sheer number of wcnpom in our arsenal; we have ‘
. - ‘ v : ried 10 discourage them by spending” a great.deat on the arms :
N Other in a child’s race. None of it has waorked. In the words of Senator Edward”
& g'l:g l;gzlsnﬁl::;fl:;(l:::gr Kennedy, “‘Recent. h_istoryfdemqnstlrates that the Soviets are
- prepared to do whatever it takes to match us in every stage of |
o . o Nifted a“ ofusto higher . the nuclear arms race — step by step,: warhead by warhead,
' T and higher levels of - " missile by missile.”" And of course)proponents point owt, we  °
‘.;"_ . danger. Inexorably » We are domg exaclly the same thing lﬁhcm (as the pm,eedln;_.,.
" . ) are moving toward_ the chapter |llu<tratcd) Y
§ . point where the B \ h bomb and used itin 1945:"
3 slightest accident or irst we.deve opcdl ¢ atomic bomb nnd used it in 19
. ' . | miscalculation‘ could four years later, the USSR conducted its first ntomic test. We
L - - bl'ing the whole dcvelopcd an int¢reontinental bomber by 1948; the qunets had L
a ' - o o N structure fumbling one by 1955. The USSR flight-tested the first intercontinental
G oL . down, and plunge our tand-based missile designed to carry nucledr warheads in 1957;
G . P
A _ . two nations and the . ¢ did the 3dame a year later. Thcy placed a satellité dn orbll L
- . world into nuclear 1957; we followed with our own satellite a few months luter.
holocaust,”’ ' : The Umted States pl,onecred in qubmntme launching of missites
. —Senator Edward Kennedy' - in 1960; the Russians had comparablé subs within a decade.:
e . - : - We developed multiple warheads. which increase the number
C . S ’ - : - of targets a missile can hit, by 1966; thc USSR had them two ﬁ
e -' - years later. By 1970, we had further developed multiple warheads =
L . .o - R that enable one missile to hit as many. as ten different targets
. o cer S g{k,' : as far apart as 100 miles: Russia matched our capacity to do-
o L . this by 1975. With the production of Jong- -range cruise missiles
-~ f , o . in 1982, we anrfounced a new generation of migsiles; the Russians -

ate reportedly several years behiyg us inthis technology but . %
are expected to have a similar weapon by the-late*1980s. Like
_achess game beiween two l‘ormldnbie opponen!.s, the arms rice '

1
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progressey step by step. as each side moves to cancol its
opponcnt‘s advantage. ¥

~.Ta.the people who advocite a ln:e?e the greatest danger

tg thm competition between the United States and the Soviet
Union is not the threat of Sovict attack, but the nems race fiself.
The arms race has gathered so much momentim that it has
become uncontrollable: Even if that ice wisie stopped (oday,
the sheer number of nuclear explosives poses a dangerous menucc
to mankind. ' o

THE musiou OF “SUPERIORITY” !

Far from agreeing with the advocates of an Qrm\ buildup that
our chiof objective Should be to seek sul\ermrity people who
want 10 halt the arms race bélieve that both sides already have.
tar more weapons than they could ever use, Yet if either-of lflc
two approaches we have already described — negotinted stability

and supetior strength — has jLs®, there wilf be even more

of these weapons ten yoars from now.

Many advoeates of a halt regard the nrins cdntrol appro
as deeply flawed, as dangerous in its own yay as'the path token
by those who unabashedly advocate an urms buildup. New
‘military technologies have been developing faster than the
negotiators can control them. Since arms control talks have
often developed into contests to sce how nmuch of an advantage

\éachside can contrive to keep, the very process encourages the

_'nssumption ' that **superiority

XY

. e
in the Auclear arms race s a

. meaningful concept.

Those who advocate a third point of view are not. discnrdmg
. the idea of detemence. But they do argue that the idea of “‘relative
advantage™ in the arms race is an illusion. By way of example, -
Jet us-assume the worst: that the Soviets launch a surprise attack
ﬁhat knocks out qur entire arsenal of 1,052 land-based missiles.
Liet us assume further that the atiack destroys all of our bombers,
© $0mMe 400 of them, and the 16 submarines that are in-port. What
would we have left with which to launch a countetattack (what

16 submatines, equipped with over 3 000 nuclear warheads.’
Just one of our Poseidon submarines equipped with 160 50-
" kiloton warheads could destroy every large tmd medmm suzcd
cnty’iu the Soviet Union,

The 16 remaininfSubmarines would have more than enough

"'-..‘ warheads to devaatme the Soviet Union. “In the-event of a

“Soviet first strike,” as Senator Kennedy has put it, “‘the United
‘States would still have at. le'm 3500 warheads with which to

- retahate enough to make Sovnet rubble bounce from Moscow

: 1q Vladivoqtok " And that, to thos¢ who want to Qall a halt(m e

_,thesdeployment of new weapons is all the deten*ent’tmpabnhty

we: need ' : -

Accordmgly, mnny advocates of a freeze mega any further

weapons  proposals — whether for the MX; the Petishing 11 or
crfse missiles echeduled for installmi()n in Europe, or for niew

-

-

\a - - "" ".

the professionals call a “‘second strike™)? We-would still have -

]

Nmilitmy technologies in outer space — as an example of the
' problem not a step toward its solution, They are not coricerned
with distinguishing “offensnvé" from *‘defensive" weapons,
and supporting weapons which. enhance stabnhty while opposing
thosewhich'do not. They don’ mhmk that any of the new weapons

. are necessary. NATO nations/don’ t need 572 new weapons in -

Europe to hold the Soviet Union ‘f‘at risk.” That is something

that can be donejust as well'by the nuclear forces already on

hand there, notably the Poseidon submarines assigned
which weren't deslgncd for war ﬁghting but are qmt‘é § fﬂcnem
for deterrence.
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' THE PERIL OF ACCIDENTAL WAR

: What is most o be feared, from the: point of view-of those who

-1 10 think of them as **normal. weapons.” They

. \a | ,n‘.'é'," ,‘;2

@ﬂtim of the freeze feel that it is unrealistic and naive. - " NN

i -

3

argue for a freeze, is the very proliferation of ‘weapons that this
new dcployment in Europc woulgreprosent. Thm%of what the
de#)loymcm of several hundred g und launched crinse missiles
wduld mean. Arms ncgonators — 8s we have seen — regan]

these as “‘defenstve™ weapons Whose chief virtue is that they.

are, “‘survivable™: it would bevery hard for the Soviets to knock

thein out in a first, sudden strike because they are’small, portable,

ensily hidden and widely dispersed. Yet from,our point of view

in thns chapter u i$ just those traits that make the cruise misgiles

50 llpngcrous If we proceed with their deployment, they will
be stattered all-over Europe,-and will multiply the chance of

eror, accident, sabotage, and escape into other hands.

