AD-786 71C

THE CASE AGAINST NOT HAVING A COMPRE-
HENGIVE TEST BAN TREATY

S. T. Co  ::n

RAND Corporation
Santa Monica, California

November 1973

DISTRIBUTED BY:

Nationai Technical Information Senvice
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
5285 Po:t Royal Road, Springfield Va. 22151




R : - i
A -
A 3 -
i ',\, S‘\ .
i THE CASE AGAINST NOT HAVING o
: A COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY \‘
E
z S. T. Cohen
November 1973
D C~
NI R
N .
©00T 17 13
, "
ol | W
i
Dlsi s - . P-5116
A)’: -"4’ i ! . .'. bl Y 4
I Loaine Uiy, | )
e A 1

Foooondagegct by
HATIONRAL TECHGHEAL
PHOPIAATION <Pl
U S Daparteent o ro L g

€ PEETY
Spritg e YA D0

1

e B i B U TE TP BT SO T ST Tar
- svesliiiosh i Linmall 'iﬂ I




- ——— T
v, g;./

> ) !
O]
]
i
3
1
A
3

The Rand Paper Series i
Papers are issued by The Rand Corporation as a service to its professional staff.

Their purpose is to facilitate the exchange of ideas among those who shaie the
author's research interests; Papers are not reports prepared in fulfillment of
Rand's contracts or grants. Views expressed in a Paper are the author’s own, and
are not necessarily shared by Rand or its research sponsors.

The Rand Corporation
Santa Monica, California 90406




THE CASE AGAINST NOT HAVING A COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY

S. T. Cohen

% — —_— ot =4
E The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, California

3

¢ 1'm not g0ing to argue in favor of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

~(CTBT) -- this, in my opinion, would br inimical to U.S. long-range se-
curity interests. But, it will be araued here, in terms of U.S5. national
é security policies -- which some cf us may not like but, nevertheless,
reprosent a fact of life and reflect, in our democratic way of life,
the Hation's resolve as weli -- there seem to he no comnelling reasons
why (assuming acquiescence by the Soviet Union and other nations so
disposed) the U.S. should not enter into such an .greement. |In this
vein, we shall consider the essence of these policies, as they relate
to a (TT, and attempt to determine whether any truly legitimate road-
blocks might stand in the way of U.S. acquiescence.

First, and this is the most critical point bearing on this issue,

it should bte recognized that the current U.S. administration is on rec-

ord as favoring '"a comorehensive test han, adequately verified.'' This
also was the position of Presidents Johnson, Kennedy, and Eisenhower;
and so it should be noted that for mary years the U.S. has favored a
complete cessation of testing provided an adequate monitoring system
could be emnloyed.

Hext, aside from the verification issue, which will be discussed
in a moment, it is important to appreciate the basic U.S5. nosition == :
namely, ihe cessation of testing by the U.S., the USSR and, to a much é

less significant extent, some other nations is in the inrterests of the :

aos——

“This Paper is drawn from a presentation given to the Arms Control
Working Group during the 32nd meeting of the Military Operations Re-
search Society, at Monterey, California.
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United States. It is

not neo. - to Imply here that this position Is sup-
ported and blessed by

facts and logic == it is not. To the contrary,

It is fundamentally a matter of religious faith an. is based on the

cardinal arms control axiom that the mutual restri:tion or reductlion

of any phase of nuclear weapon System develcpment works toward greater

jsecurity. Havir g embraced this basic belief, all that remains to be
done is to furn:sh the rationalization for any agreements that happen
to be consummated.

