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FOREWORD

Four essays concerning aspects of the strateg ic balance are included
in this research memorandum. The author of the f I r s t  essay suggests
that the strategic equation is a function of the balance of central
nuclear , tactical nuclear , and conventional forces where the weight of
each of the variables is a function of force utilities and hence , inversely
proportional to the destructive power it represents. The authors of the
two following essays place emphasis on the importance of tactical

- nuclear forces in the strategic balance , while the final essay contends
that central nuclear forces are the critical components in the strategic
equation.

The Military Issues Research Memoran da program of the Strategic
Studies Institute , US A rmy War College, provides a means for timely
dissemination of analytical papers which are not necessarily constrained
by format or conformity with institutional policy. These memoranda
are prepared on subjects of current importance in areas related to the
author’s professional work or interests.

This memorandum was prepared as a contribution to the field of
national security research and study. As such, it does not reflect the
official view of the College, the Department of the Army, or the
Depart ment of Defense.

DeWiTT C. SMITH, JR.
Major General , USA
Commandant
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PREFACE

International politic~ can be described as the bargaining process
through which states seek to accomp lish their objectives in the
international arena. In the broadest sense , barga ining at the
international level involves a continual interplay of political , economic,
psychological , and military forces across a wide spectrum of
interactions. The ability to successfully app l y such forces in pursuit of
national objectives can be defIned as power. Hence , the more powerfu l
states in the international system are those states which through the
app lication of appropriate combinations of political , economic ,
psychological and military forces are better able to influence the flow
of world events.

In an environment , h oweve r , in which warfare continues to be an
expected and legitimate means for the advancement of national
interests , nnl itary strength remains the ultimate arbiter of disputes. In a
narrower sense, then , the ability of a nation to bargain successfully on
matters where the potential for violence exists is a function of its
military power- its ability to threaten and , if necessary . resort to
military force in order to impose its favored view on the world order.
Furthermore , as a result of the complex interrelationships between the
amorphous political , economic , and psychological and the more
definitiv e military variables of the international political process,
military power often serves as the fundamental backdrop for bargaining
where violence is neither a prominent nor a potential factor . Hence ,
inte rnational bargaining entails a series of dynamic interchanges in
which calculations concernin g the capabilities of opposing military
forces are continually pursued.

The current debate over the strategic balance between the United
States and the Soviet Unio n reflects this process. Milita ry power
continues to be perceived as furt dantental to the international
bargainin g process . Hence , concerns over shifts in the strateg ic balance
are germane to the question of whether thi s nation will continue to
accomplish , with a modicuni of success, its foreign policy goals.

The following four essays reflect the comp lex nature of assessing the
strateg ic balance and relative importance of the forces which shape that
balance. The first paper underscores the role conventional forces play in
t he strategic balanc e. It is suggested tha t the strategic equation is a
function of the balance of central nuclear , tactical nuclear , and
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conventional forces where the weight of each of the var iables is a
function of force utilities and , hence, inversel y proportio nal to the
destructive power it represents.

The two essays which follow emphasize the importance oh’ tactical
nuclear forces. Stanley Fair contends that  a US policy on tactical
nuclear weapons whic h does not preclude their fir st use by NATO
forces in response to an overwhelming conventional attack is the key to
stability in Europe and to the overall strategic balance between the
United States and the Soviet Union. Likewise . John Scott focuses on
stability. He sees measures of the military balance as meaningless unless
tied to values such as stability-- the ability to resolve crises without
either side feeling compelled to act first with force - and , hence, he
emphasizes the psychology of numbers as a clue to the stability of the
current balance.

In the final paper , Thomas Wilborn , while recognizing the
importance of other military capabilitie s, contends that central nuclear
forces are the critical [although normally somewhat overratedj
components of the strategic balance.

ROBERT KENN
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ON MEASURING THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

by

Robert Kennedy

Prior to embarkin g on attempts to measure the strategic balance
between the United States and the Soviet Union , one should have a
clear notion of what is to be nieasured and why. Until the early 1960’s,
US nuclear superiority by any measure was so enormous that little
effort was expended on attempts to measure the imbalance. It was
generally assumed that the United States had sufficient nuclear
weaponry not only to deter a direct attack by the Soviet Union on the
United States, but also to deter the Soviets from initiating a major
hostile action against its European Allies. Moreover , it was presumed
that under the umbrella of its strategic superiority, the United States
was largely free to accept challenges and initiate actions in order to
influence the course of world events without fea r o~ a direc t nuclear
confrontatio n with the Soviet Union—pro vided that it did not directly
threaten the USSR or Eastern Europe . Expressed in terms of its ability
to maneuver to seek a favorable outcome to events in the international
arena [without fear of a nuclear assault from its major opponentj , the
strategic balance clearl y favored the United States.

The phenomenal growth of Soviet nuclear power over the past two
decades and concurrent perceptions of a decline in the ability of the
United States to exercise the degree of influence on world events it did
in the immediate postwa r era hav e generated concerns over the strategic
balance. The declining US position in Asia . the inability to manage
OPEC or control events in the Middle East . the potential for
fragmentation within  the North Atlan tic Alliance . Soviet inroads in
Africa , and a host of other events have served to reinforce the



conten t ion  that the overall strategi c ba lanc e has begu n to shift in favor
of the Sovie t Unio n and have led statesmen to wonder whether nuc lear
parity and the perceived potent ial  for Soviet nu clear sup er ior it ~- have
been translated into a meaning ful advantage which mi gh t a l ter in a
siguilIcan t manne r the strateg ic advantag e the Un ited States has
enjoyed since World War U. In short , is the strateg ic balance shifting in
favor of the Soviet Union ? Does nuclear parity or perha ps a fu tu re
Sovie t super iority enhance the ability of the USSR to influenc e th~course of world affairs while li m iting our own?

STRATEGIC WEAPONS AND STRATEGIC ADVANTAGE

As concerns over the strategic balance have mult i plied over the past
few yeaxs, so have attempts to m easure in a more precise manner the

alance of strategic nuclear or central systems. Efforts aimed at
determining the balance of central systems have progressed from such
“static” measure s as relative force size , numbers of warheads , and
megatonn age to more dynamic measures which include estimates of
force vulnerabiulies, comman d and control efficiencies , targeting and
employment doesrine and retargeting capabilities. If , howeve r , the
objective is to measure the strategic balance—- that balance of military
power which offers one nation an advantage ovez another in the pursuit
of its own national objectives in the in ternational arena—then such
efforts are doomed to failure. The ability to gain a strategic advantage is
a function , in part , of the total military capabilities of a natio n and
their util i ty as a means of influencing the behavior of states. Central
nuclear systems are but one variabl e and , perhaps , a variable of
declining importance in an age where their employment is likely to lead
to mutual annihilation or to costs on a national scale far in excess of
any conceivable advantage.

Those concerned with the apparent relative decline in the ability of
the United States to influence world events would do better to focus
their attention on the utility of the various components of military
force. The United States possessed a strategic advantage in t h e
post-World War II era not solely, nor perhaps even primari ly, as a res td t
of its strategic superiority , but because it also possessed conventional
and tactical nuclear forces and continuall y demonstrated an appar ent
willingness and ability to use th em. The moment the Soviet Union
acquire d a ther m onuclear capability and a means ~f in tercont ine nta l
del ivery , the notion that the United States possessed a nuclear
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sup eri onty which was meaning ful and exp loitable in term s of
influencing the course of internation a l affairs was brough t to question.
Front that time forward , the cost of a nuclear exchange limited the
utility of central nuclear systems. Viewed t ront  the perspective of most
states outside Western Europe , US or Soviet central systems were able
neither to ob taim i front them a valu ed objective nor prevent a valued
objective from being secured by sonic third party at their expense.
Central systems served as a deterrent to strateg ic nuclear conflict
between the superpowers and to lesser military engagements and
political and dip lomatic actions between the United States and the
USSR which had a hi gh potential for leading to an exchange of central
systems. As a means of influencing the hulk ot cri t ical  international
activities and transactions which in large measure not only determined
the strategic balance , but also reflected that ba lance . central nuclear
syst em s were of l i t t le  u t i l i t ~ . Such systems were a backdrop to
international maneuve r , served to reinforce perceptions of IS  strengt h ,
and , as a gtma rantcc against retributive nuclear at tac k , t ended to support
perceptio ns of US wilhinguess to emp loy its  conv entional and, possibl y.
its tactica l nuclear forces to see lire a favorable outcome to critica l
international events.

Nevertheless , it was t he carriers at 5’ a ,  the marines atloat. and the
tactica l aircr a ft and land forces available for rapid worldwide
dcp l oynmcm t t  tha t  underwro te US dip lomacy and were the pr incipal
ingredients of the US st mategic advantage . Nation-states . inte r national
organi zat ions , amid subnati on al groups were aware that the United
States could bring its conventional and , possibl y . its tactica l nu clea r
power to bear at any point on the globe. Moreover , despi te t he
enormous land forces of the Soviet Union and the PRC. the United
States could do so without the direct opposition of its major opponents
[except in land areas conti guous to the USSR or Chinaj  because these
powers lacked the mobility and suppor ting forces necessary to project —

their milita ry power abroad.
The continued relative growt h of Soviet intercontinenta l  nuclear

capabilities has failed to alter the strateg ic equation in any significant
manner. The strateg ic balance remains a function of the balance of
central nuclear , tactical nuclear , and conventional forces lBs f (BCN
BTN . BCONVI where the weight of cacti of the variables is a function
of force u t i l i t i e s .  I knee , as a resul t ot ’ the declining u t i l i t y  of central
nuclear systems , a relative superiority or inferiori ty of Soviet or US
stra t egic nuclear systems will not al t er  the strategic balance’ in any
mnea n ing l’u I way.
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Just as the United States found its relative superiority of central
systems of little utility as a means of forg ing an international
environment to its liking , so the Soviet Union , should it achieve by
som im e measure a superi o rity in central systems , will find that such a
superiority l’ails to alter the strategic balance. As long as the Uni ted
States mnainta ’ms an ability to extract costs in excess of benefits , the
USSR will remain deterred from the ini t ia t ion of a m iu c lear exchange ;
and th reats to do so. except in the ex t reme ci mc u m t m stancc s  of national
su rviva l , will fail to convince interest ed audiences. Such is the essence
of essential equivalence and has cause d Dr. Kissim iger to question

• whether in an age of mass destruction either the United States or the
Soviet Union can achieve a meanin gful superiority in central nuclear
systems. What has altered the strategi c balance has been the relative
growt h in the ability of the USSR to p roject its ever-improving
conventional and tactical nuclear power abroad.

UTILITY OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

One might argise that the same reasonin g which leads one to
conclude that central systems axe fundamental to but insufficient as a
means of altering the str ategic balance can be applied to tactical or
alliance or regionally oriented nuclear systems (ARONS~. However ,
because of their flexib ility , the inherent limits of the systems involved ,
and the host of perceptions which have dev eloped since the earl y
1950 ’s which have served to categorize such systems as less than
apocalyptic , the question of their u t i l i t y  as a means of influencing the
course of critical international events remains to be answered.