In the 1950s, the Pemagon authorized the production of

 variods small nuclear weapons for bamcf' cld use. These weapous
| to conventlonal arms, as
perfeo\ ly “normal” weapons that promise fhore. bang for the

were iregarded as "big thcrs

buck. For a while; the Pentagon deployed an atomic bazooka
called the Davy Crockett that could be carried on an infantryman’

shoulder. That weapon was soon rechlled because of fears abdut
. controlling its tise. And that is what concems the advbcate$ of
“the freeze about the cruise missiles, Theivery fact that thefe are

$0 mimi' of them and that’ they, are relatuvely small may tempt
not. Their

prcﬁifer tion is greatly to be.feared

/ .
)‘ v~

2

*+

- ~The Pershing li\iseilcs pose a 'somewhat different threat.
§mcc tﬂy confront Soviet leaders with the threat of a ten-
minute attack, it is expected that Soviet leaders will respond to
their installation by putting, their counterattack weapbns on
automatic instructions — known as #launch on attack.” That

means that they will instruct theit somputers to launch a

-
.
{

"

-

counterattack-as soon as radar picks up an incoming blip. The -

more likely it is that they will be prepared for. immediate counter-

attack. That raises the ominous threat of war by miscalculation
1 Y R

, or mistake. There have been computer errors in our command
and control cepters for, years. This dcvelopmem known as-
““launch on attack,™ provides an even more sensitive tripwire,

‘ahd allowg both sides less room for correctable error. So itis -

cmcmlly nnpor(_am to sto

A 6000 TIME T0 STOP.

pmhferauon of weapons.

e Advocmes of this posmon beheve that  freeze is the best course.

for two rca'og)ns First, they believe that both sides already have

- more knockout weapons- that are aimed, at Soviet targets, the -

enough to s rvive a first striké and retaliate — thus already they

are deterring any potential adversary. And second they believe

t&rat the greater the arsenal, the gYeater the'risk of its being used
" +—even accidentally.\ < )

But critici®elieyé that we: ‘can’t Simplf/ Iiiﬁi'lhe arms race,
W u are persaded that we are locked in a deatlly chess game
with an 1mplacabl{: and untrugtworthy enemy, then we, can "t
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‘*‘“*"mtmytnses are obqole[c :mcl inficed.of modérnization. Because

PO
R

' .supcnor (o our own jn some respects, advocates of a frc z¢
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risk fenouncing the development of new wcupoﬁs,- Especially
,wecan’t risk it at the very time-when our enemy has more and

“new weapons pmducuon would be (lnngcrou\s because it would
pmxem, the current imbalance between Soviet forces ahd. Jour
mwn it would lock us into existing weapons systems, wluch n

of the rapid Sovicet bulldup in recent years, most of their dLch,ry
systems are quite modern. But manyof ours.are dt least 15 years”
old. If their cquipnien( is bettor than ours, a freeze fight lock
us into p position ot weakness. - "

. - If, on the other hand you believe we and’ our opponent
are both reluctant playces in a chess game that uuther of us cuan

risk losing, then you'll be vety worried about the precise momoent

at which you suggest to your oppontnt that you both call it
quits. You arey not so n),uch concerned about the number 6f

weapons available as the kind of weapons *—and the temptation -

they might presentrto one side rather than the other. You care
about stability ~~ and you are probably opposed to freezing the
arms race now. A freeze could pull the rug’out from under

. cum:ﬁt m,gotmuom It ts unpommt you'll point out, to consider

the Mgmﬁcancc of when you'propose to stop the arns race. A
freeze in 1959, for example, would have stopped deployment

“of dur Polaris submarine- bz\acc_umssllcs, and that would have

made t_hc 1960s less stable than they were.

While not denying that the Russians’ weapans mgy be

regard the current situation as one in which both sides are rough

- equal. If we wait until both sides have precisely equal forcest
- we'll never get around to stopping the arms race. So this'is as
. good a time as any, and better than most, o decide to stop

further weapons production as a first step toward an eventual

~ reduction in urms. More importantly, the USSR has at least as
'y - much to gain from a freeze as we do. The Soviet Union has -
~ been able.to build up an |mprex:>|vc military machine only at

great cost to the domestic economy, and it is besct with problems.
Thé USSR lags far behind wvestern countries in eu)nomtc
development There is codsiderable prgssure (o improve’

, .agnculmral production and to accelerate the production of

+_consumyr goods - neither of which can be done very. tvell gis -
~ long as so many resources are being divertcd-into the military.
_’So the Sovuets advocmes nrgue may well agree to a freeze.

A umwn ven@nle FREEZE

ElBut the point.of a frfeze. in most people s eyes, is (hat B s alop
: entn‘ely Any furthé%ggvelopmem or production of new weapons
Systetns on both sides. tisto bc a mmual freeze, And advocites |
‘eoncdde that' this eaises some very complicated issues sbout
-'whﬂt is to be frazen and -— most of all — how it can be verified

fo prevent either side from. cﬁeatmg 1t Wijl require devising’
nd negouating Verifi cauon prochures for the davempmem

" testing, and deployment of about 1 hundred different weapons,

[y

~. weapons and defivery systems SALT 11, which wase
.0 partial-frecze agreament, took seven years 0 negotiate. A

N

and delivery systems” It means too thal agreement miust bo

-

redched fon countormensures - such ‘a8 antisubmaring.

technologies ~ that cithér side mnght undertake tprdefend itself
against existing weapons. Will mplau:mean of exfisting systems
be.nllowed? If 50, canythey be an improved versidg of existing
ssentially

complete halt to weapons development and production could
take even longer. A frecze hus the virtue of being easily

~understood. But it will be no easy matter to arrive at a truly
bilatoral, verifiable froezc. ' -

It may be true, as former l)cputy Dmactor of the CIA
Herbert Scoville points out, that a total freeze could be more
easily verified than the specific restrictions placed on certain
weapons by the SALT agreements. In a total frecze, any testing,
production or deployment would. be a violation”, Still, there is
reason {or concern thut a freeze might favor the Soviets bectuse

- their violations would be far-bharder to detect than our own.

+

have been pursuing for

Through congressional hearings about the defense budget
intensive medin coverage, even leaks fromp Pentagon officials,
the American public_knows quite n bit about which wenpons

AN

Y

“Developingand

deploying new weapons
systems such as the MX
and the Pershing I and -
cruise missiles is simply - .
another futileroundin . _ -
the arms race that we

a generation

\ v'*‘.‘ .-
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are, being produced. 1t i likely that any American violation of
an agreemont would be widely publicized. But that is not the

ewse in the Soviet Union; where o promium s placed upon
- secrecy. Advocates of a {reezo agree with the arms controllers

thag through the use of spy satellites and eleetronic monitoring
blatant violptions can be detected, and that is ull thatis required.

”f&*mnsj‘nctory verification. But critics of a freeze contend that

the Soviet Union might cheat; and use the cloak of a freoze®

. agrecmcm as a means of altaining the uppu hand. .