On these grounds alone, and remembar we're talking about national
policy, any and all arguments, however well-intentioned, for the ne-
cessity to develop new nuclear warheads having yields acove some veri-
fication threshold (whatever that means) are simply null and void,

Such arguments may seem to have some internal consistency and, in terms
of relating tc certain military objectives, they seem to carry grea’

logic. But this is apt to be a narrow brand of logic
remember that milit:-,

and we should
objeciives are not always correlated with na-
tionai policy cbjectives, esnecially when we're talking about arms con-
trol. So to press forward v.ith arquments on the military impcrtance of

a given nuclear warhead, irn opposing an arms control issue, more likely

than not is to bark up the wrong tree, First, let us consider one real-

world example and then we'll deal with some well-intended, extra-ter-
restrial fantasies held forth by those argquing against a CTRT.

Several years ago, one, with seeming impunity, could have {and
many did) made the case that this was no time for a CTBT because it was
vitally necessary to test the Spartan warhead for the Safequard system,
After all, tae President had announced the goal of a 12-site nation-

wide ABM system whose completion was deemed essential to defend the

populace and our Minuteman missiles. At the same time, hrwever, tlie

United States had entered into the SALT negotiations and, while the
President was promoting Safequard domestically, his delejartes were try-

ing to do awa, with it in Helsinkl and Vienna.

\then all was sald and done, Safeguard all but bit the dust in SALT
| and the importance of the Spartan warhead all but vanished. And we
should keep in mind that, while the President fought a desperate battle

wilh the Congress to sell the Safeguard concept and heep it alive, when
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~he decided to sack it in SALT tne approval was almost unanimous. The
fa:t that Safeguard's demise made a shambles of the U.S, strategic Suf-

ficiency Conditions -- strategic military objectives which the Presi-
"5*:dent held to be vitally important -- hardly was noticed in the scramble

to bless an agreenent held to be in tine with U.S. arms control policy.

So much for a vital military objective when the possibility for an arms
control agreement arises,

Mith this example in mind, to press forward with arguments such as:
(1) the recessity for an improved MIRV capahility; (2) the requirement
to check out the reliability of our strategic warheads; (3) the need
to check out the performance -- i.e., the weapon effects and their in-
teraction with a target -- of certain large-yield warheads; and (4) the

need to more fully plumb the nature of larger-yield warheads to make

sure that no surprises exist whose exploitation by the Soviets might
redound disastrously for the U.S. -- all these are essentially irrele-
vant, in view of our controlling test han policies. These are items
that we would much rather no. do if we thought the Soviets wouid be

willing to join us in not doing them.

! IR i g
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Such nuclear tests represent mutual pursuits which are held to be

it LB

fundamentally bad. They may be tplerated (sometimes barely) by us when

we cannot reach agreement with the Soviets to choke them off, but the

nation hardly regards them as rzpresenting it's best interests. Keep

iy huq,m“,wmw y

3 in mind that this is an attitude -- better yet, a national policy -~

E } which does not necessarily stem from the position of the Bulletin of

: i Atomic Scientists or the New York Times, or the Senate Foreign Rela-

3 % tions Committee. Rather, it is the product of many years of high-level
% deliberation by our senior policy-makers,K particularly in the Executive

' é 8ranch; and, as mentioned, it is a product that has been acc'pted and
é «ndorsed by two Republican and two Democratic Preside.s.
§ Thus, it would seem pointless to continue to bring up these kinds

of arguments so that, in theory, a President ::an weigh pros and cons

e

and objectively reach & decision. Hogwash! For more than fifteen years
- the national decision nas been on the pro (nro-test ban) side; and should
a3 President desire a treaty, then what his policy dictates to him is that