Clearl y, tactical nuclear weapons [TNW ’ sI serve , in conjunction with
central systems, as a deterr ent to Soviet military action in Western
Europe. US interest in Western Europe expressed in tenns of the
importance of Western Europe to US national security has made the use
of such weapons credible. Hence, such weapons p lay a significan t role
in preventing the Soviet Union from seeking a drastic alteration (if the
strategic balance throu gh a quick military thrust in to  Western Europe.
However , their utility as a deterre n t to Sov ie t adve n t u rism i n other
areas of the world is less clear. Surely both Korea and Vietnam served
to define , in perhaps more than a tentative way, the l imi t s  to the ut i l i t y
of TNW’s. In both engagements the United States was willin g to
commit sizable milita ry fo rces in support of its objectives , hut also was
willing to accept what many have t ermed as defeat - political if not
military - before emp loying its tactical nuclear power. Moreover , in

4 
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neithe r case was there evidence to suggest tha t  the opponent was
dct crre d from seeking his objectives by the US possession of TNW ’s.

If these two cases posi t the rule which circu mm scribes the u t i l i ty  of
l NW ’s. t hen as with central systems. A RONS serve to deter tactical
nuclear cont lict and lesser mil i tary engagem ents which have a hi gh
potential for a tactical nuclear exchange I such as a con fl ic t  in We st ern
Europe or perhaps the Middle Easi l not onl y beca use such a cont l ict . if
t he superpowers are invo lved. night  lead to an exchange of central
syst ems, b i t t  also beca use potential  losses arc likel y to exceed the
pot ent ia l  gai ns if tactical nuclear weapons arc invo lved.

There remains , h owever , a sufficient ele m ent of doubt in the t im inds
of some as t O whether  a superpower migh t .. at some point find it
ad vantageo u s to employ ThW’s to secure polit ical h~c~ ~~~ in a ci ki ’
in which their employment was not likely to lead to a great power
nuclear conflict .  Hence , INW ’s p robab l y possess a grea ter  u t i h i t ~ than
central syste m s as a means of influencing the behavior of ’ states They
are ~aIuahl e not omi ly in Western Europe . hut  also perhaps in si tuations
whic h are deemed critical by either the United States or th e Soviet
Union.

INFLUENCE AND CONVENTIONAL POWER

In an age when superpowers possess sufficient nuclear weaponry for
immeasurable violence and , hence. seek to avoid those open military
confrontat ions which through escalation mimigh t result in an exchange of
cen tr al systems , t he mno st significant factor in the strategic military
equation is the balance of conventional or general purpose forces. Of
the forces poi.sessed , these are the ones that  can add sting to a natiom i ’s
forei gn policy. Iltese are the forces whose use is credible not onl y
because the use of Lonventiona l  forces is not likel y to involve an
appl icati on o f power disp ropo r ti on ate to the object iv es sough t , as is t ime
case with nuclear forces , hut  also because their usc is less likel y to result
in a strategic nuclear exchange. Of all the mili tary factors which
imm fluencc the str ategic balanc e , a m m ation ’s abi l it y to rap id ly deploy a m id
employ wi th  relative impun i ty  i ts  conv ent iona l mi ght duri r g critical
in te rna t iona l  ev ents is in large measure what determines the degree of
in flmic nc e t l ia  I m i at ion can exercise in the iii ternat  ioiial a i- emma.

During (he postwar  period up until  the mid- I )t~O’s, t he United
States possessed a nearl~ unchallenged abil i ty to T OOVL ’ i ts  f o r ces  around
t I m e globe. The growth . ho svev e r , of t he Sovie t surface lice m . t ac t ica

lS
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aim power , and long-range air arid surface t ransport .  coupled ss i th a large ,
mim oder n , mechanized conventional mili ta ry force , has served notice i t

the existence of an al ternat ive to Am erican m i l i tary force which can he
rapidl y deployed and effectively employed in almost any area of the
globe . As a result , not only is t here no longer the cotn pu l siom i there
once was to accept Americ an initiatives , b Itt what is perhaps more
significan t , many natio n s have co m e to recognite that  their  secunty amid
internal t ranqui l i ty  may well depend on thei r  ability to reach
acco m m odatio n with ti l e Soviet Union.  Hence , rat her th. in the growth
of Soviet maclear power . it has been the steady h ut si gni f i cant
improve imien ts the U SSR has made to its conventiona l for c e post ure
that have served to alter the strateg ic balance

UT IE .ITY INVERSELY RELATED TO DESTRUCTI VE POTENTIAL

Referring to the balance of central nuclear systems. former Secretary
of Defense Schlesinge r was correct in noting that there is a
“relationsh ip between the political behavior of many leaders of other
nations and what they perceive the strateg ic nuclear balance to be. ”
However , one should exercise caution in any assessments pertaining to
the degre e of importance of tha t  relationshi p with respect to the ability
of either the United States or the USSR to favorabl y influemice events.
Failure to do so could lead to a costly and nonproductive search for a
meaningless superiority of central nuclear systems , while forces with a
high degree of util i ty are largely ignored. The balance of
intercontinental nuclear systems may be viewed by sonic as a meas u re
of the relative willingness of a superpower to seriousl y u n dert ake action
in the international arena. However , it is the balance of conventional
and secondly tactical nuclear forces which serve as the primary
measu res o f its ab i l ity to do so.

Hence , as one atte mpts to measu re t he strategic ba l ance bet ween t he
United States and the Soviet Union . one should not lose sigh t of the
fact t h at th e variab les of t h e s t ra teg ic eq uation (U( ’N . H F N  Hco”~vl
are wei ghted in inverse proport ion to the destruct ive power th ey
repres ent. Any m eas ure of the wur ld ’wi de s t ra teg ic bal anc e aiid I u tu re
t rends, therefore, must llrst of all focus on the hzml am ict ’ t o t mven I i o m ial
ca pabili t ies.

(-I
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TNW AND THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

by

Stanley D. Fair

In the European milita ry balance , t he Warsaw Pact has emijoye d an
advantage over NATO in conventio nal for .~c levels since the inception
of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. NATO has relied on nuclear
weapons to offse t this advant age : first , i n the  strategy of massive
retaliation and later , within the strategy of flexible response . In the
strategy of massive r etaliation , tactical nuclear weapons [TNW ] were
considered to be an integral part of the tota l  nuclear power available to
the Alliance , with no deterrent or detènse role independent of US
st rategic nuclear forces. Now , with in the strategy of flexible response
and unde r the conditions of strategi c parity, the deterrent and defense
responsibilities of TNW have increased in the theater while the role of
US strategic nuclear forces in the de fense of Europe has been
deemphasized. These doctrina l changes have tended to create the
impressio n that TNW and US strategic nuclear forces are separate and
almost unrelated capabilities: the for m er being considered onl y as a
factor  in the European military equation , and the latter  being limited to
comparisons of US/USSR strateg ic nuclear forces.

The thesis of this paper is th at TNW have an im pact on the strategic
balance betwe emi the United States and the Soviet Union because of
deterrent interrelationshi ps and potential defense interactions among
NATO’s theater nuclear and conventional forces and US strategic
nuclear l’orces. Despite doctrinal changes. US policy still does not
preclude the first use of TNW by NATO ’s theater  nuclear forces in
response to an overwhelmi ng com iventional a t tack by the Warsaw Pact.
This threat hel ps to deter large-sc ale conventional aggression , and if
NATO should need to carry out the threat . t he TNW capability, hacked
up by high ly~sur viva hI e second-strik e nuclear capabili t ies in Europe and
t he United States , shou ld deter  both a preemptive nuc lear strike and a
nuc lear response by the Warsaw Pact. TNW lend stability to the
strat egic ba l a n ce i n peac e ti me , and if they are use d early in war to
compens ate tor detl c ie t i ci e s in NATO ’s conventio nal defense
capabi l i t ies . TNW h a s  e time pot emit ia I to i i i  Ii uen cc time course ot ’ t lie
con th e  I and t (i m d  nec the et i em ny to te r i m m i m mate  host i l i t i es  tinder
condi tm u m s a cc ept ab le t o  t ime Alliance.

7
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EVOLUTION OF DOCTRiNE

l ime Soviet Un ion reacted to the dep io~ ment of U S act ical m u c c : l r
Wea pons to I l i r or i e  by c oncc t m tra t ing  i t S  e ! h r t s  O il  -: L ’vc l opm mme t i t f
t iussiles to ~up 1~or t  an Opposin g theater nucle a r  capabi l i ty  - T h e  succcs~
of time So~ ci t. i i -  ri ii space t echnology in t h e  la te  I )

~ O’s .~nd t h e
evidenc e u t  si ,ah le Soviet theater nuclear forces opposite ~~ ‘ S t C t I i
Eu r ope  in the early I ~

) 6O’s pro m pted US oftlcials to advocate th at
N A To adopt the strategy of flexible respuns e Under thi s imew st ta te gv .
lon i mafl y adopted by N h o  in 1967 , t ime th reat of an imm ediat e and
exv lusi sc nuclear respo n se to aggression was t m  he rep laced by t ime
doctrine of grad uated deterrence: response to aggre ssion s ou ld he in
the form and at the level appropriate for the s i tuat io n .  INW would sti l l
he used to support strategic forces in gem m eral war , but time threat
represented by Sovie t tactical nuclear capabilities m equired that  :xATO ’s
theater nuclear f’orces be assigned additional deterrence and det ’etise
ro l es , independent of US strategi c nuclear forces. Time new strategy ot
flexible response would also increase the deter m ent and defense
responsibilities of NATO’ s conventional forces.

According to Harl an Cleveland , form imer US Anibassador to NATO ,
the strategy cf flexible response confronted “t im e enemy wit h a credib le
threat of escalation in response to any type of aggression below time
level of a major nuclear a t tack. ” I Thus , th e  new strategy established a
doctri n al rel atio n sh i p between that element of mmu i l i i a r y  power
representing a direct respon se to the type of agg ress iumi selected by’ t he
enet miy and that element of mim i l itary power const i tu t imig an esca lato ry
res ponse . NATO’ s conventional forces shared time deterrence ot
co m mve mi tiona l aggression with NATO ’s theater nuclear forces ; N hTO ’s
t heater mmuc l ear forces were linked to US strategic nuclear fo ice s to
deter t he cneniy ’s use of nuclear weapons in Europe. If d e te n te t mce  of
conve n tiommal aggression failed , NATO ’s convent ional  fo rces  were
required to com u duct a resolute defense rather than merel y serv e in a
Ini pwire role. If the eff ’orts of NATO’ s conventiomial  forces proved to he
inadequate. NATO’s t heater  nuclear forces were to carry out t ue  th rea t
of escalat l i i i.  II  the ene mii y r espo mi (led wi th  nucl e ar wc apomms or W i t  iat cit
their use . NATO ’s theater nuclear forces were to ct etcn d . and N Al t )
leaders were to threaten general war , in wh elm , at t h a t  t i m m m e .  t h m i ’ S s  met
Union would have been at a disadvantage.