®

Y

THE “DOVE’S DILEMMA’

~ Those who propose an itomedinte halt to the further development

and production of nuclear wéapons have a distinctive perspective

[

R militaryfofce...and a
, \ society can reach a
.. ++ . point gt which
: o .additional xwgilitary
. expendituréno longer
. . provides additional

security.”
—Robert S. McNamara

4]
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on how to reduce the risk of naclcar. weapons without
Jeopardizing the nation's security. They regard further escalation
of U TS 1ee 85 Gnecessary and dangerous. Thoy Teel stpngly
that ¢ devoloping und deploylng new wodpons systems such as
the MX and the Pershing It and cruise missiles is simply another

futile round i in the arms race lhugwc have beep pursuing fora
generation - They beliove that “the nation's best hape is an

immediate and verifiable bilateral freeze.
This past fall, freeze proposals were on the bnllol in ninc

-states, ‘the District of Columbia, and 29 cities and counties. Of
those 39 contests, the freoze lost only in Arizona and in (wo

counties in Arkansas and western Colorade. This spring,
Congross adopted 4 proposal culling for a “mutual and verifinble
fresze and reductions in nuclear wegpons™ by the United States
und the Soviet Union -— although speaking only of gbjectives

without speclying how they would be achicved. That Fesolution

constitutes ghoral commitment to lhc ;},oal rdther thay a binding
ngrgc ment

'y
" Sull, besides the many defense experts who are concerned
ubout what the frecze would do to America’s deterrent ubility,

p«.,oplu from another dircction have criticized it too.
Many people aro mmully attracted to-the freeze bcczmsga it
seems o promise teduced expenditures fot the military. ‘At a

, time when our annval defense bill funs $200 billion, many

Americans arc understandably eager to find some way of
reducing the cost of providing for-the nation’s security. Yet a
freeze wouldn’t necessarily reduce lhc overall cost of Amuuﬂ S
defense program. '

If you think about our abilny to dclcnd the NATO allics,. .
you begin to understand why. One of the reasons why a nuclear
“umbrella” was first installed- in Europe was that it offers a
low-cost alternative (o conventional arms. Many people there

are now concernéd not only about the’ Soviet $$-20s aimed at
West Enwpcan targets, but also by the fact that the Warsaw
pact nations have an undisputed load in conventions) forces. 1t

i that asymmetry that the installation of Pershing 11 and land- B
‘based cruisc missiles is supposed to correct. If those new

missiles are not installed gEurope is left at the mercy of *‘the
unbelievable Soviet Armada arrayed ageinst us,” as German
Chagcellor Helmut Schmidt put it. To defend bur interest in

Western.Europe without nuclear weapons, we would have to

commit far more money for conventional troops and weapons.
That is the “dove’s dilemma”: a freeze on nuclear weapons
requires a build-up, in convenuonaf forces, and increased defense

expenditutes if we are to assure the m\lion $ sccun(y "with SEE

nonnuclear weapons,

* Then there’s still another view (hm says o frcczc docsn L.
come to grips with the Basic problem. It leavps us with a great
many nuclear weapons. Any such weapon is ‘'one too many. So '

we turn now (0 the ln)sﬁt of our four positiohs.

>
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In the early months of 1914, tensions were buidding thropghout -
e - ' Europe, and leaders of various nations- were taking mensures
o protect theémselves by strengthening their military might. 1f
. war' was to break out, they wanted to be rendy for it. The fenr
of confrontation crented a sclf-fulfilling prophecy. Actions that
Germany jook to bunltl up its army prompted France to do the
. © 7. same, and that — in.turn — fueled German concern. Mensures
' . that each mmon took to bolster its xecunty led to greater anxicty
> - among all the others. The g great powers of Europe had no interosts
‘ ' * that conflicted so seriously us to justify a costly war. But the
very momentum of that weapons race led to the outbreak of -
hostilities by August, and to & catastrophic war.

| : PREPARING FORWAR . o
“"'LATERAI_ : While w();pc people e struck by the gimilanities between the
nEnucT|0"s é(:muon we face today and what happened in Ewope in 1938,

' ' : en Neville Chmnbcrlum s policy of appeascment turned out

'F Ynu WANT PEAc - / o be dnsustrous_ly wrong, others mmcmbq the events of 1914,
PREPAHE Fon PEACé . Theypointout that war often arises not from outright aggression

but from confusions that turn into fatal misunderstafdings when

'_z_ ‘ - 1 ' nutlons have prepared for war. To them, the nuclcar arms rad
T ) . ) SCEMS cerily reminiscent of the weapous race thit led sevent
‘ ' years ago o & war (hat was in no one's interest.

To the people who think that we should drop out of the
. . - , . nuclear arms race, one of the most striking' lossons of history

. o . Lo is that whenever rival powers engage in a massive anms buildup,
QQThe biggest threat to it eventually leads to war, They feel that it is not only possible .
. g ' peace and security is that this could happcn again but that the very mbmentim of the
) ~ nuclear weapons nuclear arms race is carrying us toward 1 now military conflict. g .
themselves. Because . - What happened in 1964 when that spiralling conflict flew out 5
there are no ) | a - i
o _ circumstances in which _ ks
their use couldbe, '
SR - L justified, we shouid get
s« s = ridofthem—andrely
o - .~ onconveptional
O wéapons for otr

. ‘Q : defens&?’
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“We must be careful

- above all-not to invite
war by the very steps we

take to defend

“ourselves.”

¢

ol control was bad enough. It thmt were to happen today «— at

atime \’Nhon the combnmd Sovict zmd Amcrt tcan ursumls contain

ahnost a million times the destructive power of the bomb (lmppcd
on Hiroshima — the r(,sult would in alf likelihood be absolutely
grotesque destryction, ?

~ Because thatis such an awful prospect, peaple scem oot .

to rccog,mzc it or to take steps to avert it. Both the United States
and the USSR have gone on puIm}x weapon upon weapon,

L]

" replacing old missiles with new ones that are even more.

-destructive. In both countries, the mllmlry establishment has
vested interest in justifying itself and a natural tendency to keep
the arms race going, to make™a persoasive argument for why
this year’s military techmolggics — expensive as they may be
-~ ure better thar last ydar's, and thercfore necessary for our
defense, ' . ) “
YMost people cquate security with milim'ry strength. But

with the great danger posed by nuclear weitpons, some people

fecl that is now the furthes thing from the truth. Sccurity is to
be found not in the endless quest for military superiority, they
argue, but in the immediate reduction of nuclear arscoals. With
so many thousands of fuclear warheads in the world, und cach
one of ithem ¢apable of more destruction thap years of
conventional warfare; what everyone must understand is that
international conflicts can no longer be solved by the mthlary

: /.
—=bhecause in the llllClLill era a military * soluuon 1 (] 9oluuon
at all, ' : .

4

George Kennan, former ambassador to Moscow and an

outspoken critic of the arms race, suggcsts that citizens go to
their leaders with this urgent imessage: *'For the love of God,

“of your children, mﬂof the civilization to which you belong,.

cease this madness. You have a duty not just 1o the generation

v

of the present. You have a duty to civilization’s past; which ybu -

‘threaten o render mieaningless, and to its future, which you

threaten to render nonexistent. You are mortal men.” You are

capable of error. No one is wise enough or strong etiough to -

hold in his hands destructive powers sufficient to put an $nd 10

civilized life on a great portion of this planct. No one should .

wish to hold such powers. Thrust them from you. The risks you
might thereby assume are nbt greater — could not be greater
- than those which you are now incurring for us all.” .
This, then, is the position wé are now.',‘going_ to look at. It
says quite simply that nuiclear srms should not, must ndt, cannot
be used, and that strategies o contain them are only.misleading.

IlSEFlll WEAPONS “JIIST WARS” -

People who take this posmon are. ot pnuﬂs!s who ()pp()Se the

precisely because confhct is likely to break out, it is essential

to make sure that thc weapons available to fight wars are not -

tod temble And that s fwhm thcy find s0 dmurbmg about

87

- use of all force, Thcy have no illusnons about human aggression “
or the prospect of somehow abolishing war.. They- think that - «
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auclear weapons. To them. itis crucially important to recognize
A that nuclear arms are not simply morc powcrful weapons than
J, thosc available in the past. They gre different in-such fundamental
respects that they should not be regarded as wcapom for the
settling of human conflicts. .

