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FREEZE: THE LiTERATURE OF THE NUCLEAR YEAPONS DEBATE®

T ’ Cos ' - ‘peter deLeon - - 7 B S

Political Science: Depart.:m}it
... The Rand Corporation -
N o R o Sauta Monmica, Calif. -
RS R "o Arthur M. Katz. ‘Life- Aftex ‘Nucléar \-at Cambridge, Mass.: = 7o
: ) Ballmger Pross. 198-. ,-,‘65 PO _71&.95 _(pb).‘r ; T

L s Edward:it. - Kemwd)-:.and Mark 0. Hatfield.- Freeze! How You. Can.. . . . . ". . e
‘ Help Prevent Nuclear War. New York: B Bantam Baoks. i982
"07 pp §3.50 -

g < | gt

g - Roger Nolnnder (for Ground Zéro). Nuclear War:- What's In It for Ly
: You? heu York. Pncket. mks.,i‘)az 272 pp: $2.95%:

- ; . Janathan Schell The l-‘m;e of thc !-Ianh. Ym Mfred
P. Lm:pt’ 198 244 PP sil. 95

Solly Zuekeman \nclear Illusion emd R»al it.y. m York:
' Vlklng Press. 1932. 154 pp. $10.95. " :

m cTIoN
. Hithin "k"tbe" past year,

a m}or punucal mi\anm for a -

development and deploynent athnac wms hu mrged o :

,,V;'iu the Uuited States (Hxllet. maz). n :us -Wed itself m h

: "VQVJCOngrusional resolutions.~ staze ballot propos:tﬂm and mmcms o
fnunicipal initiauves (espccially in the l\orthe&sz}. Sntveys repott a S

‘ ";'f;':«’thue-to-one backmg for a .nctear trceze becum m Uni:ed States and

kiy}fﬁ/che Soviet. Unioi{ (Sussman: and Kaiser,’l%Z) mmetal novmnt-- o\
'k.ﬁ,":—:"ucking in comon definitmns and (possibly) We"“is qnue Sl
remarkable in that it seems to have spzung ouc ‘of xhoteacloth, yer. found
a fer:ih, it' amo;phous, vconsu:uency.; ’(aut;gg;f,mid’, 1982, attempts to
docuneni its geneéis aﬁcf grwth;) ' | |
Wted for The Jcnrnai of Ccmflic_g esplution. [ am

'“:Wnuw of the ins;ghtfui comments by Rand.colleagues MNorlie
Gravbard and Dmml 'Smia‘ mither' - of course ms;:oasible for ny
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This review does not attempt tc chronicle the presemt movement.

Such & narmtxve uould be prcmatxrro, for the drama surely has not pld)pd

" itself out. \or will the review. wengh these buoks® qunn&xtatxve :;' o

;argumehts. ~To do-so would 1mp1y thac we have somﬁ confideﬁﬁc'in what

are, ac base. hxghly vanable and uncertain est imates. More €o ‘tho:: m

point, a aumbers dxspute wou!d dxstract one frcm theemart cri£1c1l

featureb of these books.T Rather. this revxeu examines some of thv T

o b,:etature which has, by and targe, mformed the. anu-nuclwr movemult

o and inquire as to the intellxgeme of v;he debaw. Ttw boeks listnd

abovn zra cenainly not ;hé best books cn tha 1ethai qupwlons o{

nuclut uut, but they are the most: promnent. andwfer beue-n- or worse-—

: the books bhich have generated snd structured much of tbe mrgmg“

debate. The issue at. hand th_en, is to ask v.har. aretheir 3treng!‘.hs and

mkaesses (both indwxdually and coltectwely). what might: be theu: : ”

fooct on Adain tration pohc.y, and in genetal “m meg. germuﬁng

‘heat than light?

Por alnost as long as there have been nucleatmms. their s.udy

has been liuuted to experts, either uxthin the. mﬂatary or a small

civilian' cadre\"‘ This small cxrcle was in‘txally restricted by

: classiﬂcacion requxrements.~ These have become much less uwf an. ebstacle'

to understanding nuclear doctrme than the technical paraphenalia, the

hxghly spectshtnre nature of the logic and evidence on nuclear warfare
andistraugy.- and a general reluctance to "think about the smthinkable."
Thera is now ample mformauon in the public domain wiuch dlluminates

: ﬂw ;ffm o€ nuclear weapom and the capabilities of theix dehvery




= syatems., The nuclear strdtogy debate is no 1on5er arcane' noted

commentators in populdt maguzxnes, and Comminications modxa tegularly

dobate the whys. hows, dnd wxsuoms of couutvrtufco VS, countervaluo RN

e 1,,exch1uge>, tho lxterato pub!xc i 1nrrodsxuh!y askcd tn Lonfront nuclcar"

”"'nnsn&iate stra:egxc arms . contrn! agreemonts wi&h the Sov;»t bnxon, Aand

emphasize local ¢ivit defense.programa (see Reed, 14932;, _{Cer}g_arl\l,_l982).