he can readily sign on the dotted line if domestic nolitics indicate a
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. . --.-go~ahead and the other major narty (the USSR) is willing -- PROVIDED
o -that the verification issue does not pose internal U.S. problems which
are too thorny. And even then the U.53. has a great propensity to ra-
tionalize on the meaning and implications of verifiability. To this
““point, we might briefly.retrace the hassle over on-site inspectsun dur-
ing the neriod (1958-1963) leading un to the Atmospheric Test Ban Treaty.
At the heqginning of the Geneva test ban talks, the U.S. position
was that an unlimited number of on-site inspections should be allowed
to minimize the nossibility of ciandestine underground testing. The
Russians said nyet! 5o the U.S. unilaterally embarked unon a3 series
cf evaluations {snelled rationalizations) of the seismic verification
problem -- eacn phase ieading to sharp reductions in the annual inspec-
tion levei until twe things happened: (1) The Soviets edged slightly
un, from z++n to nerhons two or three, in their allowed insnection quo-
ta, and then began to back down Lo zero; and (2) influential Congress-
iong! factliouns began tn balk. And so a CTBT stalemate took place which
still seemg 1o exist
Yo.. thi,- verification rationalization nrocess was not really in-
teliectually nonest; and it certainly wasn't technizally renlete for,
vhile U 5. decision-makers were conviicing themselves that seismic de-
tection orogre.s was bhetter thar they had originally thought, research
and experimenta’ior orn decoupling techniques were indicating that this
proqress could r12adiiy and eifectively be neqgated. The noint to be
made here is tha: whereas ''adequate verification' may be an essential
and inviolate tenot of U.S. policy, ''adequacy' is a negotiable (better
yel, self-neqotiatle) quantity and U.5. policy makers have shown a
great pnropensity tu negotiate it away. In su doing, no serious atten-
tion has heen paid ‘o th= views of the other side; and, certainly, the
other widc has naid scant attention to us while this (internal) prczess
went on and its resuits were explained to them. (That this self-nego-
tiation process receiwed treatment in SALT ! comparable to that in the
1958-1963 est ban neantiations, one should review the testimony of
Wiliiam Van Cleave befare the Senate Government Operations and Armed

Scrvices Committees last year.) Therefore, we should keep in nind that,

wien the verif cation caveat begins to interfere with the arms control




i
'
I

e

O Skt o1 e

g

o "5"

policy objective, it is the definition of verification which begins to

. _.erode, nct the objective,

Now this may seem }ike an irrzlevant aside, since the major theme
of this Paper is to relate the test ban issue to national potlticy; and
‘one might wonder why hagqling over the nrice of '‘adequacy' is being
discussed when the U.S. still professes that verification is essential
to its policy. For clearly, by our own pronouncements, there is a
verification threshold for underground tests which is still too high
to he acceptable; the U.S. has said so, officially, statina that there
are important developments helow this threshold (whatever it may be
and not. ~dy knows vhat it is) whose exploitation by an evading party to
a CTET would work against us. 5o, on these grounds, the time still
would not seem ripe for a treaty. But is this really the case? 0One
strongly suspects not, for were the Soviets to suddenly want a CTCT
a~d were there no serious U.S. domestic imnedances, we would see a U.S.
re-evaluation of the verification issue and a treaty would soon Lecome
feasiole.

What is being implied here is that our officialdom in the Executive
Branch are operating under U.S. national security policies which make it
readily and easily possibie to show that ''adequate verification' is es-
sentially at hand. in fact, it could he argued that the verification
problem effectively disappeared several years ago, and had the oppo -
tunity to conclude a CTBT arisen, the 1.5. would have had no difficulty
in accommodating, safely in accordance with its own cecurity pe.icies.

Were we to pick up the verification rroblem by judging ''adequacy"
on the basis of progre:s in seismic detection techriques, .e weuld wind
up in the same sorry state of ten years ago, with the craclusion that
our capabilities had nct progressed to the point where we ~ould dispense
with on-site inspection, “‘Vhat is, were we honest with ourselves, we
would again reach this conclusion. 0On this basi., the thesis presented
here would crumble and no fair case could be made for & CTRT.