For all the damage that they can cause, weapons are tools

~

/ .
intended to serve some uscful purpose. They are subjcet to

certain constraints and they-can be used in combat toward some

- have by and large been conducted nccording to certain rules,

the laws of war and of international treaties. The killing of
% " civilian populations is condemned. Mcdncn]_ facilities are off
limits, The treatment of prisoners is guided by the Geneva

lS Over . K

_ Those conventions reflect the concept | 01 a "just "war.
whnch was defined by St. Augustine in the fourth century and
N has been at thie ceriter of Christianity’s approach to war ever
since. The tradl\(ional conditions for% ‘Just wat” are that it be
Vg declared by & legitimate authgrity, f

' gé good intention, as a last resort, and \ﬁlged with limited means.
. Warfare is different, in other words, from inass %Iaughter, which
~is' why many people regard nuclenr war as morally mdefemiblc

As group of Citholic bishops. put it in a 1976 pastoral leter,

nucléar Sonfliet ““is so savage that one mustfisk whether war
e ns itis actually waged today can be momlly ju%tihed » Other
wcapons injure noncomibatants by accident, inadvertence, or,

Hous. indifference. But the damage inflicted by nuclear war

1s less dlscnmmme and unmlated to battleﬂeltls' There is no

. specific end. As ruthless as the wars of the past have been, they

and those rules remain on the books as-a prescription both of

Convention. And a world fit to live.in is expected aflor-the war

a righteous cause, with

v
< .
L&
S
A
Y4 “"
“
If we did away with the
“nuclear umbrella” in
Europe, far more
money would have to be
spent to strengthén

conventional forces.

reasonable guarantee that damage inflicted by nuclear war will
be Ixmued to combatants. That is why, from thls point of view,
atomic warfare cannot be morally justified.

There is another reason why many people feel that nuclear
weapons violate the most basic precepts of a “just war.”” Given
the number of warheads that exist today, and the sensitive
tripwires that ensure that any act of aggression will be followed

by counterattack, there is no such thing as a “hmntcd” nuclear |-

war. This is something that the advocates of nuclear disarmament
find particularly troubhng about new missiles such as the

‘Pcmhmg 1, which is both hlghly accurate and designed to carry

a relatively small nuclear warhead. Its proponents claim that
because of thpse features it is quite selective in the damage it
is capable of inflicting. That suggests that nucleat weapons
might be used to fight a ““limited war — limited both in its
scope and destructiveness.” |

E

But today, any. weapon that cncourages peoplc to think
that way’is dangcmus Tt invités confusion about the funetion
of nucleat weapons as mt;tnimems of deterrence. The, doctrine

“of 'detem:nce spedifies that we have nuclear weapons not to use

them, but tot keep the encmy from using thequ agamst us. Yet
those who ‘seek the renunciation of nuclear weapons vigw the
véry ide that'a nirclenr exchange, once begun, might be limited

dnits effectb, x\s adangerous fantasy. Even the small, so-called

tacucar a}om;c wf:apons are mﬁmtely more destructive than

| cbnvengmnai weapons. It is highly unlikely that the response
“to evena Sstirgical’ ismké on a military target would be similarly

constrained ~— and that the *'exchatige”” would stop there.
~ Neither the Umted States nor the USSR could ““win”
nuclear war, Any such war would be s0 destrucnve as to mnd(}r-f
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the concept of yetory meaningless. Since miiclear bombs coyld
+< 7 not be used o promote the interests of the society that unplo_ys .
them, from the perspective of thode advocating nuclear
disarmament it is inisleading to think of them as potentially
-valuable weapons. s Jar more aecurate 1o think of them us
Anstruments of mass suicide. And.that, the argument goes..is. .. .——
why we should turn our backs ot them. ' v

[

DROPPING OUT OF THE NUGLEAR ARMS RACE

Those idvocpting unilateral disarmantent insist upon three points.
The first is that we must nuke @ fundamental distinction between
conventional and nuclear arms., between those that can be used
us weapons, properly speaking. and those that cannof, The
sucon(l potnt js ‘that nuclear weapons could not possibly bc uscd
“1n combul withowt raising the strong possibility of cscalation ,
into a general nuclear disaster. Third, since there is no issue at
. stake in our relations, with the USSR —- nothing that we want,
nothing that we hope to avoid -~ that could LO]\LCIde')’ be
" worth the ¢ost imposed by nuclear war, the possibility that shuch
. _ a war might take, place is what is niost-to be feared. -
A ' " o " We must find a way out of ourscurrent dilemma. F reczing
' . ' _ the arms race is not cnough because it would still feave us with
| - @ _an intolerably high level of nuclear weapons. But there is an
' - alternative, a bold departure from the path we have followed
" over the past generation, and one that gets to the heart of the
problem. If you really want peace, prepare for peace. Since
there are no circumstances in which the use of nuclear weapons
could be JllSllﬁLd‘ we should get rid of them by ourselves, if
* ' necessary- <— zmd rcly upon conventional weapons for out-
. o : . -~ defense. -
- S The fact that we used these bonibs in Japan 38 yulrs ugo
o “is regarded by those who take this position as a regrettable
y g . - , - _ : - cxample of the resort to extrere and indiscriminate forcdy and - e
S ' a$ a clear-warning that they should never be used again. Now Vi
that our adversaries have nuclear weapons. top, these have _
become instruments of mass suicide, whose ehmmauon from ‘
“Freezmg the arms race  our arsenals we ought 1o_seck. nulm.earlu_sl_pob\nblunmncm

DAY
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is not enough becallse . The advoc.mus of this kind of nuclear **pacifism™ actept lhc

| " it would still leave us need for an adcquatc national defense, but deny.the uscfulness J
. o with an intolerably high - of nucledir wenpons as a part of the defense-clfort. They recognize
' ' _ ~\level of nuclear that force is, and will continge to be, a basic ingredient in human
. weapons.” -nffairs. Since nuclear weapons provide no satisfactory base. for

u-defense effort, they urge that we depend (‘Z)r our defense on-.
sgonventional arms, that can be used more Flexibl y. and in 4 more
dx\mmmmmg munncr, 10 defcnd the nation“ mlcrcs(s

| ;=n|sxs' .c'nsrs 'nln-couseuuiucss
But what woulkd happen if the United States .simply abandoned

. , its nuclear weapons" Critics of umlatem] nuclear dnsarmambnl :
A . e . - regard this as a rush measure that would throw the whole




&.‘»r'.-x‘ﬁ‘wwvﬁ?.“~q-\m: -

: AR R . *

@

international order into disarrny. They maintain that the United
States must have nuclear weapons because in conflict with the
T Sovigl Union we could not prevail without them, “They foar that'
by choming to turn our backs on nuclear woapons. we arg,
inviting aftack — not-just on-us but also pn our allics. Many

pcoplc bc.hwc (hm Lf tht,y were not deterred hy the threatof A

e nuclgur mumcmum,k the Soviets would launch a dcvu\lmmg
altack and bring us to our kncos. ' :

= - Bven il other nations followed our example and gave up
© o theirnuclear weupons, the situation would be inherently unstible.
' Ina world from which nucleur arms had been eliminated. the
< first nmmn —- Or terrorist group — that decitied that it wanted X
to.threaten or dominate others through their use would be able ' ¢
1o ififlucnce events to a far greategextent than jn a heavily armed-” ‘ ) '
world. Since auclear weapons ::1 be casily hidden and qmcLly ““The risk of éXtinction

~* manufactured, there’is no realistic prospect of complutul\ hasasigniﬁcance thﬂ?
“eliminating them. cven if the superpowers decided o getgid of is categorically  *
lhcur nuclulr arsenals, different from, and R
- A ' immeasurably greater =
T Th(m wha propose that the Unm,d States —- alone. il nead than that of any other .

