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N. F. Scein, CDR, USN : ’
" Acceptable Limitations in Strategic Weapons
Research Report

,i;; The’nuclear aiﬁé race has reached another plateau in numbers
of weapons and sophistication in technology. A period of stability
now exists, but unless some agreement is reached during the current

 SALT negotiations, it appears ancther expansion of US and USSR
‘nuclear strategic forces will occur. As one traces US nuclear

strategy from the post War II period to the present, it becomes
obvious that there is no unilateral action the United States can now
take that will restore the nuclear superiority enjoyed in the early =

~ and mid 1960s. Both the US end the Soviet Union now possess an
-asgured destruction capability with considerable overkill available.

"=, A SALY agreement must start by limiting ABM, and then move to a

Bl al i, Wk S

.. 1imit on total number of launchers and a ban on MIRV testing. More
" comprehensive limitations are discussed. Data was gathered from

unclassified literature sources and through discussions with

B Iailividuals knowledgeable in nuclear strategic matters.
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- Since thg days of Hiroshimh .and Nagasaki ,'”t‘_hé'lln‘ited States
. __and the fés: of the world bave "‘éﬁdu‘réd the numbing ancieties created

‘and ‘p‘erﬁe"ti‘xﬁated‘b& the 'aviesoqxe ‘poive: ‘:and destructive forcé of atomic

- energy. _Henry Kissinger éxj:i’éééed it this way:

+ In Greek mythology, the gods sometimes punished man
by fulfilling his wishes too campletely, It has
-remained for the nuclear age to experience the full
:iromy of this penalty. Throughout history humanity
- bhas suffered from a shortage of power and has concen~ .
" trated immense efforts on developing new sources and =~
.~ _special applications of it. It would have seemed

- . unbelievable even fifty years ago that there could
- ever be an excess of power, that everything would

.. depend on'the ability to use it subtly and with dis-

v erimination. Yef this is precisely the challenge of
. the nuclear age,® o .
.., Secretary McNamara expressed the nuclear paradox in these words:
“'In strategic nuclear weaponry the arms race involves
: o ~'a particular irony. Unlike any other era in history,
R ST x T ... - a substantial numerical superiority of weapons today
g L R does not effectively translate into political control

. ordiplomatic."Ievera'gé.""“Wﬁﬂé‘“th'e‘iﬁ:ﬁixﬂear power is
almost inconceivably. 2some and represents virtually . - -
unlimited potential destructiveness, it has proven to

be a limited diplomatic instrument. - Its unigueness’

pewerful weapon and a very inadequate weapon,2

e IHe‘nry‘bKissingeyr‘,' Fuclear Weagéns and Foreign Policy (1957),
~2pobert S. McNamars, The Essence of Security (1968), p. 59.

Rk o g e

lies in the fact that it is at the same time g all-
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§  As a new decade begins, the United States and the Soviet Union
> - ‘ ] . .
=8 are faced with major decisions regarding their strategic forces and
3
E, . 'polictes that will set the pattern for the 70s and the 80s, These
§ f decisions must be reached in full recognition that the United
§ : States and the Soviet Union beir the major responsibility for the

! fate of the world; for a thermonuclear exchange would imperil the

i

" survival of mankiﬁd.

The 1deological conflict as well as the facts of power between
these two super-states limits the extent Eo which they can be
eipected to resolve their differences. While their awsreness of the
terrible result of nuclear war tends to constraln an irraticna1

resolution of the conflict between them, thair povef ggatus ir a’

,-;ry'-“ L A U B I S aae it St B S e o =i <SR S
N L C.
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worléd of ao&éteign states will not permit the eliﬁdnation of their

s

mcre or less bellicose aititude towz2rd one ancther,

This is a critical time., The intense public debate concerning

R R

the &evelopmgnt ;nd depioyment of Anti-Ballistic Missiles {ABM) aad
; i&hﬁ;ple Independently Targeted Re-entry.Vehicles (MIRV) has focused
| ‘¢:§E£F{on on stratsgic armaments to s degree not vitnessed since the
early‘éh;i of the Kennedy Adminisératioﬁ From all sppearances the

Soviet Union is making a concerted effort to gain superiority, both

quantitative ant qualitative, over the United States in nuclear

, N ' '
strategic forces, " .1. reaction to this move by the Soviets, the
w o o United States must miﬁe‘!ome critical policy decisions concerning

the structure and size of 1cs stra-egic farces, Yet in a general
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- that are cnrtently underway.‘

' ‘\

We' are doomed to peaceful coexistence with our
enemies bgcause ‘we live in a world in which war

means to settle isauea tf:at men feel are worth
fighting for.  But war *an only lead to such R
complete destruction’ tént, in the final analysis, R
the war could not hsve neen worrth fighting.:" e

of :o.hnolﬂgr upon_ .»,e:t ' daﬂy lives.

The uncertainty of purpose

In this conte.xt R ia use 1 'to recall

3
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We are here to make a choice between the quick.and
the dead. . . . Behind the black porten* of che
new atomic age lies a hope wkich, seized upon with
faith, can work our salvation. If we fail, then we
bave damned every man to be the slawe of fear.’
The black portent of a muclear holocaust remair.: with us, and
once again it i, a time for decision: & cholce must be made at

SALT.

with these thoughts in mind, it is the intention of this paper

. to review curreant US nuclear strategy, examine the options avail- 3

able to the US at SALT against a background of present strategic

force levels and ‘rends, discuss the key elements of the US strategic
position, and finally to draw some conclusions as to tle most

advantageous course of action that the United States can take during

[ APV

the early 70s,

4pean Rusk, "Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Symbol of a New Course,"
Problems of National Strategy (1965), p. 410.
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: nnitary leaders had conflict:lng concepts as to future requirementu

1n :be Atourlc Age. : These confucts were in themelves significant
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~ for they were symptomatic of a society groping for an answer in an

 unfamiliar world--a nuclear world.1

In March of 1947, before a joint session of the Congress, Pres-

. 1dent Truman first declared the policy of Containment--to prevent

Communlst expsnsion to the peripherics of Europe and Asia. The
policy of containment was viewed largely in political and eccnomic
terms, The military implications were not given much attention.z
The atomic bomb remained as the deterrence to war, and falling in
thattfwﬁhgromiled victory over the Communists,

“There were additional reasons for this lack of flexible planning
during the early years of containmenﬁ. Primarily, genmeral disagree-
rent eiisted between the Services as to their missions and runctions
in this post-World War II age. This rivalry was further sharpened
by the lean post-war military budgets. Moreover, the speed and
range of modern weaponry lessened the former clear service boundar-
les: space and‘time. These had previously and traditionally pro-

vided neat distinctions between ground, air, and sea warfare. The

result was thac each service, forced by expanning technologies and

’ constricting budgets, found its weapons system delivery plans over-

lapping another Service's tdssion.>

Ixathan F. Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety (1966), pp. lé4-

16. ,
2Halperin, Contemporary Military Strategy, p. 43.

ning, Neither Liberty Nor Safety, p. 31.

v b e e

L 20 A AT S T A

[P

s e




etrike capability and chose whc belfeve nationsl cecurity reste with

the deterrent effect provided by invulne:able se.ond-strike capa-  _¢ S

bility

Anocher major reason the Uni:ed Statea proceeded elawly in J::”*‘;

c &eveloping its nuclenr atretegy, end in epproprieting edeqx effunds

to support the na:ionel policy of containment, was :he ultra con-i{2'

cervative estimate by its aciencific and technical leaderahip cf

_ Soviet Ruseia’s cepability to prcduce nuc'ear weepone. Ic west*n

thcughc tha: the organizationnl environment wichin :ha sgviet Unicn &'

B -

wculd make nuclear develoPment llow lnd uncertain.6 The mnin threet

to ﬂb secutity was still thoughr to be 2 direct attack on Western
Europe or the Uni ted Stetes. e |

The onset of the Cold War reqvired a reevaluation of US national fﬁ'

security policy. A Iongnterm struggle with the Soviet Union demnnded

“lung-range planning. Ae a reeult. 1n Ap:il 1950 Presidenzctruman

‘was provided‘with a number of Options documented 1n NSC-GB.

?resident rejected a return to isolationism as well as

nuclear strike against the Soviet Union. He aelected 1nstead a '

a pre-emntive

policy of containment which included gteater emphasis on the military

forces required to eupport such a policy.5

b1psd., p. 37.
5Tbid., pp. 48-50.
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The Rorean War challenged the American containment policy. It

" also found the United States completely unprepared in doctrina.
' The Korean War «lso fell cutside the concepts of strategy then con-
ceived.‘ It was not initiated by a surprise .ttack against Western
Europe or the quted States., In fact, it did not directly invslve
the Soviet Union. Thus the Korean War was a conflict to which an
- all-out straiogy seemed peculiarly unsuitad. It was a war. for
vhich we had not prepared.G. |

The United States strategic doctrine made it difficult to
accept some position between the.extremes. While she did not pur=
sue a policy of or consider an attempt to impose uncoaditicnal
surrender, the American strategic thinking was confused to a point
that a cessation of hostilities at any time was interpreted as
tantamount to, anrd would result in, a return to the status quo
ante., In addition, the emphasis of American containment policy
" continued to be Europe. ’

In 1952 the incoming Eisenhower Administration promised a new
#ﬁﬁfo#cﬁ £o~£he‘subject of nmuclear strategy; fhree major thouéhts
contributed to the "New Look” of the Eisenhower Era:7

(1) An affinity for air power. The Administration held
the overwhelming opinion that this mode of warfare could be the

backbone of the American military establishment. This concept was

6Kissinger, Muclcar Weapons and Foreign Policy, pp. 30-31.
7Halper1n, Contemporary Military Strategy, pe. 46=47,
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f founded on the belief that technology could r:;lace maapoc rem
aapecially attractineﬂaihc.a 5 his 1s where our national strength lies.
a :
‘f;Thic attitude alao refle:**‘ the search for a sirgle’ aolution to a

i

o :complex problem, 2 typi-ally American approsch to problem aolving

'“T*f%' TZ) A desire to promote economic 5rowth. It was felt[chat —

3

“'-'i'the United States coul t withstand a bigher defenﬂe buoget wi

fwf o

?Tvcourting a slowdown in ite economic growth Consequently, air power -
.g'offered a single and leas costly way to prov;de for national “ecurity
‘Jthan a large Army and havy. The philosophy was that the American

economy mnst be viable and was just as vital to national security

i'aa its weapons system.

- (3) A desire to ut*‘ize tartical nnclear weapons in sup-
'?port of ground and naval forces ringing the nmmuniat bloc. The

xa’introduction of tactical nuclear weapons also played an important

¥;role in the rew strategy. A breakthrough iu technology and vast

{iucreasea in the American stockpile of nuclear weapons made it pos-

ble to diacusa the use of theae weapons in the tactical environ- -

1nen Again i contributing factor to this thinking was the

;implication that fcrces could be reduced 1f our ground troops relied

"i‘more upon nuclear weapons.k One cannot escape the influence the

{f"balanced budget" exerted upon the strategy adopted by the Eisen- ij

o hower Administration.