L...' . Thus, there are_yrcsegtly both seed and soil for a national debate on

nuclear ddc;rine énd”dcapbnry;"“—"~“ T N

”he antx-nuclear _wovement - i§,'qucourse;ua:pnlitiéal movement .

;»None of the books lxsted abave ié‘moré.pblitical'tﬂah Lhé L

Bk Kcnnedy‘ﬂatfield votumo. Its Iast 100 pages Yist people’ who endorse the

“'fKennedy-Ratfxeld resolutxoﬁ (classified as foreign polxcy/defeﬁse

re}igxouswleaders. nd others [sic.!}}4aad kare gg ﬁﬁdividual

' cou$d Qr{tekto volunteer his or hcr servicés if 50 ucVed - Sadly, ‘the
‘text of the book is much less 1nformat:ve.;xt is patent advocacy, not b
1aﬂalysxs. meant to stampede rather :han inform .in any meaningful manner :
‘ T&ble 1 lzsts over 200 ma;at American cities -and nhat their

a:uortalxty/injury rates would be in the event of a 50 kiloton one

":negaton; or 20 megaton nuclear explosion; should the point be too' =
subtle, another couple hundred smaller urban areas and their estimated
casﬁaltieskare listed in Table 2; phrases like "vaporized human beings"

litter the textt'Althongh one can readily:admit that there is nothing

'subtle about a nuclear exchsnge. the arguments underlying nuclear

arsenals andkdoctt;nes arc much more complex than the Kennedy-Hatfield

;olenie would have one bclxeve, Even the:Kenuedy-Hatficld Senate




resolutxon reflects the COmplexxtzes of the nug]oar woapons cnndxtton
-more accurately than the book when it- ambxguousl) ernnses. ST I IR ol :":

iy L e As‘an immedjate‘stralagic‘armsjcbntrol control obiective, the - - I T
.-United States and the Soviet Union should: \

. -7 ‘a. Pursue a complete halt to the nuclear arms race; . aooT

CusemmeTes S 0 i f - Decide whien and how té achievé a mutual and verifiable ¢ oo om T
S i freeze on the testing, production, dnd future deployment
of nuclear warheads, missiles, and other delivery systeas;

St DTl and give special attention to-destabilizing weapons whose. fes - e
- : T - deployment would make such-a freo&n more difficult to

'Vachieve.

2. Proceeding from this freeze, the United States and the Soviet
- ol " Union should pursue major; mutual, and verifiable reductions in
b e - RBGlear . warheads, missiles, and.other delivery systems, through
et hiesnesoo o) anonual percentages or equally effective means, in a manner that
. BRI e énhances stabxlxt) (hennedy and Hatfxeld 1982; lo9~170) )

Hany with bonafxde arms centrol credéht\axs. such as Represcntatxve Lpsf?’

Asptn uho :ermed the resolution Aweasel-uorded fﬂillér, 1982), find it~ BT

% difficult to suppozt such an.;ii-deiined cleat;y péligicgl!giinﬁpigedj;;f

and‘pérhaps counterproductive resolucxon. One misht hope for a more

balanced tfat:tual assessment in this emotxonally-charged arena but
iPreeze obviously has no such pretentions.
The banalxty of the Kennedy-ﬂatf;eld book is particu!ar!y appnrent

laftet readxng huclear War.‘ what's In It for You, largely written by

Roga: Holander, a former member of the Natxonal Security Cauncil for

:’the Ground Zeto organizatxon. Although occasionally lapsing into the

";unfOtngeably cute (e g., chapte' titles like "From Toyland to

. ,; “ e ‘char°Nevet Land" and referrxng to a Soviet military officer as "lvan
th& Tkrgcteer“). the book presents in a relatively thuughcful manner the
history, cntrent conditxon, and possxb!e future consequences of the
aucl;a: arms race.v it v;v;dly depicts the destructxv« power of nuclear

fnrﬂa ritcal but one- which snrely Qhould not. be




‘neglected), the new technnlngies. al'l.iaricéfprh!ikms; nuclear doctrinal — = - _ 1_.4

