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Proposals aimed at halting the testing, production and further 
deployment of nuclear weapons have received considerable 
attention recently. While this concept mag enjoy widespread 
appeal, there are serious questions to be addressed in connection 
wdh any implementation. 

WITH the world increasingly in a 
nuclear shadow end this country 

faced with troubfing budget deficits, few 
ideas have proved more seductive than 
that of freezing the nucleer arms race. 
Combining widespread fear of nuclear 
war, concern about the high cost of 
nuclear weapons, anxiety over a seemingl­
y endless arms race end frustration at the 
lack of progress in arms-control negotia­
tion, the nuclear freeze movement has 
gained considerable support throughout 
the United States imd Western Europe. 

The freeze crusade long ago ceased be­
ing one of those movements that can be 

dismissed as the emrmatione of fringe 
elements. while it does have its share of 
activists looking for a cause, by fsr the 
largest percentage of eupport comes from 
serious-minded citizens worried about 
nuclear weapons end seeking ready solu­
tione. 

The widespread support for a nuclear 
freeze has been reflected in msny different 
forums. In the 1982 elections, one-fourth 
of all US voters were offered nuclear 
freeze resolutions.] Freeze referandume 
were approved in eight of nine statee end 
in 32 of 35 localities. In Vermont, 178 of 
246 communities adopted resolutions ce& 
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ing for a nuclear freeze. 
A freeze resolution failed, by only two 

votes in the 1982 House of Represen­
tatives, and a version linked to arms 
reductions was adopted by the 19$3 
House. The National Conference of State 
L@slators adopted a freeze resolution in 
1982, end the United Nations General 
Assembly adopted similar resolutions by 
wide margins in December 1982.’ Even 
the churches have become involved, with 
the Catholic bishops and some Baptist, 
Presbyterian and Jewish officials endors­
ing various freeze propossds. 

In the face of such considerable sup­
port, many government officials, military 
leaders and strategists have cautioned 
against the concept of a freeze. President 

~ Ronald Reagan and Secretary of Defense 
Caspar W. Weinberger have repeatedly 
warned against the adverse effects of a 
nuclear freeze on this country’s nuclear 
deterrent. They have stated that a freeze 
would leave a significant percentage of 
US strategic deterrent forces ineffective, 
eliminate incentives for the Soviets to 
negotiate meaningful arms reductions 
and prevent the United States from 
modertiing its aging bomber and inter­
continental ballistic missile (ICB.M) 
forces.’ 

Reagan administration officials are not 
alone in their unfavorable assessment of a 
nuclear &eeze. Many strategis~s argue 
that a freeze would lock in the “window of 
vulnerabilityy‘’ of the United States’ 
strategic triad and increase the signifi­
cance of asymmetries favoring the 
Soviets in the areaa of civil defense, air 
defense and even space defense. They also 
remind us of tbe serious intermediate-
range nuclear force imbalances that exist 
in Enrope which would be preserved by a 
freeze. 

Others, who claim to be “realists,” 
describe a freeze as a triumph of ‘“hope 

over experience.’ ‘q The realists explain 
that the deceptive simplicity of a freeze 
maske many complex and crucial issues 
that would have to be resolved—if indeed 
they could be resolved. For example, 
agreements would have to be hammered 
out over verification and duabpurpose 
systems such as bombers which can cany 
conventional or nuclear weapons. Nego­
tiations with the Soviet Union over such 
points have in the pact proved extremely 
difficult. 

Unfortunately, debates over the nucle= 
freeze issue often degenerate rapidly from 
substantive issues into emotional argu­
ments. Dispassionate analyses and dis­
cussions are rare. Freeze proponent have 
frequently presented their case by asking 
queetions such as “Are you for a nuclear 
freeze or for nuclear war?” That is tanta­
mount to asking “are you for peace or 
war?” Of course, there are other alter­
natives, but they are difficult to explain in 
the charged atmosphere of the typical 
freeze debate forum. 

On the other side, opponents of a 
nuclear freeze frequently dismies the 
“freezeniks” by unfairly characterizing 
them as pacifists and unilateralists. Such 
anti-freeze groups are fond of arguing 
that a nuclear freeze falls into that 
category diecribed by H. L. Mencken who 
once said, “There’s always an easy solu­
tion to every human problem—neat, 
plausible, and wrong.’” 

But what about the issues? Is the 
present-day window of vulnerability real­
ly crucial? Would a freeze ebinate hopes 
for arms reductions and undermine 
NATO? Or could we be in what Jerome B. 
Wiesner, president emeritus of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
feels is an optfmtun time for a nuclear 
fr=ze-a “window of opportunity” for 
safer, saner alternatives to a major arms 
btdldup~ Who is right? 

., 
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What Is a Nuclear Freeze? 

As illustrated by the resolution 
presented in 1982 by Senatore Edw~d M. 
Kennedy end Mark O. Hatfield, the 
overall concept of a nuclear freeze ie sim­
ple and easity understood. The Kennedy-
Hatfield Resolution states that, as 

. . . an immediate strategic arms control 
objective, [the United States and the 
Soviet Union should] decide when and 
how to achieue a mutuaf and verifiable 
freeze on the testing, production and far­
ther deployment of nuclear warheads, 
missiles, and other delivery systems. 

