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PREFACE

Arms control philosophy strongly supports "assured destruction"
as the only valid strategic concept in force design. Even forces
designed only for selective strikes against an enemy's strategic arm
are alien to this philosophy because countermilitary strength is held
to invite a strategic arms race between superpowers rather than to
deter it and, in the event of crisis, to create an unstable "strike
first" position. Debate on this issue is important not only to national
strategic force-structure planning, but to many aspects of American
diplomacy. The debate should therefore extend beyond bipolar compari-
sons between the superpowers, to which it is usually confined, to con-

sider multipolar complexities,

This Report addresses the inadequacy of forces designed only for
"assured destruction" as they bear, specifically, on the objectives of
limiting the spread of nuclear weapons and supporting U.S. nuclear
guarantees to allies and to neutral signatories of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. It suggests additional capabilities to provide the flexibility
needed for attaining these objectives. It derives from the author's
current study of alternative strategic concepts within the Rand Stra-
tegic Studies program, particularly those that stress flexibility in
employment. It is intended primarily for officers in the Directorate
of Doctrine, Concepts and Objectives, Hq, USAF, who deal with inter-

national aspects of strategic issues,
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SUMMARY

Defense planners' concentration upon "assured destruction' as
the criterion for determining strategic force requirements, because
it limits budgets and is conveniently calculable, is reinforced by
the popular arms control philosophy that opposes any countermilitary
capabilities as '"destabilizing." This philosophy tends to be extended
uncritically to a multipolar world, where the example of superpower
arms restraint in SALT negotiations is expected to encourage arms

restraint by others.

This Report argues that, on the contrary, SALT outcomes that
precluded superpower strategic modernization and flexibility'pro-
grams (e.g., MIRVs) would encourage nuclear proliferation by making
“nth country' retaliatory programs more effective and less costly.
Simple and small city-destroying capabilities, by doctrinal example,
would then appear to be adequate, even against the superpowers, who
would appear to possess only like capabilities in larger dimension,
Superpower nuclear guarantees to allies and to signatories of the Non-

Proliferation Treaty might then be found lacking in credibility.

To make such guarantees credible, SALT outcomes that permit su-
perpower strategic qualitative improvements (e.g., in accuracy, to
reduce collateral damage) appear to be desirable. If criteria for
strategic force design are then modified to lead to flexible capa-
ilities for controlled nuclear responses, these capabilities can
credibly deter nuclear threats by ''anth countries." Their counter-
military capabilities can transfer the onus of initiating any attacks
upon cities to "nth countries." Against such continually modernized
superpower capabilities, using mainland China as a paramount example,
the designer of '"'nth country'" strategic capabilities can be made to
face qualitatively different superpower deterrent forces that tax his
resources to or perhaps beyond feasible limits. Therefore effective

capabilities for controlled nuclear responses appear to be desirable,.

Given stringent budgets and arms control opposition, however,

their required characteristics will be difficult to achieve. If
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they are linked with major "damageflimiting" capabilities for con-
sideration in the budget planning cycle, as has tended to be the case,
they may be rejected as infeasible, Or military planners may give

ﬁhem too low a priority, considering the difficulty of fulfilling

other criteria for strategic sufficiency. Political decisionmakers
must then be sufficiently persuaded of their importance to assign a
high priority to them, and to argue effectively for them in Congress
and in interallied discussions. The Nuclear Planning Group supplies
iperhaps the best model for extension beyond NATO, bilaterally if neces-
sary, as a means of securing more sophisticated understanding and

lessened opposition abroad,
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1. WHY ASSURED DESTRUCTION?

What was badly needed [in 1966] was a theory of
requirements -- a conceptual framework for measuring
the need and adequacy of our strategic forces. . . .

The approach to determining strategic force require=-
ments has been covered in detail in Chapter 5. Basically,
U.S. strategic offensive forces were sized according to
their ability to destroy the Soviet Union as a viable na-
tion in a retaliatory strike. The level of destruction re-
quired -- 20 to 25 percent of the Soviet population and 50
percent of Soviet industry, commonly called our "assured=-
destruction" capability =~- was based on a judgment reached
by the Secretary of Defense and accepted by the President,
by the Congress, and apparently by the general public as
well, That judgment was influenced by the fact of strongly
diminishing marginal returns, as illustrated in Table 11,
showing the destruction potential of various levels of
retaliatory attacks.

Table 11, Soviet Population and Industry Destroyed
(Assumed 1972 total population of 247
million; urban population of 116 million)

1 Megaton- Percent
Equivalent, Industrial
Delivered Total Population Killed Capacity
Warheads Millions Percent Destroyed
100 37 15 59
200 52 21 72
400 74 30 76
800 96 39 77
1,200 109 44 77
1,600 116 47 77

This authoritative source defines "assured destruction.”" It also
shows why budget economizing ("strongly diminishing marginal returns')
powerfully motivates using this criterion for choosing among alterna-

tive strategic force designs., The design that promises to minimize

K

A. C. Enthoven and K., W, Smith, How Much is Enough? Shaping the
Defense Program, 1961-1969 (New York: Harper and Row, 1971), pp. 170,
207. Italics added.




costs in maintaining an "assured destruction' capability, with high
confidence, is preferred. This method of measuring efficiency, it is
important to note, is analytically convenient as well. Its conven-
vience tends to perpetuate its application. Different offensive stra-
tegic weapon systems can be measured by their estimated capability for
accomplishing the same task. To compare the worth of their capability

for accomplishing different tasks is far more difficult,

But are different tasks relevant? A negative answer, with one
stroke, sweeps aside many complexities, i.e,:

(1) Which other tasks are relevant?

(2) To what degree?

(3) Are capabilities to perform them automatically provided
as by-products of design for "assured destruction?"

(4) If they are not so provided as by-products, how much are
they worth? Specifically, at any constant budget level
for strategic forces, what is their marginal worth in
terms of lesser standards for "assured destruction?"

The scope of this study is limited to countering, in part, the
arms control argument that would sweep these questions aside rather
than leave them open.f In the oversimplified form that tends to
prevail in public debate, arms control philosophy also strongly sup-
ports ''assured destruction" as the only valid criterion for choosing

Fe
strategic forces. Any added requirements for countermilitary

*This study later necessarily considers partial answers to the
first three questions. More complete answers are provided in other
Rand publications.

The fourth question may never be answerable in rigorous cost-
effectiveness terms, as no common measure of military worth (utility)
has been devised for different tasks. It will then have to be an~
swered, like most allocative questions, by the subjective judgments
of decisionmakers., Systems analysis can only assist their judgment
by making probable military capabilities and costs, and their uncer-
tainties, tangible and clearer,

""This theme pervades, for example, even in the Testimony of the
Federation of American Scientists to Defense Subcommittee, Committee
on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, On the FY 1972 Defense Proeram and
Budget, May 25, 1971.
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rather than countercity capabilities are opposed by this philosophy.
Broadly speaking, countermilitary capabilities are held to be doubly
destabilizing to the American-Soviet strategic balance. First, at a
"given time, they make nuclear war more '"thinkable'" and more likely.
Second, over time, they are thought to invite a strategic arms race
between the two superpowers rather than to deter it.* In popular
jargon, would-be arms controllers consequently tend to oppose any

changes in strategic forces that would strengthen "strike-first!

K
rather than ''strike-second' capabilities,

While criticizing the strategic doctrine of prevailing arms con-
trol philosophy, however, this Report does not question one of its
paramount objectives. Limiting the spread of nuclear weapons is
here simply accepted, because it is a major goal of U,S. foreign
policy. Others may question elsewhere the high priority and indis-
criminate character that are attached to this goal in real, as dis-

tinct from declaratory, U.S. policy. Nuclear spread might even be

*In a discussion paper currently in process at Rand on the subject
of stability and its relation to military systems, T. A. Brown makes a
more scophisticated analysis of "strategic stability." He comments:
"In summary, it should be pointed out that military problems with
stability seem to be related chiefly to assured-destruction-only
doctrines. If any broader doctrine is taken as a standard, most
proposed force improvements are stabilizing rather than destabilizing."