The characteristica of the new Administration 8 policy were

-_v.aoon apparent. The role of the Air Force became dominant and was

R
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~ farmalized with a2 commensurate de-emphasis on naval and ground
- forces. Additionally, NATO forces were reduced with the deployment

. of tactical nuclear weapons, thus supporting the Admiristration's

economic philosophy. '"Crisis year" planning was abandoned and

- replaced with a "long haul" concept which prescribed a lower level

of spending per jear over a léngér period of time. Communist expan-
sion in Burope was still considered the greatest threat tc Pree World
security, and nuclear deterrence was given greater attention.s

In order to explain and justify thé Eisenhower '"New Look,"
Seérefary of étate John Foster Dulles pronounced the strategic theory
long identified with his name: massive retaliation. The rationale
to support this theory can be found in the Administration's great
reiuctance to beccme engaged in an Asian land war. The United
States was still suffering frbm the trauma of the Korean War.
Eisenhower promised that there would be "no more Koreas."? The
ﬁisenhower Administration thought that local defenses could not °
contain Commﬁnist expansion, therefore local defenses must be rein-
foréed ﬁy ihe éhre#tenéd use éf nuclear retaliation. Local aggres-
sion éould éhen be deterred by means of our great nuclear capacity--
to be used *massively and used instantly by means and in places of

our own choosing."lo

slbid., p. 47.
9Ibid., p. 48.
luSeyon Brown, The Great Foreign Policy Debate, p. 3815.
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:“ cep' waa more subtle than that, and could easily be interpreted as a

k_form ‘of .imited retaliation which provided the United States with

, v'!:‘nan:lm."lexibility to use’ 1ts power in ‘the exact quantity that each v

L aituat:lon demanded and applyirg it where it "'uld be most effective. v B
l Interpreted thie way, the concept also presented the aggressor with

a maximnn number of unknowns that he had to consider :ln his planning.
‘ aive retaliation meant little mre than that the United Statea would

, generally accepted that deterrence was prcvided simply by each tide

R ~ability of strateg.tc forces to enerty attack at this time. It was

- . o aeveral years later that critiee began to cite the need for conven-

Although a g“eat furor and public out cry ‘ollowed Dulles'

statement, the concept was neither a major departure from previous o """'\';f’{f

pol:lcy nor was 1t clear that the policy should be :lnterpreted ae

. one which warned that the United States would imediately bomb Moscow

in the event of a Ccmnmnist attack anywhere in the world., 'Ihe con-_

et

mch of the criticism leveled at Dulles was based upon the -

hpliclt assumption that a nuclear stalemate existed, end that nas-
merely trade cities vi*h the Soviets 1n a nuclear fclly. It waa

poasessing nuclear weapona. 'Ihere was little regard for the vulner-

t:l.onal forcee and well-protected strategic for:ceze.u

History waa made rapidly, however, and if Dulles meant hie

etrategy to follow the more extreme approach that was so vehemently

e

11

Halperin, Contemporary Military Strategy, pp. 48-49.
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‘eriticized, this interpretation was soon overtaken by currxent events.

~ Three months after its announcement, massive retaliation was not

:  implemented to szve Dien Bien Phu, nor was it even considered earlier

© &8 a reaction to the abortive revolt in East Germany in support of

"rolling back the iron curtain." Although the‘risks were great, our

nuclear superiority was pever greater. While some critics maintain

thit Dulles’ blﬁeprinﬁ for massive fstaliation was planned to be a
‘complete a;omic strategy from H-bomb to tactical nuclear weapons,
it is doubtful, in theory ae well as in practice, that Dulles

expected to utilize massive retaliation as the only mesns of ful-

filling his contaimment policy. If for no other reason, the Soviets

achisving a thermonuclear capability in 1954 foreclosed this option
to the United States.

The year 1954 also marked the midpoint in the postwar conflict
over strategic doctrine. After a rine-year struggle for recognition,
those who in the past advocated the primacy of air power .nd utili-

zation of nucléar weapons, reached their zenith in influence. But

. even a3 they Marrived" their doctrine began to 1osé its eppeal.
_‘Typicaliy;‘éeherals Ridgeway and Gavin were calling for flexible
" defense forces, and Hanson Baldwin and Walter Millié were speaking

" out for more rational thinking in strategic doctrime., Baldwin put

\

it this way: . A

It 18 one thing to recognize frankly the risxk of
war and another fo regard it as inevitable. . . .
And if war should come, it3 objective should be

12
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77 construction pot destruction. . . . It does'not

© . mean & world crusade against communism, . . ., I
. find myself increasingly concerned by the ideological
" motivation of too many of our actions. McCarthyism

. -and the fear of a Red under every bed have confused

. many of us; .there are too few thinking clearly in the

.. terms of realizable goals. Passion too often holds

the reins, . , . The Atomic bamb does not sclve
political problems; promiscuous devastation is no

- . substitute for a valid objective. . . . Moreover, the
~‘unlimited use of atomic and hydrogen weapons by the .
. United States . . . would certainly lead to political

= fmstration and might lcad to military defeat

'rhus linited war crept back into the strategic racsbulery.
: " Poleria misslle submarines.
; . Yor the mili ary eateblishment the yean 1955 nes one > of trsns:l-

: f'cm:.i
‘ "nobile ground force respectively.
v‘—;r;.AQuarles, _called for "adequacy or “sufficienc, .
(:“,:inately use atomic weapons in the case of renewed bostilities.

' .-not rely on a single weapons system for its defenee.

s o over Bisenhower had decided to proceed with super carriers end :
cation in etrategic doctrine. v,
The Air Force pressed for continued air supremacy and 8 firet-
‘ _st:rike capability The Navy and Army emphaaized the need for increesed
"n:llitary flexib'llity end looked to a sea-baseo deterrent end a highly
- 'called for more forces, other voices, incluoing Air Force Secretary

“the. Ptesident stated that he would not wtomatically and indiscrim— '1 -

B ’ v'gave substsnce to his earlier statement that: the United States would

12Geo::ge E'. Lowe, The Age of Deterrence (1964), pp. 9, ’105.

13

‘More-

'J.'hese decisions foretold of a modifi-

While the Strstegic Air Comend
- Early 1n the year, S
Ee
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of 1955, Admiral Radford reflected the Prgsident'p view when he i

L agia, e ' o , -

We are not attempting to match any nation, plane

for plane,; gun for gun, bomb for bomb, or man for
man., But we are attempting to maintain & qualita-

] tive superiority in men, weapons, and equipment so as
. to discourage, and if need be, destroy an aggressor
with convincing force. The Free World must be cers,
tain of the effectiveness of its deterrent to var,1

TRLCRNET PR UMD M EC LTI X SR T

aiindin

i ki

" This decision ruled out the procuremnnt‘of forces required for a

first-strike capability necessary to implement 8 counter-force

strategy.

By the end of 1955, the idea of depending primarily on massive

g

retaliation was fading from the scene, and despite the Administra-

Salbia b

tion's dislike of tne limited war that had recently ended in Korea, -

Eisenhower adopted a policy advocating the more traditional use of

force in the conduct of the Cold War. ' ;

- R A P R A T T L W S ST SO L R 7 X

Four factors causad Eisenhower to move away from a pure air-

atomic strategy: (1) economy, (2) unpredictable international

events, (3) the President's fear of a garrison state because of the

o resources being devoted to military preparedness, (4) the -increasing
;i ~~; technological obsolescence cf new weapona.14 The counter-force

strategy required a large bucgetary expenditure--nearly 75% of the

e a L ;a-:_m‘..rv s

defense budget--and still it did not provide assurance that these

o

i weapons would have prevented or been the decisive factor in

LN

BN

1p44., p. 122,
14751d., p. 129.

14
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to these concepts, and it was in this environment that the deveIOp- 7
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» ‘Indo-Chine Koree, Tachen 1slands, Hungary, or Suez. The Presi- -

dent'e feer of a gerriwn state was deeply rooted as early as 1953, E

: :; lnd i: Iound expreuion in his famous wa'-ning concernins the o

dliury-induetriel complex in 1961,

As !isenhower began his eecond term in of‘ire, phruee euc"t

u edequecy, visible de:errenc, mbile carrier air baees, lnd

sufficiency were more frequently heard in discussions concerning

T,

Anerican nuclee‘ etretegy. 'Ihe argument for etrategic mbility eud 7
invulnerabilicy became more erticulate as the Soviet ICBM chreat o

became more reel 'l'he ehock of s;mtnik provided addi:ional mnentum

‘ment of Polaris was accelerated and the concept of mtual deterrence

‘ netured ~ The need for conventional forcea to engage in limited wer

. m elso recognized as a neceasary politico-militaxy requirement

It was during Eisenhower'e second term that study groups end

other elemente and peraonelitiu in the ecadernic comnity became

| more involved in the development: of nuclear strategy. The Caither

. Cmmittee warned of a miesile gep a.nd urged increased defense S

expenditurea. The conclueione reached in a study conducted by the

_ Roekefeller Brothera Fund aupported the Gaither COmittee findinse,ls

Other writings were particulerly inﬂuencial Reury Kissing-
r‘e, Nucleer weagons and Foreigx_: Policy, published in 1957, souoht

%

lsxiuinger, Nuclear Veegone and'Foreigt_:: Policy, p. 109,

15
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. could take only one form:.

to takc advantage of American technological superiority by proposing

A a limited nuclear war strategy to counter the Soviet threat. In

')thic‘v;y a folitionahip could ba established between force and
diplomacy. Such s strategy would create a middle ground between

unconditional surrender and status quo ante. Thus Kiks%nger clearly

" called for more balanced |forces.!® He held mo {1lusionk, however,

that a limited auclear v 'yitrntogy would bebcheap or would be less
.deunndinx'in-n;fionn! rcléurcea; T%é risks involved ar% the penal- -
ties the world suffers for living iu the nuclear age. i
Another provocative nrticle.of the tiﬁe was "Balan%e of Terror,"
written by Aibett Wohlatett;r,'which appeared in ibe Jaénary 1959

issue of Foreign Affairs. At this time it was thought nuclear war

an all-out cataclysmic final catastrophe,
N :

which was made unlikely by its very enormity. It was also thought
that the major nuclear countries would always possess overwhelming

offensive strength, regar%less of the scale of the attack to which

they might be exposed, Professor Wohlstetter was the first to call

: r
attention to the existence of & wide range of possible nuclear

aitacks and to the various thresholds that determine wheéher a
country's nuclear power produces deterrence or constitutes an invi-
o j
tation to s yression. He demonstrated the delicacy in the balance

of terror that existed between the major powers, and how it depended

|

161p4d., p. 131. » i
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npoo a subcuiﬁtei:play'of invulnerabiiit}; and offensive ‘po-wer.‘, Be -

'Micated that ic was theoretically poseible to eliminate an

,jopposing strikins force withouc unacceptable damage to the ettacker.

': 'Ihe existence of a pcwerful delivery capability, he contended, was \

o ‘ depend on its invulnerability as vell as its striking power, and
the state of opposing passive md active defenees.n
“ ’ Wohlste:ter accurately predicted that deterrence is not auto- »
-5f?*;um:1c, and that while feasible, it would be much harder to achieve |
o .“_',‘in :he 19603 tuan was. then enticipated L
Be criticized United States strategic planners foz: thinkins in
‘terms of matching numbers. 'ro his way of chinking the problem had

- been erroneously conceived es more or better bombers, or rockets.

This meant confusing deterrence with matching or exceeding the

enewy 's ability to strike first. Hatcbing weapona, however, mis-
B j";fconstrues the nature of the technological race--not because only a
few honﬂw ormed by the defender can make aggteseion fmitless, but:
:becauae even nany night not;. . To detei- an attack means being able

| strike back in spite of it, In other words, it means one mst ‘

’j‘ : : : _have an invulnerable second-strike capebility to insure c!et:e.rx'ent.:.e.1’8

Dr. Bernard Brodie s Strategz in the Missile Ag_ was also ‘

- -,"'ﬁ'published in 1959, It too indicated a new awareness of the need for

17A1bert: Wohlstetter, "The Delicate Balance of Terror," Problems
- of National Strategy (1965), p. 34,

181114,
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invulnerable strategic forces. He falt that it was absolutely

escential to defend our retaliatory forces, and that the known ability
to defend ocur retaliatory force constitutes the only unilateral
action that could provide a potentially perfect defense of the haue-

‘land. Conversely, a couspicucus inability or unreadiness to defend
our retaliatory force must tend to provoke the opponent to destroy

1:.19 Brodie also follows the Wohlstetter theme vhen he states,

The degzee to which the automaticity of our retalia-
tion has been taken for granted by the public,
unfortunately including most leaders of opinion and
even military officers, is for .those who have any
knowledge of them, both incredible and dangerocus . . .
our ability to retaliate in great force to a direct
Soviet attack is taken far too much for granted by

almost everyboga, including our highest national
policy-makers,

In searching for a targeting concept that suited the deterrent

strategy of the United States, Dr. Brodie built & good case for

19Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (1959), p. 185.