They would then move on to nuclear 
arms reductions. As Leon V. Sigsl noted 
in his article, “Warming to the Freeze”: 

The freeze idea captures the layman’s 

sense that both superpowers have enough 
nuclear wcapons to destroy each other as 

viable societies and that further 
deployments would at best compound 
reduruzkncy, or at worst, precipitate Ar­
mageddon.’ 

The wonderfu! simplicity of a freeze end 
its deceptively easy solution to a costly 
and terrifying nuclem problem have made 
it very appealing. But what would it take 
to achieve a mutual and verifiable freeze 
in which both sides could have con­
fidence? And how would a freeze affect 
the strategic balance, NATO and hopes 
for arms reductions? 

Would the United Stales Be Frozen Into
 
Strategic Nuclear Inferiority?
 

Whether the concept of nuclear 
superiority has any validity in these days 
of grotesque overkitl is debatable. But we 
would be remise in not at least consider­

ing if the Soviet Union has gained some 
strategic nuclear edge that would be 
preserved by a freeze and, more iznpor­
tantly, what a Soviet edge woufd mean to 
the United States. In asseesing the 
strategic nuclear balance, we find that the 
traditional US advantage in bombers and 
warheads is vanishing, and the boisnce of 
strategic nucIear power has shifted 
steadify towmd the Soviets over the past 
two decades. 

The Soviet Union’s advantage now is 
more than 600 strategic delivery vehi-
cles-ICBMs, bombers and submarine 
zniseile launchers-and an shuoet 3-to-I 
ratio in zniseilethrow weight. In’addition, 
there has been a precipitous decline in the 
effectiveness of US systems against the 
increasingly large number of Soviet 
hardened targets such ae Soviet com­
mand and control facilities as weff as 
ICBM and antiballistic-missile silos— 
their SS17, SS18 and SS19 ICBMS are 
housed in the world’s hardest silos.’ 

Improvements in Soviet ICBM ac­
curacy end warhead yield now provide the 
Soviet Union with a first-strike capability 
(which the United States does not share) 
that threatens this country’s 1,045 kmd­
based missiles.’ Further, besides being 
deployed in more survivable, hardened 
silos, severat types of Soviet missiles have 
a cold-launch capabtity. (which the United 
States lacks) that allows reloading 
(genersffy in not less than 24 hours) for a 
theoretical second strike.’” 

Stilf, many nuclear freeze advocates feel 
that such Soviet advantages are msr&z-zal, 
at best, or at least not militarily signifi­
cant, and are offset by the greater sur­
vivability of a larger percentage of US 
warheads-primarily those on eubmsrine. 
launched balfistic missilee (deepite the 
zniseiles’ lack of hard target kill capabfity 
which limits targeting optione). Freeze 
supporters also argue that the United 
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States has greater flexibility because of a 
more even distribution of warheads 
throughout its triad and because of a 
larger number of weapons on manned 
bombers. Bombers can be cstled back 
after launching or retergeted in flight in a 
way that missiles cannot. 

As Atbert Wohlstetter explained more 
than 20 y,ears ago in his classic article 
“The Delicate Balance of Terror,” to deter 
en attack means being able to strike back 
in spite of it —in other worde, a capabllit y 
to strike second. Thk is especially true for 
the United States which has traditionally 
shunned the idea of a pre-emptive 
strike—no US president wants to be tbe 
“American Tojo, ” Wohlstetter also 
described the many obetacles which a 
second-strike capability must overcome 
and showed that deterrence is not merely 
en automatic consequence of both sides 
having nuclear weapons.” 

The Delta I.class 

Today, certain scenarioe of Soviet 
counterforce firet strikes are very unset­
tling-especially those which place the 
US forces at a day-to-day alert status. But 
there should be little doubt ae to the effec­
tiveness of the US abifity to conduct a sec­
ond strike and, therefore, to deter an au-
out nuclear war. Despite the current 
wlnerabifities of US land-based ICBMS, 
bomber bases, submarine home ports and 
strategic command systems to a Soviet 
first strike (hence, the window of 
vulnerabilityy), and despite reduced con­
fidence in the ability of US bombers and 
cruise missiles to penetrate the increas­
ingly sophisticated Soviet air defenses, 
the relatively secure US nuclear missile 
submarines at sea should still provide en 
effective deterrent. 

Beyond whatever US ground-based 
ICBMS and bombers survive an attack, 
each Trident submarine alone is capable 

Soviet submarine 
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of launching enough nuclear war-
heads—each approximately eight times 
ss powerful as the bomb dropped on 
Hiroshima-to theoretically deetroy 192 
Sotiet ~ities.la The Soviet leaders wo~d 
have to be mad to contemplate a nuclefir 
exchange that could produce such a 
result. Thus, an effective, if less than op­
timum, deterrent still exists at the 
strategic nuclear level. And it should con­
tinue to exist for at least the near term 
barring unexpected Soviet technological 
breakthroughs in antisubmarine warfare 
or antibrdfistic-missile defenses. 