Jomdo
W

The oversimplifications contained in this arms control philos-
ophy were perceived, of course, by those in the Department of Defense
who calculated requirements for '"assured destruction." They were will-
ing to consider countermilitary capabilities on their merits. How-
ever, the same dominating economizing motive, coupled with their ten-
dency to focus upon issues that could be resolved rigorously by quan-
titative methods, tended to lead them to similar conclusions. Their
tendency was (1) to assume that the other superpower likewise seeks
"assured destruction" in designing his forces; and (2) to test pro-
‘posed American countermilitary capabilities in the context of a hypo-
thetical future mass nuclear exchange, after the enemy had taken
optimal countermeasures against the American capabilities at issue,
in the interest of protecting his "assured destruction" capabilities.
By this test for "major damage~limiting" capabilities, most of the
proposed American measures would appear to be inefficient. But, as
will be covered later, other contexts and other tests were relevant,
and have become more so, in which American countermilitary measures
appear in a more favorable light,



regarded favorably by the United States if confined to some particular
nations, Or, even where it has already posed a manifest threat to

the United States, as in the case of mainland China, the adverse con-
sequences may be mitigated by the anti-Soviet implications of the

same development. But these nuances are not addressed in this Report,
How best to achieve the nuclear non-proliferation goal in terms of
strategic doctrine and capabilities, rather than how the goal itself

might be modified, is the chosen subject.



II. ASSURED DESTRUCTION AND NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION

The popular arms control support for "assured destruction' doc-
trine, although derived from models of bipclar equilibrium, tends to
be applied readily to a multipolar world whose nuclear powers may
‘come to exceed tle current five. Specifically, the doctrine is held
to facilitate the objective of limiting the spread of nuclear weapons
in one prominent way, for example:

The NPT should start to 'bite" by early 1972, with

the implementing of its basic safeguards systems.

But there is little prospect of its effectively

curbing the spread of nuclear arms unless the two

superpowers sogn show that they would curb their

own arms race.
Conspicuous limits are sought on 'vertical" proliferation by the two
superpowers of their strategic weapon systems, to match the requested
NPT limits upon "horizontal' proliferation by other powers.** The
prevailing view seems to be to seek a speedy SALT agreement that would
(1) limit the numbers of offensive strategic missiles and bombers on
both sides near or below current levels, (2) virtually eliminate bal-
listic missile defense (BMD) systems, and (3) preclude, in particular,
modernizing offensive missile warheads to incorporate Multiple Inde-
pendently Targetable Reentry Vehicles (MIRVs) and greater accuracy.***
This appeal to non-nuclear states to remain non-nuclear would then

be, in short, a moral one for reciprocal arms restraint.

But how strong would this appeal be to statesmen in non-nuclear
states who, when considering possible national nuclear weaponry pro-
grams, are also influenced by their perception of the national stra-

tegic need and likely resource costs? And how strongly would this

“The Economist, November 7, 1970, p. 3.
kx4
For a careful discussion, see Elizabeth Young, The Control of
Proliferation: The 1968 Treaty in Hindsight and Forecast, the Insti-

tute of Strategic Studies, Adelphi Paper 56, April 1969,

SO )
W

"Testimonz of the Federation of American Scientists, Herbert
Scoville, Jr., pp. 17-19.
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appeal influence the existing nuclear programs of France, Great Bri-
tain, and mainland China? - Some special cost barriers might remain in
the form of trade restrictions imposed by the existing nuclear powers.
‘Such restrictions continue to be important in non-proliferation
policy.* They are powerful because, contrary to prevailing folklore,
the technological demands of nuclear weapons programs are so special~
iized that they yield few "spinoff" benefits to civilian economic de-

Jede

velopment as partial compensation for their high costs.

Superpower strategic doctrines and associated programs, however,
can influence the costs of prospective nuclear capabilities for "nth
countries' even more powerfully., The exceptional case should be
noted immediately. Those who argue for nuclear retaliatory capabili-
ties solely against feared nonsuperpower neighbors might not be in-
fluenced. Their limited objectives make superpower strategic postures

irrelevant.

Many, if not most, of the possible nuclear entrants would start
with such aspirations. Thus Israel would have the United Arab Re-
public overwhelmingly in mind as a foe to be deterred. In turn, any
U.A.R. incentive for nuclear acquisition would focus upon a counter-

deterrent to Israel. Or if Brazil were to seek nuclear arms, it

oo

“That one of the current minor nuclear powers (the United Kingdom,
France, or the Chinese People's Republic) might circumvent such super-
power measures by lesser trade restrictions has always loomed as an
ominous, but fortunately academic, possibility. Now, however, new
technology may tempt one or more of these powers toward subtle, but
important, modifications. For example, the apparent willingness of
the United Kingdom to make Australian self-sufficiency in enriched
uranium possible by 1980, by building a gas centrifuge separator de-
rived from the British-Dutch-German combined development, was aptly
criticized by Leonard Beaton, because of its precedent in facilitating
proliferation, as "Sales Before Sanity," The Times (London), May 27,
1970. To be fair, one can also criticize the United States for occa-
sional inconsistencies in its policies. For example, KC-135 tankers
were sold to France to refuel its nuclear-capable bombers, although
possible related sales that would have helped the French program were
concurrently prohibited.

POSON
W

For a realistic cost assessment, see J, R. Schlesinger, '"'Nu=-
clear Spread," The Yale Review, October 1967.
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would presum;bly be to exercise prestige and leadership over Latin
America. In that case, any Argentinian program would probably be a
counter to Brazil. Any Indian nuclear deterrent ambitions might be
~directed as much against Pakistan as against mainland China, while
stopping short of deterrence against the superpowers. If and as
some of these possibilities materialized, the new nuclear programs

might remain limited to ''meighbor-against=-neighbor" aspirations.

Granting these possibilities, there are others to consider.
First, some possible cases would either have to be oriented from the
start toward deterring one of the superpowers; or, second, could not
escape having such an orientation imputed to its program. The out=-
standing if unlikely candidate of the first sort is the Federal
Republic of Germany, whose nuclear program, if any, could no less
be anti-Soviet than those of Great Britain and France, The most
prominent example of the second type would be Japan, if she were to
undertake a nuclear program. It presumably would be anti-Chinese in
purpose and design. Yet, given Siberian proximity, it could hardly

avoid arousing Soviet suspicions about its possible threat to them.

More generally, nuclear weaponry programs that started with ob-
jectives strictly limited to counter-neighbor capabilities, so ob-
viously that they initially aroused no superpower concerns about direct
threats to one of them, might come over time to entertain more ambi-
tious objectives that would arouse these concerns. This tendency
toward more ambitious objectives could be strongly influenced by some

changes in superpower strategic postures.

Consider, for example, the rumored possibility that one SALT re-
sult might be the restriction of Ballistic Missile Defenses (BMDs) to
the protection of "National Command Centers" (Moscow and Washington?).*
Beyond the much-publicized point that such a restriction greatly eases

the problem of achieving retaliatory missile capabilities against the

k4
For this alleged Soviet proposal, see The New York Times,
April 29, 1971, pp. 1, 19.
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superpowers,* there might be repercussions with sweeping implications
for superpower air defenses. If continent-wide air defense against
mass superpower attack, like thick BMD, is deemed to be probably cost-
ineffective and yet possibly effective enough somehow to threaten bi-
polar stability, why not abandon it?** Or, by the same logic that
would restrict geographic coverage against ballistic missile attack

to National Command Centers, why not reduce air defense coverage

comparably?

Continent-wide air defenses, even if designed only to cope with
the spectrum of possible future "small" attacks, are not inexpensive
either. If, however, they were to be abandoned, the effect upon
cost-effectiveness calculations of would-be nuclear powers would be
obvious. Acquiring nuclear weapons, even for a modest 'nmeighbor-
only" retaliatory capability, would already necessarily be an objec-
tive. Expanding the objectives to include delivery capabilities
against the superpowers might then be achieved at modest cost. If a
nation has a commercial fleet of Boeing 707 jet airliners, and has
purchased a "Pod-Pak'" for routine delivery by air of a fifth engine
to outlying airfields for maintenance purposes,*** the requisite
nuclear-capable delivery system may already be at hand. Accordingly,
superpower strategies that focus solely upon "assured destruction'
capabilities can, if carried to their logical extreme, greatly re-
duce cost barriers for possible nuclear aspirants., The deterrents,
not merely to nuclear proliferation, but to an "all-azimuths" retalia-

tory capability against any foe, would be weakened.