20Ibid., pp. 281-282. Dr. Brodie claimed this lack of apprecia-
tion for the true nature of the situation was the result of the con-
scious or unconscious rejection of retaliation as a strategy. This was

-..—80 because of the traditional concept of maintaining the initiative

thet so dominates most war planning. Therefore, those responsible
for such planring were either not interested in adjusting to a strategy
of deterrence or they were convinced that a force not strong enough to
win was not strong enough to deter. It follows then that money spent
on protecting the retaliator: force might be better spent nn expanding
it. While Brodie ag.--ed wich this conviction, he conceded that since
the nation was comnitted to a deterrence policy, the overriding con-
sideration had to be given to the protection of the nation's second-
strike capability. Due to normal fiscal restraints this could best be
accomplished by identifying a hard core of the retaliatory force that
must be survivable. While all systems can be protected, Dr. Brodie
leaned toward missiles and away from bombers because of the environ-
ment that must be penetrated in the target area,

18
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unleaohing the United Stntco oecond-strike agaipst the urban areas

: _f:_of the attacker. ) He then. with an equally effective rationale, demon- ﬁ o

- otroted how ouch an cction vould jeopardize American cities if the

initill mrprise ettack scrupulously avoided the urban areas of the )

7 United States. Dr. Brodie concluded that before hostilities the

‘ 1"‘, Uuited Stetes mot be expected to be vindictive and irrational if

s \lttacked, but once hostilitiea commence we should preserve the -

i,’-'."i‘?' clpncity to mke new decisions based on the circmstances at. the

ime 21 We see bere the forerunner of controlled nuclear response.

John . Kennedy came into office expecting Soviet superiority

‘ 'in lttntegic weapons. Instead he found the United States still

S 22
e poseeosed an overwhel'ning strategic advantage. 'I‘he new President

:also found at his disposal the strategic weapons he would use to

":"fornulate his fv_tnre defense and strategic policies--l’olaris and

o 'liinnteman

Tho 3enera1 thmst of the Kennedy Administration s milita—v

f strategy was the development of the doctrines of "flexible response"

aad "-’ltiple options"' in other words, the creation of a military
o e which wouid remin under tight civilian control at all times o

and which could be used in a variety of different ways to meet a

211514., pp. 292-294.
. 22Morton H. Halperin, Contemporary Military S"rategz, P. 54.

23George W. Rathjens, The Future of the Strategic Arms Race:

I'apcions for_the 1970's (1969), p. 3.
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‘wide range of different threats. 'Controlled response" was that part
of "flexible response" that dealt with nnclgar weapons, The Admin-
istration recognized ﬁhat limited war could cdma in a variety of
aifferenc forus whiéh could demand a variety of responses, and it i
. wantad to be in a position to deal with each of them Maccording to
their needs." It was important for an Administraticn stressing

options and flexible response to be able to say that even strategic 3

forces had been brought under tight control and could be used in

different ways according to appropriate policy.z4

President Kennedy summarized it in these words:

Our arms must be subject to ultimate civilian contxrol
and comnand at all times, in war as well as peace.
The basic decisions of our participation in any con-
flict and ocur response to any threat--including all
decisions relating to the use of muclear weapons, or
the escalation of a small war into a large one--will .

be madgsby the regularly constituted civilian author-
ities.*

The leading spoke§man in defense matters for the Kennedy-Johnson :

Administration was, without a doubt, Robert McNamara. The articu-

e

late Defense Secretary tock advantage of the abundance of intellectual

efforts in strategic analysis that occurred in the 1950s to structure

e VS i

a foundation for "flexible response.”" Of great assistance to him
were: the economic attitude of the new Administration--no great

- pressure to balance the budget; the Polaris and Minuteman missiles

24Halperin, Contemporary Military Strategy, p. 81.
ZSAlain C. Enthoven, "American Deterrent Policy,'" Problems of 'f
National Strategy (1965), p. 123. )
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o _thac he found in the beg

_ rapidi:y.‘
. - ' strides in attaining & aecond-atrike capability.
" in view of all these’fac
“ﬂ to fetnink American def

. . be fonnd'in Secfetery

Addi:ionally, the 80viet‘Union had made significant

he preaents the core cor lusiona upon which the Kennedy and Johnson
Adminiatrations besed their defense decisions, and those upon which
all long-range planning had been developed.

| : ‘
. (1) That the security of the United States mnst
" continue to rest on a firm commitment to the palicy

of collective security, not retreat--no matter what
the provocction or what the allurement--+into the

. .- futile 1llusion of isolationism,

(2) That althohgh our strategic nuclear capability 7

i_ie absolutely &ital to our security and to that of
“our allies, its only realistic role is deterrence
‘of all-out nuclear or non-nuclear attacks since it

is now impossible for either the United States or
the Soviet Union to achieve a meaningful victory
over the other in a strategic nuclear exchange.

- (3) That the dbctrine of massive retaliation is
" therefore useless as a guarantee of our security,
. and must contiﬁue to give way to both the theoty
... and the practi
“ .{4) That the direction of the Department of Defense
- "demands not only a strong, responsible civilian con-
- . trol, but a‘Sekretary's role that consists of active,
" imaginative and decisive leadership of the establish-

e of flexible response, -

ment at large,| and not the passive practice of simply

_refereeing the diaputes of traditional and partisan
" factions. :

{5) That the dynamics of efficient management in so
complex an institution as the Defense Departmei.t
necessarily requires the use of modern managerial
tools and increasing efforts to determine whether
the cost of each major program and each new project
is justified by the 'benefit' or strength it adds te
our security, " ’

2
| :
|

inuing‘ttages of full production; and the

se‘pelicy.'vThe results of this review can

P

technological breskthroughs that wefe occurring with ever increasing

‘1t was, therefore,

tors and Kennedy s campaign commiﬁment, timeb

amnfe'e Sook Essence of Secu4i_y, in which
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(¢) That the Department's primary role of combat
readiness is fully counsistent with the innovative
programs designed to utilize at minimal cost its
potential for significantly coatributing to the
solution of the nation's social problems,

(7). And that finally the security of the Republic
lies not solely or even primarily in military
force, but equally in developing stable patterns
of economic and political growth both at home and
in the developing nations throughout the world,26

Secretarv McNamara's first public statement with regard to the
new strategy came in June 1962 in an address delivered t» the
students of the University of Michigan.at Ann Arbor.

The U.S. has come to the cornclusion that to the
extent feasible, basic military strategy om a
possibie general nuclear war should be approached
much the same way that more conventional military
operations have been regarded in the past. That
is to say, principal military objectiwves, in the
event of a nuclear war stemming from a major attack
on the Alliance, should be the destruction of tke
enemy's military forces, not his civilian population.
The very strength and nature of the Alliance forces
make it possible for us to retain, even in the face
of massive surprise attack, sufficient reserve
striking power to destroy an enemy society if driven
" to it, 1In other words, we are giving a possible
opponent the strongest imaginable incentive to
refrain from striking our own cities.2?

- The components required to fmplement the controlled response

strategy included: pfotected strategic systems capablé of surviving
a surprise attack, tight command and control of the weapons systems,
and a high state of readiness--casily moved to highest alert status.,
In addition, the strategic force must be capable of assured

destruction and be effective in a damage-limiting rcle.

26Robert S. McNamara, The Essence of Security (1968), pp. x-xi.

27p1a1n C. Enthoven, "American Deterrent Policy,'" Problems of
National Strategy (1963), p. 131,
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Objections to the new Secretary ] policy announcement came

force based on the superiotity of the American position.r Its only
valne would be in a first-strike situation, and it would quickly lose

its effectiveness if botk aides to the conflict enjoy well-protected ‘

' second-strike forces.‘ The strategy was also criticized for increas=

ing the danger of an inadvertent nuclear war and accelerating the

arms race. In fact, the Soviets claimed the new strategy was merely ‘
a poorly veiled threat meant to concesl a first-strike strategy, and

while they were in their inferior military position there was no

'“.ﬂ advantage to their accepting the strategy.zgl

It is also difficult to accept McNamara s rationale that his

_,>/' t

« new strategy gsve the Soviets "the strongest possible incentive to

. refrain from striking our cities." One would think the opposition 8
) most ursent incentive wculd be an announcement that, s' 1d he strike,

the United States would eliminate the "culture of the

] viet Union"

from the face of ‘the earth Otherwise we make ourselv‘

‘hostage by

;our'legitimaterconcerniover Iimiting damage. Ihere ap'

‘PSOme confusionubetween deterrence and waging war--the two are not
ﬁfifvalways compatible. Another aspect that invitea pessimism is the
'(assertion for command and control even afcer a nuclear exchange,

7..‘,this is tantamount~to a strategy ‘based upon a nmost iilusive unknown.

',lzsﬂalperin, Contemporary Military Strategy, p. 84.
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Another section of McNamara's Ann Arbor address said:-

We are convinced that a general nuclear war target
system is indivisible, and if, despite all other
efforts, nuclear war shovld occur, our best hope lies
in conducting a centrally controlled campaign against
all of the enemies' vital nuclear capabilities, while
retaining reserve forces, all centrally controlled,?®

[

: Wﬁile flexible response was logical and coherent fro@ an Ameri-
:éﬂn foint of view, it suffered the serious defect of being conceived
FF‘Vﬂ; : :héirely outside the Atlantic Alliance with absolutely no consulta-
| tign./ The desire for central control also ran counter to French ané

English national aspirations. 1In addition, the counter-force

capability was seriously questioned after so much propagandé and pub-

f  licity about the missile gap and the push to have IRBMs based in

; i . .

: Europe. Finally, Europeans viewed the strategy as a subtle attempt
P ‘ - A :

Fl

P to "disatomize" Europe and reduce the risk of involving the US main-

land while at the same time exposing Europe to conventional
30

SRR T - LR

destruction.

B

Furthermor=, our NATO allies did not feel the major threat in
T . Europe was a direct attack by the Soviets., Therefore, they were
: unwilling to ?ontribute the‘conventional forces implicit in .the
doctrine McNamara announced. Also, if they were to accept the United

R States strategy, there was a good chance that a sizeable chunk of

B et B L ol

v ' Europe could be lost during the pause in which Washington would be

determining the legitimacy of the attack. This Europeaﬂ artitude

¢ zqﬂenry KRissinger, The Troubled Partaership (1966), p. 103.

3°Raymond Aron, The Great Debate (1965), p. 67.

24

.

