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General Niles Fulwyler is commander
of the White Sands Missile Range in New
Mexico. He has' also served as chief of the
Nuclear A ctivities Branch for the
Supreme A /lied Headquarters in Europe,
and as deputy director of the Mutual
Balanced Force Reduction Task Force.

This February thefourth annualFrank
Church Conference on Public Affairs
included Mr. P aul Warnke and General
Niles Fulwyler, two men who have played
key roles in the issue of nuclear arms, but
approach the topic from different
perspectives.
Gregory Raymond, whose questions are
in bold type, drew upon their extensive
experience in this specialFocus interview.

Historically, in international relations, there has been a saying that if you
want peace, prepare for war. Many people
have come to question that, because they
believe that preparing for war leads ultimately to arms races, and arms races
have been found to be correlated with the
onset of war. The question that I think is
on the minds of many is to what extent
does the November summit between President Reagan and Premier Gorbachev
represent a fresh start toward arms
control?
Warnke: Well, it's a fresh start because
you've got a fresh face . Gorbachev is
quite different in style from the Russian
leader that we've been used to. He's
obviously quite good at public relations. I
think another difference is that 20 years
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from now , he is very apt to be still the
leader of the Soviet Union. He has to
consider what kind of a world he's going
to be living in. And he will be one of the
major architects. I think also that the
experience President Reagan had in
Geneva. . . this is pro bably the first live
Russian that he's ever spent five minutes
with. And he spent five hours with him.
Now, that's bound to make some sort of
impact.
Fulwyler: I think Mr. Gorbachev brings
to the Soviet Union the same fresh outlook that John Kennedy brought to our
country when he was elected. He's a
much younger man; he's going to be
around longer. I think one of the best
things for President Reagan was to have
be~n exposed face to face with a Russian,
and also one with the obvious talent of
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Paul Warnke has negotiated directly
with the Soviet Union on numerous
occasions. He was the chief negotiator
for the U.S. team at the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks in 1977-78, and has also
served as an assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs.

Mr. Gorbachev.
As to the arms race or arms reduction,
I think it's far too early to make any
predictions. But I think that the climate
has to be good for that, and we've already
seen some fairly fresh approaches that
perhaps in time will bear fruit.
ObviOusly one of the crucial issues
in the summit pertained to the Strategic
Defense Initiative, SDI. What are your
reactions to this system? Do you see it as a
system that, as the President suggests,
can help control the threat of nuclear war
by turning our attention away from offensive weapons, or will it simply escalate the
arms race further and enmesh us more
deeply into the very problem we're trying
to escape from?
Warnke: It's awfully difficult to analyze

the attri butes and the consequences of a
nonexistent system. N ow, the President
started off with a magnificent dream
when he talked about a system that
would render nuclear missiles impotent.
Obviously, if you had the capability of
developing that sort of a system, you'd
want to do it. The problem as I see it is
that there is no existing technology that
will come anywhere near doing the job.
And so I have much the same feeling that
I had back in the late 1960s when we were
trying to talk to the Russians about going
ahead with a strategic defense. Beginning
at Glasborough in 1967, we tried to dissuade the Soviet leaders that their plans
for a territorial interballistic missile defense would only lead to an accelerated
offensive arms race. Now, as I see it, any
technology we could presently deploy
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(Continued on page 34)
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"-----It's not Mr. Gorbachev
It's not the leader of Red
China who worry me. It's the
leaders of the small third
world countries who, when
backed into a corner, probably would have no qualms
about using that weapon.
General Niles Fulwyler