Mea mmw h i h e , t he Soviet Um iioti was developing a s i I . l t c g i e  t i ( I e l i a i
capability , amid Franc e . as a res ult  ot disagre et miemit w i th  hem N A I ()

~ 

~~ -~~~~~ . . .  ~~~~~~~~~~



- - --~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
---

Allies over the strategy of flexible response, withdrew from miita~y
partici pation in time Alliance in 1966 and began also to develop an
independent strateg ic nuclear capability. By 1969 it was apparent that
the Sovie t Union was approaching rough parity in strategic forces with
the United States and that concepts for the use of TNW which relied
upon US strategic superiority would lack the degree of credibility they
had enjoyed previously. President Nixon reacted to this fundamental
change in the strategic balance by questio ning the single op t ion fo r time
use of US strategic forces unde r the concept of assured destruction. 2
h-fe recognized also that the growth of Soviet strategic force s had
i m p lications for the “relative role of strategic nuclear forces ,
conventional forces, and tactical nuclear weapons.”3

The effect of strategic parity on the deterrent and defense roles for
NATO ’s TNW became evident in April 1975 in a report to Congress by
the Secreta ry of Defense on The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in
Europe. This report acknowledged that “the threat of mutual
annihilation limits the range of hostile actions which can be deterred by
strategic forces and places more emp hasis on the deterrent roles of
theater nuclear and conventional forces.”4 Although US strateg ic
nuclear forces would continue to be coup led to the deterrence of
attacks on Europe , strategic parity would require that NATO’s theater
nuclear and conventional forces shoulder more of the deterrence
burden than in the past. Deterrence for NATO could no longer be based
solely on the threat of escalation but must rely also on the military
capabilities within the theater which a prudent enemy would perceive
as sufficient to deny him his expectatio n of success. Because of
strategic parity , the doctrinal emphasis within NATO’s strategy of
flexible response would be on direct defense rather than on deliberate
escalation.

The report on The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in Europe
explained also that NATO relies on a mutually supporting mix of
conventional , theater nuclear , and strategic forces for deterrence and
defense . The conventional forces of the NATO Triad arc to deter and
defend against conventional aggression. Theater ruclear forces deter
and defend aga inst theater nuclear attacks; hel p deter and , if necessary,
defend against conventional attack ; and hel p deter conflict escalation.
Strategic forces deter and defend in general war , deter conflict
escalation , and reinforce theater nuclear forces if needed. This
reinforcement role could involve the execution of limited strategic
options by US strategic forces in the defense of Euro pe . These limited
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strat egic options were described by the US Sec retary of Defense in
Marc h 1974 as part of the doctrine of flexible strategic response and as
“measure d respomms e s to aggression which hear somm me re l atiomi to time
provocatio n , have prospects of terminating hostilit ies be fote general
nuclear war breaks out , ami d leave sonic possibility fo r r e stori mmg
deterrence .”~

THE STRATEGIC BALANC E

In the European military balance , a simnp le numerical comparison of
capabilities will show an advantage for the Warsaw Pact in conventional
forces , an advantage for NATO in TNW , and essential equivalence in
strategic miuclear systems. This type of presentation is mmmi sleadi img
because the large number of TNW deployed in Europe were
accumulated to support the earlier strategy of mmm assive retaliation. The
objective for using TNW during that period was to destroy or defeat the
invading Warsaw Pact forces and to hel p restore the territorial integrity
of the Alliance. Within the strategy of flexible response and under the
conditions of strategic parity, the objective for using TNW is “ time
termination of war on ter m s acceptable to the United States and it s
allies at the lowest feasible leve l of conflict. ”6 Time curremm t objective
reflects an attempt not only to avoid escalation but also to comitrol time
collateral effects of using nuclear weapons in Europe.

This exercise of restraint is exhibited also in the concepts for the use
of TNW. If NATO should initiate the use of TNW , “first use should be
clearl y limited and defensive in nature , so as to reduce the risk of
escalation. However , the attack should be delivere d with sufficient
shock and decisiveness to forcibl y change the perceptions of WP leaders
and create a situation conducive to mm eg otia t iom i s. ”7 If the Warsaw Pact
should be the first to use nuclear weapomm s or respond to NATO ’s
restrained first use. , “effort s would he niade to control escalation . . by
a combination of clearl y perceivable l inm i ts on the NATO nuclear
response and the threat of nmore extensive strikes wit h thea tem and
strateg ic forces if die WP chooses to escalate. ”8 This policy guidance omm
first and retaliatory uses of TNW by NATO forces indicates clearl y t h at
NATO’s nt imnerica l advammtage over the Warsaw Pact lies im mu re in the -

deterrent effect of withhe ld capabilities t h a n  in time operational effect
of p lanm m ed uses.

This is not to say that  NATO leaders are i gnoring thie realities ot
strategi c par ity. The concepts f (mr first and re ta h i a t om y use s of TNW by
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NATO do not rel y on US strateg ic nuclear superi ority or depend solely
upon the threat of escalation. Rather , current concepts for the use of
TNW base their credibility pri m arily on h igh ly-surv ivable second-strike
nuclear capabilities located in Europe and the United States. Th ese
second-strike capahiiities are currently limited to strategic nuclear
systems , but e f f o r t s  are under way to also reduce the vulnerability of
NATO ’ s dual-capable systems to convem itional and nuclear attack.
NATO ’s “theater nuclear forces and their essential support (e.g..
war he ads , delivery systems, intelligence , comi m mmmand , control amid
com m i mmmu t m i cati o fls  (C3 I and logi stics~ must be sufficientl y surv ivable to
have credible re t aliatory capabili ty. ”9

A skeptic mm m ig i mt doubt that  US strateg ic n uclear forces are sti fl so
closel y tied to NA TO’s theater mmuc l ear forces and consider NATO ’s
in-t im eater strategic nuclear capabili ty as a surrogate for US strategic
nuclear fo rces. Nevertheless , the provisio mm for limited strategic options ,
which could be executed in situations short of general nuclear war to
reinforce NATO ’s theater nuclear fo rces , cou pl es TNW and US strategi c
nuclear fo rces almnost as closely as they were under the strategy of
mmmassive reta l iatio tm. The mm e w relationshi p mmm ere l y reverses their
respective roles of the l9SO ’s, wit h US strate g ic mmuc lear forces now
supporting the use of TNW instead of vic~ versa. Aim exam ple of a
l imm i ited strateg ic optiom m is p resented in the report on The Theater
Nuclear l ’o,r ’e Posture in Europe: “SLI3M ’s provid e hmi ghml y - smmrvivah l e
nm eans for  striking W P air bases in response to WP nuclear at tacks (in
NATO air bases.” t °

This examp le also illustrates time lack o t a  clear division between the
str ategic nuclear cot l ipoti emi t of NATO’ s theat er miuclear forces and US
strateg ic nuclear torces. NATO’5 theater  t iuclear forces now include
0m m -sta t ion US Pose idoim amid UK fleet ballisti c mmmissi l e su hm mmarinmes armed
wit h US-supp lied Polaris t m m iss mte s . as we ll as US F - I l l  and LtK Vul~an
m m mediu m mm hom mm h er s . t I a mmm om mg the ass ets. i t  F ramm c e sh ou ld joi n in t h e
t mi i h i tary  det :’ise of I urope . NAT o ’s t heater  nuclear forces would he
re iimtorced witim “severa l fleet ball ist i c m imissil e suh imm ar ines . a m mum mmber of
im m te rmm me di a te -r am m ge h a hi i s t mc miss iles , amid hot i mbe r s for strategic deliver y
of nuclear warhe ads. ’ I 2 Iii t im e e xamm m pte cited above , time SLBM ’s
exe c u t l mmg (lie st nk cs oti Wars aw Pa ct a ir base s could Just as well have
bee n I mu micim e d t r t i m tm a fleet ha l is t  mc su hi m arine of N ATO’s t im eater
n uclear forces  as t r i m m a fleet ba l l i s t i c  s i i h m mta r im mi ’ of I IS strateg ic mmu c h ear
torces.

Am i i mm i l m o rtami m p~ t mmt c ( mm i ccm m mmrt ~ t h e  s tr . i t ( ’eic ca pabilities of NATO ’s
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theater nuclear forces is that their role in the European military balance
mm must not he viewed as limited to offsetting the IR/ MRBM lauim cii ers
and medium b omnbers dep loyed near the wester im border of the Soviet
Union. The highly-survivable strategic capabilities available to t h e
Alliance not only lend credibility to NATO ’s concepts for the use of
TNW , hut the im i -theater ability to execute deep inf erdi ction strikes is
also useful in the event the use of TNW is not su fficiemmt incentive for
the Warsa w Pact to tern minate the war on ter m s acceptable to NATO. t 3

A similar point calm be made also for US strategic nuclear capabilities.
which could be used to reinforce NATO ’s theater nuclear forces wit h
limited strategic opti omms.

IMPLI(’AT IONS

The de terrent interrelationsh ips and potential defense interact ions
betwee n NATO ’s theater nuclear and conventional forces and US
strategic nuclear forces comi tinue within time strategy of flexible response
and under the conditions of strategic parity. NATO’ s theater nuclear
and US strategic nuclear forces share time responsibility for deterrence
of conflict escalation in Europ e ; these forces support each other in
general nuclear war that migh t evolve from a war betweem i NATO and
the Warsa w Pact; and US strateg ic nuclear forces could be used to
reinforce NATO’s theater nuclear forces in situations short of general
nuclear war , assisting in the defense against mmucl c ar attacks b y time
Warsaw Pact. Time growing offe imsive nuclear  p mwer of time Soviet Unio n
Imas created doubts t h at U S  strateg ic nuclear forces remmi al m i coup led to
the defeimse of Europe. bu t  time doctrine as to tIme deterren ce and
defense roles for these ‘orccs . especially time provision for hi m mi i t cd
strategic options , should dispel such doubt s.

NATO ’s im i- t im eater strategic nuclear capah ih t ie s hel p to preserve
coup ling also because they can t h reate n or he used against other t iman
battlefield targets and thereb y serve to reassure US Allies itt NATO t h at
a nuclear conflict ri ced not he confined to time territory of t i me Alliance
in addition , these strategic nuclear capabilities hel p alleviate time t lmr ea l
represented by the IR/ MRBM and mm m ediu m hommm be r forces of the Soviet
tJnion , lending credibility to the doctrine thmat does not preclude first
use of TNW b y NATO forces. In ’tl meatcm strateg i c nuclear syste m s
provide a highl y-survivab le retaliatory capability wimi ch m carries a
perceptivel y lower risk of escalation tha n time u se  of US sI t ategie
nuclear forces if the Wa rsaw Pact sh ould decide to respond to I immm i t ed

12

- - - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - .-- . ~~-~~~~~~~~-



use of TNW by NATO . O perationally, NATO’ s strategic nuclear systems
are interchangeable with and undi stin guishable from like systems of US
strategic nuclear forces.

Thus , an assessment of the US/USSR strategic balance must include
an understanding of NATO strategy and the deterrence and defense
roles of conventional , theater nuclear , amid strategic nuclear forces imm
that strategy . The key to understanding NATO strategy is that US
policy does not preclude the first use of TNW by NATO forces in
response to an overwhelmin g conventional attack by the Warsaw Pact.
For as long as that policy ren iains unch anged and NATO (including the
United States l maintains highly-survivable second-strike nuclear
capabilities and essential equivalence in strateg ic nuclear forces , there
will be stability in the European military balance and in the US/USSR
strategic balance. The uimcer tainty in the minds of Warsa w Pac t leaders
as to the circumn stances which mnusf prevail before NATO initiates the
use of TNW hel ps to deter large-scale conventional aggression, and t h t e
certainty that NATO ’s theater nuclear forces are high l y-sur vivable
deters bo th a p reemptive nuclear strike amid a nuclear response by the
Warsaw Pact.