However, we should not forget that at 
least one leg of the US nuclear triad-the 
ICBM force—has become vulnerable to a 
Soviet first strike in a way that the 
massive Soviet land-based force is not. 
This enables the Soviets to threaten 
destruction of “a very large pzwt of our 
strategic force in a first strike, whiIe rs­
taining overwhelming nuclear force to 
deter any retaliation we could carry 
Out.’”s The aged B52 and Fill bombers, 
and even the air-launched cruise missiles, 
will have increasing difficulty in beating 
the rapid ,advances in Soviet air 
defenses–advances which would not be 
halted by a freeze. 

For example, Soviet SA10 air defense 
missiles now being deployed are effective 
even against the current generation of US 
cruise missiles. ‘4 Of course, there is 
disagreement concerning the chances of a 
Soviet first strike taking out all of this 
country’s ICBMS, and there is stilf little 
likelihood of Soviet air defenses defeating 
all of the US bombers and cruise missiles. 
Besides, the United States would still 
have its submarines. But what if the com­
mand and control link to those sub­
marines became vulnerable or there were 
an unprecedented Soviet breakthrough in 
antisubmarine wtwfere? 

John D. Steinbruner argues that the US 
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strategic command eystem could no 
longer survive a deliberate attack by the 
Soviet Union and that as little as “50 
nuclear weapons are probably sufficient 
to eliminate the abfity to direct U.S. 
strategic forcee to coherent purposes.’ ’15 
And what is the sitnation in regard to an­
tisubmarine warfare? The United’ States 
has made great strides in that area, why 
should the Soviet Union not do Iikewiee?’s 

The current structure of the ICBM 
forces of both sides, with a large percen­
tage of the missiles mounting, multiple 
warheads and all in fixed sifos, may not be 
optimnm in terms of crisis etabifity. 
Coupled with advances in warhead ac­
curacy, the incrsased number of multiple 
independently targetable re-entry vehicle 
missiles has created a situation in which 
the side which strikes first can theo­
retically gain significant advantages. 

The improvements in accuracy provide 
an extremely high probability of kill when 
two warheads are targeted against a 
single launch silo. If the missife in the silo 
is not launched in time, the missile and its 
warheads will be destroyed. Very 
favorable exchange ratioe ime possible if 
the missile knocked out happens to be car­
rying more than two warheads. US 
missiles carry up to three warheads, and 
Soviet missifes carry up to 10 warheads. 
This also illustrates why the MX missile, 
with its 10 warheads has been Iabelsd a 
“first-strike weapon” and why the 
Scowcroft Commission end others have 
recommended the development of a 
mobile, single-warhead missile. 

The current ICBM structure may be 
destabilizing in two respects. Since the 
side which launches first stende to gain 
advantages in a strategic exchange, there 
are destabifizhg incentives for being the 
first to launch. In addition, since neither 
side would want to be caught with its 
missiles stilf in its silos, the current struc­
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ture creates pressures for the rapid 
launching of a retaliation strike by the 
side which detects an incoming strike 
from the other side. 

Obviously, pressures for quick action 
are hardfy desirable when such critical 
decisions hang in the balance. Thus, ae 
Henry A. Kissinger has noted, the current 
situation has revived “the destabilizing 
danger of surprise attack. From this point 
of view, a ‘freeze’ would perpetuate an in­
herently precarious state of events.’’” 

Thus, we find the United States with 
serious strategic vulnerabilities and both 
sides with ICBM structures that are 
potentially destabifizing. Coupled with 
possible Soviet technological break­
throughs in antisubmarine and anti­
ballistic-missile warfare, and continued 
~Pro~~mentS in Soviet civil defense 
capablhties, neither of which would be 
limited by a freeze, such a situation could 
prove disastrous in a time of crisis. It ie 
possible to see how Soviet leaders might 
perceive that they could emerge from a 
nuclear exchange in so much better shape 
than the United States that they would be 
tempted to push a confrontation to the 
brink to protector achieve a vital national 
interest. 

Implications of ths Shift 
in the Strategic Balance 

While deterrence at the strategic level 
may be the major issue, it is far from be­
ing the only concern. Perceptions regard­
ing the nuclear balance-and perceptions 
are the key—permeate world affairs to­
day. The strategic deterrent is the 
fulcrum on which all military force pivots 
and, beyond its value as a deterrent, has 
tremendous political utility. As such, it 
seems to follow! implicitly that major 

asymmetries in the overall strategic 
bsfance criticaffy inffuence Soviet risk 
calculations and poficies and could lead to 
Soviet encroachments on US allies or 
vital interests.’g 

Recent. internatianaf events appear to 
indicate that the Soviets’ “relative 
strength at the strategic level emboldens 
[them] at lesser levels and alfows them to 
coerce friends, foes, and neutrals dike.’ ’19 

It appears that the Soviets now feel freer 
in the use of force at lower levels, confi­
dent that the United States will shy away 
from a threat of escalation.’” 