B RLbi4 i a1 35 B it e Sb i, 0 it arntboi o ™ i oy ¥ e € ti s G i b e Ji gewkmaale

T Ty

o brne A n ey e

i

ot

Ll

Vs TRRDI

T -

PP 3




R

IR A

it Py sy

o,

"3

N
P]

Y
[
L
i-.‘
="

. .
YT TN Coai o e oo Eemdkind sty o Gk At n i Sl 1 T o by hibl kN Rioh

‘ Superpowers.

was etimulated‘by the American claim that notning had changed in

Europe, yet the United States seened to take every opportunity for

bilateral acccmmodations with the Soviets--e situation that concerns

" Europeans lest their fate be determined by an agreement between the

31

While the aupporting rationale for the entire theory of flexible

response ia to ‘prevent a spasm attack, the situation has been compli-"

]'cated because there has been an unfortunate confusion between doc-
'ﬂ trinea of deterrence and doctrines of response. There 18 an
'rbﬁnportent conceptual difference: the purpose of deterrence is to

: : Co 32
prevent attack- response aims to defeat it. The purpose of the

military establishment is to achieve the highest degree of deterrence,

but it must also effectively minimize the risk of escaletion should

deterrence fail. Therefore, we find a continuity between coaventionel
ermaments and nuclear weapons with maximnm national security repre~

sented by the sum total of these arms and their capabilitins. Neither

_..the majority of Americans nor Enropeans,ror for thatfmatter,~the'wwm~r¥fﬂ

formulators of the flexible response strategy seemed_to recognize
the difference between deterrence an1 response. -

. Secretary MeNamara s stretegic doctrine, like that of John
Foster Dulles, went through several mutations. In late 1962 he

expressed himself in these definitive words:

31Charles 0. Lerche, Last Chance in Europe (1967), p. 74.

321p44., p. 72.
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"led directly to the reversal of our NATO "Sword and Shield"” theory.

We deter the Soviats from using their growing nuclear
- force by maintaining a muclear force strong enough
~ and survivable enocugh to ride out any conceivable
. nuclear attack, and to survive with sufficiont power
to cause unacceptable damage to the attacker.33
The befensa Secfetary ;cknowledged that both the United States
and Russis &eeiied to prevent nuclear wars not "win" them; although
he recognized that the Soviet Union had not abandoned their enthusi-
astic support of "wars of national liberation." Thus, during the
coﬁrse of the year, Mr. McNamara, as he recognized the need for both
strategic deterrent forces and the infantry soldier, becamg a zealous
supporter of balanced forces. |
One can probably attribute this firm commitment to balanced
forces expresseQ by McNamara to the V::uedy Administration's exper-
ience during the Cuban miséile crisis, While no one can present a
definitive answer as to the.crucial element of force that determined
the c;urse and final outcome of that face-to;face confrontation. with

the Soviet Union, no one can dismiss the indispensible role of

General Purpose Forces. The unique quality and utility of convertional

forces was vividly demonstrated to the President and Defense Secretary

‘alike as they personally manfpulated and directed the tactical employ-

ment of naval units on the high seas as they were ordered to intercept
and confront Soviet naval and merchant ships bound for Cuba.

It has been suggested by George Lowe that the Cuban experience
34

gZGeorge E. Lowe, The Age of Deterrence (1964), p. 252.
Ibid., p. 256.
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v‘ No longer would conventionsl ground forces be considered a "trip-wire"
‘ or plate-ghss shield" beh:lnd which our sreat strategic eufensl

o waited, poised for tmmediate rete]}.h’tien’.‘ Henceforth thermonuclear

weapons would ‘act as an "umbrelleof "prctection" under which conven-

t:lensl ‘forces vould act as the sword. Tﬁis .xﬁfim’ strategy was

' "srnouneed” to our Allies et chc NATO ninisterisl neeting :ln mid-

December of 1962 by Secretary ucRsmern.

'rhis sudden and dramaric shift 1n str egic concept coning on
the heels of the Ann Arbor speech uede shstp debate 1neviteb1e. 'Io

the Buropean, the dec:lsion cest daubt on our villingness to come to

the defense of the Continent. Americen strategic ‘forces were now based

in the Un:lted States or in the ocean's depths and would therefore, be
less likely to be called upon to meet aggression on the Central Euro-

pean £ront. 'rhis rationale was given greater .weight when McNamara

R cslled upon Eurcpe to cantribute larger conventiona! fo:ces to NATO.

Europeans could envis:lon another World War I or II with their coun-
tries overrun by the Soviet Un:lon.A 'mis raised the issue of comand
end control of mclear fnrces aseigned to RATD, an :ltem never far below
the surface, bnt cne that had been restrained as’ long as the use of
American retsliatory power had been considered autematic.#

Hhile the Cuban experience had an effect on the NATO Alliance,

1ts greater significance rests w:lth the fact that the incident fore-

shadowed the key concept of deterrence in the 1960s: mutual

- 3%Beary Kissiager, The Troubled Partmership (1966), p. 106.
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invulnerable dcterrent systems deployed by the United States and the
Soviet Union. {’ﬁ‘nlao gave great impetus to the balanced iorces
concept vithini‘éh American Defense Establishment, as well as shifts
in our strlteéig weipons procurement policy.

As a tl:uié of Cube, the only strategic systems considered to
3ult1!yAbudget expenditures vere invulnerable weapdns. It 1s signif-
{cant that the Kennedy-McNamarz-Johnson years did not produce a
single new itratngis_ wespons system, although modifications to
Polaris and Minutemen missiles ioherited from the Eisenhover Admin-
1stration were fnftiated during the 15¢0s. |

wiih the turmoil of the Cuban crisis und two years of policy
formulation behind him, Robert McNamara, in a speech delivered to
the Economic Tlub of New York on 18 November 1963, présented an
excellent statement of the basic objective of American national
security policy as President Kennedy defined it. Although succeeding

pronouncements by the Secretary indicated a somewhat tempered atti-

iﬁde toward the amount of control a‘deéision-maker can exercise
during increased stages of violence, this apeech'representa American

‘ str#tegy through the remainder of the Kennedy-Johnson yéars.

In *this speech, 1.cNamara stressed the changing relationship:

between the strategic capabilities of the Unit.d States vis-a-vis

4 the Soviet Union, and the unchanging attitude of so many whd continued

to see this comparison in terms similar to those that existed in 1950.

The US monopoly of nuclear power and the Sino-Soviet monopély in

conventional forces were matters of'past history, and the Secretary
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_eccused thouc who continucd in thia mntel folly of aeek:lng sho:t-cut

" 'elds to thinkins cn pollcy hmea. !ven as these notlonn of mnop- ’1

olies :rw obsolete, 1deu about the fenibi 11ty of :ltemtlve "

‘ “"polleles continued to reflect them Nuclear operations, both :trategic ”

B

N

* lﬂd tlctical, by the United States in response to aggreuiou agalnst Sy

‘
el
L ]

| onr Alliu were cou.sidercd to be v:lrtully unileteral--the capability ,
of the United States to deter and oppose a noumxclear attack vas
thought ta be not only unique » but also unique in its adequacy. 36
’ Hr. chamara claimed :I.t wat tima to change the maps "by which

ipiol:lcy u charted and Justiﬂed " The old guides were too far removed

frcn realxty to aerve any useful purpoae. "vn-.at most needs changing,"

‘ ‘ - B uid the Secretary "i.; the picture of ourselves and of the Hestem
! S . 47 4
L BEEI Anunce as esaent:lally at bay, outmanned and outgunned except for ]

: nucleu erms no longer u:clusively ours. We should not think of our-

selves as forced by Iimitaticns of resources to rely upon strategiea ‘ i %

f deeperation and threats of massive a.nd lmediate challenges,

letting Iesser ones go by default "37 o

fjfi;',j 'me Secreury d:ld not underestimate the desttuctive capacity of

i ey T

the Soviet Union, even with their inferior forces. And he recognized

then mu ltttle the United States could do to inhibtit or ’reta‘rd

Soviet: expansion in strategic weapons. In fact to him the Rnssian v

capabillties merely illustrated that strategic nuclear war vould be

4
[
f

¢
P
&

36pobert S. McNemara, "The Spectrum of Defense,’ Problems of
National Strategy (1965), p. 109.
J/1bid., p. 11l.
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bi-latirai, and e;ttemnly destructive to both sides~~-a situation no
longer governable by an increase in our budget for strategic forces.
#Ii lﬁort, we cannot buy the capsbility to mﬁke 8 strategic bombing -
‘campaign once again a unilateral prospect, ~That smust, I suggest, be

accepted as one of the determinants affecting policy.” Thus the

" brilliant Secretaryiof Defense sounded "Taps" for the preventive war

enthusiasts, Mr, McNamara obviously felt that the relative strategic '

situation then in existence would endure for some time for he stated
that US spending for strategic forces would level of” below the 1963
budget; and the Soviets gave no indication of increasing their |
expenditures to challenge the posture of the United States., Unfor-
tunately, the Soviet Union did increase its striking force dramati-
cally, 1t now matches American land ICBM forces and, in the early
i970a will gain parity with the Polaris forces of the United Stctes.38

McNamara did‘rot see an all-out Soviet nonnuclear attack as the
wost 1likely contiJiency. Such an attack would mean total war affecting
the future of the iited States, Europe, and the Soviet Union. He

put it this way:

If we were to consider a spectrum of the possible
cases of Communist aggression, then, ranging from
harrassment, covert aggression, and indirect chal-
lenge at one end of the scale to the massive invasion
to Western Europe or a full-scale nuclear strike
against the West at the othér end, it is clear that
our nuclear superiority has been and should continue
to be an effective deterrent to aggression at the high
end of the spectrum, It is equally clear, on the

381p14., p. 113,
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e otber hand, that at the very low end of the apectrum,f o
U777 8 muclear response may not be fully credible and that

- muclear power alone cannot be an effective deterrent

. at this level in the future acy more than it hac been -
" in the past.

-7 The fact is that at every level of force, the

. Alliance in general and the U. S, Armed Forces in

' particular have greater and more effective strength

- than we are in the habit of thinking we bave--and with

reasonable continued effort we can have whatever ;

' strength we need

Thus ucNamara pointed out the clear 3uperiotity of the Unitedri

- States and NATO Alliance 1n strategic and tactical nuclear forcea, |

:nd our adequacy in conventional forces' and indicated that the .

Uhited States needed strong and ready conventional forces to auswer

aggression at the "lower end of the ‘spectrum,” A failure on our part

_to cdequacely meet a challenge of this type would most likely lead to

- an escalating situation which could result in miscalculation and

nuclear war,

: Tbe Soviet impulse ta expand has ccasistently given.way to _‘

jdcctrinaire,caution when confronted with adequate reaistence. There~
;,fctc. theASecfetary~stated thetetue United States needed tﬁe right
,;ecoubinacion of’farwafa’deﬁloymené and highly mobile;combet-teady
g ground, sea, and air unita capable of prcmpt and effective commit- |

‘ment to actual combat-—a "lean and fit"imilitary establishment. 1f

judicious choices were made in weapons systems development, the

increasing productivity and grcss national product of the United

States should perait adequate military budgetu."0

391p14 116
v es P .
. BOTpT4., p. 118.




TR i e e ey T, S T A T Yes Y

A few days after Secretar} McNamara's speech, President Kennedy
was assassinated. However, his untimely death did.not signal a shift
in the stratsgic doctrine of the United States. Quite the contrary.
/3alanced forces ﬁontiﬁu?d Qs the keystone of American policy under
Pr*niéeni Johnson, and, in fact, grew in importance as Americaﬁ
Iinvolvement in Vietnam increased.

The Kennedy years were tumultuous and significant ones in matters

of defense policy and planning. The Pentagon reeled from the impact

of McNamara and his Whiz Kids. There was a proliferation of new

terms and "buzz phrases" within the hectic walls of the Pentagon:
flexible response, controlled response, damage limiting, negotiated
threshold, war termination capability, survivability, multiple optioms,
"fire break” theory, etc.--and each new idee had several articulate
spckesmen who had done their homework.