------"
(Continued from page 27)

would have exactly that same effect.
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ou raised the question of capability. I wonder whether this is an example
of technological momentum. Here is an
idea that is technologically attractive to
some people; momentum may lead us to
pursue it whether or not in the long run it
is feasible.
Warnke: Well, as I said, I don't think
any of the existing technologies have any
promise of doing anything for us. And I
believe that the support for SOl derives
from a whole variety of sources. There
are those who feel that there ought to be
an alternative to massive assured destruction. They want to get away from that
kind of a genocidal concept; therefore the
idea of some sort of a magic astrodome
has got a lot of appeal. There are others
that have always been against the ABM
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treaty and this is a way to scuttle the
ABM treaty.
And there are those that have got no
confidence at all in negotiated arms control. And if you don't, then you don't
worry about the impact of strategic defense on the nuclear arms race. So it's a
whole variety of stimulants. Now, to me,
what it comes down to is that you should
have a very, very adequate, very, very
rugged research program, because you
can't afford to let the Russians make a
breakthrough that you didn't think was
possible. If they had some sort of a technology that we didn't even know existed,
I don't think that I have enough confidence in their goodwill.
Fulwyler: People say that both the
United States and Russia have enough
nuclear weapons to destroy the world
many times over, so why do we need to
continue to develop and build more.
Well, I would agree that we have more

than enough weapons to destroy the
world. But as Mr. Warnke says, the reason .we have to continue research is to
prev.ent some type of a technological
breakthrough which suddenly presents us
with the alternative of either surrendering
or being obliterated.
One thing that makes me lean in favor
of the SDI work is that I see this as a
means to at least if not stop, then slow
down an arms race. We can make offensive weapons more risky if we can change
the focus more from offensive to
defensive.
I don't know how long the Soviets and
our country can continue with an evergreater arms race. We all know that it is
becoming very, very costly. But I'm one
who believes that the country should proceed to develop some type of research in
this area to find out whether it is viable.
Warnke: I think one of the things that
fuels the arms race is that it's a very different sort of an intellectual exercise than
any you've had to go through before
when it comes to military weapons. At a
point when the battleship was king, if you
had 15 and the other guy had five, you
clearly had battleship supremacy. Nuclear
weapons don't work that way. Nobody's
quite sure what it takes to deter, because
nobody can get inside the other guy's
mind. Deterrence depends upon what
you think that he thinks. And therefore
you're in a very, very speculative area.
And I think also you ought to take into
account the fact that not all arms devel"opments in the strategic field are bad. I
think that the pro blem with strategic defense is that you have to find some way
first of all to agree on offensive curbs. If
you could get hold of the offensive side of
the equation, you might then find that
you could phase in even some of the presently available technologies, and increase
the survivability of the retaliatory forces.
But if you quit in strategic defense before
you've gotten hold of the offense, then I
think our inevitable reaction and their
reaction would be to continue to build
up, to make sure that you had the ability
to penetrate or overwhelm any defense
that the other guy could put in the field.
Fulwyler: Again, though, that's kind of
like which came first, the chicken or the
egg? I think what is important is to shift
the focus from offensive towards defensive. We're dealing with power that we
have never had. What causes the arms

race, in my mind, is the uncertainty on
both sides just how much it takes to deter.
One of my favorite definitions of deterrence is that the other side must be certain
that you will respond, but uncertain as to
what that response will be. But I wonder
how we can get a handle on the offensive
side without trying something of the SOl
type.
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ow I'll come back to the equation
that you raised: we need to get some control on the offensive side. What suggestions would you offer?
Warnke: First, it seems to me you've
got to try and decide just what your strategic policy is. I f you believe you can fight
and win a nuclear war, then obviously
you're going to end up with very different
kinds of proposals. I happen to agree
with a number of the military men with
whom I've worked that the idea of fighting some sort of a limited protracted
nuclear war is an illusion. The only purpose of nuclear weapons is to see to it that
they are never used. What that means is
you want to be sure you have an absolutely guaranteed survivable retaliatory
force. And you have to think that the
other side should have one too, because
otherwise the other side is going to start a
nuclear war because of panic.
That means you have to decide what
are the forces that you need for that
assured retaliatory deterrent. And the
risk of continuing an uncontrolled, unrestricted arms race is that you can end up
at some point with so many very accurate
weapons on both sides, with so many so
sophisticated weapons on both sides, that
inescapably you'll feel that he who strikes'
first has the best chance of surviving. And
as I've said, that's the way a nuclear war
would start.
Fulwyler: I certainly agree. I do not
believe that anyone will be successful in a
nuclear war. There will be no winner. I
think that the only way that we would get
involved in a nuclear war today would be
if something happens on either side which
creates a great instability, which causes
the other side to say, 'Well, if I'm going to
do it, have any chance at all, I have to do
it now.'
One of our pro blems all along with the
Russian proposals in the past has been
that they are not the sensitive systems
which create concern to us and the rest of

"-----When people say we ought
to get rid of nuclear weapons,
I reach for my wallet because
I figure I'm among thieves
. . . we've got to recognize
that well into the 21 st Century deterrence is with us.
Paul Warnke

------"
the world. I think that maybe something
will come out of the Gorbachev proposal
that will start with very small but meaningful contributions in some of the sensitive systems, and then indeed that may be
the catalyst that we need.