5"'. be — get rid of nuclear arms regard each of these as sorots
~ concerns ot to be taken lightly or quickly dismissed. They
- are particularly concefhed about the charge that unilateral nuglea
disarmament on America’s part woyld seriously weaken our
I commitment to our. Europcan allics, and Lreatly rc(lm,c the

tisk, and as we make

our decisions wefgave

to take that significance -
intoaccount. Upto -
now; every tisk has

credibility of our commitnyent to come to the d(,l(.nbti‘()l Wu\lc | been.contained within
_ - Burope if it is attacked. The fact that the Warsaw pact natiofis - the frame of life;
” have more troops and conventional weapons than NATO suggests ~ extinction would
to many people th'u without its nucl¢ar “umbrella™ NATQ ~shatter the frame. We
nations would be very, vulnerablc The rmponxc is'that whilea have no choice but to
¥ substantial buildup of our troop strength and conventional -address the issue of
- weapons in peacetime would be no msy thing v accomplish, ‘nuclear weapons as
- by .doing 50 welcould in fact deter uggrexuon without nuclear, though we knew fora’
; o weapons. "Our delense and the defense ol our allies will cost certainty that their USC
. even mote than it does today, but that is a small price to pay il ~ “would put an end to our
ot sumumlmlly leducu the threat ot nuclear holocaust. species. Our humility
: Whﬂ(' the (lcbm(, over nuclear arms and national security should inspire us to :
comes down to..in part, is 2 QUESTBTT ST oW /5T AR5eSS Varie us""'“"rcvmmﬂﬁmf"‘
tisks, and- their respective dangers, Doesdhe gun that some - 8nd our reverence and
people keep in their bedside drawer © protect against. burglars - caution should leadus
- ipose a groater threat than the burglur himself? Docs the very o act without delay to
. sexistence of & nucleur arsenal”containing over & million times withdraw the threat we
+Lthe destructive power of the bomb dropped-on Hiroshima pose -+ DOW pose to the _ea’rth
“a' greater-danger than the lorclgn aggressors it is supposed 0 and to ourselves.”

€ ——— ! |
- protect s against? Do the dangers of miclear holocaust outweigh Jonathan Schell

he rmks of thal “leap into the unkm)wn” thm nuclear
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UNDERSTANDING OUR ADVERSARIES

l.f'?hoo'slng'nuclcar disarmament would be a radical departure-

from paet polrcy ong that would rcqurre virious chzmges in.our

o assumptions and beliefs about how to protect the nation’s security.

-Advocates of peace—thmugh-sm:ngth regard umlateml reductions

“a$ the most serious, even irresponsible threat to peace and

v_ stabrlrty., In their view, that is a suicidal course to follow: To

2

“protect the natign’s security, and to be ablg to’ come 6 the

assistance of our friends and allies, we havéto be prepared to

\n‘

fight all kinds of war, most particulatly nuclear wir. A unjlateral

“It is the 'eiis'tence of ©
" interntional tensions;
v ot nuclean weapagns; -
- I"thaglies at the baslsof °
1 this conflict. The only -
" -real hope for peace lies
. imimproved relations
. with the Soyiets.” .

%

many of the atlvocalcs of um{aterul nuclear drsurmz\mcnl think .. ¥

al one of the basic fiaws in ourthmkmg about national sceurny
§ the msumptrona we make abput the Soviets. \

Some well- mfor med ‘;tudome Of the Soviet Umon suc% as

.
-

George Kennan «— former ambassador to Moscow, a student. .,

of diplomatic history, and one’of the chief architect$ of American
“policy toward the Soviets in the*1950s — pamt a Yery different
“picture of Soviet Ieacfers and therr intentions from the one that :
advocmes of peace~through streng,lh profess i see. Where they _'
see an ¢evil and- a&gresswe power bmldmg up its military |

decision on the part of the United States to give up our nuclear capabilit® i preparation Tor forergn “adyenturism™ ‘and -

forces would be 1rresponsrble in the extreme, a blatant invitation

. to world disorder, We have certain commr(ments to onr friends AR
" who' rcmcmber their natu)n S hglory and have a keen sense of .

<

and allies around the world* pamculnrly to our alljes in Westcm- )

- Europe. To give-up nutlear. drms would be to abdicate those
mternational responsibilities, As Secretary of Stat¢ Haig put it

L a few years ago, "’I‘hesmkes aré too great, and the consequences

of ermor téo catastrophic to exchange deterrence for a leap into
“the. u?rknown In’the nuclear ag’& the only choice conmtent

o Wrth survival and civrlrzmron is. deterrence. ™ B
" Yet most proponents of nuclear dnammment feel that one

--:‘I':.of the most basic ‘changes ‘that needs 10, take place is-in oui
i perceptions of our Soviet advcrsary If the people who portray
the. Sovrcts as an evil and aggressive power are. _right; then it

¢ventual world dominance, proponems of this fourth fpproach -
- see qomethmg else. They see the leaders in the Kremlm as men |

the need for defense against, forergn ngg ;
for American ’mllmry powers . :

+ As the Russian leaders. Iook abroad, they See more danger
than opportumues and feel encircled by hostilé pOWers Time

--i—‘?—ﬂ*l.md real respect

« aid again — unlike Amerrcans - they have bee' inya

devastated hy hostrle powers. They have had inore .}than therrf{

B fill of war, The Russian people hadve nothrstorrcally beenf

AZAressors. And the Soviets' concern with cotintries, abom 1helr--
own borders is not mankedly morf .aggressive. than the concem

of Other na;rons — QVen the U S e wnh cOumrles that borae :
would"be'very foolrsh mdeed fo abandon mlclear arms. ﬁut,;; o
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\\_’-whnch wquld impose ‘huge few st&uns«and uncertuintics but
e .shoring up their defenses. Their despost commitment is1o the
~_successtul completion of programs for the economic and social.
;developmcm of the Soviet pgople. But Soviot society is deeply
g . troubled by perennial agnéu,lluml failures, a shortage of
.GS;'“ - consumer goods, a sluggish economy, labor absentecism and a -

i,,m.lack,of.d:\ciphnernnd widesprohd signs: oi*publlc-eynicmm e

“race- justified by the necessity of keeping up with o chlef

adversary i is tha it creates. the Inlbcamprcsv:on of a total conflict.
- .of interest between thclwquieucx whnlmn frct many of their
'problcmb are c,ommon ones. There are obvmm ;ghfferbncm
between the two nations in oullogk or in ldqolqg but the anti-
i Soviet-attitudes voiced in this country.are often un
i~ unnecessarily hoaule——wen sometimes dinounting To hysteria.
© . As Kennan' snid in a speech in November, 1981, “I find the "
view of the Soviet Union that prevails’ today so extreme, sa
- subjéctive, so {ar removed from what any sober scrutiny of
o external reality wpuld reveal, that it is not only ineffective but
R dangcrous as & guide to political actign.” The attitude is, of
Scourse, mirrared by the Sdviet attitude toward the U.S. Time
T and time again, adversarieshave characierjed éach other in
w0 neXxclusively negative terms. They have endowed their opponents
‘with extremely hoxulc motives and the most formidable of °
. (.llpablllll% a5 & WRY ¢ of Jusufymg their own nnhmry preparations.