The etandoff at the etrategic level, with 
both eides desiring to avoid an exchange 
that would trigger national suicide, 
coupled with the .syadusl shift in the 
global military balance and the un­
precedented “correlation of forcee” 
toward the Soviet Union, has been an im­
portant factor in recent increases in 
Soviet risk-taking at lower levels–such 
as in Afghanistan, Angola and Ethiopia. 
This ability of Soviet military power to 
deter a decisive US-shied response to such 
lower level initiatives, and, theref&e, to 
consolidate geographic expansion 
without a major war, is clearly deeirable 
in the Soviet view.z’ The increasing Soviet 
aggressiveness would not be possible but 
for the perceptions of emerging Soviet 
strategic superiority. Kissinger cautioned 
in a speech at the Navsf Wm College: 

We like to believe that we can’ prevail 
through the supw”on”ty of our maxims 
arsd of course, our moral convictions are 
of great importance. But there can be no 
security without equilibn”um. ” 

That equilibrium could be threatened 
by a freeze when there are serious deficien­
cies in US nuclear forces which lead ta 
overrelisnce on one leg of the nuclear triad 
or at a time when Soviet nuclear and con­
ventional advantages have undermined 
deterrence on a number of levels. 
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Could a Freeze Be Adequately Verified? 

Before his retirement, General David C. 
Jones, then chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, warned that “it would be sheer 
folly for us to enter any [freeze] agreement 
which did not include very stringent and 
workable stipulations to verify com­
pliance. “2’ Understandably, most US 
citizens feel the same way and would 
never eupport a freeze that could not be 
verified. 

Virtually all nuclear freeze resolutions 
reflect such sentiments end call for the 
freeze on th~ testing, production and 
deployment of nuclear weapons to be 
mutual and verifiable. However, it would 
be extremely difficult to achieve tbe levels 
of verification required. There are many 
sfmost insurmountable difficulties that 
frustrate efforts to adequately verify com­
pliance with a freeze of nuclear weapons 
production, deployment and testing. 

Few ffeeze advocates acknowledge US 
inability to verify a freeze on the produc­
tion of nuclear weapons. Yet, with present 
national technical means, it is not possible 
to closely monitor what is produced on 
assembly lines-satellites end spy planes 
just cannot see through roofs of manufac­
turing plants. In fact, as Sigaf has cau­
tioned, “even agreements providing for 
on-site verification could not offer firm 
assurance against covert production.’ ‘2’ 

However; many freeze supporters will 
argue that an inability to verify a freeze 
on production is nnimport ant because, 
even if unauthorized nuclear weapone 
were produced secretly, they could not be 
deployed in militarily significant numbers 
without dstection. That may baye bsen 
the case in the past when large, difficult-
to-conceel launch silos had to be dug for 
each missile. Nowadays, it is becoming 

much more difficult to detect missile 
deployment due to the Soviet Union’s in­
creasing use of mobde launchers and cold-
launch capability (which allows. existing 
missile silos to be “reloaded” and used 
again). 

Obviously, it is relatively easy to con­
ceal mobile launchers such as the SS20 in 
large garages. And, even when they are 
not under cover, it is difficult to follow 
mobife launchers around the countryside 
to accurately count them. Further, the 
Soviet ICBM reload capability negates 
the axiom that one silo equals onemissile, 
especially if the extra missiles are 
deployed covertly and hidden from 
satellite observation. 

Freeze supporters wilt correctly claim 
that a freeze on testing is relatively 
verifiable end that this would dissuade 
both sides from producing new, untested 
weapons. They also argue that neither 
side would be likely to spend the money to 
produce and deploy a new weapon if 
reliability testing had not been con­
ducted. However, they fail to note the dif­
fictdties in verifying low-yield nuclear 
weapons tests and bench tests of system 
components and the possibility of covert 
Soviet production and deployment of 
more nuclear systems of the types already 
tested and fielded. 

It should be noted that, as a closed 
society, the Soviets “enjoy” several ad­
vantages in the realm of verification 
relative to the United States.’ Soviet in­
telligeflce acquisition, and hence verifica­
tion of agreements, is much easier 
because of the openness of this nation’s 
democratic society and the wide publicity 
given defense (especially nuclear) issues. , 
There are no Soviet counterparts to the 
antinuclear or “defense watchdog” 
organizations that exist in the United 
States. 

For exmnple, imagine the grateful ap 
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preciation of the Soviets to the publica­
tion of the Defense Monitor which in one 
1982 issue provided a seven-page list 
detailing the locations and numbers of 
US nuclear weapons, delivery meane, 
Strategic Air Command and air defense 
bases, production facilities, ICBM fields 
~d much more.abYet none of that infor­
mation came from classified sources. I am 
not implying criticism of such organiza­
tions or publication. I am merely il­
lu@rating the intelligence acquisition and 
verification advantages enjoyed by the 
Soviets because of this democratic socie­
ty. US intelligence agencies can look for­
ward to no euch Soviet assistance in at­
tempting to verify compliance with arms 
agreements. 

Since normal means of verifying arms 
agreement (national technical means) 
would be inadequate in monitoring com­
plismcewith some testing, production and 
deployment aspecte of a freeze, could 

Trident submarine.launched 

other methods be employed? There are 
other meaeures that could be used to con­
struct a verification syetem capable of 
providing a high degree of confidence. Ex­
smples include provisions for frequent on-
site inspections (which the Soviets have 
in the past “viewed ae a form of es­
pionage’’”) and monitoring the use of 
epecisl nuclear materials such as uranium 
and phrtonium. 