Let's look at the sensitive systems.
I'll just raise a few for consideration.
What are the possibilities in the area of
cruise missiles, in particular sea-launched
cruise missiles?
Fulwyler: The Soviets are certainly
very concerned about our cruise missiles.
It's the number which concerns them and
their method of delivery by saturation,
and they feel that they don't have the
capability to deal with the numbers that
we are talking about. Still, I feel the most
sensitive systems are those long-range
systems which the Soviets have improved
tremendously upon.

Warnke: I think certainly up to this
point the weapons of most concern to us
are the land-based ICBMs. As far as
cruise missiles are concerned, I've always
thought that the more dangerous from
our standpoint are the sea-launched cruise
missiles. Cruise missiles, quite frankly,
are more of a concern to the Soviet Union
and our European allies than they are to
us. What troubles me about sea-launched
cruise missiles is that I've always thought
we had a strategic advantage because of
our two very lengthy coasts. With sealaunched cruise missiles, though, those
coasts become double-edged. It means
that the Soviet Union can have almost
any kind of ship, surface or submarine.
And you'll never know if it's loaded with
codfish or whether it's loaded with cruise
missiles. Now, it doesn't bother me to the
extent that the I CB Ms do, because I
don't see the cruise missile as being a
first-strike weapon. It does, however,
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trouble me because you'd never know the
dimensions of that threat. They're relatively small. You'd never be able to count
them as they were turned out. So it would
put an uncertainty factor in there that
would give me trouble.

A

nother potential sensitive technology is in anti-satellite weapons. How
important would it be for us to negotiate
an agreement to control them?
Fulwyler: I believe the Soviets have
been working on this area for some time.
It's only prudent that we look in those
areas and do research. I ndeed, that's a
part of the SOl effort.
Warnke: Well, I feel very strongly that
an anti-satellite ban would be in our
security interests. That's why we started
the anti-satellite talks back in June of
1978, and I recall I led the U.S. delegation
at that first set of talks. And we had
difficulty getting the Soviets interested in
it at that point. They're very interested in
it now. One of the things that troubles me
about the present SOl program is that I
can see it having a very, very potent antisatellite capability. It's a hell of a lot
easier to hit satellites than it is to hit
ballistic warheads. I can't think that if
both we and the Soviet Union have got a
genuinely effective anti-satellite capability, that that's going to make for a safer
world. I see it instead as being a source of
greater instability. At a time of crisis, for
exam pIe, if you find that your reconnaissance satellites are disappearing, you'd
have to figure something very bad is
about to happen, and that would put
both forces on hair triggers.
Fulwyler: But we must continue on our
side, because there's just no question in
my mind at least that the Soviets are
developing that capability. We must not
be placed in a position of not having
some capability in that area. The battlefield tomorrow is going to be governed a
great deal by all kinds of sophisticated
satellites which are providing all kinds of
information. We have to make a conscious decision and certainly I hope that
would not be precipitous, because it
could be a disaster.
Warnke: Anytime you try to come up
with blanket solutions, you're not going
to make any progress at all. You can't
demilitarize space, for example. Both
sides use it extensively for military pur36