On the other hand, thouqgh, it we were to examine the significance,
to the U.S., of Soviet clandestine testing helow our assessed verifi-
cation threshold (again, whtatever that is) -- this being done in the

context of U.S. security policies -- we would find that any such testing

hW‘Mmeum
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by the Soviets could not lend to any significant risk to the U.S.
Erqo, why not consummate a CTBT?

in this policy framework, what about the military siqgnificance of

= nuclear warheads which might emerge from testing below the verification

threshold determined by'the U.5.7 (The Soviet Union has never seriously

concerned itself with this problem, always allowing that national veri-

fication means would be just fine, but never holding a meaningful dia-

logue -- whizh really couldn't be held anyway, since a mutual discus~
sion of classified military matters would he required -- with the U.S.
which would show why this was so.) As has been indicated, the U.S.
maintairs that this is a militarily important area. In terms of its
security policies, however, it truiy doesn't mean it. Let's explore
this seeming inconsistency.

One nilitary area of possible concern, regarding a CTBT, is that
of tactical nuclear weapons, where many allow that discriminate, low-
yield weapons are narticularly anpropriate to give credibility to the
U.S. stuckpile. in this resnect, the importance of advanced classes
of clean, tailored effects warheads, which will stem from continued
testing, is stressed. But is this importance recognized by the U.S.
government, in terms of its security policy objectives? Obviously not.

As 3 consequence of this policy toward tactical nuclear weapons,
there are no serious indications that significant changes in the stock-
pile are in the offirg, and there has been no real effort to incorpor-
ate the considerable nrogress (if one wishes to call it that! that has
taken place in our nuclear testing program during the past dozen years.
In fact, it has been alleged (by knowledgeahle people) that, during the
1960s, there was a conscious and deliberate refusal to invest in dic-
criminate tactical nuclear weannn canabilities becaute this would run
contrary to then-prevaili-g (and still prevailing) policies.

Ever. though a (rather small) school of thought exists (to which
| belong) which holds to the great importance of gaining advanced dis-
criminate weapon capabilities and, on occasion, serior officials seem

to give lip service to having a discriminate stockpile, nevertheless,

the government -- viewed as a controlling entity -- really hasn't wanted

or cared that much to reach for this potential. HNor has the relevaat
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" part of tha Congress -- the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy -- which,

if anything, now seems disposed to cut down on our tactical nuclear
capabilities.

Therefore, we should realize that U.S. policy apparently places
no premium on the need to modernize the tactical nuclear stocknile
through currently available technology, let alone what may become

available through future te<ting; and it places no importance whatso-

‘ever on whatever Soviet testing may accomplish in this area, let alone

on whatever the Soviets already have accomplished. As a matter of fact,
it has heen revealed that we don't even know what warheads exist in the
Soviet nuclear stockpile and we may never nave known what existed; but
since we scem not to have really cared, our igncrance has been hliss,

In sum then, regarding a future imbalance in the U.5.-USSR tacti-
cal) nuclear net technical assessment, because the Soviets cheated under
a CTBT and we didn't, the relevence of a potential imbalance is essen-
tially ruled out by the way the U.S. chocses to regard the probhlem.

We can debate how wise or unwise this policy attitude may be; but it
harpens to be a long-standing government attitude and that's the way

it is. As a consequence, there is no veriffcation problem reqgarding
tactical nuclears because there is no progﬁem on tactical nuclears:

Our policy precludes the necessity foi stnstantial warhead improvements,
along discriminate lines, and it also nracludes meaningful Soviet im-
provements (and who is to say that thete improvements, however we may
perceive them, have not already been nchieved in the Soviet test pro-
gram) -- whether the Soviets like it or not.

Several years ago, when the U.S. embarked upon its Safequard oro-
gram, one could have made the arqumer.. that to discontinue nuclear
testing, through a CTBT, would have jeopardized the develonment of the
Sprint system and, looking further into the future, seriously restricted
the potential effectiveness of Hardsite defense systems. Furthermore,
the Soviets, being able to cheat at these low-yield levels apnlicable
to accurate short-range ABM systems, could have developed optimum war-
heads for such weapons, and so a potertial ABM gap might have loomed

~s a realistic prospect. (It is doubtful whether this factor would

aw s,




pects for consummating a CTBT; but, neverthcless, at that time this
kind of argument might have had a strong intellectual appeal.)