Even better would be for each side to 
allow the other free accees, on very short 
notice, to any location requested—thus 
precluding covert production of nuclear 
weapons. However, such meaeures go far 
beyond those of SALT I and are slmoet 
certainly more than the Soviet Union 
would be willing to accept. In fact. euch 
meaeures are so unrealistic that we are 
left with the conclusion that the United 
States could not confidently verify Soviet 
compliance with a freeze agreement given 
the assets realistically available. 

ballistic missile 
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Would the Soviets Honor a Freeze Agreement? 

If the United States and the Soviet 
Union could reach an agreement on 
verification of a nuclear freeze, there is 
some doubt that the Soviets would honor 
the accord. There have been press ac­
counts of d liberate Soviet interference 
“with tbe I..mns of verifying compliance 
with the SALT I treaty.’’” Soviet viola­
tions have included digging unauthorized 
silos, scrambling .SS20 radio signals dur­
ing missile tests (which complicates US 
efforts to determine the SS20’s capa­
bilities) and attempting to conceal 
movements of a new IC13M.’aIn addition, 
there is good evidence “that the USSR 
has stretched the meaning of the SALT 
provisions to stockpile far more than the 
permitted number of missiles.’’” 

Soviet disregard for other international 
agreements is also illuminating. The 
Soviet Union was a pruty to the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 which banned the first 
use of chemical agents and to the 1975 
Biological Weapons Convention which re­
nounced the use smd production of 
biological weapons. In spite of those 
agreements, the United States bas ac­
quired overwhelming evidence indicating 
that the Soviets and their dies used 
chemical and biological (toxin) weapons in 
Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan.’* 

In addition, an outbreak of pulmonary 
anthrax in the Soviet Union at Sverd­
lovsk, the suspected result of an accident 
in a biological weapons production facili­
ty, stifl remains unexplained.” Such ac­
tions create considerable doubt about the 
Soviets living up to any treaty or verifica­
tion measures-even in the unlikely event 
that they agreed to the stringent 
mehsures on which the United States 
would insist. 

And what wordd the United States do if 
tbe Soviets violated a freeze agreement? 
What could this nation do if it discovered 
that some unauthorized Soviet activity 
had left it more vulnerable than before? A 
realistic appraisal reveals that it would be 
possible to do little more than rue the day 
the Soviets were allowed to mount their 
deception, engage in some tough talk and 
economic reprisals, cancel tbe freeze and 
try to catchup from an even weaker posi­
tion. 

Would Strategic Arms-Reduction
 
Talks Be Frozen Too?
 

A “satisfactory” nuclear freeze would 
have to contain marry, if not all, of the 
elements we normally associate with 
arms-reductions talks. It would necessari­
ly be far more complicated than the 
simplistic resolutions so widely supported 
and would have to include agreements on 
many items other than just nuc~eararms. 
To prevent further deterioration of 
strategic stability, agreements would be 
rsquired for dual-purpose weapons 
systems (for example, aircraft or missiles 
that can carry conventional as well as 
nuclear warheads), maintenance and safe. 
ty improvements to existing systems, 
civil defegse measures, development of 
antisubmarine warfare technology, sir 
defense systems end perhaps even space 
weapons. 

As explained earlier, the underpinning 
for such an agreement would have to be 
provided by the negotiation of complex 
verification measures. Obviously, such an 
accord might wefl be more difficult to 
negotiate than arms reductions. However, 
urdike the hoped-for arms-reductions 
agreements, even a relatively all-inclusive 
freeze would leave the United States with 
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the undesirable vrdnerabilities in our 
nuclear deterrent that exist at the present 
time. Equitable srme-reduction accorde, 
on the other hand, would leave us with in­
creased etrategic, crisis and arms-race 
stability. 

What would happen to our hopes for an 
arms-reduction treaty if we indicated the 
willingness to settle for a freeze? 
Weinberger contends that the acceptance 
of a freeze would show a lack of resolve to 
strengthen US nuclear defenses and 
would virtually destroy this country’s 
ability to negotiate genuine arms reduc­
tions. Weinberger argues that the United 
States must continue to demonstrate 
resolve 

. . . to modernize our nuclear capability, 
even though we of course earnestly hope 
to negotiate major and effective arms 
reductions agreements. Only by maintain­
ing our strength can we produce the 
pressure necessary to get the Soviets to 
agree to advantageous arms reduction 
agreements. ” 

The United States’ efforts to obtain a 
verifiable ban on chemical warfare 
through bilateral arms-control agree­
ments with the Soviet Union are illustra­
tive of the impossibility of gaining an 
agreement when one side is asked to sur­
render an advantage. Becauee the Soviets 
have a eignificsmt margin of superiority in 
chemical warfare capabilities, they have 
shown little interest in seriously negotiat­
ing an agreement which includes ade­
quate verification. 

The Soviete have everything to lose 
and, because of our lack of comparable 
modern weapone as a result of US 
unilateral restraint since 1969, little to 
~~n.,$ It is nOW apparent that, until the 
United States improvee its chemical 
deterrent, there will be no incentive for 
the Soviets to negotiate a comprehensive, 
verifiable ban on chemical weapons. 