"See Charles M. Herzfeld, "Missile Defense: Can it Work?" in
J. J. Holst and W. Schneider, Jr. (eds.), Why ABM (New York: Pergamon
Press, 1969); especially pp. 25-32, to the effect that (p. 25) "real"
penetration aids against missile defenses "are not cheap, are not
easily developed, are not quickly procured and installed."

""Such is precisely the view, for example, of Professor George
B. Kistiakowsky, in his portion of Testimony of The Federation of
American Scientists, p. 2,

NAR”Boeing Pod-Pak," Boeing Airliner (September 1959), Appendix B,
p. 34, I am indebted to Amrom Katz for the point and the reference.




Yet such superpower strategies would not merely lower the costs
of an '"all~azimuths'" capability. They would probably have an even
greater impact in enhancing the effectiveness that planners in ''nth
countries' would attribute to attainable nuclear capabilities of their
own, The doctrine of the superpowers would then lend itself to an inter-
pretation that reinforced, rather than countered, the simplistic strategic
calculus that most promotes nuclear spread. In brief, the two central
propositions of this calculus would have greater appeal: (1) If using
strategic retaliatory forces appears to risk the loss, in reply, of
much of one's own population in "city-trading," surely the specter
of losing 5 percent of one's population deters using such forces al-
most as much as that of losing 50 percent; and (2) this deterrent ap-
plies even more strongly when strategic retaliatory forces would be
used in response to an attack upon an ally or a neutral, rather than
to an attack upon one's own territory. If both themes are thought
to apply to any use of superpower strategic retaliatory forces, their

o
0

"nuclear guarantees'" to allies and nonnuclear neutral nations might

NBeyond particular assurances to allies, the ''guarantees' are
those referred to in the Resolution approved on June 17, 1968, by the
Security Council of the United Nations:

Bearing in mind that any aggression accompanied by the
use of nuclear weapons ‘would endanger the peace and security
of all states,

l. Recognizes that aggression with nuclear weapons or
the threat of such aggression against a nonnuclear-weapon
state would create a situation in which the Security Council,
and above all its nuclear-weapon state permanent members,
would have to act immediately in accordance with the United
National Charter;

2. Welcomes the intention expressed by certain states
(Great Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union] that
they will provide or support immediate assistance, in accor-
dance with the Charter, to any nonnuclear-weapon state party
to the treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons that
is a victim of an act or an object of a threat of aggression
in which nuclear weapons are used;

3. Reaffirms in particular the inherent right, recognized
under Article 51 of the Charter, of individual and collective
self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a member of the
United Nations until the Security Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and security.

(The New York Times, 18 June 1968),
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well be found lacking in credibility. Greater credibility might

then be attributed to employing national nuclear forces despite their

,smaller scale and less sophisticated capabilities,

Such doctrinal con-
i

sequences would be so grave that they merit close scrutiny and reply.
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IIi. NON-PROLIFERATION AND THE ALTERNATIVE
DOCTRINE OF CONTROLLED NUCLEAR RESPONSE

In equally summary reply to this simplistic strategic calculus,
the best way to refute allegations about the "incredibility" of nu-
clear guarantees is to be able to reply, by virtue of superpower plans
and effective capabilities for city-sparing retaliation against mili-
tary targets in an "nth" nuclear country, that the onus and obvious
risk of initiating any attacks upon cities (incredible?) could be
made to remain with the "nth country.'" His cities could still be
hostages.* Any nuclear aggression by an "nth country” could then be
made to be highly improbable, with superpower capabilities for con-
trolled nuclear responses supplying credible deterrence against any
threats (nuclear blackmail) of others to use nuclear weapons against
an ally or NPT signatory. The chance that any such threat might ac-
tually be carried out, followed in turn by superpowerlfeéaliation,
can be made to be the extremely unlikely product of a chain of im~-

probabilities.

How? A less summary discussion is needed. Without dwelling
upon the near-infinite number of possible scenarios of future con-
flict, elements in them that are common to the simplistic strategic
calculus, and its rebuttal, need elaboration. The calculus that favors
nuclear spread (most prominently associated with Pierre Gallois as a
proponent) emphasizes the deterrent power that a small nuclear re-
taliatory force can command against even a large one, because the
stakes at issue are presumed to be very discordant, They are taken
to be large for the minor power, and small for the major one, as in

the case of attack by the large power upon the homeland of the small

e ————
5

“This argument assumes that the initial nuclear aggression against
an NPT signatory had not been directed at cities, If it were to be,
superpower capabilities for precise countermilitary retaliation can
always be diverted to the technically easier mission of retaliation in
kind against cities, in whatever magnitude is deemed desirable, plus
appropriate countermilitary measures.
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country. With its territorial integrity at stake, and possibly

grave damage already inflicted upon its éitizens, the likelihood that
the small power would lash back with a nuclear attack upon the cities
of the large power is held to be sufficiently high. Therefore the
credibility that the initial attack by the major power could be de-

- terred is held to be high.

This thesis can be disputed in its own terms, even conceding dis-
cordant stakes, because nuclear retaliation by the small power is ad-
mittedly suicidal. Why should it so act as to lose everything, when
the assumed initial attack upon it would probably inflict losses that
fall far short of everything? The net outcome of this debate can
never be conclusive. But rather than enlarge this rebuttal of the
simplistic nuclear calculus in its own terms, it is more relevant in
this Report to emphasize that a different scenario about initial nu-
clear aggression or its threat, and possibly about initial non-nuclear

aggression as well, is probably at issue, strengthening the rebuttal,

Superpower nuclear guarantees apply to cases where an 'nth" power
threatens to use, or actually does use, nuclear weapons against an
ally of one of the superpowers, or a neutral signatory of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. Who, as a prior matter, possibly attacked whom
with non-nuclear weapons is left unspecified. The same specter of
initial superpower non-nuclear attack upon the homeland of the "nth!"
country is thus conceivable, but unlikely. A more likely situation
would be neighbor-against-neighbor local conflict, in which the
stakes might not be discordant. In such a case, a nuclear threat
by the 'nth power'" against its neighbor is so risky as to bring its
credibility into obvious question. Executing the threat would imply
accepting the onus of first use of nuclear weapons, for stakes that
were not of supreme importance, in the face of acknowledged greater
superpower capabilities for retaliation. Furthermore, the credibility
of superpower retaliation could not be dismissed, because the prece=-
dent they would set by inaction could devastatingly undermine their
global guarantees and prestige. Superpower credibility can be

further enhanced by appropriate preparations, as discussed below.,
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Nonetheless, the possibility of "nth country" nuclear retalia-
tion against a superpower cannot simply be dismissed on a priori
grounds. It could result from discordant stakes, "irrational" re-

sponse, or dangerous "fire on warning'" doctrines that were adopted in
~desperation. Partly because this possibility cannot be dismissed,
non-proliferation is a serious foreign policy objective, Whatever
lessens both nuclear spread and the possibility of such dire re-
percussions from it merits close attention. In particular, the
widely shared assumption that "even limited forces, if they are
capable of deterring attacks by either of today's superpowers, will

automatically be adequate to deter any third power nuclear aggres-~
":\'

sion,'" needs critical examination.