‘ 3
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TACTICAL NUCLEAR NUMBER S IN THE STRATEGIC BALANCE:
AN UNCR ITICAL REVIEW

by

John F. Scot t

When the boundaries of the strateg ic deterrence systeni are narrow ly
drawn , the intercontinenta l nuclear strike fo rces of the United States
and the USSR are the informat ion of interest. 1

FIGURE 1

USA 1 1 975 J USSR 11975 1
ICBM 1,054 1 ,618SLBM 656 784Long-Range Bombers , ,.j~~ 135TOTALS 2,14 2 2.537

Even this na r row detInition of the systenm is com im pli cated byconsiderations of pre - and post-haunch su rv ivab h it  y. a C C LJ racy.nu egatom mnag e . com :mm ammd -c on tro l , nmu lt i ple reen t r y warhead s , am id other
variables which give shape and substance to any critical comparisomm.The system ’s “ba lance ” is presuntabl y sensi tive to ch anges in each ot
these largel y qualitative variables. The sensitivity of the SN-s te m to thi e sc
ch anges defines the system - in t ime sense o f the commnon de lInition ol a
systenm component as some quality or qu an t i ty  which , i f ch ammge d .
immt luences the shape of t lue entire syst enm or influences perception s of i t .

There are proble ums enoug im b r  both time United Slates amid t h eUSSR in this narrow view which incorporates om il y t l m use scermar ios
covere d by t ime rubric of central war. Th eor etical l y , no oth uer  m la t iomm or
torce exists which can i tm f lu eim c e evaluations of t ime balance bec ;uuse h~defInition , they do not chan ge the s~st em 1m if t hey t hiem mmse Ives ciua m u g e
Thme re m aini r mg duopol y !ool~s h o he. from au uncr i t i c a l  vi e wp o m tm l .
stable - a m im utua l deterre mm e e relatiom i sh mip.

EXTENDE D DET E RREN ( ’F

I f . th is were the wimole of it , if Am m m eric a nu s and Rus s ia m is we Ic j h h  to
det imme their  strat egic rehations tm ip as a pro b lem im of deterrin g t I me mt hmcm s
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nuclear a t t ac k  om u i i s  m ua t j ona h te rn to r~ , t I melt  ti m u I ua l pm ohk ’mmm of
m n a i mitaimmim i g s tabil i ty mn i gl m I he easil y mm ma m iaged . \l oNe s iw one to
imp rove i ts  p o Si t i otm could be m u atch mt ’d 1w tIme 01 Im er. ‘rim e m r omi ~ of it .
w he im tIm e svs t c m mt is expanded to im tcu mrp o m ate  < m tlme m in terests which can
he t h ir ea temmed and prolcc ted b y m i l i ta ry  t orce . is t h at tI m e forc e s iii t h is
narrow sys te mn . as suc h, cannot nec e ssam -il y be ex t em i de d to thos e other
iii t Cmes t s .  Th at ms , th e y  c a m m m t ot  extem m d t h eir deterrence po we m wit i tout
su pp le mmt cm i t. F yen f hmeii . h o w  well I tie ~~n Int l d etc r re mmt works for
cx tem it led det erremicc is largei~ to he jud ged tmot by t ime central  s~ s t c m m m
h t ml by t ime supp le mttcmut s .  h ence , the vari ables itt  the expanded sy stem
also itm tl u emm c e t i me central strategic sy stem amid our percept ions of it.
TIme credibility of ho dm mim ajo m powers ’ reta l iatio i m to intercontinental
attac ks is as certain as time credibility of such acts can be. Bt t t  tI m e
credibi h ify of threa ts  to tise c cm mtra l  strateg ic mit i c lear forces to deter or
at temmipt  to stop advances on oilier interests is not at all clear. If
strat egic stabili ty in time mmarrow system mi mi mearu s th at neith er side , in a
crisis , camu add to its c h ances of survival by stri k ing first , them m in time
expatmdcd sy s te i mm t h is s tabil i ty mt m s l mmmeatm t , im at m meit l mer side ca im add to
its ch ances of protectim ig i l s exte imded interests by bei ng lIme tir st to use
its centra l nuclear strike forces against time Im ome terri tor y of the oIlier.

Mr . Sch les imm ger ’s var i a m mi on VS strategic lar get i r m g do ct r i mm e secm m m s to
be. amo mm g other  rposc .i rn at t e m tt  ~ I to reverse tha t  last m itt ’ atm i m m I
st ahi i i t v  itt tIme expanded ~v s t e m t m .  More JL - c u m a t e i  . it is :u mt a t t e m m m p h  to
estab lis h s t a h i h i t ~ w imer e it see m m mcd to be t a l lum m g aw .u~ - Ot lt c rw i sc . i t  t I me

t m m t e m m ,’st ’. of t h e  t l t t i t t ’d St~tt es ~mt d t l m c t i a t i o mms wh ic h mL ’pr escm ) i l Ime
ext etmd c d j i u m h i t i c il .i m m d s t ra te g i c  immm e r es t s  r m t  mi te  L t im t e d St . i t c s  a u c
t i i r e : u t e i t cd  b t tu r cc  ae.u tmt s t  w ht ic im ce tmtr a l  s I t  :ttegt t ’ force s at e mm m iu sab te.
t ime total  svs t c tm t  is u m is t , mhlc  um tk ’ ss o t l i e m I o m c c s  mm m i t e  exp atmd ed ss sne mmm

~uk e ti p I 1w sUe k -

I t  is a p p t o p n a t e  tfm c mt  to mmme asti te fo r ce i t t  t l t c  cxpam t d cd st s t em u .
ummder s t a m i d ing  t h at it is. like t i m s t  . u mt d seeo imd cou smtls . p a i l  of ’ t im e t : , t i t i lv
hut also a hmmmmil ~ ~s vs temmt I  of ’ i t s  ~~ rm. h ’ i g nuc  2 ms a tm aive  or umm e r u t u c a l
l i s t i t i g  of m m i m t mmhem s  ot  W am s a w I’act ; tmmd N A  I 0 sse .tpom is del ivers sch ick ’ s
~‘ i t hu :u r a m i g e l h m ~t t t tmr t uh d  ,i hlow t lm em u m I t  h i t  t : u m t ~c l s  i m u  t i m e  u o t t t i t t e t m t . I l
t t mt j t e r t  S t a te s  amid m m  R m i ~ si ,i , re spet ’ t i s e t s - l i m e  m m u n i b e m s  me llec t  t i m e
e’tpa mm dc d s~- ste nm . w u t h  atm . u s s t l t m m p t m u u m m  l i i i  I ui ~utt d West F i m u t u p e  . mm e
t Ime i mmt er es t s  at t Ssmic

\OW Fi g m u re 2 m mmi glut  mm ia kc se mmsc on ly i t t im e m tu . t mmLcs  ol m i t , m t o r  ss . t i
sce mm a ri uus  .mre dist ’ :m r deml m m md t i me hrisi m ~’s~ em um tm e s  dowmi t t  a v m s e c t , i t
est i t t t a t e  m u t  w t t a t  eat ’it \I~te could Ian it I at  t ime o i l i er  wi memt  t ime obtc¼ t is
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l ’I GURE 2~
USA /N ATO USSR

ICBM 1.054 ICBM 1, 6 18
SLII\ Ih 786 SI. BMtI .096
[ )n , !-Ra m ore Bo m imb cr s 432 1.ong’Rj ngc
Nle diu m mm Range Bomb ers Bomb ers 9t 5C
and Tactical St r ike Aircra ft t

OT -\ t S 3,870 3.629

~AI1 US/NATO weapon syste n m s with man ge to re,ich parts of Russi a fr omn the
place of their assumed war time deployment , and all Soviet weapons systems with
ran ge to reach the continental United States. Ranges front Military Balance.
1975-1976.

b Includes French SSBS S-2, Bri tis h Polaii s boats, and French MSBS.
C Includes 66 US FB - I I1 A , 750 US strike aircraft lone ha tf of an estimated

1,500) , 600 US carrier-based strike aircraft lone hal f of an estimated 1,200 1.
Br itish Vu lcan bombers, Bri tish and F RG F-4 , and Frenc h and Brit ish Mirage and
Jaguar aircraft.

d I ncludes all sea-launched missiles reported in the Military Balance for 1975.
on the a ssumption that each boat could get within strik ing distance of the United
States.

e I ncludes 25 Backf ire B and 755 Badger which were not counted in l- ’i gure I .

destruction , pure and simple. Some aircraft could be flown onl y on
one-way nsissions ; some would be given nuclear missions where today
they niay have none. Perhaps time West could bring even tnore aircraft to
hear if US carriers in time Pacitic fleets and t h eir aircraft comm mp leui i e mm ts
are coumtted , and the full inventory of US land-based strike a i rcraf t  are
sent to sumviving bases, if any. itt Europe , to be launc h ed froni t l mer e on
nuclear milissions. What we have , then , uncritica lly , in Figure 2 is what
the United States aimd Russia could he faced with on time assu mm mpti o tm
that an at tack on the US/Soviet Uniort is an att ack on NATO /Pact , and
that all allies wi th tim e capabi l ities to do so would re t aliate on time source
of the a t tack . This might he called arm upsid e-dowm i nuclear un ihrc h ia.

One wot i ld expect t i m at in th eir  worst-case dreams , t h i s  is what
Sovie t p lanm i ers could immmagine.  I t  is also a kind of uncri t ical  l i s t in g
against wh ic h t he U nited States  h as i n vei ghed itt artmms co m m tro l  and

h is rm n t ia mmm e t i  t dtscuss ion s tIme t io t oriot ls t’orw a rd— b ased svst e r t i s  I FBS
pro h kmmm at least in regard to ,- \m m m eri ca t m weapomis tha t  could reach
Russi a were lu cy at  a place at a I m i me amid t I t le d for a tm i t cl e :m m mtmi s s io n ,
Were 1 t I me case , however. tha t  t I me Soviet s mtt i ght t  see this  unc r i t i ca l
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W ester m t potent ia l  as a possible price to pay for cracks m m  the cx p amt d ed
part of t he expanded sy s temmm , they wo uld h ave no reaso mt to tech
comfortable about it , evem i wh mem i wi th in  earsh ot of time lat e st  c r i r i s  of
pct ceptiomms of the bal ance tm m time West.

The uncritical numnbers in Figure 2 h ave , iro nicall y, time sloppy
virture of being a kind of desperate sc co nmd - strike capabil i ty  for t i me
West without bein g subject to interpretat ion as a f irst-str ike capabili ty.
Th ose odds and ends of strik e aircsal’t which add miumb er s to time
nunmber s are h ardly the way anyone would go about co m ms t ruct i ng a
serious tlr st-strike force.

THEATER DETERRENCE

T u e  next uncritical comparison of force should reflect Warsaw Pact
nuclear capabilities to strike from afar at military and civilian targets in
Western Europe and NATO ’s nuclear capabilities for like at tac k s on
Eastern Europe. Th ere are at least three reasons for this assumed
scenario. The first is that a war might begin at this level , with both sides
deterre d fro m striking either superpower ’s home territory. The second
is that a gene r al war coul d include nuclear strikes on East and West
Europe by weapons systems other than those used or hm eld in reserv e for
use against Russia and the i.Jnit ed States. The third is that h i nmited wars
within the European theater could escalate to th eater-wide nuclear war.

Some of these syst enms were counted in Figure 2 because they muet
the range criterion for that commiparison . But no mmmat l er  how total
resources are allocated between Figures 2 and 3 . tlmey amm i o ri mit  It) an
uncritical healthy capability to destroy not only Russia and the United
States , hut Eastern and Western Europe as well , wit h time one system of
destru ction not necessa ri ly dependent upon the r esources used to
destroy the other.