Tl e : inconsistencies, and preblems . in dealing with the Soviets. Molander

doas not'delve ihibjill tﬁo'inifiédciéé’ﬁﬁd'tﬁﬁgléxitié§‘of'theSe e r———

e S i 'sub)pcts. that is not. h:s scope ér pu*pcse. But ﬁé does, at'a minimum,
e k attempt to portray how th exxstxng relatxonshaps sake the sudden “cold-
t.urkey cessation of t.he nuclear arms race. a.much more unlikely event
‘than Kennedy'liatfm id wouid have one- believe.
Qnﬁlghqyld,ggﬁAuq?g;espjma}g_ﬁq}a?(irfg purpose: through a seriés

of plausible scenarios and application of "limited war" conditions, the

book  argues that nuclpar war is not impossible--although surely

;
;
!
i

e TR "-;unintcnded--and that, c;ciznn action is one way . zo lnwer the ptobabxhty

It provxdes su{fxcxenc 1n£ormatxon to xnform and pnzheps even motivite

the intetested.reader certaxnly enough so he nx she can pose-

\gknowledgeabte questxons aﬂd fecognize stramg&zinmunrd ‘answers. Therbééki

1is surely slanted buk at least the reader has fa-u notion thst tha f'n',; :

;ivuclear competxtxon is mult:faceted that the nuclear dortrine might be
-l ;  ”i‘: f; i7‘ f :‘(dead1y but it is dxscernzble, and that, with appiicatlon, ‘the concerned
| citlzen can possxbly have some cffect onAthe mazsnn s nucleat arms
'Ppolicy. ‘These goals are ﬁomewhat modest and, by amd large,

»‘:well'artxculated by Mo}cnder. The reader of this journal would

"certaxnly have preferred to see a compiete, thorough, and balanced

asseasment of these issues, but that is not his pmxpose- one should be

'carefnl not to force one's prefervnces upon an aathor, to have him cr

Katz s foe After Nncloar War in many ways is similar to Freeze and

e o L . her wtite the book that thc Teviewer wants to see ritten.
s

All reptaducc maps showing h@w varanus levels cf nuclear

&j;dnc’imm‘ amexican cities and mrbs‘. But Katz's book .
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goes well beyond the casualt) figures and -examines. many'of the post-~-=;
attack prcblems that might occur. In this, he performs a valuable
service, for most analyses stop with 2 simple, horrific body count-.

Katz asks such critical qucstiuns as: vwhutrsort of economiursyétem
would prevail, paFticularIy once one movee beyoud a local environment?
What abeut'problems of poli;ica} IegitimacyY Could the-education\system
recover to the benefit of future generations? Would regional and ethuic

rivalries erupt? And what in general, is the durability of existing

politxca! structures after the terrible trauma of nuclear uar? Katz
claims, and one is hard pressed to disagree, that current nuclear

confllct contingencies are predouinautly concerned vi:h war prevention .

o L e o Cam e R

‘IAnd lately, war fighting; there is some thought to civil defense bnt'

"not as a central theme in nuclear strategy. KatzuassetES that.

contemporary thznkzng has failed to apprecxate *assanse of the

uncertainties and ambiguities associated uxth efsecxively using the

‘ sutviving physical and human resources, rees:ablxsh:ng social bonds. and

promoting political trust. (Katz, 1982: 241)
Although his evidence is admit;edly (and gratwfuliy) problematic,

Katz does raise several germane points that are<unxth closer

‘ examination.' These are, however, ultimately second-order inquiries to

more central questxons {f} He assumesrthat somehow a nuclear exchange
can be tetminated at some level where a functxonxng, industrial society
still exists, or can be put into ordet with a manageable amount of
inconvenience or Jury~rigging. Katz fa;ls tc address how the war ends
a: tnis limited scale of destruction. His concern ‘is how one mails a

letter to Aunt Martha given that the mailbox hQSabeea.incaudescently




'weapons uould rapidly escalate into 2 iull-s&&&ﬂwhaxrage. He therefore B

'urges that NATD conven:xonal forces be builc np*no obviate udy need to.