A similar situation exieted in tbe 1960s 
when the Soviets initially refused to nego­
tiate an antiballistic.missile treaty. Iui­
tisdly, when only the Soviet Union had an 
antiballistic-missile system fielded, the 
Soviets showed no inclination to reach en 
agreement. It was not until the United 
States develop~d its own syetem that the 
Soviets changed their minds and negoti­
ated in esrnest.8’ 

While the Soviets do not have superiori­
ty in strategic nuclear weapons com­
parable to that which they enjoy in 
chernicisf weapons, the failure to reach 
agreement on chemicsf weapons shows 
that the United States cannot successful­
ly negotiate from a poeition of relative 
weakness. Therefore, if we accept the 
premise that the United States’ nuclear 
deterrent has certain vnlnerabilities in its 
ICBM end bomber forces not shared by 
the Soviet Union, it seems logical that tbe 
Soviets will not surrender their position 
unless they perceive that this nation in­
tends to correct the existing deficiencies 
to ensure strategic balance. 

Only then can the United States expect 
the Soviets to realize that it would be 
futile and extraordinarily expensive to 
continue their effort to achieve decisive 
strategic advant agee. And only then will 
they recognize that arms reductions are in 
their best interests. 

Such reasoning ehould also illustrate 
precisely why the Soviets would have no 
motivation to negotiate more stabilizing 
arms reductions if the United Statee 
settled, instead, for a mere freeze and a 
continuation of the status quo. Klesinger 
summed up the situation quite well when 
he wrote that: 

If the U.S., by its abdication guarantees 
the invulnerability of Soviet missile forces 
while the Soviets keep oars expose~ any 
Soviet incentive for serious negotiation 
will vanish. z’ 
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What About Western Europe and NATO? 

Our focus to this point has primarily 
been at the strategic nuclear level. Now, 
we need to look at Western Europe-an 
area of vital interest to the United 
States–focusing specifically on NATO’s 
Central Region to assees the effect of a 
rmclem freeze on that area. While the 
brdence of forces between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact is endlessly debated, with 
the numbers often manipulated to sup­
port various arguments,s’ few would 
disagree that the Warsaw Pact has a 
significant advent age in virtuaIly every 
area of conventional, chemical and theater 
nuclear erme. 

The NATO forces, by virtue of the large 
number of US artillery and Lance missile 
nuclear warheads, retain “approximate 
parity” only in short-range-less then 
100-kilometer mnge—nucleex weapone.” 
The lack of conventional balance is 
especially acute in the critical Central 
Region where the failure of NATO con­
ventional forces to stop a Warsaw Pact of­
fensive could result in escalation to 
nuclear weapons. 

A relatively best case (for NATO) 
eetimate of the conventional balance, 
which includes French forces and US­
baeed ground and air reinforcements 
often left out of such comparisons, in­
dicates that the NATO forces in the Cen­
traf Region would be at about a l-to-2 
disadvantage in numbers of divisions 
(although Warsaw Pact divisions have 
fewer personnel than most NATO divi­
sions, the combat power is mughfy the 
same), a l-to-3 disadvrmtage in numbere 
of tanks, a 1-to-4 dieadvantage in ertiflery 
and mortars, and abont a l-to-l.4 disad­
vaucage in numbers of combat aircraft. 
The figures would be roughly the same 

even uhder conditions that prevented 
reinforcement fkom the United States and 
the Soviet Urrion.9a 

Deepite the unfavorable statistics, the 
NATO forcee in the Centraf Region 
should not be lightly dismiesed. They 
pose a very significant war-fighting 
capability, particularly considering that 
they will have the adventages of being the 
defender. Furthermore, there are eeversf 
important factors which work to NATO’s 
advantage. Some factors are the pofiticaf 
unrefiabifity of several of the Warsaw 
Pact countries (Poland is the best.exam­
ple), better levels of training in the 
Western forces and rigid (and, therefore, 
predictable) Warsaw Pact operational 
doctrine. 

On the other hand, despite all of its ef­
forts to improve interoperabtity, NATO 
still presents a less homogeneous force 
both in organization and equipment. 
Therefore, NATO suffers more from com­
patibility problems. In sum, despite the 
imbalance in the Centraf Region which 
favors the Warsaw Pact, the NATO 
forces have “the conventional strength to 
force the Soviet Union to launch’ a 
massive attack and prevent any easy vic­
tory in a fimited war.’’” 

Should a maeeive War-saw Pact attack 
be launched across the West German 
border arrdshould NATO’s conventional 
forces prove unable to stop it, NATO 
would have to resmt to short-rauge 
nuclear weapone—’’the capstone of 
NATO’S deterrent end the finchpin of [the 
US] strategy of flexible response.’”” As 
noted here, the NATO forces have approx­
imate parity in tbie area. However, the’ 
majority of the NATO warheads are cm 
relatively old artillery and Lance missile 
rounds whose use ie Ihnitsddue to their 
short range (hence, the US Army’e cnr­
rent wiffingness to reduce the numbers of 
iuch nuclear rounds in Europe). 
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This is a serious limitation as it 
decreases the NATO threat to the lucra­
tive deep targets presented by the follow-
on echelons of the Warsaw Pact. The 
soviet counterparts to these weapons, 
though less plentiful, have superior range 
and accuracy. One step up the “ladder of 
esctdation” are the tactical surface-to­
surface missiles in which the Warsaw 
Pact heavily outguns the NATO Alliance 
by 6-to-1 in missile launchers and 5-to-l in 
warheads.~l 

In addition, NATO still has not 
deployed any weapon comperahle to the 
accurate and mobile Soviet SS20 theater 
nuclear missile which is reloadable, has a 
range of 3,000 miles and has three war­
heads on each missile. At the present 
time, the Soviets have more than 243 
SS20 launchers deployed in Europe. and 
each SS20 unit is assessed to be equipped 
with an additional refire missile per 
launcher.” 