Today, however, we are mors than a year into the SALT | treaty era .
and a new determinant equation exists for ABM. On the U.S. side, we
aren't allowed to deploy enough Sprint missiles to make site defense
a truly significant capability and so to argue the importance of war-
nead improvements holds iittle water.

Therefore, noting how U.S. strateqic policy can suddenly be form-
alized into a new framework, thanks to an arms control treaty, the U.S.
needs to continue testing of improved low-yield ABM warheads cannot be
teo important. However, what about the Soviet ability to pursue this
area, in the event of a CTBT, and how much of an imbalance might be
created by such clandestine pursuit?

fFirst of all, we really can't acknowledge this possibility be-
cause, through SALT |, the Soviets, like ourselves, have substantially
constrained their ABM deployment and, by our verification assessment,
they simply can't get away with any illegal denloyments. Therefore,
it would not be of first-order importance for them to develop advanced
warheads for their existing ABM weapons, plus the fact that the size
of their Galosh missiles indicates more of an interest in high-yield
warheads whose testing can be detected.

Second, there is the prospect for the Soviets upgrading their air-
defense SAMs to provide an ABM capability; in which case, there may be
an important notential in imnroving low-yield warheads for these mis-
¢ciles. That this might wo~k against U.S. security, again such an argu-
ment might seem to have intellectual apreal; but, in terms of U.S. pol-
icy, as reflected by our adherence to the SALT | treaty, it has to be
fantasy since, obviously, the U.%. had to weigh this prospect in as-
ses.ing the viability of the ABM aareement and, obviously, it had to
have reached the conclusion that the Soviets couldn't conduct a SAM-
upgrade program lending to a significant deployment wittout our becom-
ing aware of this treaty evasion. So, whether the Soviets like it or

not, SAM-upgrade is not in the cards for them. As a consequence, were
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" they, for their own esoteric research reasons, to explore warhead'pos-

sihilities for these weapons under a CTBT, this could not possibly work
toward jeopardizing U.S. sezurity.

Summing up the verificaticn problem regarding Soviet clarndestine
testing of ABM warheads, there is no varification nroblem because, thanks
to SALT |, there is no ABM problem. And since SALT | clearly and un-

mistakably is consonant with U.S. strategy policy == In fact, SALT |

more truly is U.S. strategic policy -- we need not worry about Soviet
mi sbehavior since no potential harm (to us) is in the offing.
All

in all, it would apnear that the Soviets have little to gain

through unverified cheating on a CTBT. Of course, it is possible that,

for their pecuiiar set of reaszons, they may have a different viewpoint;
but ther, if they stubbornly insist on being irrational, that's their
prcb lem,

At the risk of seeming snide, one might describe the U.S policy
appraoach to dealing with the problem of ignorance in the context of
arms control as represented by the venerable mo.to: ''What you don't
know can't hur¢ you.' in order to conduct the req-

uisite arms coritrol rationalization, the U.S5. has a record of viewing

intelligence unknowns either benignly or indifferently.
is, o' course,

In this recspect,

This attitude

in sharp contrast to that of the good old pre-arms con-
trol days when truly unknown quantities were snaped into major threats

to scare a Congress and an American public (both groups then largely

suspnicious of monolithic evil Communist motives)

into backing new U.S.
mlitary developments.

Whereas some may not view too kindly such an attitude, neverthe-
less, to a significant derree it seems to have become an ingrained

fact-of-1life. And, whereas its existence natura'!ly would be hotly de-

ried by the powers that be, nevertheless, there
tory to show thac¢, indeed,
L. S,

is an abundance of his-

this situation has prevailed whenever the

nas embarked on arms control pursuits. In essence, this probably

somewhat less than objective behavior represents effective U.S. policy.
Toward supporting this allegation, a few examples in the nuclear weap-
ons and testing area are preser-ced,

j
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_ "0 In presenting the case for a CTBT, in 1963, ACDA Director Wiiliam R
“Foster allowed that a treaty would preserve tne U.5. advantage in tac- '“-}ﬂ

tical nuclear weapons (an advantage, assuming it actually existed, in

stock). Mr. Foster maintained that the U.S. was superior to the Sov-

iets in this area, having a '"'more diversified and numerous arsenal."