Vulnerab iities of theater strike systemmms to theat cr~con fIned at tack
are passed over in this uncritical assessm ent , of course . On e suspects
t h e y  are  q u i t e  v u l n e r a b l e  g i v e n  a surp ri se attack at
shor t er-t h an -intercontinemmta i distances amid a lac k of protective
antiballistic missile IABM I defenses. But . Imow do you preentpt ive ly
destroy 180 Pershing mim issile s and , say, half a hum i dred air bases in
Western Europe with time heft y megatonnag e carried it s Soviet I / M R B M
without  more or less destroying m mmuch of west cet m t ral Europe im m time
bargain? To expect NATO ’s Sl.BM amid other st umvi vimm g sy s fe n ms to stay
attached to th eir la unchimmg p l a t fo rms  t s atm imt mmo tle s l dream. Wh m e mm
time re is tl oth immg left hut  rcvemm ge . i t  i m ma y see mu to hc time hi ghest v i r tue  -
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FIGURE 3

NATO Warsa w Pact

Pershing Mi ssile s 180 SS-4 MRBM 501 )
IRBM l t r e n c h l  t 8  SS-5 IRBM 1 (10
SLBM ~ 160 SS-1 2 LScaIeb oa~di c 2 (l))?

~t ed ium-Ran ge Bonmb cr s b 1 t6  SS-N-3 iShadd ock i  lOt )
Land-Base d Strike ac 9 22 Sh I M  ~96d
Carricr ’B ased ac 600 Mediu m-Range Bombers 780

Land-Based Strik e ac 1.2501’

tOTALS t . t 9 6  3 , 326

a British and t rench, I t  2 : US 48 I In May 1963 . three Polar is boats  v.cre
.issigued to SA ( ’I-U R by the United Stat e s.  V-I TO F act .c and Figures . p. 9t I .

b IT S and UK.
C The Mj lj t a r s ’ Bala ,mce. 75-76. gives no number for this item. The 200 is a

rather arb i t ra ry  est imate based on the Balance ’s estin m ate of tess ’dman 300 .
d Soviet SLBM st ith ranges less than 750 mn ile s.
t’ One hal f of the est imated 2 ,500 land-based strik e aircraft  I ts t ~ d in the

-ttilhtar v Balance, 1975 , tor  the Pact.

PUNISHMENT AND DENIAL

Whether scenarios include the trading of nuclear strikes between
America and Russia only, East and West Europe onl y, or both , the
capability of NATO and the Pact to punish is clear. Ne i t h e r  is like l y to
disarm the other with a first strike. B sm t the capacity to punish m s mmo t —

necessaril y t he capacity to deny. If e i ther  side could mout it  the nt i l i tary
stre i mgth to tak e and commtrol those port io n s of centra l  Europe mmow held
by time other , t he total strategic systenm becommmes unstable h~ de fm nit iom m.
TIme weaker side either mmmust  take tmp i ts slack at  time denial level or mi make
up for it at the thmeater .w ide or the strateg ic deterrence levels. Hence.
t he logic of a mult i layered syste mmm is th at s tabi l i ty  itt s t ra te g ic nuclear
force is not  rea l l y stabi lity itt tIme emmtire systemm m if we ai.summme a disp ari ty
i t  t ime “hatt let leld ” level. To deny the Pact ’s nat ty a rmm m i es t ime com itrol
of Western i :tmrop e . NATO needs st ip er iori t y i n time cemmtma l  strategic
ba lance if it c anmmo t  block the i r  :m d v a m mce nit time ha t l le t le ld .  Even t im em i .
the “denial’’ is fl gu rat ive it is rall ier a dt ’ te rme ncr ’ t r o m m m  ac Ii om i b~ li st ’
credib le t lmreat  ot p u im ms immmm em m t - Sti t l m a t i m rca t . a m m d t lm e capa h i  li t  mr ’s I t t
execute it , sti ll canmm o t  l i t e ra l l y  block om de m m ~ m m u m m m e t i c : m l l v  superior
batt lefield forces.

L. - - - - - ~~--- .- - .~ - -



There is a nm idd l e groummd . however , embracin g ho Ot puni s lm t t te t i  t and
dental. The capabili t i e s list ed in Fi gti r e 3 h ave Ihis pot r ’ mtt ia l t o t
destroy i n g  lorc es which support am i d r c i m i t n r c e  hat  t le t ’ic id t orces. Some
We st er m i writers have pointed to time Si vi r ’ i p o i e i m T  Lii for :~ so f t emi imtg -u p
theater nuclear str ike timers exp loited b y t heir advancing armmmies r ollin g
over the t r m t m tca t e d  NA 10 defenders. One mm i i ghmt suppos e tha t  t ime Pact
gets otf scot .free in all of t h i s , t h at NA l O ’s Io m gcr  ra n ge t h e a t e r  t iu c le ar
syst enms arc not attacking ain fie ld~, troop t ra im m s . mm ma rsh all in g c e m i t e ms ,
rea r echelon rese rves , and the like. The Pac t ’s fr o nt line divisions may
well try to exploit , b ut  they nmay he able to do it onl y to the dept im of
Soviet armor gas tank capacity.

The potential to deny, as compared to the opposing potential to
ta ke, is at the heart of q uestions of the balance in central Eur ope. We
have suggested , above , that each side ’s abili ty to punish seems to offset
the other ’s. And , it is clear that the abil i t y to employ nuclear
punishment capabilities in a support- of-denia l role is relevant onl y wimems
we assumm ie that  a European war is of . or esca lates to, such a level of
action. When nuclear potent ial is discounted , ihe question of denial
rests wit h the last level of tim e ba la m m cc sys m e m mm , conventional forces. Titat
NATO is at a disadvantage here is assutned as a premnise to save words
amid to msmake a point. [If it  is assumed o thmerw ise , ito harnm will have
been done. J

The p001 1 is t h is: we do ito l kmmow w l ta t  t o do about “ tactica l”
rmuc lear weapons how to co m mmpar e th senm , in w im at  co mmte x t or sc c mm ar i o  to
compare them. We do mto t k m m ow what t i teir itt l ir mence is on time d emmia l
capabilities balance, t he str at eg ic.p unish i mmmemmt h r m l amm cc , amid on the total
balance. i.Jn cr it sca hl y, m Ime ability of bat t lef ie ld torc es mo take or h old
territory wi t lm their bat t lefield msuc l ear t o r t e s  m m t a y  he g l im m m pse d its t ime
sparse infort imation in Fi gure 4.

The NATO mmu t mm erica l advantage itt a c t i c a i - t h e a t e i  t ss mc le am warheads
is discounted in time 1975 - 70 Mi//f a r m ’ Balan ce because , “si n tIme NA Il )
side t im e strateg ic doctri mic is not , and cannot be, based on the use ut
sucim weapons on th is sort of scale ” Tim e Balan ce writ ers go (Sn to mi t e
t imat :

I ht’se nu muht ’rs  were accu mm mt m l -,i t~d ii tmsm p t eme m ti  rio earli er. prt ’diiiimi n an tI ~-nuclear strategy,  and an inven tor y  iii  t i mi s  s u e  now las t he  ci m ie t  m l m t ’ r i m ot
at fording a wide r ang e i t  C I m i me ’ of s., e, i P ~m ms . y mt ’Id and Ic ) ‘C  ‘, 5’, st c i i i ’ . it
control led eccal,i t i  tm h as  t i  be con tem mm p hi tmt .  -\ p in t  m ham it cs c mmm t ’rge
frons t h e  co m i mp a ri so mm , t i i , n e v e r , is t h a t  th e  Sovm ~ i 1 mm m o mm h ris  t Ime a t t t l j t ’ ,
t a unr l m a batt lefi e ld n i - t e a r  ot )ensivt ’ it s .i m n a s c i v ’ s i t ’ ii s b ’  ho ses . it
t i  ma tch  in NATO esca l at ion with hroa d t v s immmit a r  ip i l i i m m s . 2
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NAT o ‘1, i s i s’.

l.aimc e 72 S( I i  2 )1 0-300 ”
Ilonest 3 ot mmi I S ) ) .’ I 1(00; 5)  s i ’
S1’rgean 1 I S  2 1 ) 3 mimm mm ( u i ’
Ptu m omm 12 I st ims a m e d
Sin , and I S5 m sm m -~ rt i l t c r v 45o+? h 5’, , i r ) i e i d’. ~~~ r I
I- st imssa m cd t o t a l
War t m , .’ads 7 ,000d

a “Ba t i t c i l e l d ” flac k-ar  wc.i p i;i s ‘.5 5 1 c r ’. . e t c l u d i m m g  mac n eat  a i r e ra f m . tic
num m i h t’r s of wInc h with  nu ete -ar i i t i ssi i i i s  Is umi k m mo wn .

h l i e  numm iber  ,:i~ en is for I’S tube . i r t m t t t ’r y ’  i t I s  . as in the  I / ’/ m i ,  1k/ at , -

l’he num mmber s  of o the r  NATO uni t s  cap.i t i l e ot us i ng t S supplied mm u ’ .’ Ieam ~ arh ea d s
for a r t i t t e r v  is u n k n o w n .

C Soviet and other W ,ir s av, Pact.
d l o r  al t theater nuclear we-ap omi s d e t i v e r s  55 s m e m i s . in c t u d i n e  t a c t m e . i t  a m r e r a t t .

Indeed , NATO ’s strateg i c doi.’tri ne itmchtmdes a t t emm i p t s  to stop
deter mined Pac t a t tacks with direct conventiommal defense or c mmi tr o ll ed
n uclear esca latio n , and indeed time Soviet Um iio n camm mimateh or
cou nterescalate NATO ’s nuclear acts. But where doe s t h at leave both
sides ’? I t  does not follow t h at time advantage tails to time Soviet t mu on if
it does escalate , or if i t  tries to l i gh t  a co mm t ro t ted ,  “ha t t le t le l d”  nuclear
war. I t  may smack of time idea that  the superpowers would tl ghm t a
n r mciear war contlned t o Europe wi t h  i ts  res im l tan t  d es t r u c t io mm .  hu t  tow
does t he Soviet Iinioms escape the  de s t r u c t io m m ’? f low does atm aggressor
disartmm t ime be t t e r  part  oh ’ 7 ,000 ntm r ’lear weapo m ms and t ime sys t em s  that

atm mtc lm theims wit ii out i pr’ mi in g t i p  tim e ha It he to imi ghe r levels of t he
st r ategic  h r m l:m m i ce ’.’ At id  wh i~ worm Id at m ag gm essor do v im i t ’ a t  those is i ghe m
levels he would know no advantage , am id  p ossibly ktm ou disad ’~ a mi  t agc ’
l nrteed . we are f req uen tl y told h~ Wr ’ s t e r m i  s t u dem m t s  of time So~ et s  t h a t
t hey hack a doc t r ina l  commeept i mf l i t m m i m e d  or ha t t l e t l r ’id t t t ick’ r mr war.  I h i c
Sovi ets hsr tv c . om it ’ r: i mt  i m t t ’ .’m . developed time iim m v p ired do c tr imm e t h at t i
suc1-eed at a m m m a por  war ag amtms t  a mir c le , iT  equ ipped ahhia mi ce , t he~ m m t i l st
b low t i t emt m se l ve s  to ime l l. and pos sib ly evervo mme else along wi th  t h i e m i t .

l Ime re a l  amid p er c e p t tm r m l m m m s t r m h i h i t ~ i t t  ti me to ta l  s t T : i t e g i ~ h air mit c e
c o m mme s  t m o m m t  t ime a prmor m pmetmmm sc  t ha t  t l t e  side wi m t ch t  t mmus t , bt’L’a t m sr ’ i t

lac k of ot imer  c l u t t e r ’s , resort t o  m t i m c l e a r  w eapon s  t i ’  d e t e m t d  i t s  n i t c i r ’s l s
I g ai n s t ime o t imer  side wh skhm ‘.‘a mi t h t r e a m e m i  t l m o se im mt eres l s  w i t h o u t

resortim i g to m m u m c h e a r  weapons . is t ime side ott the  s l i t  I t  r’ t m d  oh t I tt ’
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strategic msi i h i ta ry  balance. And , whether analyte d with s sop h sis Oc atio m m or
u ncritically, a t t emmmpts to event out or revem se that disadvantage through
immmpr o vin g i ts s t rength  at the ni te re u t mt im memt t a l  les~ l are opeim to scri (ius
questions of feasibil i ty.  That is. b iow mm m u ci m sup er ior i ty  would t h e  West
riced in s trategmc nuclear syst em is to ove r comm me t h e  s~ stem ins tabi l i ty  am
time comiven t iona l forces level? (‘ould it  he done w i t h o u t  thr o wi m m g the
lion s ’s sisare mf the gross nat ional  produ ct at time problem mi ?