Some have argued that the absence of 
NATO counterpmts to the SS20 is of little 
consequence because US, British or 
French strategic nuclear weapons can just 
as adequately terget a location as theater-
range missiles can. The NATO Alliance 
has not ehared their view. The allied 
strategic nuclear missiles are not as ac­
curate or responsive to targeting changes 
as the Pershing II and cruise missilee 
promise to be. Beyond that, however, the 
paramount issue for the NATO countries 
has been ensuring deterrence born of the 
“coupling” or “linkage” between US 
medium-range nuclear missiles and the 
US strategic nuclear forcefl’ 

The result was the NATO decision of 12 
December 1979 to deploy US Pershing II 
and cruise missiles in five European coun­
tries beginning in December of this year. 
Not surprisingly, the Soviet Union hae 
used every available political and psycho­
logical tool to oppose this deployment, in­

cluding a massive propsngmrda effort and 
outright attempts to bully NAT0.44 Yet, 
despite well-organized and very vocal 
campaigns in Western Europe to prevent 
the upcoming deployment of the Pershing 
II and cruise missiles, no major allied gov­
ernment has given in. Were the United 
States to adopt a nuclear freeze-thereby 
precluding following through on the 1979 
decision–it would cut the ground out 
from under the European leaders who 
have steadfastly he!d to the implementa­
tion of that decision. 

Thus, it should be evident that a nuclear 
freeze would have a serious impact on 
NATO, particularly in the criticeJ Centraf 
Region where the Warsaw Pact forces 
have true advantages in conventicnwd, 
chemical and nuclear forces. A freeze 
would preserve the weakened state of 
deterrence that results from NATO’s lack 
of theater nuclear forces and leave the key 
issue of coupling unresolved. In prevent­
ing the deployment of US Pershing II and 
cruise missiles, a freeze would weaken the 
Atlantic Alliance and encourage percep 
tions of growing Soviet strength at a time 
of US weakness and decline. 

“Such perceptions have already led 
some Europeans to urge their govern­
ments to reduce ties with the United 
States and NAT0,”45 and the United 
States’ acceptance of a nuclear freeze 
would seem to confirm the feelings of 
those Europeans urging reduced reliance 
on the Unitsd States. Soviet leaders 
would cert sinly promote and manipulate 
such European anxieties in hopes of wesk­
ening the unity end resolve of the NATO 
Alliance and in an effort to extend Soviet 
influence without risking the dangers of a 
major War.’eThus, while a freeze would by 
no means be a guarantee of a Warsaw 
Pact invasion, the NATO nations would 
very likely have to pay a heavy political 
price somewhere down the road. 

., 
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NUCLEAR FREEZE 

The impact ef the
 
Soviet Strategic Orientation
 

Ultimate deterrence is achieved by each 
side holding the other side’s titian popu­
lation hostage. However, this aesmnes 
that “boththeUSSR and Unitsd States 
will freely offer up their populations for 
massacre. ““ Unfortunately for tha Urdtsd 
States end deterrence, the Soviet Union 
has seen things differently. Becauee of a 
history filled with invasions in eve;y cen­
tury, to include three in the 20th century, 
the Soviets have been very concerned 
about protecting their citizens in case of 
war. Consequentlyr the Soviets havw 

. . implemented large programs for 
defending their citizens from nuclear at­
tack, for shooting down American 
missiles, and for fighting and winning a 
nuclear war.’s 

Together with the huge buildup in their 
offensive nuclear capabilities, such Soviet 
actions are quite destabilizing, especially 
when they me not matched by similar US 
efforts. The result is a belated realization 
by the United States that mutual assurad 
destruction never became mutual-as 
Senator Daniaf P. Moynihan deecribed it, 
“a policy in mine.’”g 

What is usually forgotten or overlooked 
is that while the strategic orientation of 
the United States emphasizes measnree 
for preventing war, Soviet deterrent 
thinking “concentrates largely on the re­
quirements for responding effectively and 
surviving in the event deterrence fails.’‘sO 
Studiee in 1977-78, directed by Secretary 
of Defense Harold Brown, concluded that 
the Soviets are senoue about winm”nga 
globaf nuclear war. The Soviete believe 
that “victory” ie en attainable goal for a 
nation that studiee the problems of 
nuclear war, works out a strategy for vic­
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tory and develops doctrines, forces and 
strategic defensive programs, together 
with an allocation of economic and human 
resources for the implementation of such 
a etrategy.5i 

The result of these different approaches 
is that while the United States’ civil 
defense progrmn has been neglected for 
years, the Soviet Union has forged ahead 
with a huge, weli-coordinated effort. An­
nually, the Soviets spend approximately 
20 times as much as the United States on 
civil defense.’z 