The need for strategic capabilities that are not limited to mas~-
sive retaliation has elsewhere long been recognized, nowhere more

authoritatively than in President Nixon's 1970 Foreign Policy State-

ment:

In its broader political sense, sufficiency means the
maintenance of forces adequate to prevent us and our allies
from being coerced.... I must not be -- and my successors
must not be -- limited to the indiscriminate mass destruc-
tion of enemy civilians as the sole possible response to
challenges. This is especially so when that response in-
volves the likelihood of triggering nuclear attacks on our
own population. It would be inconsistent with the polit-
ical meaning of [strategic] sufficiency to base our force
planning solely on some finite ~- and theoretical -- capac~
ity to inflict gasualties presumed to be unacceptable to
the other side.,

Many in the arms control community, however, fear that this
policy objective will be used by American military planners to justify

major countermilitary capabilities against the Soviet Uniom, despite

the disclaimer that immediately follows in the President's Statement:

*
Bernard T, Feld, '"China and the Bomb," Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists (September 1971), p, 31. 1Italics added.
A Report by President Richard M, Nixon to the Congress, United
States Foreign Policy for the 1970s: Building for Peace, February 25,
1971, p. 131.
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But sufficiency also means numbers, characteristics,
and deployments of our forces which the Soviet Union cannot
reasonably interpret as being intended to threaten a dis-
arming attack. Our purpose, reflected both in our strate-
gic programs and in our SALT proposals, is to maintain a §J
balance, and thereby reduce the likelihood of nuclear war.
These fears must be allayed by more than declaratory policy
statements, Otherwise the political opposition to weapon system
"characteristics" that would fit major countermilitary capabilities
against the Soviets may extend to an effective blanket opposition to
"characteristics' that are needed for controlled nuclear responses on
a smaller scale, The fears can be allayed in one way by careful ex-
planations of the neéd for the special '"characteristics'" in question;,
and in another way by noting that the special circumstances that
once led to American ''strategic superiority' over the Soviets are
very unlikely to recur. This "strategic superiority,'" expressed in
planners' terms as the partial achievement of a "major damage-
limiting'" capability as well as an "assured destruction' capability,
was largely the temporary product of mystifying Soviet delay in re-
ducing the vulnerability of their strategic forces, as well as of
smaller Soviet forces. This numerical superiority, incidentally,
also resulted from American calculating methods that stressed very

high confidence in attaining the "assured destruction" objective.

Now, clearly, the Soviets have decisively removed their inadver-
tent contribution on both scores, which was enough to remove American
superiority. This development was expected by American planners:

"In the late 1950s and early 1960s, assured destruction was also the
principal criterion., There was a change in emphasis that occurred
between, say, 1962 and 1965 or 1966 . . . [that] came largely from
the evolution of Soviet forces."** This change, although it cannot

be pinpointed more precisely in time, amounted to the demise of

%
Ibid.

oo ata
rAtriy

Then Secretary of the Air Force Harold Brown, Status of U.S.
Strategic Power, Hearings, The Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee
of the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, Part I (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1968), p. 238,
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"major damage limiting' as an additional criterion for the design of
American forces. Insofar as it affected force size rather than char-
acter, this criterion, in any case, was met more as a by-product of

_the "retaliation-conservative'" philosophy that guided American force
planning calculations for "assured destruction' in the 1960s than as

an intended main product.

An adequate history of American criteria for designing strategic
forces is here neither possible nor necessary, but this one aspect is
pertinent to our topic. While the criteria explicitly used to deter-
mine the size of strategic forces during Secretary McNamara's tenure
in office in the 1960s had a budget-limiting tendency, as noted ear-
lier (pp. 1-2), its '"retaliation-conservative" interpretation in prac-
tice had an opposed tendency. As this philosophy hedged against a
possible but unlikely superenemy of a distant future by procuring
forces to meet him even under disadvantageous conditions, quantitatively

excessive capabilities were discovered as time unfolded to disclose a

oo

formidable, but not super, foe. Given the situation of Soviet forces

""The fact that an assured-destruction capability is so basic to
U.S. national security dictated that requirements calculations be made
on the basis of extremely conservative assumptions. This conservative
bias produced two major results. First, it led to the buying of very
large forces. In fact, between 1961 and 1969, U.S. assured-destruction
capability in being remained consistently higher than the levels judged
adequate by the Secretary of Defense and the President. For example,
when the performance of the U.3. forces in 1968 was measured against
actual Soviet forces, rather than the much greater potential threat
envisioned in 1963, it was found that the United States had an assured
capability to destroy nearly 50 percent of the Soviet population and
nearly 80 percent of its industrial capacity in a retaliatory attack

-= much higher than the 20 percent and 50 percent levels, respectively,
used for planning purposes.

Second, this conservatism led to the development of a systematic
procedure for evaluating strategic forces against an even more severe
threat than that shown at the high end of the predicted range in the
National Intelligence Estimates. Such a "greater-than-expected"
threat might include, for example, technological improvements like
accurate Multiple, Independently Targetable Reentry Vehicles (MIRVs)
.on Soviet ICBMs, improved Soviet air defenses, and massive Soviet ABM
deployments, which in combination could threaten the U,S. assured-
destruction capability. Such costly threats were and are unlikely to
appear, especially in view of the U,S. policy to respond. Neverthe-
less, because such threats were conceivable and within Soviet technical
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in the early 1960s, which contrasts so sharply with their current
and prospective relatively more favorable situation, the '"excess"
capabilities then could fulfill other needs. Given different tech-
nical criteria elsewhere in the American bureaucracy that were used
to determine strategic force characteristics rather than size, these
capabilities could be qualitatively as well as quantitatively ade-
quate, even if far froﬁroptimal. Neither circumstance is likely to
recur, First, a "retaliation-conservative' philosophy, reflected in
supposedly conservative calculating methods,* could be indulged in
much more freely then when U.S. strategic spending was appreciably
higher than Soviet spending. Acute budget stringency now tends to
constrain American plans more tightly, especially‘in relative terms,
so that fewer by-product capabilities can be expected from "assured
destruction” calculations. Second, arms control opposition to any
tendency toward ''strategic superiority' now extends more deeply to
criticize technical characteristics that would be appropriate for
capabilities other than "assured destruction'" as well, as noted ear-
lier (pp. 4, 6). Therefore, by-product capabilities are likely

not only to be fewer, but qualitatively to be even less adaptable to

other purposes than formerly.

Consequently the by-products may well be unable to meet the
"flexibility" criterion of President Nixon in terms of '"the plans and
command and control capabilities necessary to enable us to select and
carry out the appropriate response without necessarily having to re-

sort to mass destruction." Minimum requirements to provide this

flexibility would include:

capacity, they were explicitly and systematically considered in the
force planning process, Designing such a threat and using it in the
requirements calculations provided yet another way to test the ade-
quacy of programmed U.S. forces and the timeliness of planned options
to meet such threats in the unlikely event that they actually arose."
Enthoven and Smith, How Much is Enough?, pp. 177-178., TItalics added.

o

“For an apt criticism, see J. R. Hammond, III, Defense Decision-
making: Prudent Versus Excessive Conservatism, The Rand Corporation,
R~715-PR (June 1971).

whoota
WU

President Nixon, United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s,

p. 134,
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(2)

(3)

(4)
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Capabilities for global surveillance and communication,
under all conditions, that would permit political leaders
to retain control over any nuclear operations. Such
capabilities must permit positive political control of
forces without precluding timely effectiveness in mili-

tary operations, which is a stringent standard.

Planning capabilities that can provide both a vari-
ety of preplanned limited retaliatory options for pos-
sible adverse contingencies; and, what is still more
demanding, that can develop appropriate plans speedily
under crisis conditions. The preplans may fail to sup=-

ply an appropriate option in an emergency.

Operational flexibility and modernity that would permit
strategic offensive forces to implement a chosen option
speedily, with whatever precision (e.g., accuracy) is
required to destroy the target(s) without excessive

collateral damage,

Continent-wide aerospace defenses that would provide

good attrition against small attacks, whether these

were accidental or deliberate, especially if the at-

tack happened to be unsophisticated; although, at

the same time, with "thin" defenses that were so limited
in quantity that they would be visibly inadequate against

mass superpower attack.