But one can argue that the NATO position is tolerable fo r any
nunsbe r of reasons , not the least bein g its ta ct ical / theater  miu clear
strength. This strengt h is the fillip which . sophm is t icated or uncr i t i c a l ly .
holds the cente r when perceptions in the West coup le one level of ’ t Ime
balance to amsother to create the large r strateg ic system i m. If perc eptions
are to rule , only the mmi os t intransig ent  idealist philosop h y can make
those 7,000 weapons tack an existence isidependent of our minds. Time
answer is not in numbers , but in ourselves.

The doctrinaire nuclearists of the West are right , I believe, about
something but wrong in how they would apply their insi ght .  They are
probably correct in believing that if the Soviets mi gh t hope to ta ke
Western Europe by force , t hey must aceoniplish this feat without
provoking nuclear action—controlled or otherwise - fronm NATO. Tru e ,
the Soviets might also hav e to turn the trick of ach ieving surprise in
their nonnuclear assault , holding the PR(’ at ba y omt their eastern
bor ders, and doing the lat ter  while still havim ig enough troop s and tanks
to overwhelm NATO forces. But nsost of all the Soviets must  hope and
hope is the proper word t im ;m m NATO woul d choose to accept Soviet
occupation of West ern Europe rather than risk nuclear war.

The mmuche arists are wrong about posing the nuclear threat as time sole
reliance of NATO for its protection against n o immsuc l ear at tack.
Psychologically, this strategenm is ass adnmi ssion of despai r over NATO ’s
“con test ” with the Sov iets about “inner ” strength ammd self-confidence.
The strategeni would imave NATO doing wimat it does it oh reall y wam mi tot
do , which i s a det ’i mmit ion of power hmer c , t Ime Sovie t tJ isk mn beimm g time
w i e l d e r  and  N A T O  time  s u b j e c t  of p o w e r .  Th iat time
nuclear .carl y-and-on ly strategy wotmld con vert  small aggres si u u mss ammd
in mj dv c r t emst  crises and war into nuclear wars as well is a practical detect
th at we should no longe r have to argue ah oul  a rm m o n g consen timm g a d t m i t s .

TA(’TI CAL NU (’U ’AR WEAP ONS

r he qt i es li on s l’or m mm ea su r em mt emt t is wlmc t imer  tac l i t ’ ai nu clcam wea pi imi
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ca im be added to each side’s capacit y for ta ki mig or densy i ng terri tory,  or
whether they are to be sects onl y as a mm t e an ms for tra nsiti otm to a hig isei
level of war. If the latte r , then they are tin mote relevant to mmte ~isurcs of
denial capability than the weaptmns included j im the cetitral strategic
bahance. 3 If the fo rmm i er , then they are an indication that NA TO ’s
European m e m bers accept the idea of a t actical nuclear wan omi their
territories , long enough and destructive enough to prevent a
numerically superior force ’s success. To take a nmiddle ground thmat time
weapons can be either , neither , or both—only begs time question of h o w
they are to be disp layed and measured with any immeaning .

If tactical nuclear weapons are counted as other-than-denial-weapons .
however , they rms u st be imnbued with an assumption about intentions , a
qualification not necessarily app lied to other numbers in the ba hanmc e.
We do not assume that either the United States or t h e  USSR intends to
laum sch a first strike at the other , but we assess their respective physical
capabilities to do so, for the good reason that it is a standard t’or
stability. Neither do we assume that the Soviet Unions intends to attack
Western Europe with those nume rous conventional armies , yet we give
meaning to the relevant numbers by assessing their capacity to do so. It
would seem then that it is sensibl e to assess the meaning of tactical
nuclear weapons as the capacity to deny another ’s armies time control of
te rritory , or time capacity to take it. If we do not “create ” a US doctrine
of first strateg ic strike by a ssessing capacity for it , then we should not
be in danger of creating a NATO tac tical nuclear warfighting and denial
doc t rine by assessing its capacity for it.

CONClUSION

NATO has no clear reason for comp lacency or for despair. On the
one hand , we had a “highly respected comnmander ” who estimated that
“the conventional forces of the Soviet Uni onm and its allies could reac h
the Rhine in two to four da ys .”4 These profound insights issue from
people whom probab ly nm mean to sti r  up activity in NATO to mi mm l ’uht ll l t iseir
prophecies. I f things are that had , one does mmot necessaril y st iimmu l ate
activity so mmi u ch as make it sceni a waste of t i mmme.

In contrast to (his gloom. Kemm Boo th m imarc im c s thse NATO/ War saw
Pact balance to a difTerent dr m mmmsm m mer

Whil e NA TO pla nner s uimdo’ r sm rinsdahl y con centr a te in great detail on their
own pr ohie mi ms . they tend to overlook the key military que stion fro ns a
deterrent viewpo i nt. Ill t i mm ia t cl y . the key behavioral factor 1s the perceptio n
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ot ~~, s m ’ m  ift ’t i s m ’ i i  k c r s  t i  NA t O  m i t ’ . -.‘ s c t s  t~~r ti  a r ev er sa j  i t  t I m e
r- k’s t ’ pc , t ime pr oblc mns i’ ~\ Ai’() take in .1 new u g h ‘. I ront th e  ~~ is ic

l i s t ’  ~b e  s t r t ’ r , ’iI s ii N - \ h ( i  i s  m ii i i i ’ , s and b i n ’s
Jes ,, ’,i~ i s , ’ p o e t  i , ’ i , ke t s  to be ar nno ~ . - ‘I p r t ’s’Is r tLi rm m t s  s t eahn ’ ss s’s,

i i i - N I ,  , t~~ s r i s e  t i m u  p s t i t m s ’at s t i l t  I ‘ inatr .e mitt’ p o;ic li - ., i’.~~~i’ 1
ri ,~ I . ! C  .k~ ‘i ’” is a , t i  i , j c t C i s l i c  sti r ,  I - ’ ~ tie N - \  h o )  s i u l ’ t i i r t : ’  ‘\ hi. ,!

e a n i t  ‘ i n t l he I t is ’ . !si s i O’i t r e s  I i  h e  N ’  t i m  ,~l ti ~’ staj i , i ’ I j n ,,
m s ,i ‘h ar , i r ’ t i - r s tm r - t i n t s for Si ’ s i t ’ r ‘t, i’ irr ’r.,. and ‘ ‘r i ’  s t i i . i i

t i c  I i i ’s! ‘ ‘t’ t u n m i s ! i - ,’ i t mt i em mt s . ,n h a r d l y  sh r , i , ’  I t .  I he iv  ii ~iu s ’. ’’ - mr s n ’ s ‘al
a v o l t , ‘ t  d i I C C  ris e bout  the s i n  i l C , I iCs ’ it N ~i () s pr tiis ’ nn ; s

‘~t c  cam i ~t i~~e~t li en , 10,11 ii NA F O l ’ , t~j ir ’ st pr ’l~lr ’ n i  is ac- l I u , ’ s j l n _ a
b etter  h~t~a n u ~~ us c i i v 5 i i  t i i i uri l t o r ~- cs wi t h  l ie Pac t , the l ’ :,~ i s  i i r i g lie .5 1
pr ohh e mmi ~ t o  ,) i V i l i s u’ ni  - ‘cit t h a t  tho sc 7 1 1(1 n i u c ~ ’ .ui s sc .p  no J , not
R ’j u i r ’ st ’ i i t  a t ’ a l a m 5 t m u ’ i l1ue im~-e i t t  th e  large r , s t rz u l r ’glc de t s ’ i t t ’ iu ~ e
S’, s t e i m i .
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FNDNOTES

1. Internationa l In stitute for Strateg ic Studies IJ ISS I, Tho’Mj lj tapm ’ Balance.
J975~J 976 p. 73 , is the source tor Ihe imumb er s I’m each category and the source
for all other numbers in this paper unless otherwise noted.

2. Ibid. , p. 101.
3. Albert Wohlst ett er has said in be tter: “If escalation front the use au

tactical nuclear weapons were plainly and simply inevitable , the decision ho use
them would be the same as the decision to use strateg ic weapons and they would
serv e little or not tunet ion ~it alt .” “Thr ea ts and Pro mise s of Pea ce: 1’ urope and
America in the New I r a,” Or his , Winter 1974 , p. 1 1 3 1 .

4. As quoted by Drew M iddl eton in “NATO Approves Rules for I ) C i u n s i s t ’
Use of Tactical Nucle ar Weapons..” Time .-V~’as ’ York Tim es, December 3. 1969 , p.
14.

5. Ken Boo th , “Se eurmty Makes Strange Ele dt’ellows: NATO’ s Pr oh k ’mms I ron s
a Msn imn al ist Perspective ,” Jo ur nal oJ the Rota! t- ’nitt ’d Sen’ic ’ a ’ In.r titutions
/R U SI/ , Decennber 1 975 , p. ~~.
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CEN ’rRAL NU (’LE AR FORCES IN THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

by

Thomas 1. Wilborn

The debate in time United States over time “ strateg ic h al amsee ” lmas
f ’ocisv~d ttnt t he po litica l and m ilitary imp licatio n s of ’ t h e  rapid buildup
of Soviet i imter coa mmt mn e t s ta l  range delive ry v eh icles wi t h  nucl ear
warheads , which has tr an st ’ormm med a t iuclear force decided l ) inl ’erior to
that of the United States ism I 962 into one wh ich at least equaled
Atm i e rica ’s central nuclear force by t h e  si gning of time Stm n mtegic  Amn m s
L insi t atiomms I SALI agre etmsenfs 10 yeat s later,  and simi ce 1972 h a s  beemi
further expanded and iniprov ed. The essay which follows will deviate
fr o mtm what h a s  becom ne time mmmore consu son use oh ’ s ’t i me rat l ser in m portammt
key t crnms in many contr ibut ions to the debate. Ilence , the ph rase
“balance of cen tral miuctear forces” is not confused with the p h rase
“str a t egic balance” in an attempt to restraimm the tendency to eotmipound
the imprecisi on already surrounding the word “strat egy ” a n d its
derivatives. Those that  reserv e “strategic ” to mim odif y only cemi tral
nuclea r weapons systenms assign to sucim systems , by def ini t ion,  a
sign ifIcance that is not always necessarily justifi ed, ami d erroneousl y
degrade , by definition , the importance of other military capabilities. t
In this paper , attempting to place central nuclear forces in a brotad
perspective of international politics , strat egic balance denotes time
distribution between the United States and the Soviet Union of mt mil i t ary
capabilities which are perceived to have an impact ott t h e  outcome of
international events. Contrary to comm mmm’m on usage and the definitions
contained in the SAL agreermients , in tercontinental range delive r y
vehicles with miuclear warheads are not referred to as strate gic fmrce s:
the phrase central nuclear forces is used instead.