" There is o way-of getting to the source of the conflict
unless ‘we take a close and.objective look at the Soviets. No
matter what wc do to reduce or eliminate arms, the ultimate
.« hope for peace lies Y. the i improvement of international relations,
o and a situation in which we achieve peaceful coexistence with

" the Soviets. That is. why it is so important to revise our

af@umplwns about (hc@ovnels. and their intentions. '
7 Whatis most io, befeared imany of the advocates of nuclear
‘_'dmarmauﬁcnt feel, is noCThE Soviets and their aggressive
_intentions. It i 15, rather, that becausey both sides have such #
distorted plclurc of .each other, the fears produced, by those
dlstomw will continue to el a massive arms buildup —
whnch in tum will Jead to ‘greater i msecumles and greater dangers.
Wha( is to be feared, in other words, is a spnmllmg weapons
“ tace fed by mutual suspicions that leads eventually to armed
~conflict; ; Just as similar set of circumstanges led in 1914 to a
catastrophic war that was. in no one’s interest. Our current
=sit__‘ation is so dangerous say the people who advocate nuclear
'isarmamem precisely because e ape armed to the teeth with
'nbelievably destrucnve weapons lt 18 those Weapons that we

hat the bes( Gourse would beto drop

4 _W'rrvrwm;mwwwﬁwww RN AT S ST

out of lhefnnc‘lear armls‘ tace enmely take a very dlﬁ‘emnt posmon
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the chief danger not in the number ot the nature of the weapons

we havezio defend ourselves with, or in the intgations of our
. .adversaries wwho have nuclearweapons, butin the:
3f thoseWeapons, Far from adding new weapons to¥ifs countly’s

arsenalor carefully balancing the potential-advantages of new -

weapons against their disadvantages, people whotake this

-pomnon feel thatwe- vho!nld simply turn our backs on Huciéar
In this view, one of the real tragedies of a nuclear arms

weapons, and depend instead on conventional arms. They fec
that there is no salution to the nuclear problem other than taking
from national acsenals. Thc sooner such a step is (aken the
safer we will be.' : s
“That i a radlcal departure from the pohcy this nation has
folléwed over the past generation. It fundamentally changes a
program for national defense that has been built upon nuclefir
weapons and their unique dgferrence value. It requires too a
fundamentally altered view &f our Soviet adversary. At a time
when the spiralling arms race poses an ihdfeasing danger, and
further arouses fear about how and whcn these fearful weapons
might be used in a “‘first strike,” we have a duty to take

. xmmedmtc tmd draauc steps. Advocates of nuclear dmammmcnt '

“feel that we must take umlmeml stcps to Qducc that danger.

B .

“Maybe we should take ..
the chance. Maybe it

»ill work, Because . |
armamentsand all the . -

( moneéy we have spent E

hasnot helped toward = .
world peace.’” |

=39 ycnr old homemaker 0

y-existence

. 1mmcdmle qteps to ehmmate these weapons of mass deﬁtmcuon ’
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S0 in the 39th year of the nuclear ora, nt a time of growing
~ .\ ublicconcem wbout intermationu easions and the possibilty
of nuclaar war, this nation faces a serics of tingled and potentially
divisive cholces: On one Jovel. these aro choices about nucleyr -+
wenpons systems — about” whether it is inthe ngtion's best
interest 10 develop the MX, to dgploy new missiles in Burope,
.o and 0 move ahead with new military techuologics in outer -~
—~ * space. Although We have been exarining differing perspectives. ¢
~ jon those weapons, our purpose in doing:so has been less to
- " stimulate discussion about themu than to Shdd Jight on the
) di_,; erences among these four approaches.” What is most important
for the public ta wRderstand and to"debate is not: such matters
as the attributes of the MX missile, or the size of next yCur’S’
defense appropriation, but the principles und n§sumptions s

co ' PLEX ISS“ES : - ~according to . which defcfise policy is formulﬂlcd) The
: w proigoge)Ng: - fundamental issue is not which now wéi;pons.if any; we should
‘ yA n GHOIOES ~ develop but which of these approaches we should take.

. . » N '. .\ : . :
. : ~ DIFFERING PERCEPTIONS, DIFFERING o
: I PRESCRIPTIONS o .

. , ‘ A we have seen, there arc some fundamentpl differences amonp
o ‘ , | e " the various parties in this debate about suchquestions as whethers 2%
it makos sense to continug to build more weapons. Are the

¢

\

=y . _ , , nation’s interests best served by shoring upbur defenses in order o

- é to' dewr the Soviets, or calling u halt to the arms race? If we - )

. ' Man. ' | fer not choose the radical alternative, of wnilpteral nuclear digarmament,
S - " Q any ,pe.OP € prefer no and take the “leap into the unknown™ that it repfesents, what
~ to think about how to i

' . - . would be the consequences of doing s0?

¢ mainta_m peace and _The answer to these qucstions depends in large.measure |
. . secy_ri_ty at a time of upoﬁ the historical lcnsvthmugh'wlfich peaple vicw recent cvents. . .
unpara!lelcd da_.n_gt;r. Some f&el that unless we are militarily strong, we run the risk. - <
Blztg(lll‘l]tif(tli: ::];:’t;tbl:sle ft o!' tempting the Soviets with our weakngss — and repeating the f\.
s . circumstances that led o World WYg 1. Others are more
_tO ‘the eXp¢rt§; And concerncd about -avoiding what happened in the summer of . . !
ne)ther slogansnor fear 1414 \henhe great powers drifted into war not becguse of
P : » are a substitut_e for . irrccongilable differences but because no one was ublc% stop
s - A E)l‘ “den_t j“dgment‘9 9 the mfBmentum of increasingly bellicose rhetoric and amassive® B
o : _ . - ’ _ arms buildup. In their view, we inust be careful ubove all not L
: : Ao J ' ' Jo invite war by the very steps weltake {rdefend ourselves. ¥
, o . ' ~ * “There ale basic differonces 0o in how peopletview the
T < y -+ o Soviets and their intentions, Ifyou reg'x{r.c'l them us an ovi} and
i . \ APRress vE empire that poses a real danger t0 us and would take -
R o - advanfage of any wenkness on our part, it follows hat we must

‘ o o " makeevery effort to deter them with superior anins. But if you

T . > - assume that Soviet- leaders: are motivated by defensive

| o - considerations more so than aggressive intentions, td that they
/7 o o would scale down their military efforts as soon as they felt that !
w0 B - could safely be done, then unilateral nuclear disarmament on - i
| R . our patt would not pose too great a danger. . C