Dr. Gregory Raymond has conducted
extensive research on conflict resolution
and nuclear proliferation, and presented
papers at political science conferences in
Brazi~ the Soviet Union, Mexico, Germany, Great Britain, and this summer,
Amsterdam.
poses . There's a difference, however, between using it for military purposes and
using it, for example, for weapons of
mass destruction, or using it for the
actual deployment of anti-satellite systems. Similarly, the idea of a nuclear
weapons free world . Frankly, I begin to
yawn as soon as anybody says that that's
the objective. Mr. Gorbachev talks about
ridding the world of all nuclear weapons
by the year 2100. It just sort of casts
doubt on the legitimacy of the entire
proposal. And similarly, when we talk
about our new strategic concept as being
ten years of reductions, phase-in of defense, looking toward the total elimination of all nuclear weapons, I just plain
don 't believe it. When people say we
ought to have real arms control, get rid of
all nuclear weapons, I reach for my
wallet, because I figure I'm among
thieves.
What you've got to do instead is recognize that well into the 21 st Century,
deterrence is with us. Even if we could
trust the Russians totally, and if they
trusted us totally, would you trust any of
the other countries that might have
nuclear weapons? So that you can't really
talk about denuclearizing the world.
You'd have to have some kind of a world
order, some kind of a world government,
which is politically inconceivable at the
present point. We're condemned to live
with a degree of balance of terror. The
question is, can you make that balance a
little more stable? And that, as I said,

doesn't depend upon stopping all developments, because some developments are
healthy.
Fulwyler: Regardless of whether we
like it or not, the nuclear era is with us
and will remain with us. It always makes
my blood pressure rise when I hear the
various anti-nuclear people talking about
ridding the world of all nuclear weapons.
I think they're in a dream world. There is
just no way, certainly as far as I can see in
the future, that the world will be devoid
of nuclear weapons. I agree 100 percent
with M r. Warnke that what we have to do
is learn how to add greater stability to
both sides and then hope and pray that all
those who have nuclear weapons have
rational people at the head of their
governments. It's not Mr. Gorbachev
. . . it's not the leaders of Red China who
worry me. It's the leaders of the small,
third-world countries who have a historic
conflict with a neighbor and when backed
in the corner that probably would have
no qualms about using that weapon.
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ou both raised the question of
horizontal proliferation, more fingers on
nuclear triggers. We've had efforts for a
number of years to control proliferation.
Are there more things we can do?
Fulwyler: The technology has been
around now for some 40 years. It's not all
that difficult to build a nuclear weapon
today. And it's not all that difficult to get
the materials to do that. So I don't know
how you prevent that. But that's always
something of great concern to me, and I
think of great concern to this country.
Warnke: In actually becoming a nuclear
weapons state, you not only would have a
nuclear explosive device, but some sort of
a delivery system. I think there are ways
in which that can be at least limited.
As far as the suitcase bomb is concerned, I agree entirely with the general.
There is no way of preventing that from
being a risk for as long as we live. Hell, we
can't keep marijuana out of the country.
All they'd have to do is put a nuclear
bom b in a bale of marijuana, and I can
almost guarantee it would get through.
There always is that risk. It's not the same
species of risk. It would mean incalculable tragedy. But it wouldn't mean the
end of the country. And it wouldn't mean
the end of civilization.
-How do you control it? My own view,

and I haven't been able to find very many
generals who would agree with me, is a
comprehensive test ban. I don't think you
could develop an arsenal without doing
some testing. But the answer is that there
is no real answer. What you have to hope
for is the kind of a world order in which
people won't use the damn things. But
you can't get rid of them all.

alluded to earlier, he's the one that's
interested in public image. He's a young
man, he's got family. I think he truly can
comprehend some of the things that we're
talking about as far as the security of his
children. That all has to be good.

hat I think I hear you both saying, then, is it's unlikely that we can really
do too much to slow down the proliferation of weapons among middle and
smaller powers. More importantly, it's
unlikely that we'll see stable, regional
balances of terror between long-time
adversaries. And if that's not a likely outcome, then the future doesn't look very
bright.

CertainlY Gorbachev knows that
the President seems to be adamant that
we're not going to negotiate SDI away.
But yet we see tremendous rhetorical
flourishes about stopping SDI. Is Gorbachev really serious in thinking that the
rhetoric and the social pressures that
come from it can stop SDI research or
deployment if the research ever gets anywhere? Or is he really using this more for
internal consumption in the Soviet Union
to stimulate development of their
technology?