Quite possibly this assessment was corr.ct, but apparently there ]
was little hard inteliligence data to prove it out. Edward Teller, who -
-was keenly concerned with the Soviet test program, disputec¢ Foster's o ¢ 

contentions, allowing that our analysis of Soviet atmosnpheric tests was
-akin to trying to tell what a neighbor is cooking by sniffing the smoke
"ffrom his kitchan. But such arquments -- which happened to be correct o
R -- we:e «{ no avail and the unknown was officially made out to be a
U.S. advantage.

In coping with the expressed concern that, were a CTBT signed, the
Soviets might elect to cheat on a significant scaie by decoupling nuc-
lear explosions through the construction of underground cavities, Mr,
Foster stated that: ''Since this farm of decoupling has never been
tried on any practical scale so far as we know, a potential evader
would again be unsure that he cc.ld escape detection.' This remark
really should ihave raised hackies in the arms control community, and
elsewhere as well, but nothing happened and a totally unfounded govern-
ment poslition bacame gospe. on test ban policy. Our ignorance, at that
time, of Soviet decoupling cometence was profound (it still is). |In
fact, one might say that if they had been checking out the cavity con-
cept and had done so competently, by definition we never would have

known it. tionetheless, igno jnse was conveniently translated into

bliss and, by U.S. dictate, there was no way for the Soviets to upset
the CTBT applecart by decoupling.

More recently, namely this year, ~e have a statement by the Chair-
man of the JCS o~ the U.S5./Soviet theater nuclear weanon balance where
the Chairman admits to uncertainties in this balance (t, at the same

time, alleges: ''Nevertheless, | con*inue tu helieve that the U.S. is

B T I

at least the equa! of the USSR in overall capability and nrobably still

the superior in nuyciear weapons technology.'' Whercas one winces at the
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thought of disputing the Chairman's belief, i should be pointec out

- :7.—~that he had even less to go on than did Mr. Foster so~. ten years ear-

“ lier. For, accordina to Carl Nalské* (unti) very recent y the Assist-
ant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Enerqgy): 'We have little
knowledge o+ the Soviet warhead designg,of their vulnerzoility, or of

" T "Soviet testing or development nhilosophy...We do not krow what the

Soviets have accomplished in their program since '963..."

7 So here we go again with the old myths brought up to date. These

remarks hardly are meant to imoly that the Chairman is in favor of a

CT8T, but rather that high U.5. officialdom seems to be continuing to

0

regard voids of knowledae optimistically rather than apnrehensively.
{One would guess that on the civilian side in Washington, most high-
ranking officials, were they to come to a crunch on a CTBT because it

looked like a serious nossibility, would offer little argument against

the Chairman's belief and nrohahly would wax even more optimistically
than he.)

In this- framework of ignorance and in connection with current pros

ard cons on a (TBT, the arqument is made that the U.S. has to go on

: testing in order to check the relirchility of its ongoing stocknile and

= maintain 3 required level of confidence. (n terms of the letter and

law of U.S. policy on a CTBT, what tkis concern has to imoly is Lhat

a serious assymetry (a ''reliability gap," if one may coin a term) may
result if the Soviets are to qo on testing helow the verification thresh-

old while we, being qood sports, refrain.

But hcw in heaven's name can one assess this problem? If we don't
- have 2 qgood idea nf what the Soviets have tested and develuped over the

z last ten vears, then ve really don't have any idea of their potential

'

reliability problers and, thus, no idea of how tc evaluate the matter.
And, moreover, if the U.S. doesn't attach real military importance to

Soviet testing at low {unverifiable) yields, then why should It con-

P G L s B B U R0 RN O M 5 PR TS 0 S AL SR S S s

cern itself with something so esoteric as a low-yleld reliability gan,

: Clearly, it isn't about to.