People who hold.each of these four positions have a
distinctive petception of the situation and their own way of
¢ A - T . . i .
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R thinkmg ubom new weapons, Thc anns contmllem are conccmed o )
o most of all with what is neccbsary to mammm stability between ' o ’ . :
tgeLUnltcd States and the USSR, 10 keep the two sides talkidg o e o - ' §
. with each gther — and in 50 doing (0 keep their loader from S o o R oni
. the precipice of nuclear confrontation. Their chief concern is > ' . T
to avoid anything that unduly alarms the other side, anything . . ' .
that would lead to greater instability and heighten.the likelihood “Tl}e splittin g of the : _ ' ) r
5 of apyone starting & nuclear war. o - . atom,has chan ged v
_ ‘Those who take the peace~through~<:tmngth p()smon are everything save our ,_ . - B
conceme dichiefly with th?unfonunate necessity of deterring - m od)ni ﬂ-ﬂ%‘ king an d - - _ R
o an aggresﬁve nation. From their point of view, we have enough thus we drift t o‘gar d ¥ | o
. arms oply when we can say with confidence that our military . unparallel ed " o :
- might is. sufficient to ?ter any other nation- from ‘}ging their catastrophe. " o ‘ : _
wenpons agamst us. For that reason, we must cqnstfmtly —Albert Elmtem e . 5
"stmngthan our nuclear arsenal, ' W
Advocates of a freeze are primarily concemed not with tls ‘o I
\ uggmssive intentions.of the Soviels, but with the wery momentun® ~ * ~ B \
of the anms race. Thefr'vitw"is that we don’t think very clearly i {;K ’
x &

~about the problem of avoiding war if we think mainly about




" —Robert ) n@i'ﬁ(zn Ny

‘‘Becoming numb to the
threat of nuclear
destruction is perhaps
one way to get through
daily life, but itisnot a
solution. Indeed, it ynay
lead us right into
extinction.” .

uuclear deterrence. What we :should do to avoid war is to agree

with the Soviets to call a halt to the devclopmcnt and production.

of any ntW weapops.

Those who.{avor unilateral nuelear disarmament focus on
the awesome destructive power of nuclear arms, no matter whose
hands théy are in. Since, in thcir view; the use of nuclear atms
could never be Justlﬁed ¢ should simply get rid of them.
They criticize the arms controllers as well as the advocates of
an arms bulldup for mistnkmg the symptoms for the discase. Tt
is interhational tensions, not nucleat weapons, that lie at the

basis. of this conflict. The only real hope for pcucc ies in -
- improved relations with the Soviéts.

Since the question of which of these four pmhs we follow

”may literally be a life-or-death matter, i\, is lmderstandnble that
) positlons are $o ﬁemely defended and differences am so divisive.

'SEEKING SECURITY IN A DANGEROUS WORLD

As difficult as it may be to sott through these. various perspectives
10 a carefullyconsidered judgment, itis essentinl that we begin
~to do-just that, It is not enough to resort 1o bumpet-sticker
~slogans or to make quick judgments that reflect the fear we all

lccl ahoul the bomb, whtlc ignoring (hg m,ccssity ()l provnding
for the mm(m s security. It is essential that the process of thinking -
through our options about how to minimize the risk of nuclear
war without jeopardizing the nation’s s security nQt be confined
to a small group of natjonal deféuse experts and LIbC(Ld lenders.
As citizens, each of us is obliged to consider that awesome
cho e. '

As much as wg might want to do 50, we cannot wish uway
the tensions that give rise to the.drms race.or deny the fact that
thé genie of nuclear power is out of the bottle. Both we and thé
Soviets — and the othey nations in the “nuclear chub” — hold
in our hands instruments of mass destruction; It is 1 threat that
will mot go away. Egen if we all agreed to give up nuclear arms,
there would be-tio guarantee that nuclear war could e pmvcn(ed

fromehapponing at somé point in the future.

Since the 'threm of nucleur war is aome(hmg that we and .

our cllnldrcn face and that thetr children will face, there is no -

alternative.but to figuré out how (0 keep nuclear wenpons under
control. The question is which path is the best path as we search

for. a way of coexisting both with nuclear weapons and the B

Soviet Union —= w:thom nuclear war,
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" ‘Fon FURTHER READING - . L

__f‘f(_)!_._fm_!!1'.9!9!?!!1.\{9_und_.mndt_l_b!_c;‘_im_[ociu_g!igm to. the. nuclear . : — o e
L1 wenpons issue, see Nuclear War: What's In It For You (New : . '

- York: Pocket Books, 1982) written by stafl mc,mbcn of Ground ( ~ v,
+Zero, a fion- ~partisan, nuclear war education orgmumuon '

.J.,.‘_.._E.Q:*m.morc._ academic. approach, see-Living with Nuclear e - .
‘Weapons (New York: Bantam Books; 1983) written by tho '

HurvurdNuclcur Study Group, # group of six Harvard faculty .. /

-
.

he armb control pcrxpecuvu is reflected in Arms Con- .
trol Today, the mgnigly newsletter of the Arms Controt As-
Sociation and in Bprry M. Bleckman (ed.). Rethinking the
JULS. Strategic Posture (Cambridge? Muss.: Ballinger Pub-
lishing Company, 1982). The pence- lhrough strength ap- L
proach is characteristic of publications of the Committce on o : : .
the Present Danger, most of the arti¢les published in The < ‘ '
Stnategic Review, uquur(crly publichition of the United States
Strategic Institute ‘and W. Scout Thompson_(ed.). Nunonal . - .
Secw{ru_) in the 198Qs: From Weakness to Strength (San Fran- ' ?
. cisco: Institute for Contemporary Studics, 1980). The freeze . ‘ ‘ :
 “approach ischarycteristic of Freeze: How You Can Help Pre- - ; j | T
~ vent Nuclear War (New York: Bantam Books, 1982) by Seén- o T _
* - ators Edward O. Kennedy and Mark O. Hatfield. See ul,so - ' .\1""-‘ B o
the’ quticle by "one of the founders of the National Frecge Lo
~ Mov@ent, Randall Forsberg, **A Bilateral Nuclear-Weapon s _ ‘
‘Freezo,” Scientific American 247 (Novembér 1982), pp. 2- ; K v
1t and an excellent collection of articles, The Nuclear Weapi- - _ ' f - i : . y '
“ons Freeze and Arms Control published by the Center for N _
Scienct and Litternational Affairs, Harvard University, (79 - ' ' ’ '
John F. Kenncdy Street, Cambridge, Mass. 02138). For those ‘ ' - . .
- who advocate unilateral U.S. reductions, see the publigntions : T S :
- of the World Policy Institute (777 United Nations Plaza, New \ | S
York, NY 10017) and Robert Johansen, The National Interest " ‘ o
# ~and the Human Interest (Princeton; Princeton Umvcrslly ' ' '_ e _ S
1 Press, 1980). : L
£ For an understanding of Soviet nuclear wcupom poli-
cics, see Ground Zero, What Abour the Russians —3
- clear War? (NeW York: Po:?:\hBooks 1983) and™
Holloway, The Soviet Union abd the Arms Race (New Haven:
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Yale Umvem(y Press, 1983). : s

. For useful perspectives on the issue of nucledr proliferation o ' : oo v
and U.S.:Soviet relations, see a booklt published by the For- ‘ ' . : _ , R

N eign Pollcy Agsocintion, Great Decisions, 1983. (Available Imm . S . ' 1 :
‘ fhe Forelgn Policy Association at 205 Lexington Avenue, New . ! a