To summarize, President Kennedy's basic mdlitary policy included
these elements: (1) maintain ghe stability of the power balance
between East and West; (2) exercisge at the Hﬁite House level a precisely
controlled wilitary response to any cifcumstancé;’(S) establish a
Qeries of negotiating thresholds in event of limited or general war;
(4) establish war termination capabilities, including the necessary
cormunications with the enemy; and (5) pursue disarmament negotiations.
These characteristics of Kennedy's defense policy spawned military
forces characterized by flexibility and multiple cptions. In strategic
forces survivability was the crucial element, and parity rather than

superiority was considered a satisfactory goal. There was great
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témphssis oo conventionsl forces which resulted in a commensurate -
‘f improvcment in the limited war capability of the United States.‘:
) Finslly, highly effective militsry systems were decided upon by using
cost-effectiveness management methods.

Tbrough these policies and the military forces created by them,
; the Kennedy Administration sought to avoid: (1) escalation of any -
- military action, (2) proliferation of nuciear weapons, (3) thc use
7; of nnclear weapons- (4) destabilization of the power relationsbips
»theg in effect; (5) creation of auy weapon system that could be |
considereo provocative; and (6) deployments, programs or forces which

could contribute to our balance of payments problem ‘1

America's willingness to continue its role as leader of’the Free
World was being challenged as never before. Nor couid history
f reveal a more demanding time for testing the vitality of the Ameri-

can Dream: anti-war, —demonstrations, inflation, racial confronta-

| 'snd confhsed public all challenged the leadership and capabilities of
'.the new President and his administration. »

It became more apparent as the new administration began orzan-
izing‘itself tﬁet’the early years of the Nixon presidency would be
ones of transition; that a oew era had begun and that the postwar

'period of international relations had.ended. Nevertheless, wﬁile

‘4lNathan F. Twining, Neither Liberty Nor Safety (1966), p. 154.
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As Richard Nixon assumed the responsibilities of the presidency,

tions, campus disorders, a recalcitrant Congress, and a frustrated ;”7“

R T




.
.
R et Al S i Rt e A S sl

yperp g ST s
B v

B

e 0

. .
A s s S s g S g BT e

. [ 2P U R VL SO — -

£ v S J M eadachur 7 o B

- <

the President, in the doctrine that bears his name, called for a

e =

reduced US involvement in the affairs of other nations, he also

P e

recognized that world peace and progress would be impossible without

& major American u:ole."2

. In nuclear strategic matters, President Nixon restated the
truism that "both the Soviet Union and the United States have
acquired the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on the other, no
watter which strikes first. ... ." and that "both sides have recog-
nized a vital m;tual interest in hnlting-che dangerous momentum of
the nuclear arms race;"43 However, the President did not hesitate to
make important decisions which impact heavily upon strategic matﬁers:
continued development and initial deployment of the Safeguard ABM
system and the deployment of MIRVs in Minuteman and Poseidon missiles.
In view of the increasing Soviet threat, 1t is difficult to question
the President's sense of urgency in proceeding with these two deci-
gsions. in MIRV, the natinn is provided with the means of partially
off-setting the advantage gained by Soviet offensive»forces due to
the increased megatonnage of their SS-9 missile. ﬁIRV also improves
the US ability to penetrate Soviet ABM defenses. In proceeding with
ABM deployment, the United States can géin significant technical
knowledge in defensive strategic systems,,improve its bargaining

position at SALT, and reduce the offensive threat of the Soviets and .
Chinese. :

42pichard M. Nixon, U.S. Forelgn Policy for the 1970's (1970),

P. 2.
431p14d., p. 3.
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‘The traneitional character. of the early Nixon years was further

R
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AT
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igﬁbetantiated,by the strategic goal established by the Preéident--

"sufficiency.“ Two factors were taken into consider ?tion in making

- this policy’decision. Fiyst, the Soviete' ouild-up of strategic

£orces raised serious questione a8 to their ultimate oaly_ Second,

the growing stra eg < forces of the US and Soviet Uni n posed new
i

i

|
4 strategic

and d,aturbing problems In assessing the'utilicy

- forces, the President conceded their value rested sclely upon their
ability‘rovdeter nuclear war, WhileAhe questioned_the wisdom of an J

) aesured destruction strategy, he failed te provide an alternetive.'
Nor could Be find a satisfectory eptiohkie selecting'either a strategy
| of minimum deterrence or in pursuing a strategy that depended upon
recapturing nuclear superiority. Therefore, he rejecésﬁ both.45 ‘

” Throdghout the President's "Foreign ?olicy for che 1970's" and

Secretary Laird's Posture Statement for Fiscal Year 1271, there are

repeated references to SALT: the significance of theée‘negotiations,

Aand the impact they will have upon Us offensive acd defensive s;rategic
'~~"m;~forces;j'From these references; it is clear that the United States .:nd
Soviet Union have reached a watershed in their poetQWorld ﬁar‘II rele-
V:ions, and that the SALT negotiations will resulc in either some agree-

ment or initiate another round in the arms race. o

 bbpia., p. 121,
451bid., pp. 122, 123.
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CHAPTER 'I11
THE STRATEGIC THREAT

Over the past several years, particularly in 1969 and 1970, the
Soviet'Union has exerted every effort to overcome and surpass the stra-
tégic advantages of the United States in nuclear weapons and comménd of
the seas. As the United States has emphasized limited;;ithdrﬁwals rom
what were felt to be over-extended commitments abroad, the Soviet Union
has extended its strategic and diplomatic power in several directions.1

The Soviet Unlonr now exceeds the United States in the number of
land~hased missiles deployed, and current indications are that they
intend to attain a similar position with their submarine-launched =is-
sile systew, The following table vividly presents Soviet expansion in
strategic offensive forces during the past five years.

US and Soviet Union Strategic Nuclear
Offensive Forces 1966-19704

Us USSR
Category 66 67 68 69 70 66 7 K8 69 70
ICEM 904 1054 1054 1054 1054 300 450 800 1050 1300
SLEM 592 656 656 656 656 125 130 130 160 280

Strategic Bombers 680 620 520 510 540 155 155 155 150 140

Note 1: The above figures do not include the following Soviet forces
which should be considered in evaluating the overall nuclear threat:
(1) 700 MREM/IRBM, (2) 700 medium range bombers, (3) 49 cruise missile
firing submarines that employ six to eight launchers each (missile
range about 300 nautical miles), (4) Fractional Orbital Bombardment
System (FOBS).

Note 2: Other sources, including Secretary Laird's 1970 Posture
Statement, were consulted in an effort to determine the most authorita-
tive unclassified version of the Soviet threat. The Military Balance
was chosen because of the reputation of The Institute of Strategic
Studies, and the consistency of the Institute in the manner, means, and
time frame utilized in making their evaluations.

lstrategic Survey 1969 (1970), pp. 3, 6.
“The Military Balance 1970-1971 (1970), p. 106.
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The tshle above clearly illustrates the trend of the Soviet Union ’: ‘ka

the SS-9 missile.

Perhaps the most significant action taken by the- Soviet'Union dn

is in the priority production of the new '"Y" class ballistic missile

‘ v
'
o i s A e e g At e e g | TR
. o L - s

in the development and deployment of strategic nuclear weapons.

In

" addition to a quantitative buildup, the Soviets are ectively working

‘, on qualitative improvements, such as multip‘e reentr) vehlcles with

their effort to reach parity or achieve superiority in nuclear weaponry ""

; £iring submarine. This ?olatis-like submarine carries 16 missiles, as

compared to three mi'siles in earlier classes of Soviet submarines."

The “Y" class unit was first deployed in 1969.

msny as eight submarines per year.

It is anticipated the Soﬁiets

3

will have a iforce of 35-50 "Y" units by 1974-75.

It is clear that the United States and the Soviet Union have

and costs, and declining returns, of the strategic arms race.

The Soviet Union now .

-has ten operational units with the industrial capacity to build as

reached a point where it is their mutual interest to limit the risks

Improvements in missile accuracy, the introduction of multiple war-

heads, and the d-ployment of antimissile defenses have raised the pos-

sibility, for the first time, thac either the US or USSR might attain

cally acceptsble to launch a surprise attack in a major crisis.

k~ a first strike capability, and that one nation might find it polici-

While the tisk of such an event occurring is low, it was, and still

3Melvin R. Laird, Defense Program end Budget'for Fiscal Year

1971 (1%70), pp. 35-36.
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is, sufficient to provide the impetus required to initiate and sustain
negotiations in arms limitation talks.“

As one views the adversary relationship that exists between the

" United States and Soviet Unfon within the context of their respective

strategic nuclear capabilities, it i3 sobering to recall the state-

' ment made Ly Albert Einstein when he appeared on television to discuss

the decision to produce the hydrogen bomb. He said:

) I1f these efforts should prove successful, radioactive
poisoning of the atmosphere, and, hence, annihilation of alil
14fe on earth, will have been brought within the range of
what is technically possible.

A weird aspect of this development livs in its appar-
ently inexorable character. Each step appears as the inev-
itable consequence of the one that went before.

And at the end, looming ever clearer, lies general
annihilation,>

The sense of foreboding that Einstein expressed remains with us

today. While some progress has been made in arms limitation measures,
the central issue ol the arms race remains unsolved: can SALT elim-
inate, or at least reduce, the risk of nuclear war that has been

created by more effective and increased numbers of nuclear weapons?

“s:ratqgip Survev, p. 8.
’Chalmers M. Roberts, The Nuclear Years (1970), p. 8.
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CHAPTER 1V
OPTION" FOR ARMS LIMITATION

We have examined(thefstrategy of the Nixon Administraticn

‘es annocunced in early 1970, and we have reviewed briefly the strategic

threat with special attention to recent trends. From these cbserva~
tions there can be little doubt that the United States and the Soviet

Union have a great'common interest in reaching agreement with regard

' te arms control.1

Many proﬁlems and complexities exist, however, not the least of

_ which is the eeestion, "Can an‘iﬁtelligent and substantive dialogue

actually be estsblished between two adversary nations with different

attitudes, policies and force postures?" From the results of the
first three SALT sessions, it appears these arms control discussions

have been impressively free of the polemics and propaganda that have

' core to be identified with US-USSR negotiations. While this serious

and businesslike conduct of both delegations provides some encourage-

...ment, it does not- in i:self solve the many ptoblems that - persist.

‘These problem areas will becrme more apparent as 9pecific strategic

arms Iimitation options are examined
President Nixon's approach to SALT negotiations was unique in

that the US government selected a "building block"” technique rather

1Richard M. Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's (1970),
p. 142,
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than an agreed upon position or proposal with little 6r no flexibil-
ity. This tactic permitted the analysis of iarious 1imitations and
coubix;atioua in three broad catégories‘, éaéh ;uﬂlits‘m veriﬁca-
tion requirements: |
. 1. Limitations on the number of miseiles. A ceiling would be
placed on numbers of missiles without an attempt to restrain qualitative
improvements 1ike MIRV.

‘ 2.“ Limitations on the numbers and capabilities of missiles.
These options would not only limit the numbers of missiles but also
their capabilities, including such things as MIRV.

3. Reduce offenls:lve forces. This approach would attempt to
reduce offensive forces quantitatively with no regard to qualitative
improvements on the theory that at fixed and lower 1eveis of 2rma-
ments the"risks of technological surprise would be reduced.

The options generated by the Nixon Administration took into
account the impact each position would have upon NATO and Japan, and
in this instance, the United States has consulted fully with its
auies.z 7 )

Although tne SALT talks have been conducted with scrupulous
attention to security, there are some sources thst can be considered
_ sufficiently authoritative to be used with some confidence in a
theoretical discussion of t;he subject.