To maximize their chances of national 
survival and to secure the optimal out­
come, the Soviets have also been develop­
ing a massive strategic defensive force. 
This force includes active defenses such 
as modern interceptor aircraft, surface-to­
sir missiles (there erenone defending the 
United States) and ballistic missile 
defense systems (the United States has 
had none since 1976). It also includes 
passive defenses such as surveillance rmd 
warning systems, hardened bunkers end 
electronic countermeasures.58 

The late Herman Kefm, one of this 
country’s foremost nuclear strategist, 
ermed that the United States would be 
more responsible and probably enhance 
deterrence if, after trying to “deter the 
use of nuclear weapons by others,” we 
would “then go one painful step further 
and envisage their use. ”sa However, only 
the Soviet Union seems to have heeded 
his advice, rdthough presidential Direc­
tive 59, under President Jimmy Carter, 
and recent Reagan administration initi­
atives indicate gradual US recognition of 
civil defense end command, control and 
communications system survivability as 
elements of tbe etrategic bshmce.bs 

While Soviet strategic defense pro­
grams are far from perfect, the distinct 
asymmetries that have emerged could 
contribute to a Soviet belief that they 

could survive a nuclear exchange and 
emerge in much better shape than the 
United States. Such Soviet perception 
could encourage them to take greatsr 
neks in a crisis situation and possibly lead 
to miscalculations concerning the limits 
of deterrence. 

A nuclear freeze would exacerbate such 
destabilizing problems since the typical 
resolutions fail to address any of these 
areas which are so important in determini­
ng the success of deterrence. While a 
freeze would not prevent the United 
States from attempting to catchup with 
tbe Soviet head start in some of these 
areas, the resulting asymmetries would be 
difficult to overcome. In combination 
with the vulnerabilitiee frozen into the US 
ICBM ruralbomber forces, such asymme­
tries could reduce the United States’ con­
fidence in its deterrent forces (and in­
crease Soviet confidence in theirs) as well 
ae hamper US actions in the internationef 
arena. 

Conclusion 

While the United States recognizes that 
there could be no winner in nuclear war, to 
eneure effective deterrence it is para­
mount that the Soviet leadership under­
stsrrds this as well. This is especially im­
portant because the Soviet buildup in the 
1970s 

. has belied the action-reaction theory 
of the arms race which holds that the 
Soviet military build-up is always a 
response to increases in American defense 

spending.’e 
Unilateral US restraint during the 

1970s, which was trmtsmount to a freeze, 
was not met with similar Soviet restraint. 
On the contrary, the Soviets built far 
greater numbers of ICBMe than would be 
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necessary for a deterrent capability” and 
complemented their strategic offensive 
capabilities with the development of 
maseive strategic defenses. 

The new generation of Soviet ICBMS 
was specifically designed to attack US 
missile silos and allows Soviet planners to 
envision a nuclear confrontation in which 
they probe US resolve to retaliate by at­
tacking a smaller and emafler subset of 
our military forces while US options for 
retaliation are limited.5’ In the same 
period, the Soviets deployed mobile SS20 
theater nuclear missiles to decouple US 
nuclear weapons in NATO from tfds coun­
try’s strategic ballistic missiles. The ines­
capable conclusion is that the Soviete are 
bent on achieving true strategic superior­
ity which they can then exploit to achieve 
their pofitical, economic and geostrategic 
aims. 

A nuclear freeze would codify Soviet ad­
vent ages and leave a significant number 
of the US strategic retsfiatory forces inef­
fective against Soviet targets or vulner­
able to Soviet attack. A freeze would also 
eliminate Soviet incentives for mesrr­
ingful srms-redg+lion talks end prevent 
the United States from modernizing its 
aging strategic triad. 

A freeze could also leave each side with 
inherently destabilizing ICBM structures 
which, because of their large number of 
multiple independently targetable re­
entry vehicle missiles, offer tremendous 
theoretical advantages to the side which 
strikes first. In addition, the Soviets 
could continue to improve their sophisti­

cated air defenses, but we could not 
replace our B52 bombers which are dow 
more than 25 years old.” This krdly 
seems like the path to increased stability, 
particularly considering the improbabik 
ity of achieving adequate verification. : 

However, those are not the only short­
comings. A nuclear freeze would also have 
serious consequence for NATO because 
it would prevent the deploymerit of the 
Pershing II and cruiee missiles calfed for 
under the 1979 NATO decision. In so do­
~g. the United States would seriously 
undermine the Atlantic Alliance and 
undercut the European leaders who have 
steadfastly supported the deployment 
decieion in the face of vocal opposition. 

Finally, a freeze would carry with it the 
serious international implication that the 
United States lacks the resolve and na­
tional will to maintain en effective nuclear 
deterrent. Soviet perceptions of such a 
weakness could very well increase Soviet 
political bullying and risk-taking at all 
conflict levels and thereby further 
threaten world stabifity. 

Though it is difficult to argue against 
“virtuous talk of peace, reduced defense 
budgets, and morsf rectitude, “6° hope­
fully, this article has dispelled some of the 
illusions regarding a nuclear freeze. It is 
time this nation’s citizens realize that, in­
stead of providing the answer to their 
fears and frustrations, a nuclear freeze 
leaves only the paradox that a proposrd in­
tended to prevent nuclear war would ac­
tually increase the likelihood of such con­
ffict. 
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