- .
Testimony to Subcommitiees on S.mt Control, International Law and
Organization, U.S. Senate, July 1971
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T -VAgafn in the-samerveln -- I.e;,.of lghoranﬁé -- we have the in-
tellectually appealing argument that the future of nuciear weapon tech-
nology holds some unknown number of surprises. And were one side --

.- .-—Jet's say the Soviets -- to uncover these surprises In due course of

vime, the other side could be nlaced at considerable disadvantaqe.
In some other world (like on a lew Mexican mesa or in the central

- ‘California wine country} this might seem to have a strongly persuasive

twist (backed up by a lot of technical history). But ir the real world,

"~ an argument surh as this has to he out of this world.

What are the surprises? \lell, we really don't know or they wouldn't
be surorises: but let's qrant that they may, or ever will, be important. =
By definition, our ignorance here has tu remain total (so we should be
tolerant) but since we're not living in a static world, we ' 15t try to
relate this "'surprise' factor to some time-frame; and here is where we
get into trouble -- justifiably -- with the policy people, if we want
them to take this factor into ac.ournt.

It may be unfair for them to ask *hat the surprises he spelled
out, but it's not unfair for them to &s!° whether the Soviets will come Lo
across these surprises in five, ten, or twenty years or whather they
already have a hndful of them tucked away, unheknown to us, in their
nuclear arsenal. Obviously, we have no way of answering such queries: L
We apparently don't know where the Soviets have been; we don't know ;, =1
where they are; and we don't know where they're going -- and maybe E

they've already gone there.

Since vie have a record (part -f which has been discussed here) on
how the U.S. deals with such intangibles, were this issue advanced in A
-1y determined rashion, those responsihle for U.S. CTBY policy (who é
really have already defined surprises away) would glive it rredictable
treatment: ''Yes, you seem to have a aood noint; but who, ircluding 3
you, knows what it means? and, besides, we think we're in good shape
versus the Soviets and. since we don't know what they're doing or can
do, obviously what we don't know Is not all that Important compared

with the known benefits of a CTBT.'" (That they may not know what the

benefits of a treaty may be, indeed they don't. But to argue this




p-int is going against national policy and one can't go against tie

grain and hope to be effective.)

This Paper ray seem to be jaundiced, and even sarcastic, on the
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subject at hand. |If so, it has rot been inadvertent. We're living in

@ nation which has become unhappy (increasingly so) with its nuclear

o W

— stockpile; and continues to seek ways and means to restrict or reduce

this stockpile -- even though nuclear arms control negotiations thus

far have produced no tangible results toward reducing nuclear stocke
piles or prosrects of nuclear war, and ther: is fair evidence that our
primary potertial nuclear adversary, the Soviel Union, shares neither
ovr arms cratrol aspirations or our nuclear (one should say anti-nu-
clear) policies.

These considerations have dcminated the CTBT issue since its in-

ceptiun and have resulted in @ stacked deck -- calleu naticnal securicy
policy -+ which makes it all but impossible to play the yare of nuclear
arms control from the standpoint of the loyal opposition. The trouble

is that it is loyalty to another cause, not the national c3use.

e

As to whether the national cause is out of touch with reality,
that's each individual's subjective judgment. M.'be this is the case,
but for a dissident to fight City Hall with his own technical arguments
-- however well-reasoned -~ |I'm afraid that many, if not most, of these : E

1 f arguments are too narrowly reasoned and, therefore, in a pragmatic

| il o1 AL~

sense, ill-reasoned.

] : The broader problem, of course, includes the political parameters

and, in my opinion, is dominated by them. Politics is the art of the
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possib e, and if there is any possibility of keeping nuclear testing

alive ‘n the U.5,, it will have to be based on an accommodation to the

existing politics =~ or policies, both heing the same thing.
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