-exercise the nuclear optxon, a positxon in

Hbonkl tcwieued.

fused- shut; he usefully asks if some sort of mail distribution system

‘can be patched together that can locate Aunt Martha without’ askxng if

‘she is still alive. “In short, hatz raises ‘a number of ‘important post-

war questions dealing with the reconstruction of the shattered

,policical. economical agricultutal medxcal asd educatxonal systems and

servicns- “In this soasc; ”e patfemua 2 ggnuina servxce in broadening

the terms: of the debata uut to do so, he negleets the more important

_qunstion of how one &rtives at the post nuclear’ exchange world.

Slt Solly Zuckcr-au s Wunlear Illusion an& Rua}ity is, overall, the
best balanced of the baoks reviewed here‘ 5;! Solly has observed the' |
uuclgax atmshyace from an intimate position for virtually as long as it
has been;run;‘such invol#ements pteﬁent him‘fren“ﬁxraying too far amiss.

He conv!ncingly argﬁes the dnnger of assuming thnt limited (or theater)

’nucleat exchanges can- be (or reuaxn) Ixnxted. that any use of nuclear

P S PO

iy'voiccd under the ,ﬂl
‘no first use” doctrine (the most visxble exanpie bezng Bundy et aI

1982). But even Zuckerman can be somewhat sxmp!;stxc. as when he

‘asctibes the main impetus of the arms ‘race £0»the sc;ent1sts and

‘engineets who design and manufacture nuclga: ﬂaapaas and thexr delivery

systems. Surely our understanding of. the'arns cnmpetxtxon has moved
beyond the military*industrial complex” explanation. Still, this is A
thoughtful concise book worth an evening's read.

| Lastly, one turus to Jonathan Scheil s The ?&te of the Earth,

prohabty the nost prqtentious (thness i:s ‘title) and flawed of the

3u» 1t is ‘also thu most xupnrxant for in many ways, it

o AR S e R LT i




has served .as the normative catalyst of the anti-nuclear movement. His -

examples of a thermonuclear holocaust are nc wore grapsic--although
better written--than other authors, nor is his litany of secondary
effects (e.g.‘, the effects on the food chain and the possible depletion
of the earth's ozone Iayer) any more convincing. But ;.hp.sn are just
preliminary groundwork to Schell s main tbesis--that waskind's wajor
obligation is to its future and’ the "f.nct” that nuclear war litverally
~desttoys;what’.eyer Eut.ure may exist. No cause, he ‘argmes, can relieve us
of \:hat bnrdeo. Some (e B, Kinsley, 1982) have claim& that Schell has
no right, to impose his set of values upon the body politic.  Perhaps,
but few should contest Schell 5 sincen:y in explic‘it}y vaising the
profoundly moral issues that have too long been oeglecteﬁ in the
ethically sterile ducussxons which have charactetized muinstream

'nuclear dootrine; Whether Schell is right or wrong in muming his high

'moral grour... 1s the normative prerogative and resoensibinity ef t.he

2 indivxdual reader, a" ”-e very worst, however,‘ Sc!ae’ll ﬁmes the reader i

"ii" to confroat ,these issues directly. And this, in spite ;&ﬂ his gmmdxose

'style ef writing, is vhy this book warrants cars iui .atmion. 2

Schell probably does not expect to have his t.kesis m:cepted

’ ‘uncriticdly, he adauts lus data are open to wxde variaﬁnn and

i}interpratatiou Bu*, ngen’ hxs 7 ev1dence and logxc, }mhas the courage S
of hls convictxon to reahze where his positlons will tedle hm. He
~ admxts that the nucleat weapons demon cannot be put back in the bottie,
that even with a nuclear dxsarmament treaty, the extant suientific

knowiedge would always allow a nat;ion to reconstxuc: thiss ultimate

teapon. S!nilatly, to rely on ronventlonal weapons to :geserve national

o merciyxty is ‘:o imm:e 3 natxon to cheat, to: :bmid chndestme nuclear




weapons .and thus begin the nuclear arms race towards extinction once

“again. The fundamental culprit to Schell's way of thinking is not

7uckerman’s dedicated nuclear enginever nor Ivan the Targeterr, but the
nation-state itself. He openly acknowledges that "the task we face is
to find a means of political action that will permit humian bexﬂgs to
pursue any end for the rest of time. We are asked to replace the
mechanism by which the political decisions, whatever they may bé. are
veached.  In sum, the task is nothing less than to reinvent poli:ics"
(p.k226). Schcllf5~prbpcsa!; past an immediate nuclear freezé, is some
form of funcciohing chldkgevetnmeﬂt, nhutkis. the abandonment of
national sovereignty and perhaps individual liberties as a weans of
retreating from the nucledr precipice, for any life, he avers, is better

than no life. Schell does not actually say "better red than dead” bun

he surely could not disavow such a position. -Again, whether hLe is right

o or wrong is a matter of lﬂleldUal choice, L"t ‘at least he sets thc

f‘normativc,cards on the table and forces one to draw or stand pat.