As indicated by the abbreviated alternatives outlined by Presi-

dert Nixon, the simplest rype of aims agreement to limit offensive

21b1d., pp. 144-146.
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strategic weapons would be one in ﬁhich both natfons agreed to a

common ceiling on the total number of deployed launchers or delivery

- vehicles without stipulating wh.ﬁ types would be included within the
"total. Replacement of existing units by new models of the same type
or by substitution with a different Cype would be permitted provided

" that tha totul number of operntional weapons at any given time did

not exceed the agreed number, No restrictions would be placed on

qualitative improvements or on the nﬁmbé? of varheads or bombs that

" could be cartied by any given d-livery vehicle, In the cagse of

missiles it would de assumed that each operational launcher contained
one delivery vehicle, and no restrictions would be placed on missiles
that were not associated with a launching platform, In the case of

bombers each aircraft wbuld be regarded as a single delivery #chicle.

If such an agreement were reached’wich forces as of Janusry 1,

1971, the US would have a total operational force of about 2, 260

delivery vehicles and the USSR about 1 720, This disparity results

from the larger us bombet and SLBM forces, which outweigh the numerical

_...advantage that the USSR has in land-based ICBMs, In addition, the USSR —— i

would alsc have approximately 400 missile launchers under construction.

It 1is conceivable that the Soviets might be willing to agree that the
allowed numberi should‘be at the existing dperational levels aince a
rough parity in force strength does exist. The larger payload capacity
of the Russian land-based missiles might be considered sufficient to
compensate for the US advantage in number of SLBMs, The Russians

might worry, however, that the number of their currently depléyed

and least vulnerable sea-ased missiles would be dangerously low.

41
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Thic would take on added significance if th::E were no restrictions

e ‘on MIRVs since land-based systems would bec increasingly vulner-

;' -~ able to a counterforcc attack. Furthermore, under such an agreement '
there would be nothing to prevent the US, if it chose, from replacing . g

its present mall missiles wi;h those of latger and more accurate

payload,

*

As a vari :&on. the agreement could tequ;re that both nations
"have an equal number of delivery vehicles, Since the relative Russian
‘ inferiority in numbvrs would be largely nllev}ated 1f the USSR were
allowed to complete those launchers now under%constructian, curtail-
ment on nz; starts might be the simplest way to achieve equality.

None of these schemes presents any real éisk to US security, §
particularly if AEM systems are simultaneouslf limited to low levels.
Even 1f the Russians developed MIRVs with sufficient accuracy to pro-
vide a high probability of eliminating US lané-based missiles, the US : ;
would still havé available 656 submarine launchers, almost 500 of ~' : 4
which would be capable of firing Poseidon missiles, each with ten ; ]

- warheads. Such a weapons system could fulfil# the'stratégic.criteria

i
of assured destruction even if the Rrssians had deployed a very large

ABM force. Furthermore, the US would have a lﬁrge bomdber force, which { @

could not be destroyed simultanecusly with the ' ICRi force. Tae

. v deterrent should therzfore remain secure. If Foncern for security
developed, the US would always have the option to replace its fixed

land-based systems witn less vulnerable mobile%or sea-based ones.
It becomes apparent, however, that an agreement along these
[ )

lines would have only minor effects in curbing:the offensive-arms

s .
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__the chief US aims at SALT.

‘race and would only rodivect it toward a qualitative rather than

_ quantitative competition. Since at present the US has ao plans for

- increasing the total number of its delivery vehicles, it would uni-

laterally affect the USSR. Although the US is investigating the

pocsibility of new tystema 1n 111 categories, no decisions have been o

Vmade tor the production and deployment of any of these systems, and

it is probable that any new deployment would replace older systems,

On the other hand, such an agreement would have considerable effect on

current Soviet programs since the UJSR s continuing to deploy both
l#nd-bﬁaed iCBHslund new Pdlaris-tfpe submarines, In spite of this
a;fiuntry the Soviets might be willing to negotiate such a ceiling,
iiﬁce they may now be almos: at the'point ofvccmpleting their deploy-

nﬁﬁtn.‘ If’the total number of Rnssian delivery vehicles were to be

7 kept at the January 1971 level, it is likely that the USSR would

decide to replace some of their 220 older ICBHs with SLEMs in order
to remedy their 1nfer£or position in this area, They could also sub-

stitute S5-9s for some of these old missiles, thus eliminating one of
3 ‘

Bowever. it 18 unlikely that the action-reaction phenomenon

would be curtailed at this point. One could logically expect the US

to continue itn MIRV deployment, followed by a similar strategie

" decision by the Sovieta. Each contestant would continue to seek

qualitative improvements in MIRV systems, each looking for the

3Herbert Scoville, Jr., "The Limitation of Offensive woapons,"

Scientific American, (January 1971), pp. 17-19.
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ultimate in system accuracy. If MIRVs threatened the survivability

of land-based systems, regardless of the restrictions on ABM defenses,

there would be a great sense of urgency to replace fixed -ystema

with less vulnerable sea-based missiles, or to create a new mobile

land-based system. The expense involved would be immense for both

~ countries .

Under this form of agreewment, the US and the USSR alsé have the
option of replacing their bombers with new bombers or substituting
nissix;s,-;rnis decision would have an impact on ai; defe~se 3ystems,
as w§11 as special civilian and military interest groups. There até
current indications that both nations may be moving toward the
development of new bomber forces.

Verification of aﬁ/agreement limiéing strategic delivery systems
to a given fixed total would create a number of difficulties. While
new construction of missile launchers Qr of submarines carrying
ballistic missiles could be observed by national means well in advance

of completion, an accurate count of the total number of operational

.. missiles at a specific time would be difficult to obtain if sudbsti-

tutions were permitted. This would be particularly difficult if
mobile land-based missiles were deployed. Mcreover, there would be
some difficulty in ascertaining when a new missile system that was
being constructed to replace an old one had reached operational status,
It 1s unlikely, however, that the new conséruction would be so exten-
sive that aucﬁ a violation would represent a real threat to anyone's
security in view of the already larye number of missiles available to

both sides. Procedures for replicements could be negotiated to reduce

44
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the risks from a violation, but such a situation is likely to create

. -a-climate for accusations of bad faith and to 1ncrease tensions,

which s the exac: opposite of what a. well-designed agreement should N
provide. ’ ‘

A final difficulty might arise in proving a violation. It would
not be enough to point to a new sii"; it would also be necessary to
present evidence that the total number of sites at a given time
exceeded ohe agreed number. This would be difficult to do and would
lead to charges and countercharges. The problem would be even more

~ onerous if missiles were allowed to be substituted for bombers, since
-~ determining tﬁe operational status of the entire bomber force at any
‘one time is a formidable task.”

Clearly, it appearé there is great risk that a SALT agregmeqa.of'the
. form just discossed would accelerate a qualitative arms race. We hove'
-already seen where SALT has been used to justify present programs in
order to be able to‘"negoﬁiaﬁe from strength.” Nevertheless, even
with the shortcomings enumerated above, there is tﬁe other view tha;

a limitatiopron~thg to;al»number of strategic delivery systems could
stifle the arﬁs race by providing an outer.limit on the number of
weapons and establishing the basis‘for further negotiatiomns.

On balance. an agreewent to limit strategic delivery systems
would be better *han no agreement, but at a minimum some additional
restrictions on the replacement of existing systems should be added

to this approach, 1It would be far better for both sides to agree to

41p1d., pp. 19-20.
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phase out their fixed, land-based missiles as they became vulnerable
than to allow their replacement with new weapons.

| The simplest alternative to the scaeme jﬁst discussed would
involve an agreement on specific pumbers of aircraft and specific num-
bers of missiles. -This would be a considerable improvement since ‘it .
would permit separating the less significant bomber situation from
the more éritical missile problem. Separating these two elements of
the strategic force for negotiating purposeﬁ would also help avoid
many of the difficulties in reaching agreement on a total number of
delivery vehicles,

However, many of the same disadvantages that were idencified
with a simple agreement persist, There would be strong pressures
within the Soviet Union to replace older missiles with the S§5-9,
particularly in view of the Soviets' aeficiency in SIBMs, 1In the US
a "sense of urgency' would call for continued MIRVing, and probably
a8 new system Lo replace the increasingly vulnerable Minuteman force.
There is a possibility that some agreement could be developed that

would relate a limitation of the SS-9 deployment to a restriction

 on Poseidon, although such a restriction would meet great opposition

in the US since the Poseidon system is comnsidered the most critical

" element in the US detetrent.s Fowever, Poseidon and ﬁIRV are directly

related to penetrability and therefore ABM, If ABM levels were kept

low, the avowed requirement for MIRV would be somewhat dissipated.

1bid., p. 21.
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Thié could hiave some ameliorating effect of US attitudes.

77 Another |difficult but somewhat less critical point of conflict is

. the US advantage in strategic bombers. While the US position is, to

a degree, compensated for by the medium range bomber force the Soviet

- L"Union has deployed in Eastern Europe, this asymetrical situation

rlogically lejds to a discuésion of US carrier and land-based aircraft

an theater. While negotiations effecting bomber forces

do not appear insuperable, it is important to remember that the

, largeét patt of the :dtal nuclear yiéld that éan Be delivered by the

US on the USSR comes from the US bomber force, and that the Soviet

g , : ,

, L , .
Union has exgended a significant share of i%.s defense funds on anti-
atrcraft defeﬁses.

b .
From thi? limited discussion it becomes apparent that unless

some qualitative contfols can be agreed upon, the arms race will
qual ;

] ‘
probably cont?nue almost unabated with no commensurate improvement
in TS securit&.

. i

One propbnal that has bgeh suggested as a means to limit quali-

>ltat1ve imptbvémepts on existingvstrategic systems would be an agree-

‘ment which would restrict each nation to a total payload that could

be delivered on the other nation.

An agree »nt of this type would prevent the replacement of

existing small missiles_with mch larger ones, but it would not pre-

vent replacing a single warhead by &« MIRV. If current forces were

frozen, the resultant effact would be a two to one advantage for the
f ) .

Soviet Union;i While some trade-offs which could rectify this dis-

parity are feésible,»they do not appeér politically acceptable.
} .

oot s = s

fadtis s g § o

e
!

PPRROE N

L paed . 3 il




A more attractive arrangement might be to combine the payload
limitation with one on total number. This would tend to freeze forces
at their current strength. However, this would still not control
HIRV'deploymént. In addition, the question of verifying a limitation
on payload remains, It apéears that for a deployment ban alone, it
would be necessary to conduct extensive on-site inspections. While
cbservations of Soviet tests could normally be expected to provide
the US with sufficient information on the yilelds of new systems, it
i3 possible that the Soviet Unlon could deny the US this intelligence
by implementing new test procedures.6

Another approach to limiting ;he deployment of strategic arms
would be an agreement that froze existing delivery systems at their
current status, This proposal wouid emphasize restricting levels to
the existing balance not specific numbers, The most effective pro-
hibition would be an all-inclusive >id that would ban substitu*ing
one launcher for another and also forbid replacing present missiles
and aircraft, Such an agreement would enhance mutual security, hzlt
the arms race and provide economic savings, but the verification
requirements would be extremely difficult and demanding. Verification
could be partially satisfied by restricting the launchers tc those now
in existence, by not allowing their replacement by new systems and by
restricting any modifications to these launchers and their missiles
to those that did not change théir external configuration or that of

the missiles they contained.