Fulwyler: All superpowers, and the
rest of the world, should try to establish
this great moral barrier and keep the
pressure on the third-world countries to
ensure that they don't do something
irresponsible. And beyond that, I don't
know what else you could do.
Warnke: That's one of the ironies,
given the hostility that's existed between
the two countries. But the fact of the
matter is that the Russians don't have a
damn thing that we want. And we don't
have a thing that they need. And they
aren't neighbors. So it's not like a PakistanIndia situation. It's not like a ChinaRussia situation. It's not like the situation
in the Middle East. So it's easier to think
in terms of a stable deterrent balance
between the nuclear superpowers than it
is on a regional basis.
Fulwyler: I think the age of regional
balances and counterbalances IS gone
forever.
Warnke: I think that's true. I've felt
that way for some time. There are some
situations in which, if we play this game
correctly, you can have a world in which
there is less chance of significant war
because of the superpower balance. But
w hat you have to have is rationality on
the Russian side. Gorbachev is the first
educated Soviet leader we've had since
Lenin. Now this guy may turn out to be a
bum, but at least I think we ought to give
him the benefit of the doubt and hope
that he isn't.
Fulwyler: Obviously he communicates
much better than any before him. As you

Fulwyler: I think he feels reasonably
sure that he will not be able to stop the
SOl effort. I think that he would like to
continue to raise certain doubts in the
minds of our allies. And then the rest of it
is for internal consumption.
Warnke: I have a somewhat different
view. I think he feels that he might be able
to prevent the actual operational testing
and development of SOl. I don't think he
feels he's got any chance of stopping
research. My own view is that there. will
not be the actual testing, development,
and deployment of any existing SOl
technology. I think that all of the plans
have got a sufficiently high level of ludicrousness so that the common sense of
the American public is eventually going
to shoot it down. I think also that the
expense is going to be so massive that
you'll find that you're not going to be able
to do the things that you should do in
order to maintain and improve your
conventional war fighting capabilities.
So that I think the economic pressure is
going to prevent us from doing anything
absolutely stupid. We probably will
continue with a research program that
may go beyond what I think would be the
prudent thing at the present point. But I
think you could get them to make sense
as far as research is concerned.
They're going ahead with research on
various attributes of systems that could
have a strategic defense potential, and
that can't be stopped. I had an interesting
conversation with an old negotiator of
the Soviet Union who dealt with me in
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the I ndian Ocean naval limitation talks. I
asked him 'What's this nonsense about a
ban on research?' He said that which
cannot be observed does not exist for
purposes of arms control, and could not
be the subject of an arms control treaty.
And I think that's a pretty good test.
Fulwyler: I certainly don't see any way
we're going to stop the research. Whether
we would deploy such a system depends
on the success of the research and the
expense. This is coming at a time of
Gramm-Rudman. I think probably the
greatest limitation we'll face will be the
ultimate cost and the questions of is it
really worth it, and do we need it?
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s there a summary that either one of
you would like to make?
Fulwyler: I think one of the greatest
revolutions that has occurred is what
happened in 1945 at the White Sands
missile range, when the world unleashed
nuclear technology. It's here whether we
like it or not. The nuclear genie is out of
the bottle and we can never ever put him
back in again. We must learn to live with
that, and we must learn to do everything
we can to manage and handle that balance of terror in a responsible way.
Warnke: And the curious thing is that
if you do it right, you'll have a safer woild
than you had prior to 1945. In a very real
sense, the nuclear weapon has made
major war undesirable.

I

'm interested in your use of the
words "made major war undesirable,"
and I wondered whether you would say
"obsolete," but you didn't.
Warnke: No, No, you can't say that it's
obsolete, because that would say that
there is no risk, and I think there is in fact
a very grave risk. But prior to this time,
obviously, there have been things that
have induced nations to go to war,
because they figured that the things they
might get from war were so desirable that
they were willing to break the peace.
N ow, I think that the revolution to which
the general refers has changed that. There
is nothing we could gain from a war with
the Soviet Union. That would be worth
not even a fraction of what it would cost
us. And the same has to be true for them
if they're thinking rationally. So I use the
word undesirable calculatedly. 0
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