Such capabilities would illustrate concretely the policy of con-

trolled nuclear response that was prominently mentioned in the early

1960s, but would be disassociated from the '"major damage limiting"

objective with which it then tended to be linked. No linkage between

*
the two was ever necessary in concept, as noted at the time. Now,

&E.g., M. W. Hoag, ''Nuclear Policy and French Intransigence,"
Foreign Affairs (January 1963), pp. 8-9:

In describing this novel possibility in our
nuclear policy, we had best avoid the term "counter-
force." Traditionally this term has implied the
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unlike the special circumstances of the early 1960s, clear disasso-
ciation is imperative. For if controlled nuclear response capabili-
ties were to be everywhere coupled with major "damage limiting" capa-
bilities in guiding strategic force structure calculations =~ as pub-
lished American defense statements seem already to have led some to
-believe to be the case -- rejecting major 'damage limiting" capabili-
ties as infeasible would, incidentally, imply abandoning many quali-
tative attributes that are essential for preparedness for ''small
attack" contingencies., Measures to handle the '"small'" cases at much
lower cost than major 'damage limiting'" would then never even emerge
for consideration as an alternative ''package" in the planning cycle.
There is a serious risk that this '"package" of measures might simply

be overlooked.

all-out strike, with city destruction regarded as a
bonus rather than a disadvantage. The opponents of
traditional counterforce forecast dimmer and dimmer
hopes that it would be effective, and because it can=
not confidently be expected to be nearly 100 percent
effective, they dismiss it as an acceptable strategy.
But as the enemy's retaliatory capability becomes less
vulnerable to the classic counterforce strategy, city=-
sparing becomes more important, not less so. If a na-
tion is sure that hitting the enemy all-out will lead
to intolerable retaliation, then it must aim to induce
restraint in the enemy rather than to reduce his capa-
bility. It may well choose to do so by restrained
counter-military attack =-- even when many enemy forces
are thought to be invulnerable «- as the best of bad
gambles in a situation that is almost by definition
desperate,

The novel aspect of possible American nuclear
strategies rests on the concept of what not to hit. The
estimate of what, specifically, it is feasible to hit
may change, although common sense suggests that no
collection of military targets is likely to be composed
entirely of targets that are either very difficult or
very easy to destroy. At any moment of time there will
be a mix, Consider the strategic retaliatory program
that we know most about ~- the American., Now and in the
foreseeable future it contains some soft, fixed elements
that are expected to be vulnerable, as well as some that
are hard or mobile; and no doubt it contains some ele=-
ments that are not expected to be vulnerable but will
unfortunately turn out to be so. Unless the enemy is
in magically better shape, a city-sparing attack against
him will not lack for important targets.
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Or, if they were not overlooked, such measures might be assigned
too low a priority by military planners, as they are hard pressed to
meet the other criteria of "strategic sufficiency' under stringent

-budget limitations., If this were to be the case, political decision-
makers would have to accept the heavy responsibility of assigning a
sufficiently high priority to preparedness for controlled nuclear re-
sponses. Resources might be so scarce that they might even have to
be provided by explicitly lowering the planning standard for "assured
destruction."” The planned level of destruction against Soviet in~
dustry* might be put at one-third rather than one-half, for example,
Or a lesser degree of high confidence in meeting this standard, by
guarding against less extremely high threats in meeting the standard,
might be tolerated.** Political decisionmakers, then, must clearly
assign a high policy priority to the general objective of nuclear non-
proliferation and the underpinning of nuclear guarantees if military
planners do not, and to the specific objective of capabilities for

controlled nuclear responses as one way to further this general

objective.

The usefulness of such capabilities for this purpose is most
easily illustrated by their potential application to deterring main-
land China, because this ''nth country" threat already exists with an
"all-azimuths" aspiration. Other cases of might-be nuclear powers are
less tangible, and counter-capabilities therefore are much more con-
jectural. As earlier noted, superpower counter-capabilities would not
be needed in instances where new nuclear powers clearly restricted
the geographical scope of their capabilities to local retaliation
against non-superpower neighbors. Where the geographical scope

would be, or might come to be, greater, however, the counter-China

- “This measure rather than population destruction has been chosen
as less distasteful and more reliable, because people can move more
\quickly than factories.

""Accepting a lesser degree of high confidence would imply that
measurement against actual future Soviet capability might not yield
the 1968 divergence of an actual capability against nearly four-fifths
of Soviet industrial capacity instead of the planned one-half.
Enthoven and Smith, How Much is Enough?, pp. 177-178, 207,
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considerations can serve as an exemplar. If so major a threat as
China can be reasonably, if imperfectly, controlled, lesser future

threats should present no greater problem.
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IV. AN EXAMPLE: DETERRING MAINLAND CHINA

Specifically, nuclear blackmail by the Chinese People's Republic
(hereinafter, simply China) can probably best be deterred by tailored
‘capabilities for controlled nuclear responses == with, incidentally,
'secondary rather than primary contributions from thin superpower
ballistic missile defenses., And so she, and would-be emulators,
ought to be deterred, as one of the most thoughtful foreign experts
on arms control has aptly noted:

Moreover, if the United States and the Soviet Union

are to provide China's neighbors with an alternative

source of security to that represented by national nu-

clear forces, it is important that they preserve their

present military ascendency over China. If disarmament

of the great powers is taken to the point where the

guarantees they issue to the nonnuclear states are no

longer credible, a more important bulwark against the

spread of nuclear weapons than the treaty itself will

have been removed.

Suppose China were to contemplate a threat to use nuclear weapons
against an Asian nonnuclear state -- say, to use them against air bases
to preclude the arrival of foreign military assistance, What deter-
rent array would a Chinese decisionmaker perceive? If the superpowers
had reached a SALT agreement to limit the number of delivery vehicles,
each might have only limited numbers of strategic missiles, But ,if,
contrary to the oversimplified arms control view, modernization pro-
grams had been allowed to proceed, the number of separably assignable
warheads (MIRVed) on each side might be large. Their number might be
more than adequate for "assured destruction" requirements, if given
the concurrent assurance from a SALT agreement that thick superpower

migssile defenses need not be penetrated. Some MIRVed warheads might

*
Hedley Bull, "On Non-Proliferation,"” Interplay (January 1969),
p. 10.
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then be assignable to the mission of buttressing theater (overseas)
forces with specific controlled nuclear response capabilities, as ad-
ditional reinforcements for superpower nuclear guarantees. For this
purpose, several technical attributes of U.S. MIRV warheads would be
pertinent: lower cost per assignable warhead to target; greater ac-
curacy, permitting the effective use of air-burst, low-yield weapons
instead of ground-burst, large-yield weapons, thus reducing unwanted
collateral damage (for example, radioactive fallout); and short tac-
tical warning time from missile launching to detonation, amounting per-

haps to zero tactical warning against non-superpower warning systems.

Our hypothetical Chinese decisionmaker might face a deterrent
array, in sum, extending to a countermilitary capability against
virtually the whole of his nuclear delivery sites. It could be used,
moreover, in whole or in part, in such a way as to preserve Chinese
cities as hostages while reducing collateral damage outside China
(wind-carried radiocactive fallout) to negligible proportions. Finally,
if this Chinese decisionmaker were to ponder counter-retaliation
against superpower cities, he might face the final dismaying prospect.
The surviving portion of his intercontinental delivery force is likely
not only to be small but, equally,important, disorganized. His
counterretaliation, then, would face very dim prospects for penetrat-
ing thin superpower aerospace defenses, if they existed. Why try for
revenge at the cost of inviting unnecessary destruction of one's
cities? Especially, why try for revenge if, in the coldest of mili-
tary calculations, even revenge appears to be unachievable? Upon
whom, in sum, does the burden rest of "incredibility" that nullifies
the effectiveness of nuclear blackmail? Surely, in this hypothetical

ola
case, upon China.

“In emphasizing the deterrent value of precision-tailored retalia-
tory forces against China over the complementary contribution of mis-
sile defenses, this view respectfully disagrees in emphasis, but not
substance, with the official view expressed by Secretary of Defense
Melvin R. Laird in Hearings, Safeguard Anti-Ballistic Missile System,
Subcommittees of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representa-
tives (91lst Congress, Second Session, May 22, 1969, pp. 15-16:

If one believes that a Communist China armed with a force
of ICBMs could still be deterred by our overwhelmingly greater
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This argument does not require superpower collusion as guarantee-
enforcers. On the contrary, the argument gains in strength if super-
power strategic programs remain qualitatively different and certainly
uncoordinated, as is likely. Then attaining an "all-azimuths" retali-
atory capability, whether for China currently or for another nuclear
agpirant later, is made many times more than doubly difficult. Not
only must the designer of strategic systems for such a capability
consider its performance against two superpowers, not one; but, at
each of many technical stages, he must concurrently solve the problems
presented by two qualitatively different sets of superpower weaponry.