61p14., pp. 22-23.
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Under this arrangement MIRVs could replace single warheads, but

rmwwwgﬁku——_‘;othérmqualitative improvements to MIRV would, at least, be partially — .~

constrained. Large-scale changes in the force structure would be

prohibited. .Fixed systems could not be replaced by submarine systems

or land mobile ones. Although land-based ICBMs would become more

vulneraﬂle,.the deterrent posture of the US would not be threatened,

4

ﬁrdbiéed ABMs remained at a low level, The conversion from Polaris

" to Poseidon would be halted, as would Soviet ™' class SLBM submarine

productiqn.. This would probably be a serious and difficult position
for the S&Viet Union>to accept, altﬁough approximéte" parity
betwéen éhe US and USSR exists at the presént time.
Verifying this rather far-reaching proposal would be relatively
easy, and a violation could be substantiated by presenting eQidence
- that a ch;;ze had_taken place--a far simpler task than proviné a

'change in total numbers. This would avoid extppsive disclosure of

privileged information and would simplify makij a case for a viola-

tion before the world forum, Furthermore, sin“ no new missile site

construction would be permitted, misunderstanding and confusion would

- be much reduced,’

None‘of the proposals thus faf discussed has provided for a
limitation on the deployment of MIRV. Yet even a cursory analysis
of theséhélterﬁaﬁi§e§‘indiéaées clearly and persuasively that the
most destﬁbilizing element would in all cases be the ability to

obtain a MIRV capability. Additionally, the Soviet-MIRV capability

T1p14., p. 23.
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presents, in relative terms, a much greater potential threat to the

United States because of the greater payloads of the Russian mis-
siles. Although it does not necessarily follow that the deployment
of the MIRV mak:s a preemptive strike ﬁore-likely, it is the ambigu-~
ous natu:e of this strategic system-that makes it so troublesome,
While the develoémen: of MIRV can facilitate.an assured destruction
capability because it can penetrate ABM defenses, the system given
sufficient accuracy and yield,warns of a counterforce strategic
weapon. | |
Although Soviet ABM defenses provided the initial impetus to US
MIRV development, the system has now acquired a 1ife of its own.
Additionally, the technology has now reached a print where the US
i3 reluctant to conclude an a~~eement Q;th the Soviet Union that
cannot be precisely verified. While there is little likelihood that
adequate verification procedurcs can be developed for MIRV systems
already deployed, even with on-site inspectioms, there is the possi-
bility that sufficient safeguards can be introduced by verifying a
ban on all tests for new systems, Although there ‘are differences
of opinivn on the adequacy of unilateral verification techn’ques, a
strong case can be made that it is technologically possible to verify
a MIRV test ban by national ¢ :us without on-site inspeccions.8
Another key element to any SALT agreement is AR{ deployment.

The adequacy of offensive strategic forces is highly daperZint upon

81bid., p. 24.
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| ‘ the extent to. vhich defensive systems are deployed. Bowever‘, ABM
limitations would be desirable even if no controls c.ould be placed
on offensivc weapons. This action would lessen the pressure for tho
: developmant of new offensive systems, and significcntly reduce the
N nced to continue the rurrent MIRV deployments. Any usaful iong-term
limitntion on offpnsive forces requires a simuitaneous ban or _/
"cxtcnsive Iimitacion on AEM systems - |
Thc tabla on the fonawing page, summarizes in very simplified

'1[ form the options that have been discussed 10

9G. B. Kistiakowsky and G. W, Rathjens, "A Chance to Freeze

ABM's," New York Times, January 27, 1971.

i Scoville, Pe 24.
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saries and not his presumed intentions. Nevertheless, in making a
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CHAPTER V
" CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

L While it'is s trulesm that political differences not weapons are

responsible for the conflicts that erupt ‘between natfons, it must be
”recognized that nuclear weapons create in themselves a certain amount

. of tension‘and fear. Although arms control is inseparable from pol-

iticalviseues, 1ts attainment is not dependent on the eliminationrof

.the'struggle end conflict that exist between nations. Coﬁversely;

successful arms control measures may make some contribution to
imptoving the general political climate.‘
: It is clear that it is in thevnational self-interest of the

United Statesvand the Soviet Union to halt, or at least slow down,

the muclear arms race through some mutually acceptable agreementt It

is elso cleet that arms limitation decisions must enhance national

~ security not detract from it, and that thesebdecisions nust be based

upon the known ehd verified capabilities of one's potential adver-

decisinn £or or against certain arms limitation agreements, the
relative risk to national security ‘that results from no agreement

- must be consiaered with the same thoroushness as the riak inherent

in 2ccepting the proposal being reviewed. In view of these facts

"and recegnizing the political tension, mistrust, and lack of common

purpose that dominare the relations between the United States and the

Soviet Gnion, one might consider 1t remarkable if SALT culminates in

some meaningful agreement,
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This situation is aggravated by pressure from spegial interest
groups, both US and USSR, who influence defense policf'extenaively 19
their reapectivé countries, This lever;ge is e;erc{;ed by the mili-
tary planners and like-thinking civilians; both in gov;rnment gnd
industry, who analyze the military capabilities of-the other country
in "worst-case' terms, end persist in behaving as 1f a thermo-nuclear

1

war can be won,” This situation is exacerbated by the competition

between the military services for defense resources., Taking the

hypothetical case: If {t were conclusively proven that nuclear war
could be deterred more effectively by eliminating land-based ICEMs
- and "air defense systems in the United States and the Soviet Union,

and the SALT negotiators agreed to this proposal,.it is extremely

T T O N Y I (ML W oy e

doubtful 1f either head of government ecould wield sufficient domestic
political power to bring such a proposal into being.

Nevertheless, all of the difficulties and complexities previously

ST o

discussed notwithstanding, President Nixon has a unique npportunity

2w
-

to conclude an arms limitation agreement with the Soviet Union which
can stifle the nuclear arms race, and st the same time enhance national
security. This opporxtunity stems not only from US=-Soviet interests

being in juxtaposition, but from the fact that a Republican president

Ms s aiad
.

can do things in this field that a liberal democrat camnot. . Further,
. the P-csident has a compelling perseonal incentive for concluding a
meaningful SALT agreemen:, which becomes more ohvious and more

attractive as the 1972 election draws near,

g, u. Rathjens and G. B, Kistiakowsky, "Th: Limitation of
Strategic Arms," Scientific American, (Jaruary 1970), p. 20,
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a:ing nncleer arms race.2

’might take is still a ma:ter of considerable apeculation.

’ terminated.

‘5fto those tﬂ *’do'not change their external characteristics.
-‘defense system, although this an assymetrical situation.

o verification problems and the present US technological lead.

Given the nementous difficulties to be overcome and the oppor-

tunitiea to be gruped, what can one conclude as to the possibility

of a SALI ngreement, and, if. ooncluded,‘ what form it might take?

At thia eriting, it;appears that the chance of some SALT agree-
indicate a more than superficial desire on the paxtcf both governments
to achieve some aettlement which will contribute directly to lessening
the chance of a uuclear wa» and to reducing the burden of an acceler~

While the chance of a SAL& understanding is likely, the form it

From the

previous chapter we have seen that the best agreement possible under

- the present circumstances appears to be oue in which strategic forces

, 'ould be frozen at eheir current levels, AEM nystems would be bamned,

and further production, testing, and deployment of MIRVs vouid be
Praotically spezking this proposal would ban the

) construction of new launchers and restrict changes in deployed systems

elso restri.. AB!s to very low levels, perhaps a Vashington-uoscow

Limitations

. on HIRV are now increasingly difficult to achieve because of the

Never-

: theless, the risks this system presents when calculating the strategic

balance make it mandatory that every avenue of potential agreement be

2Benjamin Wells, "Ban on Atomic Arms on Seabed Signed in Three
Capitals,” New York Times, February 12, 1971.
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thoroughly explored. It appears that the risks from no limitation
surpass, significantly, the risks that wouid result from our inability
to monitor any covert MIRV production..teiting, and deployment that

the Soviets might undertake.

It is doubtful that the SALT discussions scheduled for 15 March
1971 will attain an agreement as comprehensive as the one outlined -

above. It is more likely to result only in an agreement limiting o o)

ABM, but such an achievement should anot be treated derisively, for

|
an ABM limitation is a key factor in any more inclusive arrangement %
{
that might be considered by the US and USSR, !

Some agreement may be forthcoming on the total number of land-
based ICEMs. However, the Soviets are naturally suspicious, consid-

ering the differences in geography, of any limitation on land systems : }

that does not include a similar resttiction on sea-based systems, ;
There is always the possibility that some arrangement could be

worked %Ht that would consider, in conjunctiqn with one another, a
restric “on on S5-9 and Poseidon deployments, thus arresting to some '

\ race toward MIRV. However, the US would probably want

" some 1imitation on how many Y class submarines the Soviets could
deploy, lest the United States finds 1itself enjoying the worst of
both worlds. Of course, one major stumbling block to any agreement,
depending on Soviet negotiating tactics and attitude, is the problem
of US carrier and land-based aircraft located in Europe. Clearly,

the US cannot unilaterally negotiate on this matter without destroying

NATO. The international politics involved places this situation in

i S s

TR TR T

s unique category better negotiated during a European Security

A

Conference.
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that could provide the required nationairlééﬁriéf yéé subdua the

‘In oummirf, one can postulate what will probably result from the

forthcoming SALT talks and, with some license, develop a scenario

strategic nuclear arms race.

‘Ai nnntiongd, an agreement to severely limit ABM deployments is

a prerequisite for more comprehensive arms limitations. If ABMs are -~ -

1linited, ;he nﬁed and.nrguments'for HIRV'nre reduced or eliminated, '

_Thé next losicni liep is to Liuif‘lnnd-based systems with no new

éoﬁitiuccian pernitted and changes to existing systems restricted
to those tha; do not alter their external launcher and missile con-
figuration. This should be followed by a ban on the testing of MIRVs.

© To further stabiliza the strategic balanée, a limit to SLBMs

could be negotiated, perhaps 40-50 submarines of the Polariaf?anke§

'4can§13urntion would be an aﬁproptiate figure. To insure the invul-

nerability of gﬁé SLBM deterreat, thereby encouraging the US and
USSR to accept the measures erumerated above, a limit to the total
nu-bo; of nnclearbnt:a;k submarines could also be negatiatéd. A
figure to 125-140 would be satisfactory. Since the useful life of
a uubnlrinébis about 20-25 yéaré, some agreement on & one for one
replacement at tpecified ﬁefibds would be a suitable item for agree-
ment., Hhilé”this sceﬁario does not provide for all possible varia-
tions that SALT could develop, it giveé a general proposal that
covers the major areas of concern. | |

It s a conspicuous time in history. There is an urgent need
to control the nuclear arms race. It remains to be seen 1f the

political leadership in the United Statees and the Soviet Union have

57 .
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’ ths strength and determination to reach a umingful agreement during
- SALY ﬁogotutim. . Bopefully, evean a modest accord could help reduce
east-vest tensions and encourage the settlement of other political

i3gues, i‘hio .could also rcreate an_ntnospherc in which an institu-

o fimliud SALT conference might conclude more comprehensive agree-

.~ ments. The world would welcome such a development.

T DB
. - N. P. STEIN '
. D CDR, USN

58

{
3 >
g -




e -__\,,._..‘l_,..‘. N

1.

2.

- 3.

4,

5.

- 6.

7.

8.

9.
10,
11,

12,

13 0}

14,

15.

/
7

| BIBLIOGRAPHY

' Books, Pamphlets and Periodicals
Alsop, Stewart, 'What Would You bo.“ Newsweek, February 15,
1971. ’ o : .

Aron, Raymond. The Great Debate. New York: Doubleday and
Company, Inc., 1965,

. On War. New York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc.,
1968, (Firsc_English translatioa 1958)

Beaufre, Andre. Leterrence and Sirategx. New York: Praeger,
1966. : '

. NATO and Europe. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1966.

‘Brandon, Henry. "State of Affairs,” Saturday Review, July 5,

1969.

Bremnan, D. G. "The Case for Missile Defense.”" Fureign Affairs,
April 1969. : o _ : :

Brodie, Bernard. Strategy in the Missile Age. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1959.

'Browm, Harold. 'Security Through Limitations." Foreign Affairs,

April 1969.