York, Néw York 10016, $6.0()_plus $.70 postuge.) - -
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2, Nucl.EAn
Please answer'the questions on bolh sides of this n.porl only qﬁer fou have nttcndcd the discussion or read the boi\{:ct
Answer them without relerence to your earlicr answers. Then hand in both reports 1o the forum modcrator, or mail it
f . the Domestic Policy Association in the attached prepuid onvelope. (In case no envelope is enclosed, you cun send these /
i pagm to the Domestic Policy Association at 5335 Far Hills Avenue, Dayton, Ohto 65429 ) . o
. ' Check the nppmpriulc box: . E 6. Thinking J\m in lmm ol nuclear weapons, how would you rate
: ' the strength of the U.S. Lompur\,d to that of tha Soviet Union? o
1. 1 there were o nuclear war between the U.S. and the Soviet ! Would you suy
Union, what would most likcly happga to the U.S.? Would it: : ' b
N (7 we are fur ahead of the Soviet Union in terms of nuclear ;
] Ceasento exist as a civilized society - T weapots” \
() Suffer enormous casunlties xmd losses. but recover wnhm a (] We are stightty uhuld . ,
decade or two * ) We are about evén T L
, (2] Hardly be affected at all ] We are slightty behind ‘
i [J Not sure/Don’t know (] We are far behind the Soviet Union in torms of nucIu\r
. N weapons . - _
. - 2. Thinking about the arm$ control ugmcmunlx the UL S. has sigped EJ Not surc/Don’t know ‘&‘ ‘
wlth the Soviet Union, would vou sy - Rt
y g 1\:
D The Soviets have prubnbly cheated at cvery opportunity Here's u list of statements. For each one, indicate whetheryou ugree £
[J The Sovi tets have probably.cheated a litle _ ' or disagroc: ’
L] The Soviets have probabl¥ not chu\(cd at all sugrec: Not Tt
"._'._: /! 5 ) : - ‘ .
',)7{“,’ [} Not sure/Don't know I Agree Disngree Sure
3. Whe it comes to those sume agreements, would you say: " 7. The whole idea of & nuclear war is - S
$0 tertifying, Ltry not to think about . o w
CJ The U S. has protfably chented at gvery opponum(y it , _ N 3 0 ‘ .
8 The U.S. has probably cheated a fittle N _ - T . . .. i
The U.S: higs probably not cheatedt at alt % 8. The Soviet Union is the source of ol g
G [:l Not sure/Don’t kpow” . -~ tvil in the moder world 0 ] 0 -
Vit 4 on bnluncc have the arms contyol agmumms we've sxgm.d with 9. {Jl:\cio?ie?:x )mlyw(‘g iﬁzc{)r(:\':l(;l CS(:;A::(; .
. W
. tl:icigvnct Union made thc world a xufcr or ugnon. dangcrous \ make sure pur missiles are bigger | _
P - '-‘-':,-'M = and bener than theirs are ] ] ] .
e 2
% ’
8 R::}' :’/C :t'::::ig f:]\z :zg::g :‘l\l(l;; dungerous 10. The U. S shoud take steps on its . :
oy ve & own to teduce the number of nuclear -
Theéy've made little or no difference - , AN : - 2
Not sure/Don't know _ weapons in tht world, no mattor what ] v R g
ek mLERo ) the Soviet Union docs o0 0o g
5. In an overalt sonse, how would you rute the military slrcngth ol‘ 1. We are m'uéhl too fearful of the So- _ o ,
thc U.S. compared to that of the Sovier Union? Would you say: viet Union; they have so many prob- L
. lems of their own, the Iast thing they . i
We are {4 ‘ahend of lhe Soviet Union in overall mifitary want is (o start a war G 0 0 L
é‘g strength S . -
- [ We are stightty ahend " S =+ 120 Ifthere is a nuclear war, it will prob- %3 ‘
; L We ate about even | . _ably be started by ﬂcmdent Sh g Cl- ’
L We are stightly behind - o : R
L} We sre faf behind the Soviet Union in 0vcmll military strength 13. The. best way to avmd a nuclear war ' 2
- Rot sure/Don’t know - o 0o -0
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{s to be fwly ready to fight anc




Wt . 14, Qurbosthope for reducing the threat
" of nuelenr war is to take small steps.
not blg ones, and to keep on nego-
dntding: without luung down, our
guard - !
’ . -
or frecing ourselves
, - of nuclear wyr is to
. dévelop new (c«..hnOIO{;n.
R lasgrs tn uter, bpagc bolorgs
- sians do _ ‘
s\ ] + .
16. Because of satellites und other so-
phisticnted equipment. we really.do
not noed pn-site inspectiof o learn
what the Rus‘si:m.\‘ arc doing

N 17. Iis incvitable that somewhere down
" theroad, we and the communists \wll
; end up gomg 0 war.

18. Nuglear weapons e so complex,
citizens cannot realistically contrib-
ate to policy discussions and the

: whole darea should be left to the Pres-

LI went and the expents

ery idea of haying enough nu-

insunc
o 20. The Sovidt Union is like mosl.olhcr

couhtrics ih the world — not much
better und not mux,h worse.

T 21,

: capons to blow up everyone *
in the“yorld many nmw over is \
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It’s hard to nnugmc thc awesome responsibility of the Presicont
¥ ~ of The United States. but if you had his authority to protect the
ST : country and_promote the national security, which of the fol-
- lowlhg options would you favor? (check one)’

. Build up our nuclent forces to make sure “‘that our mis-
siles and nuelear capability are the best in the world

o (3 8. Try to butance but npt surpass the Soviet Union in terms

e

(J D.

”

D.E

of nuclear weapons so s (0 promote stability and not
frighten cuch other - -

Negatiate -an unmuhutc falt to the dcvc"lommm and
deployment of nuclear weapons. so lhm both sides will
take 0o fucther steps -

Have the U.S. tuke steps on its own to rcduc; its tumber
af nuclear: mmilcs no mutter what the Soviet Union
may do,

Not sure™
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22. Which would you lest favor? = * .
R -
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There's been. a debate surounding cach of the weapon systems

listed below. Do you have u clear understanding. a general under-
\mndmg or no real understanding of the «cbate ubmn (check ll\l‘: _
approprinte box for euch) T

- No Not
) Clear General' veal  Sure
23. The M)%‘\ni.\silc ’ O O o0 o

24. Pushm;,, mmlll\ n Luropc -0 1 -0

26. Anti-missile laser weapons in

]
25. (‘mi\c mmnlcx in Burope ) [ I I !
ouler space O 0O 00

Whether you feel that you have'a clear understanding of the issue -
or not, would you say you favor or oppase cach of the following.
or do you fecl you just don tkpew enough to dq.ulc at this thme:

\

Nol .
Favor Oppose Sure
2. Bmldmb the MX missile — Do you
favor or oppose the U.S. building
the MX missile. or do you feet that
you just don’t know cnough to de-

’udc at this time? 0 ] O
28. Putting Pcr%ng missiles in Europe

do you favoror oppose putting U.S. . 4

Pershing missiles into Europe, or do . .

you feel that you just dont know : :

enough to decide at this time? O o

-

29. Pulting cnuiisc lmwlcx‘ in Europe—
favor, oppose, or just don’t know at

“this time? ) [j ]

30, Trying to build anti-missile faser
weapons in outor space — favor,
opposc. or do you feel that you just
don’t know chough to dcudc at this

time? : . O

=~ ]
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. -+ depository of the
| ultimate powers
T of soctety but the * | o \ o
people the.mselves;‘ L
I.an'd ifWe think . ' )

them not\eg;[nténed | . _

enough to exercise

their control with a
P wholesome discrétion,
the remedy is not
to take 'it‘ away
from them, but to

inform their discretion

by education.”
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