FOR BETTLR OrR hORSF

“What migut- we conclude about Lhese books taken as.a cor"us’ _The

‘judgment,rof‘course. must bc mjxc@. On the negative side they all make

the same. obvxously unarguable poxntw‘tna: nuclear sat uould be a

monumcntal tragedy nobody dQeres--thaL few thxs s'de of sanxty wuuld

“doubt.. Fnrthermore. they draw from the same source documznts, such as

the Office of Technology Assessment's study of maclear war (OTA, 1979).

Most honestly admit their data are highly speculative (Kennedy-Hat{ield

" being the least frank in this regird) and their estimates are subject tc

great uncertainty, yot they choose to stress the pesﬁimistic side of the

distribution,  Molander and Zeckerman present more thoughtful

e




assessments than Kennedy-Hatf.eld and‘Schcil. It should come as ne

surprise that the diligeént reader could {ind more informative books on
nuclear strategy, weapons, and their cumulative effects. This is
perfectly understandable given that the shidred objective of these pooks
is to rnove people to political action, a movement which is probably
better generated by the somewhat simplified "understanding” of the
“facts” or the nuélear.a;ms’taée.

On the~positi§e sidé. thé re&ievcd 1ite£azurc,s¢ives 8 worthwhile
function by,b:inging a previously’iéolated but ‘critically important
drama onto center stage. Each book has distinct poliéy orientations,
although eddressing different levels (e.g., Kennedy-Hatfield call for
imnediéte political action, Katz poses analytic issues, and Schell is
much more philosophical). Taken as a whole, these books provide
sufficignt infgrmat%qn and impetus to the reader so that h§ or she can

intelligently pdrticipate in the'political exchange which will determine

the nuclear stance of the United States. The physical destruction of a

nuclear exchange and its psychologlcal and socxal efferts are cer-aznly

" : =

E made apparent.. Katz is particularly useful in. raxsxng some heretofcre :

negiected problems of a post nuclear*»xchange society. Anﬁ Schell,

ctaiming that pvvchologlcal barriers have preveuned us from confronfxng

‘ the consequences of the nuclear catastrophe 1n the pnst forces one to
address the ethxcal underpxnnxngs of a uor}d with nuclear waxheads.
There is no reason in a déemocratic society why nuclear weapons
debates and deCisions should bz left to the anncinted memhers of the
nuclear ﬁriesthood. To the extent that these books (anu dthers like
them) open up these issues--perhaps even make nuclear policymakers and

strategists be .more articulate--they serve . valuable purpose. To this




- 11 =

reviewer's mind, the achievement ¢f this purpose--an attainment 1 would
Aot grant at this poinL in the debate or tim0~-xoméd outweigh the

negat ive assessments posod above.  One can legitimately worry that the
present level of the debate does not adegquately reflect the inherent
complexities nor how they are translited into concrete policies (e.g.,
how daes one ceardinate U.S. nuclear reductions with European
sensitivities, or b does one compare nuclear equivalents) that these
books pertend.

Public debate is, of course, 4 two-edged sword; passicns can
inflame as well as subdue; they can move the Bulletin of the Atomic
g}gggiig'é doomsday hands frighteningly forward as well as relievedly
back. This is the price of @ representative democracy. That these N
bocks provide some sort cf evidential basis for the debate is to-their

credit and our collestive benefit. One might wish for a more balanced,

comprchensive appro&rh but that shortcoming provxdes thos more

Lneuledgodble in this area with an undeniable cl allenge and-Cnportunlty

LhO) would be sadl) remiss to qeglect ?or tha truth of th' ma;ter'is

_how uell Iﬂ*ﬂﬂd@d Thus, 1f those boo 's can engage and perhaps znform

the vox-populi, then those wha protest that they give . an xnaccurate
vox-popuil ¥ h:4

icture of nuclear"’rea!iiies" should be gratefu’ that the Ha\re sparked
P KL Y

an interest in the subject and strive to make that pi;ture more

‘accurate.
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