Brown, Seyon. "The Great Foreign Policy Debate.” Rand Corpor-
ation, April 1968. S o B
Buchan, Alastair. “Battening Down Vauban's Hatches," Interplay,

May 1968.. ‘ .
Clifford, Clark M. "The 1970 Defense Budget and Defense Program

for Fiscal Years 1970-74." Washington: Department of Defense,
1969. : : ‘

Enthoven, Alain C. "Arms and Men in Europe.' Interplay, May
1969. '

Foster, William C. "Prospects for Arms Control." Foreign Affairs,

April 1969.

Gard, Robert G., Jr. "Arms Control and National Security."” Issues
of National Security in the 1970's. Ed. by Colonel A, A. Jordan,

Jr., USA. New York: Praeger, 1967.

59

T

R

RO

4

2

4




TR A I T e Ty T A
¥ . i
T o ey Yy el “v‘

[N

TR NFTET MR T G

16.

17..

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,
23.

24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

Garthoff, Raymond L. Soviet Strategy in the Nuclear Age. New
York: Praeger, 1962. :

Halperin, Morton H. Contemporary Military Scfatggz. Boston:
Little, Brown, and Compaay, 1967.

Herz, John H. International Politics in the Atomic Age. New
York: Columbia University Press, 1959.

Kahan, Jerowe H. "Strategies for SALT." World Politics,
January 1971.

Kaysen, Carl. "Keeping the Strategic Balance." Foreign Affairs, -

July 1968.

Kissinger, Henry. Nuclear Weapons ¢nd Foreign Poliqy. New York:
Doubleday Anchor Books, 1957.

. The Troubled Partnership. HNew York: Doubleday, 1966.

__+ Problems of National Strategy. Néw York: Praeger,
1965. :

Laird, Melvin BR. 'Naws Conferense," Department of Defense,
Washington, December 28, 1970.

. "Fiscal Year 1971 Defense Program and Budget.”
Department of Defense, Washington, 1970.

Larson, Thomas B, Disarmament and Soviet Policy 1964-1968.
Englewood Cliff:, New Jersey: Prentice~Hall, 1969,

Lerche, Charle. 0., Jr. The Cold War and After. Englewood
Cliffas, Nee~ Jersey: Prentice~Hall, 1965.

Last Chance in Europe. Chicago: Quadrangle Books,

1967.

Letsw, Richard C. "An Examination of U.S. Goals and Interests
in International Affairs as Related to Strategic-Weapons
Selection."” Stanford Research Institute, 1963,

Lowe, George E. The Age of Deterrence. Boston: Little, Brown,
and Company, 1964,

McNamara, Robert S. The Essence of Security. New York: Harper
and Row, 1968.

Nixon, Richard M, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's. Washing-
ton: Govermment Printing Office, 1970.

60

it e e G ety e o g

A b

e 2 e e vt e+

i a  m im p  hn

Ay € et gE s o
L 2




Nutter, G. Warren. "Strategic Deterrence." Ofdnance, July~August

1969,

34, Peterson, John. "ABM Arguments Engulf the Nation's Capital.”
National Observer, July 14, 1969.

35. Pitkin, R. B, and Steibel, Gerald L. "How Important Is Missile
Defense." The American legion Magazine, August 1969.

e et "

36. Rathjens, George W. The Future of the Strategic Arms Race:
- - Options for the 1970's. - New York: Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, 1965.

37.  Rathjens, G. W, and Kiatiakowsky, G. B. |“’rhe ~imitation of o
Strategic Arms." Scientific American, Januaxy 1970. i

38. Roberts, Chalmers M. The Nuclear Years. New York: Praeger, 1970,

39. Schneider, Mark B. '"SABMIS and the Future of Strateéic Warfare.” o
United States Naval Institute Proceedings, July 1969. »

40, Scoville, Herbert, Jr. "The Limitation of Offensive Weapons."
‘Scientific American, January 1971.

41. Snyder, Glenn H, Deterrence and Defense; Toward a Theory of
-National Security. Princeton: Princetop University Press, 1961.

42, Sokolovskii, V. D. Soviet Military Strategy. Santa Monica: The
Rand Corporation, 1963. Analysis and Annotation by H. Diner-
stein, L. Goure', and T. Wolfe.

43. Twining, Nathan F. Neither Liberty nor Saféty. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1966.

44, WVanniski, Jude. '"How the ABM Critics Justify Their Stand." i ;
S National Obrerver, June 30, 1969. Ce IR 5

45. "“The Military Balance 1970-1971" London: The Institute for
-Strategic Studies, 1970.

46, '"Strategic Survey 1969." London: The Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1970. : ’ .

47. Editorial, '"Heading off a New Armaments Race." Business Week,
- July 12, 1969. '

MRS

48. Editorial, '"The Safeguard ABM System." Ordnance, July-August, g
1969. . ‘ ;

49, "1970 in Retrospect." Commanders Digest, January 2, 1970. i
: ! _ %

61




so.
31.
" 32,

36.
57.

59.

60.

61.

62.

65.

66.

33.°

"Enter MIRV." Newswezk, July 14, 1969,
"Nixon Says Yas to Arms Talks." Newswerk, June 23, 1969.

"Now: More Bomber Bases in America." U.S. News & World Report,
July 29, 1969,

"Ruse {an Strategy Against U.S." U.S. News & World Report,
June 16, 1969.

“Safeguard: Pro and Con." Newsweek, July 21, 1969.

"Soviet Sea Power: Latest Threat to America." U.S. News & World

Report, July 21, 1969.
"A Step Toward Nuclear Limits," Newsweek, February 1, 1971.

"Strategic and Foreign Policy Implications of ABM Systems."
Washington: Goverrment Printing Office, 1969.

Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense (PA), News Release

#1046+70. Washington: Department of Defense, December 28,
1970,

Newspaper Articles

Acheson, Dean. "AEM: Our Ace in Dealinz with Russia."
Detroit News, July 6, 1969,

Axelrod, Robert and Harold P. 'Sm:lth, Jr. "The ABM Debate.”
Christian Science Monitor, July 17, 1£69. - -

Beecher, William,

. Times, July 7, 1969.

"Insritute's Book Upholds the ABM." New York

"Pentagon Seeks Missile Defense Around Capital.”

New York Times, January 27, 1971,

"laird Gives Rebuff to Moscow on Arms." New York
Tines, February 5, 1971,

« '"U.S. Now Seeks New ABM to Supplement Safeguard."
New York Times, February 9, 1971.

Childs, Marquis.

Hasn't Vanished."

"Chance of Nuclear Race Pause Now Dim 1if It
Washington Post, July 28, 1969.

YAnnihilation Games Manship."

Washington Post,

February 1, 19371,

62

MRS ¥y e i

egiaki,

-

[ v

i B A OBR B R vk e

i

ek




R T S e S S e a

67.
68.

69‘
70,

’ 71.

72.

73,

74,

75.

76.

77.

78.

~99.7

80.

81.

82.

83.

.

63

%
1
Dyson, Freeman, "ABM Saves the Other Targets." Washington Post, % :
April 6, 1969, é {
Finney, John W, "Secret ABM Data Heard by Senate in Closed 3 ]
Session," New York Times, July 18, 1969, - p ‘
Frankel, Max, '"The Arms Debate," New York Times, June 26, 1969. é ‘
Callup, George. '"Most Pecple Don't Know ABM Issue." Washington ; ;
Post, July 28, 1969. .
Gwertzman, Bernard, "Moscow Says U.S. Seeks Advantage in Arms | i
Curb." New York Times, February &4, 1971, :
Harwood, Richard and Stern, Lourence. "Obsolescence of Land-
Based ICBM's Is Shifting Focus in Weaponty." Washington Post,
June 25, 1969.
Kelly, Orr. 'What the Debate Over the AR System 1s A11 About,"
Washington Star, July 6, 1969.
. . .
Kistiaskowsky, G. B. and Rathjens, G. W. "A Chance to Freeze I
ABM's." wnNew York Times, January 27, 1971, i
Kleiman, Robert. "U.S. Strategy on the Kremlin Debate." New York 3
Times, February 8, 1971. - é
: !
Kohn, Herman., "Passion Versus Reason in the ABM Debate.” i
Baltimore Sun, July 13, 1969. ¢
Kondrake, Morton, 'Weapons Control Stirs Armed Forces War." f
Philadelphia Inquirer, July 6, 1969..
Meyer, Karl E. '"General leunitzer Tells Newsmen Europe‘s Safer
Now than in '63." Washi;, ton Post June 12 1969. o
Owen, Henry. 'The Full Meaning of MIRV Debate." Washington L
Post, July 15, 1969. : %’3(
Rathjens, George W. "An ABM Doesn't Turn Off Easily.” ' t
Washington Post, March 30, 1969. é :
Roberts, Chalmers M. 'Missile Study Begun." Washington Post, 3 |
August 3, 1969. ; -
Scoville, Herbert, 'Danger in U.S. Nuclear ‘olicy." New York é "
Times, December 2, 1970. g
. "The Problem of MIRV: II." New York Times, February 9,
1971.
. "The Froblem of MIRV: I."” New York Times, February 8, ,
" 1971, ) ' :




e e wn g wn et wae oe am oL

85.

86.

86.

87.

89.

90.

91.

92,

93.

95.
96.
97.
98.

99.

100,

101.

102,

Smith, Hedrick. '"Panel Urges Concession to Win MIAY Ban.™
New York Times, January 29, 1971, !

Sulzberger, C. L. "Elusive Goal." New York Times, .'émxary 9,
1971,

Unna, Warren. "Russians Beiieved Opposed to ABM Limitation in
Pact." Washington Post, July 31, 1969.

Wells, Berjamin, '"Ban on Atom Arms on Seabed Signed in Three
Capitals." New York Times, February 12, 1971,

Whiteleather, Melvin K. '"Science's Split over Polaris Is Cited
in the ABM Debate." Philadelghia Bulletin, July 16, 1969.

Wilson, George C. 'Senators Map Attack on Pentagon Projects."
Washington Post, July 31, 1969,

Woollacott, Martin, "The Balance of Terror." Manchester Guardian

Weekly, June 25, 1969.

Editorial. '"Aiken Makes Sense on ARM." Chicago Sun Times,
July 12, 1969.

Editorial. "A Matter of Semantics." Ws-hington Star, June 28,
1969.

Editorial. "Conspiracy Against Arms Coutrol." New York Post,
June 28, 1969,

Editorfal. "MIRV Madness." New York Tiacs, June 29, 15969.

Editorial. "MIRV Nightmare." New York Times, July 18, 1969,

Editorial. "MIRV Responsibility." New Yor!: Times, July 29, 1969,

Editorial. "Overmanagement," Omaha Wor.d Herald, June 24, 1969.

Editorial. "The Summing-up on Safeguard." St, Louis Post
Dispatch, July 18, 1969.

Editorial. 'An Agreement on ABM?" Washington Post, January 15,
1971, .

"Can ARM Prevent the 20-Minute War." Christian Science Movisor,
June 26, 1969,

"Excerpts from Majority and Minority Reports by Senate Committee
on Safeguard." New York Times, July 8, 1969.

"Senate Should Vote 'Yes' on ABM." 1os Angeles Times, July 10,
1969.

64

o bt )

AR TN R K N S

ot e a weam aaan

b Tk AN et £ aape e

P e s P N i S A P e o B, P W SR

U




L.
A
i
£
g
-
&
4
&
£

RS
i ¥

Ry SO

103.

104,

Editorial. "U.S, Offers Soviet Package Accord to Curb Missiles."”
New York 'Mmes, July 25, 1970,

Editorial, "American Plan at SALT Sent to Comittcea.'? Washing‘-
ton Post, August 1, 1970.




