












A few questions 
Thl' Submarine Warhead Protection 
Program is much more than an effort 
to maintain weapons. It is designed to 
increase the military capability of the 
u.S. arsenal as it downsizes-while pi­
oneering the design and certification 
of new weapons without nuclear 
testing. 

Despite its potentially adverse ef­
fects on crisis stability, stockpile relia­
bility, and arms control and disarma­
ment efforts, there has been no pub­
lic or congressional debate over up­
grading warheads or the gratuitous 
modification and novel design of nu­
clear explosives. Rather, there have 
been denials that such efforts are oc­
curring or could occur-even though 
the public record is replete with ref­
erences to these developments. A 
public debate might start with a few 
basic questions: 

• Is it a good idea to threaten Russia 
with even more hard-target weapons? 

• Is the Stockpile Stewardship Pro­
gram, as currently structured, compat­
ible with any comprehensive test ban 
treaty? If untested weapons are al­
lowed to enter the stockpile, who but 
the labs-whose funding rides on the 
answer-can credibly say whether 
those untested designs actually work, 
now and in the years to come? 

• Looking beyond the Submarine 
'Warhead Protection Program, will con­
tinuous weapons development build 
pressure for the eventual deployment 
of new weapons? 

• Continuing nuclear weapons pro­
grams, including the Submarine vVar­
head Protection Program ,md the ear­
lier B61-11 modifications, raise still 
more fundamental questions: Will the 
United States comply with its Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty commitment 
to successfully negotiate nuclear disar­
mament? Or will it pursue a goal of 
continued-and increasing-military 
utility for nuclear weapons? 

Neither the Clinton administration 
nor the Congress has yet asked these 
questions, much less prOvided an­
swers. Nor has the Energy Depart­
ment been prOvided with policy guid-

ance on the question of new weapons 
and weapons with new military utility. 

In the absence of such guidance, the 
labs and their Energy Department 
overseers have been making up policy 
as they go. In the case of bureaucracies 
whose fundamental purpose has been 
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