In the direc t and inimediate sense , if the def lnit iomm just  presented is
accepted . the mi l i ta ry  forces of the greatest sigmsit lcance mi nmeasur in g
the strategic balance arc th ose which calm be best smmohili , ed to serv e as
instrummients of foreign policy on a day-to-day amid cri s is-b y crisis basis.
Central  nuclear  forces m i ght I’all in t im i s  category t’or the stmpt ’r powet
attaining super iority over its adversary superiorit y imm m d e r s t o od h u t  m i mc a mt
the capability to launc h a f i rs t -s t r ike whi ch would reduce otp p omsi n g
central mmuc h ear t’orees below time level required to im t t lk - t t mms au ’cepta hl e
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da.nsage itt r e t a h i a t i o m i .  I- or ex at t tp le , wi th  such a capa h ih i t )  tim e Soviet
mtio i m nmi gim I stt~’cessiu tI~ practice nuc lear  hlau ’ km i n: m i l .  omr - m t t o r e

ru’a l i st ica ll ~ . as I - t a n k  R l f a r m m e t t  P osts  i t , ‘‘ t’ f h ~a. t iv , 1~ pr oj ect  i t s
ci mm ’ o ’n tiu inal post ci  amtd ~t s  guic i t  il la 10 rce s alt ov er  Ut ‘~‘ Vs t u t  Id - r m~te ise 1~
because Russian m to mc l e :m i  ‘su p e t l u i m  i t ~ 

- vi a u ld p a r : h yie t h e  W~’st i m m h O
i t i , t u :h io t i  at lower levels oh du ’be i t s c .’’ 2 v. l i m h u .’ . j u r e su tmia b l y. t ue  Sov i e t
t ’ ni omm st- uu uld  m o t h  he s j m m m j j a r I ~ 1t ai .d y ,u ’ i I i i i  t h e  ta ~’e a t  i m s i t i a t i v e s  b y t ime
West. A l thouu g l m the U S  record ot t time I u i 5U ’s am t d e a r l y I 960’s. s t i t e n
Am imerica did emij oy s u c h  super io r i t y ,  suggests that  superi or e et m tra l
mi u c lear forces would not mmcee s~a r i I ~ guar an tee  Sovie t d o im i t imsa t t ee ,  t Ime
ach sievemtiemm t of superi aui  i ly  would he omit is sous for time Uni t ed Sta tes  am i d
the rest of time world.  We re this s i tua t i on  t a t  (k~’elop. or he scemm as
developinsg, cemutral  n uclear forces would be Else most imm iporhant ,
al t h ough certain ly mtot tise omil y, el e mmments  of time strateg ic ha I an ce~ inRobert Kennedy ’s terms, t h ey would have t h e  hi ghest coe ff icie n t oh ’
t t t i l i ty .  3

At th e present lit tl e , h owever , nei t imer super power h a s  sup er io t r i t )  -

Ass aht m t t st t i m m i v ersa l hy  percei sed con dit io n of par i ty  iii cc mt l  mal  msu el ear
forces exists , wit h both time Soviet Union ~smt d time U n i t e d  States
deterred from im l i t i a t ing  a nuclear exchange or credibl y issuim ig a nu clear
threa t by time other ’s abil i ty to sustai n an a t t ack  amid stil l execute  a
retaliatory strike which would impose a penalty greater than any gain
the ini t ia tor  nsi ght contemm i p late. Fur t h ermore . m ie it h ier superpower can
attain somperiori ty in time toreseeab le fu ture  wit h out the active
cooperatio n ou t ’ i t s adversary. 4 Evens if time cur rent l y umms oml ved
t cch snologic :ml p r o hl emm m s are overcommie Iwhich is not comisider ed likel y]
t h e  uncer tammmties  of e stinmat imsg t ime per f ’orn s a mma. ’e of a weapons sy.stenm
imeve r us ’ d in s c o mmmba t amid the rel iabil i ty of im t m mmmams cons t rollers itt aim
abso ltmt ely um mpmecedetsted sit sm atiomm will he t ’or mmmidah lc  obstacles to any
respomssi hle dec isionmaker c ontem i sp la t ing  o r der ims g a f i rs t  s t r ike  As a
practical m i sa t t e m . then , time c e mt t r a l  nuclear forces of mm e it is cr  ea mi  he
m m m a r sm pu h a ted to credibl y support t ’oreigtt po th icy i t mi I iat ives , m m o r will they
attain such a t mti l i t y  iii the fu ture .  Either natio n sm i i gi m l puhli ch ’.mlert i t s
ce nt ra l  t tu cl ear forces to underscore d e c l a r a t i o m m s  t uf  co ms t mmmi t mss e n  t amid
de t e rmmt mi t  at  t o u t s  - I lowever , w it i it ’ sit e is a mmmove nsmi gh I be seems ms :t vivi d
signal , it is t m ms li ke l y that  il would he imt t e rpre ted  as a ‘s’ t ia uu s t t i m e a t  au t
~i~ t t u a l  ums e utile ss i m a l iomi a l  s tmt ~’iv z t l  were l i te ra l l y at s h a k o ’ Other  ty pe s  a u h ’
tEll i ha rv o’ap ahmh i t  es pr~ u s i d a.’ greater flex ibi l i lv  ~tl sit Import it mg po t si h i v e

fore i gmm po u lsu ’ goals a uv o’r a wide ratmge of C u ’  m t I ims g enci t ’s . i n t e l tm d i m m g l ist ’
type of l i n s ms ted ,  p r oxy war stusk ’Is scet mss m st u i s h hik ~’l ’5 t o t  ,ua. a.’o m r .
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NEGATIVE UTIL ITY UNDER PARITY

Unde r these conditions , U S  cen tral  r t t tc lear forces do have a valuable
mmcgative t t t i h i ty in addition to the necessary func t io n of sm eut r a l iz immg
those of the Soviet Union. That is , they can be used to preve n t certain
ki n ds of behavior even though they cannot he i mmani puhated to cttrn pel
activit y. Because of the possibility of escal a tion fro mmi event low level
commt li ct to nuclear exchange , parity tends to devalue the currermcy of all
nmil it ary capabilities in superpower relations. As a result , direct arnm ed
conflict apparen fly has been ruled out by both g o vernm mme mtts . even if
war ’by-proxy has not. As a nation with a largel y status quo or ie n ta t ion ,
primari ly seeking to maintain rather titan expand the territory and
influence itself and its Allies, the United States may benefit mote froni
this consequence of the current balance of central nuclear forces than
the Soviet Union. The USSR still expresses its determination to assist
“historical forces” in establishin g a world socialist commonwealth and ,
if the declarations are not ideological cant , presumabl y values the
opportunities to mobilize military forces more than the United States,

To ma in t ain this benefit , the United States must deploy central
nuclear forces, linked with tactical nuclear weapons and conventional
forces, which are perceived to be adequate to deter any level of attack
in the most likely areas of conflict , e.g., Central Europe and Nort h east
Asia , Thi s is a more demandin g role than deterrence of ass at tack on US
territory , a contingency in which an American response with
intercontinental range imuclear weapons is relativel y believable , and
places special requirements on US force structure. A strategy
incorporatin g the threat of escalation up to the use of central mm uc l~ar
forces , especiall y if the threat is suppose d to deter many possible
con t ingencie s, will lack credibility whets time execution of t h me thr ea l
seems likel y to elicit retaliation on targets wit i mi n m ti m e Um sited States,
including the mmm ost populous cities. The Soviets, of course , clear l y h’ia ve
the capab il i ty  for su ch retaliation.  A doctr ine amid force m s mix t ure  secmm is
required whmich , by prov id in g for adequate defense ag aimm s t mmm o s l a t tacks
the adversary mi ght launch by conventt i i un t ai  and / our  t h meat o’n m i t ic lear
forces, l immmits  the probable occasions wlmi ch wou ld req tmire a respo mnse
central nuclear forces to onl y t he mm i o st mmmassive :tg grc ss iout i .  M oreover,
t h e  ce n tfra l nuclear forces thmem ss s cl v es nm e euh time capabil i ty for  f lexible.
select target in g so th at t h e  destructivenes s of a strike cam t be m sm ad e
com parable to the provocati omm and ti mem eh y mmot msecess ari l y pro v om ke a
Soviet a t tack  ou n US terri to ry.  An asstir ed dest r t mc t ioms reserve lo t deter
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such a respo ims e , if Sovie t leaders oth ierwis e eomm clude it wo u m l d he
effect ive and justified , also is required. Such a p m s t t mr e . esse ntial ly t h e
posit somi ann mo t mm sc e d by fon iser Secretary of De femms e Scislesim iger ins
I~t74 , may r iot persuade Sovie t leaders that a President would detimmitely
esca late if the Soviet Um st on were succeeding in a conventional conf l i c t .
Uuwever , it suret y nmust increa se the probability sufficienit ly Isi gh for
Soviet leadens to recognize tha t  any decision to a t tack  mmsa y be
tantamount to initiating mmuc lear war.

CENTRA L NUCLEAR FORCES’ IMPACT ON PERCEPTIONS

Even if central nuclear forces can rarely it ’ ever he mss oh ih i ,e d lo u
direct ly influence the outcom mie of international  events and even if their
deterrent rote is credible only when coupled ss ith i oilier nmm i l i t a i ~capabi lities under comiditi omus of parity , they c omn stain time a h t m so isu
incomprehensible power to vir tually eliminate emulire societ ies as
functioning enti t ies and are perceived by Use leaders of time
world includin g the le aders of the Un it ed Stat es a n d t h e Sovi et
Union - — as having niore sig n ificammce t hi amm thseir direct u t i l i ty  a l omme wo utild
indicate. In their size and sop huis t ic’4ti osm . t ime se weapons sy st em ’ns are
unmatched anywhere else in t u e  world , a nd rep r e semmt levels u t ’

scien ti fic, technical , industrial, amid nt i l it ary ace otmip lis lsni ents which
leaders o f  oth em nat iomm a . unable to equal due to lack of mmmater i a l  o ’ m
human resources , mnust app r ec iate and envy . There is a special prestig e
and deference awarded tise United Slates aisd the Soviet Ur si oms . an least
in part as a result of tIme possession of th uese  f’orces, indeed . 11mev are the
synt ibol of being a superpower , a s ta tus  whic ls carries with it a d i t ’fu ms c
inf luenice that undoubtedl y is often valuable it t time internatiommal
bargaining process. Cer ta in l y U se Soviet ll t mio ,m ’s reputa t ion  for pow em
increase d as a result of attaining par ity, especially when l’o m rm m ta lly
recogn ized by t ise United Slates in time SAL agreemen ts. An sd
correspondingly, since the United States was f’ot~ed to relinquish i t s
h itherto um l iq u me pos i t ions wit h mespec I to r suc lear W e ap om ms . i ts  prest ige
suffered a relative decline. Theme w e m e  two fu lly cert if i ed supe r f m a uwem s
rallier titan one , a t md m m  i i mt c r n ta t io n ta l  a flairs as m m  suta. ’ial its t er o -otu m se, .1
st atus seems ho be awarded c stecmt m its reverse p ropo mrti om m to the m n mmm mhm er
of individ tma l s wiso oect mpy i t ,