For present purposes, only sample illustrations are needed.

strategic offensive forces, then an ABM defense
need not be deployed against that threat.

This difference in emphasis arises because Secretary Laird's tes-
timony here reflects, again, a concentration upon "assured destruction"
as the objective (why?) of strategic retaliatory forces. He cites the
relatively low vulnerability of the Chinese population; China's 200
largest cities contain only 9 percent of its population (cf. 55 per-
cent for the United States and 34 percent for the Soviet Union). On
the other hand, its nuclear forces may be relatively and absolutely
vulnerable; in any event, its industrial capacity is relatively vul-
nerable, Its 200 largest cities account for 80 percent of industrial
capacity (cf. 75 percent of such capacity for the United States and
62 percent for the Soviet Union). City-sparing retaliation against
China on a limited scale could accordingly, at worst, concentrate
upon the exposed industrial capacity that is least collocated with
urban masses. No target problem precludes powerful deterrent effec-
tiveness for strategic retaliatory forces against China.

Interestingly enough, a similar underemphasis upon the deterrent
power that a well-designed offense could bring to bear upon China per-
vades A. Doak Barnett's "A Nuclear China and U.S. Arms Policy," For-
eign Affairs (April 1970). He disputes our thesis as well as empha-
sis, trusting that superpower self-restraint in, among others, not build-
ing anti-Chinese ABMs, will be reciprocated because, as China achieves
"a credible deterrent, Peking's leaders may be more inclined than at
present to reassess their strategic policies and consider the value of
[what?] arms control" (p. 442). So it might, as it calmed their fears
‘about superpower intent; or so it might not, as it and related mea-
sures greatly decreased the price-tag upon an "all-azimuths" capability
for them, Such, again, is the central dilemma for arms control., Or,
more generally as a dilemma for U,S. foreign policy, the possible de-
sirability of a credible Chinese capability against the Soviets must
be weighed against the manifest undesirability of a credible Chinese
capability against the United States,
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First-generation Chinese missiles, like those of other existing
nuclear powers, would be much more easily and cheaply sited at fixed
than at mobile locations. If so sited, the standard solution for pro-
tecting the misgsiles is to put them underground in hardened silos --
which, incidentally, neither superpower has found to be easy, quick,
or cheap to do. Beyond the usual engineering obstacles, the Chinese
strategic designers' dominating headache would be, '"How hard is hard?"
If he achieves a degree of hardness that appears to protect his mis=-
siles against American MIRVed missile warheads owing to their small-
ness, he may still calculate that this degree of hardness does not
protect his missiles against Soviet MIRVed warheads owing to their
largeness. Superhardness that protects against both may be found to

be prohibitively expensive, if not infeasible.

What, then, of abandoning fixed missile sites altogether in favor
of mobile missiles? But mobile systems tend to be considerably more
expehsive per missile, and whether the particular kind of mobility used
really achieves protection is always open to conjecture. One notes,
in passing, that for achieving land-mobile systems, the Chinese lim-
ited transport network poses a serious constraint, For sea-mobile
systems, they notably lack mid-Pacific bases that would permit them,
in the American operating pattern for Polaris submarines, to exchange
crews in order to enhance on-station time for their missile carriers.
Also they would face formidable and qualitatively different Soviet and

American antiship and antiaircraft capabilities.

Finally, a Chinese strategic designer may not be able to solve
the problem of penetrating thin prospective aerospace defenses, if any,
even if he solves the problems of missile survivability prior to firing.
As noted elsewhere,* good penetration aids against a modern set of

aerospace defenses are not easy to achieve. When one remembers that

“C. M. Herzfeld, "Missile Defense: Can it Work?," who additionally
notes (p. 32) that for a country "to design and build high confidence
penetration aids [it] must have research radars of sophistication and
complexity comparable to the radars of the defense...."
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the penetration aids that appear to be effective against one set of
defenses (for example, radars) may, by the same calculations, appear in-
effective against another equally relevant set of defenses, the joint
penetration problem for a country like China can be made to be for-

midable if not insuperable,

This problem can be made more complex in general if the super=-
power offensive and defensive systems not only differ in qualitative
character but change as modernization programs proceed. Then the
strategic planner for a country like China faces a changing as well
as a dual problem that calls for continual redesign. His resource
barrier against acquiring an "all-azimuths" capability can not only
be made to remain high, but possibly to become higher. If the super-
powers achieve an arms control agreement that permits modernization,
they can still realize mutual economies ~-- for example, by limiting the
number of offensive and defensive missiles. Yet, concurrently, the econ-
omies made possible by advancing technology (for example, the lower cost
per separately assignable warhead of MIRVed missiles, despite the
higher cost per missile launcher) can improve capabilities against
an "all-azimuths' nuclear aspirant. These capabilities can reinforce
the credibility of nuclear guarantees, thus reducing incentives for
new proliferation programs, or for expansion of old ones. Equally to
the point, they can ensure that the effectiveness of an "all-azimuths"
capability is made low and its cost high, for the future as well as
currently, in a manner that will be unmistakably plain to planners in
all countries. Hence they appear to be desirable. Whether the SALT
negotiations will leave them feasible, in whole or substantial part,

remains to be seen.
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V. SOME POLITICAL OBSTACLES TO THE
REQUISITE CAPABILITIES

DOMESTIC OBSTACLES

The general nature of oversimplified arms control opposition to
many of the characteristics needed for controlled nuclear responses
has already been discussed. The China example highlights one charac-
teristic ~~ accurate delivery =-- where the political opposition has
already been gpecifically effective, Accuracy is highly desirable
for most conceivable applications, because relatively small detona-
tions can then suffice to destroy the target(s), while minimizing un-
wanted collateral damage. Clearly, in the China example, low or zero
collateral damage (via radioactive fallout) to the territory of allies
or the Soviet Union is desirable; and low collateral damage to civile
ians in mainland China may well be desirable, As one illustration, an
improved guidance system for Poseidon thus promised greater effective-
ness against China than the programmed guidance system. ' The same
point would apply to other weapon systems in "limited'" uses in other
theaters, for example, the use of bombers or Minuteman missiles in sup=~
port of NATO. There, for example, it would be desirable that any wea=-
pon detonations in East Europe be militarily effective while meeting
or exceeding SACEUR's standard for limiting collateral damage. This
characteristic of discriminating effectiveness, rather than indiscrimi-
nate effectiveness against 'hard'" targets, needs to be emphasized and
understood, if political support for accuracy improvement is to be

forthcoming.

Yet oversimplified arms control debate, again, tends to overlook
this desirable attribute, while greatly exaggerating undesirable de-
stabilizing impacts upon the superpower strategic balance:

Secretary Laird has openly acknowledged that MIRVs are
to be targeted against Soviet missiles. On several occasions
this spring, he asked for an increase of over twelve million
dollars in funds "to improve significantly the accuracy of
the Poseidon missile, thus enhancing its effectiveness
against hard targets.'" The total budgetary request for the
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Poseidon accuracy program came to over $45 million, bringing
a three-year total to more than $70 million. This money is
clearly directed toward our acquiring a counterforce, pre-
emptive first strike capability.* :

This allegation about purpose has been definitively and repeatedly

refuted..k Nonetheless, the popular view persists*** and sometimes
prevails. The Congressional critics of improved guidance for the
Poseidon missile did not need to renew their attack in 1970, for in-
stance, because the U.S. Department of Defense had already deleted

Hkkk
funds for this purpose.

*

The Honorable Robert Eckhardt, Hearings on Military Posture
(May 20-August 8, 1969), the Committee on Armed Services, U.,S. House
of Representatives (9lst Congress, First Session). Italics added.

%
Poseidon reentry vehicles had deliberately been designed to be

small, in order that many vehicles per warhead could overcome possible
enemy ballistic missile defenses, rather than to be large enough to
incorporate yields that would make each Poseidon effective againgt hard
missile silos. More generally: "There is no current United States
program to develop a so-called 'hard target' MIRV capability," Letter
of President Richard M. Nixon to Senator Edward W. Brooke, December 29,
1969 (Press release of April 22, 1970), The New York Times, April 23,
1970, p. 13, For a definitive technical discussion of guiding design
criteria for small U.S. reentry vehicles for its future missile war-
heads (in contrast to possible Soviet large vehicles), see Statement
of Dr. John S, Foster, Jr., Director of Research and Engineering, De-
partment of Defense, before the Subcommittee on National Security Pol-
lcy and Scientific Development of the House Committee on Foreign‘Af-
fairs, U.S. Congress, August 5, 1969.

" For example, the "Hard Target Killer" editorial in The New York
Times, December 23, 1970, p. 26: "... a basic change may be underway
in the nation's defense policy == from deterrence of nuclear war to [
the long-discredited strategy of preparing to fight one.,.. A detailed
Congressional examination of American strategic doctrine ... has now
become an urgent and vital need."

Fedcdede
From Hearings on Military Posture, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives (9lst Congress, Second Session), February 27-

April 8, 1970, p. 7306:

"MR. PHILBIN. You have a new guidance system that you pro=-
posed, and it apparently has been indefinitely postponed be-
cause of funding reduction. What is the effect of that? e
Are you going to have the same accuracy without this new sys-
tem as you would have if you had it?

Admiral SMITH: No. -
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More threateningly, the attack upon improved guidance systems has
been generalized, again in terms that concentrate upon alleged bipolar
instability that might result. The utility of improved accuracy in
permitting smaller yield weapons to be equally effective militarily,
and more effective politically via greater discrimination in avoid-
ing unwanted damage, is not even recognized:
We believe that part of this program [Advance Bal-

listic Reentry Systems] should be curtailed, i.e., that

which is designed to increase the accuracy or even might

appear to increase the accuracy of our MIRV systems. . .

any guidance system improvement would probably look to the

Soviets as leading to an improved first-strike capability

and provide impetus for raising the level of the arms

race, Furthermore, there is no security need for improved

guidance for reentry systems if we are only building a

deterrent force, Our present systems are more than ade-

quate to retaliate against urban targets.

Other characteristics needed for effective controlled nuclear
response capabilities, appropriations for which might need explicit
defense before Congress, can be expected to encounter strong resis-
tance of a similar character, Consequently an American Administration
must be strongly persuaded of their need, As the measures in question
support allies and nonnuclear signatories of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty abroad, strong foreign policy support might be sought to counter
domestic critics. But an American Administration must expect to find
similar conceptual oversimplifications and difficulties abroad, so
that it faces problems of securing understanding and persuasion there
as well as at home. Moreover, in the case of some allies who have or
contemplate nuclear capabilities of their own, it encounters special
resistance. How can it mitigate these problems?

7“H. Scoville, Jr., in Testimony of the Federation of American
Scientists, pp. l4=.6,
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FOREIGN OBSTACLES AND COUNTERMEASURES

Whatever the aspirations toward nuclear capabilities of their
own that prevail in each allied country or neutral NPT signatory, rang-
ing from clear disinclination now or at any time (for example, Denmark),
to current actual possession (France and Great Britain):wzﬁe same
oversimplified arms control view tends to prevail. It blocks under=-
standing of, and therefore support for, the case for America possess-
ing effective controlled nuclear response capabilities, Foreign
voices tend to be loudest in calling for SALT results that appear to
stop '"vertical proliferation" by the superpowers in qualitative as
well as quantitative terms. Those states that have nuclear capabili-
ties of their own, or that have seriously studied this possibility as
a possible future option, are the best placed among these nations to
understand more sophisticated military arguments for superpower mod-
ernization programs to buttress nuclear guarantees, At the same time,
they best understand that the cost-effectiveness of national nuclear
forces of their own is served by zero '"vertical proliferation." Con-

sequently their net motivation is unclear.

Certainly for allies who do not aspire to nuclear capabilities
of their own, American reassurances that its nuclear guarantees remain
dependable will be welcomed. Whatever their intellectual difficulty
in grasping the concept and relevance of controlled nuclear response
for this purpose; if any, or, conceding understanding, whatever their
opposition;to it on arms control grounds; they would at least have no
difficulty at all in recognizing and disliking the alternative, This
alternative would be American capabilities that were explicitly lim-
ited to "assured-destruction-only" purposes and probably, in relative
power terms, to strategic parity with the Soviet Union. This al-
térnativé would obviously make American nuclear guarantees less de~
pendable in allied eyes than before. The starkness of defending
this alfernative to allies must be kept in mind, together wiéh tﬁé
impossibility of avoiding candid discussion with allies on matters so
vital, whenever the utility of explaining controlled nuclear response

doctrine to them is questioned., Which is worse?
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The barrier of misunderstanding of and opposition to American doc-
trine abroad can be mitigated most effectively where close alliance
relationships permit classified political "consul tation'" about nuclear
doctrine to become a continuing and meaningful process., NATO, with its
structure of integrated command (save for France), and, in particular,
the personal participation of Ministers of Defense in the activities
of the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG), supplies the best example. The
NPG experience shows that a forum can be created in which each allied
participant, both by virtue of having access to relevant clagsified
information and by being taxed with a responsibility to formulate its
own informed view about alliance doctrine, tends to become a construc-
tive nuclear critic, Those allies who are already deeply committed
to non-proliferation, both globally and for themselves, can become
virtually as well-informed as the allies who entertain national nu-
clear ambitions. 1In any event, the NPG provides a forum in which
each ally can effectively exercise its rightful privilege to influence
alliance doctrine, As the safety of each ally is equally at stake,
nothing less will do. Anything more, whether in terms of shared cus=-
tody of some nuclear weapon systems or whatever, may then not be neces-
sary; or, if deemed to be necessary, the decision will then have been
reached via substantively meaningful consultation. Such consultation
has by now, however belatedly, become routine:

The Nuclear Planning Group of NATO held its eighth half-
yearly Ministerial meeting in Ottawa, October 29-30, Under the

chairmanship of Mr., Manlio Brosio, Secretary-General of
NATO'..'

The Ministers discussed the balance of strategic forces
and reviewed in particular changes which have occurred in the
strategic nuclear capabilities facing NATO since their meeting
in Venice last June. They also studied a series of papers
covering policy issues on the whole of the Alliance's nuclear
forces and on the defensive use of nuclear weapons, within the
concept of flexibility in response which remains the basis of
allied strategy.

Their decision will be forwarded for endorsement by
Ministers of the Nuclear Defense Affairs Committee and sub-
sequently by the Defense Planning Committee at their meetings
in Brussels in December,
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The Ministers reviewed the military planning and refined
the political guidelines for the initial defensive tactical
use of nuclear weapons which had been adopted a year ago,
After completion of studies of the role of atomic demolition
munitions they reached agreement on political guidelines to
cover the possible use of such weapons....

If approved by the Nuclear Defense Affairs Committee and

the Defense Planning Committee, the policy of the Nuclear

Planning Group would permit military commanders of NATO to

move atomic land mines close to potential crisis areas. This

would decrease substantially the time between a request for

permission to employ such weapons and any decision to do so.

Nothing prevents similar consultation in other alliances, bilat-
erally (for example, Japan or Australia) or multilaterally as best fits
the particular case. Security barriers, however, tend to be even greater
in our non-NATO alliances, which poses a more difficult constraint for
the United States. A conceptual understanding of the underpinning of
nuclear guarantees by capabilities for controlled nuclear responses
should be transmittable in all these cases, which is enough to es~-
tablish the main point. But its more convincing elaboration in
quantitative specifics as a supplement may not always be possible,
Sometimes it may be possible, however, even in publicly helpful terms.
Thus, for example, replacing programmed Polaris submarines in the
Pacific with a roughly equivalent number of Poseidon submarines would
not only improve militaryreffectiveness, it would enable our Asian
allies to avoid possibly embarrassing public criticism about this
effectiveness. Specifically, it would remove the ability of clever
journalists, using data about Chinese missile numbers and American
Polaris missiles from the most authoritative unclassified source, The

Tk

Military Balance, to establish that American submarine-fired missiles

could not simultaneously cover the long-range threat to America 'and the
Yedk

mid-range threat to them.

*
Ibid., p. 299. Emphasis added.
Hdk
The Institute for Strategic Studies, London, published annually,
Kk
The Military Balance, 1970-1971 puts the number of deployed
“Polaris submarines in the Pacific at five (p. 2), which yields a maxi-
mum target coverage (16 missiles per submarine) of 80 aimpoints. If
future issues of The Military Balance should estimate the number of
Chinese missile sites and bomber bases to exceed 80, the inability of
five deployed Polaris submarines to cover both the medium~-range and
intercontinental time-sensitive targets would be apparent.
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Sometimes, in contrast, even the conceptual case may not be pro-
ductively transmittable, The most difficult cases, in this respect,
are posed by neutrals, The worst cases (India?) are those where neu-
trals may assume that superpower nuclear guarantees should provide
a security umbrella for them simply by virtue of their United
Nations membership, whether they sign the NPT or not; where they may
concurrently advocate zero "vertical proliferation" outcomes from
SALT that, incidentally, make nuclear programs of their own more
feasible; and where they may scorn advocacy of anything like con-
trolled nuclear response doctrine as sophistry. Persuasiveness in
U.S.-neutral bilateral talks for such worst cases will obviously be

difficult.

If the United States values non-proliferation highly, however,
its bargaining power in other dimensions, such as the threat of
diminished foreign aid (again, India), might powerfully be applied to
deter nuclear programs. Simultaneously it could maintain that super-
power nuclear guarantees to neutrals applied only to NPT signatories,
presumably in concert with the Soviets, Where superpower nuclear
guarantees least appealed abroad on their intellectual merits, in
short, national alternatives to them might be made unpalatable by
other measures, Grim bargaining might even apply to some allies,
based on the possibility of terminating the treaties of alliance where
this option is open to the United States. However remote its applica-
tion, for example, the continuation by the United States of its
Security Treaty with Japan could be made contingent upon continued
Japanese abstention from nuclear weapons programs. Or, less drasti-
cally, where the United States has the option of continuing or termi-
nating an alliance, it could make operational consistency of any

allied nuclear force with those of its own a condition for continuance.

NATO, again, supplies the proﬁinent examples. If all nuclear
forces in NATO are integrated, and their roles fitted to one consis-
tent nuclear strategy that permits appropriately varied options for
possible use, no conflict need arise. The integration of the British
Bomber Command supplies the case in point. Equally, the non-

integration of the French nuclear force supplies the vividly contrasting
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case, If one takes French doctrine literally, with its dedication to
Soviet urban targets, only its non-use would be compatible with any

American city-sparing nuclear operations. What, then, if the British
and French forces were somehow to be united as the starting point for

a "European Nuclear Force,'" as advocated by .some?

Doubts about its compatibility with NATO and U.S. nuclear doc-
trine arise when even sophisticated advocacy starts with the tiresomely
familiar expression of "European concern in halting the [superpower]
strategic competition,"* expressed in the same terms that fail to
discriminate between qualitative and quantitative dimensions that have
been earlier criticized, In short, it would inadvertently weaken U.S.
strategic guarantees, Is this in Europe's interest? And note where

the proposal ends:

Insofar as gtrategic weapons are concerned, Britain,
France, and the United States might enter into a new set of
nuclear relationships, Collaboration on nuclear-weapons
technology between London and Paris would receive the support
of Washington as would the coordination of the targeting of
the two forces. In turn, their joint targeting plans would
be coordinated with those of the United States in the sgame
manner as the British plans have been coordinated in the
past. In practice both the ultimate command and control
decisions, as well as the ownership of the forces, would
remain in the hands of the respective national authorities,
although nuclear planning =-- both targeting and strategy ==
would be a common undertaking. Britain and France would
accordingly have three sets of target plans: '"Alliance,"
"European' and 'National," the latter in the unlikely event
that independent action should ever be desirable,

The British and French forces might become subject to
the advisory guidelines of a European Nuclear Committee
(ENC) on which the non-nuclear countries would be repre-
sented, This would be of special importance to the Federal
Republic of Germany as the only major West European power
without an independent nuclear capability, The ENC would
permit the formulation of a European perspective on planning
for contingencies and political guidelines on the use of
nuclear weapons. A unified European view might thereby be

o

“Andrew J. Pierre, "Nuclear Diplomacy: Britain, France and
America,'" Foreign Affairs (January 1971), p. 285.
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presented to the United States. The ENC would also be an
appropriate forum for discussion of the problems associated
with the next generation of the European nuclear forces,

‘In time, if the notion that the British and French forces
were truly "Europe's force'" took hold, the non-nuclear coun~
tries might contribute to their maintenance either through
joint production of delivery systems or through common fi-
nancing. This arrangement would not involve a breach of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty since it would not include a trans-
fer of nuclear weapons, or of their control, to non=-nuclear
powers, [?]

The United States could assist such a European grouping
in a number of ways. Britain might be released from some of
the restraints of the Anglo-American nuclear agreement so as
to permit it to exchange knowledge and materials with France.
The ten American Polaris submarines not to be converted for
Poseidon missiles might be sold to the ENC with the under-
standing that they would be operated by Britain and France
on behalf of Europe. A direct offer of technological help to
Britain and France in the construction and maintenance of
their nuclear forces would be the most important form of as-
sistance. This would be of particular significance {f they
needed to acguire MIRVs in order to overcome a heavy Soviet
ABM defense.
Such a development would hardly constitute nonproliferation.
Whether it comes nonetheless to be a desirable development or not
depends upon the long~-term evolution of NATO, and also the nature of
the "three sets of target plans." As long as current NATO military
integration persists, with U.S. command leadership and sizable U.S.
forces in Europe, the proposal would appear to be of dubious merit,
Controlled nuclear responses, in operation, require unitary control,
especially with respect to what targets are not to be struck, At
worst, to have 'three sets of target plans" is to court chaos in times
of actual crisis. Where NATO, as currently organized, has forums for
agreement leading to one set of plans, ranging from the Nuclear Plan-
ning Group (NPG) downward, to add an ENC may be dangerous as well as

superfluous,

Over the longer run, however, such an ENC development might be
tailored to an agreed partial disengagement of the United States from

European defense responsibilities; with a carefully coordinated set

-

*
Ibid., p. 299. Emphasis added.
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of plans that, in phase with the disengagement, ensured operational
compatibility. One implication, ultimately, would be procedures and
mechanisms that ensured the ability of the United States to decouple
the operations of its nuclear forces, in Soviet eyes, from those of
any ENC force(s) that might develop. Such a development may ulti-
mately become desirable or necessary, in which case the transition
must be managed with great care, Thoughtful consideration well in
advance is therefore in order, if only as a contingency precaution,
Implementation in the near future, however, would appear at best to

be premature,

The intimacy of joint politico/military planning, exemplified
in NATO by the NPG, has not yet led to such proposals officially, in
any event. Rather it has led to, in general terms, shared appre-
ciation of the need for balanced defense, as put by a distinguished
European spokesman:

It is only this [American] presence, by the way, which
underpins the strategy of "flexible response." It has taken
the members of the Atlantic Alliance many years to reach
agreement on this strategy. It is reasonable and credible,
There is no alternative to it. A return to massive nuclear
retaliation would be incredible, as would be a fallback on
purely "tactical' nuclear def ense -- the former being unimag-
inably cruel to the American, the latter to the Europeans.

The strategy of flexible response is the only one which com-

bines credibly effective deterrence with non-suicidal defense,

sharing the risks of warfare in a fair way between North
Americans and West Europeans.

In specific terms, it has led to European formulations of NATO guide-
lines for the initial employment of nuclear weapons in a carefully
restrained manner, designed to maximize their political effect. Se-
curing political support abroad for restrained use of nuclear weapons,
in sum, is a difficult but not necessarily hopeless task. Political
opposition abroad, at least, as in domestic circles, must be miti=-

gated if the required characteristics are to be created in time,

*

Helmut Schmidt [Defense Minister, the Federal Republic of
Germany)], "Germany in the Era of Negotiations," Foreign Affairs
(October 1970), p. 42.
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