Ack n owled ging th a t  centra l  imu el ear ho u rc e s  are a s u ’ u m c e  o ut  g en m eral
i n mt lu en mce does mso I m m s ea mm , .ms somsse am t. uh y st s suggest. l i i  a t  I It o ’ ~o or ld ’ s
slat  esi m sen t amid put t I su t a t i s  v ie w  int e r caumm t is ic lm I al mm ucl t ’a m wea p o u t t s
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syst ems as the ind ica to r  of Use r e lat ive power o uf the Uni ted States and
the Soviet U mu io n . adjusti ng t lmeir a t t i tudes  or behavior as one or time
ot h e r  establis h es ant adva mmtag e in nunmbe r s of m m m issi l es , M IRV ’ 5,
thtowwei ght , accuracy. or some other ch ar act eristic by w hic im central
n uc lea r forces n say be jud ged. Oms the contrary,  evens wit imim i NATO
[where the strategy of dcterr em sc e and defense is explicit l y lin ked to US
central nuclear forcesJ , nimost officials are relativel y unconcerned wit lm
m miargin ai change s in the structure of the superpowers in t c r c om m ti t i e n ta l
range nuclear weapons systemns. To thm e u m , the existing forces seemm i large
and destructive enough to perform any conceivable task required of
them , they cann iot itmsagine that either power will ever allow the other
to acquire an advantage that would be militarily significan t , and , in any
case , their nations are unable to effect the balance of central nuclear
forces. By necessity if not by preference, such m atters must be left to
the superpowers. Whil e more or less indiffe rent to the fine tuning of the
balance of central nuclear forces , t hey are sensitive to indications of t u e
level of political commitment of the United States and the Soviet
Union. NATO leaders , among others , might view a secular trend of
marginal adv an t ages for the Soviet Union, not adequately offset by US
developments, as a signal of a weakening of Amner ican resolve , and act
accordingly. They would not , however , look exclusively, or even
primarily, to the state of the balance of central nuclear forces for
indicators of US commitment. They would be at least equall y sensitive
to changes in theate r nuclear weapons deployment and conventional
forces posture , more visible and probably considered more relevant to
their problems and opportunities : statenments of officials ; and , most of
all , by the degree to which US actions reflect a clear policy supported
by a broad consensus of the Anmerican public.

The psychological impact on the leadersh i ps of the two superpowers
of relative position in the balance of centr al miu ciear forces nmay be mm iore
significant than its effect on the att i t t md e s of thir d par ty leaders. In
roughly the firs t tw t m decades of the atonmic age . Anmer ican strategists
and political leaders . sumppor ted by superior nuclear weapons systems
could [and sometimes didj approt ach the pr ohl e~mis of foreign policy
with confidence and vigor. (‘e ntr a l  nuclear forces were bo th a capability
to he used if mtece ss ary . amtd t u e  s~ mssho l of being “Nums iber  I . ” The
Soviets , fl gur a t t ve l ~ k u u u k m m s g  du tw n m li me barrels of rs m issiles . se -tri ed
gri pped vi ihi m ins ohsu ’ ss monm f u r  sec t i r i ty  th s a t  bias beets de scmi he d as
p ar an ot ia .  But  by time t i m i d - I  tUu O ’s, whe nm t I me Soviet I ( ’B M and S I B M
Svs te m tt s  were bei n g dr: mn m sa t i o ’a hlv uu p g t a ded . the at mmmosp im ere of t u e
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K remn l im m had become charged with confidence and dynamtiis mmi .
Meanwhil e, in the United States, which witnessed the Soviet buildup
with only lim ited compensating responses , a spirit of airimlessness
seemed to prevail . In some quarters , pessimistic predictions of doom
because of the shift in the balance of central nuclear forces were--and
a r e — e x p r e s s e d .  While it would be an unacceptably gross
oversimplification to conclude that th ese contra sting attitudes were
caused principally by the developments in the competition in central
nuclear forces, they did have an impact , particularly on those with a
professional responsibility for security. Self-images , moreover , are
im port an t in a bargaining context: confidence leads to bol d action
based on expectations of success and high morale and efficiency.
National achieve ment s in other activities—science , trade , arts,
sports—may have the same kind of effect. But , given the adversary
relationship existing between the United States and the Soviet Unio n,
the competition in the most sophisticated and destructive military
hardware is likely to remain highly salient. US and Soviet strateg ists and
military planners must  not only consider the dete rrent roles of central
nuclear forces , but they must also cope with the frig htening possibility
that deterrence may fail and nuclear war , with its unprecedented
u n c e r t a i n t i e s  and catastrophic potential , may occur. it is
understandable that the balance of nuclear forces pre occup ies
responsible Soviet and Ame ri can officials and in fluences their
persp ective: these weapons are not only perceived as a pre enmi tm ent
symbol of national power , but  might be the princip al in strumm ment of
national survival if the unthinkable because reality.

Central nuclear forces, according to these argu ments , are an
importan t component of the strategic balance because they are seen to
perform an important function, deterrence , in Soviet-Ameri can
relations , and because they have been assi gned syn mmbo li c and
psychological significance. Under conds t io mms of parity,  t h ey have
virtually no utility as instruments to support foreign policy initiatives ,
however , and cannot credibl y provide ext etmded deterrence except in
co mmj unctiom i with other military capabilities. To rett irn s ho t imc init ial
p ro p os it i t m n of the paper , the strateg ic hala n s co ’ inc ludes mmsorc t I ta n
cen stral nuclear forces.

CONCLU SIONS

A ltho um gim this discussion was itm t emmd e d to de n s mo n s stra he 1km I cems I ral
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nuclear t - u m c e s  are ii a i m i u u r c  si gn i i mc am t t  c o tmm p o n m en I of time sI I .ut c ~ i~
h a lamuc e t i ma m i o mhher  t ms i l i t a r y  capabi l i t ies , it  should t in t  be in ter pre ted  ho
in mi ply the csersc . I S  interests  in the world w-oim ld be imperiled if
So viet mmuclear  and c o mmm v cn mt iona l  I o r cc s  were m~ot ~- I e c t i v c l \  deterred ,
and bot h central  m muu c lc ar  forces at md i u t h i e r  m m mi h i t a ry  capabi l i t ies  a r c
required for t h is fum m c t iom i .  Moreover , ii S u vie t  cen t ra l  nuclear  IOLCS
were mi n t n ieutra h ized. ot h er I ’S utm i h i i a r ~ capabilities could u m oi :  he
credibl y mob ilized to support Atsseri~ams di plomatic e l t o u t s .  A mma t i t  does
seem clear that th ese hi gh l y des t ruc t ive  at td  soup i mis t i ca ted  weapomt s imave
a g iea t e r  im pact u mi a na t iom u ’s pr estige amid se ll -i n m i ag e than other
m m iilitary forces.

While a concise equations specif yi mu g the o pt inmm umtt  chmaracteri st ics for
central nuclear forces to enimance the posit ion of the United States in
the strategic balance does not emerge t’rom th is analysis . one gereral
standard does: the size and quality of the forces should be detern m si n ed
by the function they must perform. Providin g enough delivery vehicles
and reent ry vehicles with warheads having a wide varie ty of yields and a
sufficiently high degree of accuracy to support the US extended
deterrence posture [h owever that may translate into nun sbers om f
rrtissiles , planes , megatons . and CE?] is probabl y adequate for all
possible tasks. Sucim a capability will deny time Sovie t Uniot i the
opportunity of obtaining, or appearing to be obtaining, sup eriori ty,  and
probab ly also serv e as a rea sonable h e d ge against t he possibil ity of a
failure of deterrence.

A correlasy of this standard is the proposition tht at  i t  is not
necessary to ma tch Soviet deployments , except to the extent that they
influence the perfommance of US forces , even to shore up perceptions
of American strength and reliability. A force sufficientl y credib le a n d
destructive to deter So viet atta ck will surely also provide titan general
influensce amil ong third parties whsi chi is associated wi th  superpower
status. Moreover , Sovie t po licynm iakers . care fu l observers of At tm er ic an
mtsi hitary activities , arc tmn l ike ly to derive percep t ionms from such I. 5
capabil i t ies wh elm would jus t i f y c x tmh er am mt  eonu lldencc, if h l m e v  tmsake
t h eir assessnisents nm the basis of worse -case analysis , as their
coun terparts  ins t h e  Pctsta gon are um ft e mm alleged hu m do , t h u e~ i ta ~ even t
h ave conmsiderah l y more respect f or t im e US c e m u t r a l  mmu c l e ar  t ou r c e s  than
t he America n t s who desi g ns and direct thse m it .
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F NDNOTI’ S

I . In iri al ty. th ur use ui ’’ s m r :u ep ic ’’ to u ci er Ia in tu .’r co n t inu r n t a t  r ’.ange nu c t u ,’ar
su. e apau ns  so as based aun t h e  d i eho to i m m y out ’ s i r a t e p m c  an d tact ica l ,  o ; S o r t  th at  n a u auf l e
at th u e time c ont e mmip hat e d t lu t ’ use aut  th ese ao c ;u p a r t s  t au  d u r c L  is s u t u p a u r t  t l ’ .’aicr
operati ons,  the t u r r n m i n r u t , r c ,  au _ a ’ , m m u r t  i n . a ; u p r a u p r  cu t e .  W i t h  t Ime rm ew Pr ~ci s I r r rr
accuracy an d t a m y ield w . a r l r c j u h ’ ,  n uu w .uv . r u t , r t r t c , i t ’ ,~s r h r s m i m m c t i u u n  m rm a~ muo ‘ t r e a t  tx
r e a suun abhe.  In any case , the  sei mmzuntiu,’ con i us ia u rm t mz i s ro-su ti ed f rom i m su t u s t i t  u r  t ic I Ira ’
broader, more general m m mc a n i ng  a r t  s trateg ic. so t our a t mmm ph k’s ama t imui t i  t a r y  a mm d
po litical s ig n uui e ammce . or the  mia sr ow a r l u p a s u i c  ou r t ao - t icaa t I meanin g iru i mi : ahh ~
in tended.

2, ‘‘ ‘a !! rut a i s  es tuu Deten te , ’’ spec a h r d eh ive re ot  to tIme I) . (‘ . l eague a t
Republ ican  %~ uunmen . \ h r ~ l 1 r u v , c t  I b id . \V , a s h r i u i a r r a r r m . t) . C’.. - ‘apri l  t~Y’(, , p. hi .
I- mmmph as is in rurigi mua t .

3. “On \ te , r sa a  r u n e  t ime Strategic Balance ,” 
~ 

3,
4 (‘omr pc h t ing J rgum m m e n us that  su p er i o ru  t~ us not obt amn abh c are found in J u u h n

I ) . St e t ntr rune r and ‘l ’hommm as ‘al, ( ;aswin , “Stra te g ic Vut rt o’r abi ti t ~ : T h e  h t .u la n sur
It etweemm Prudence and Paranoia , ” Iniu ’r, wtiuuna l Su ’~’uriru’ , Sum r mmm mo ’r t 97 (u , ‘~~‘ .

138- 181 . and Donald R. t.mua ~smcrsclah , “Tt m~ l a c a n e e  oh ‘Srnic d I u t i l i t y . ” Or)uis, I
1974 . pp 689-705.
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i t  I s  suggested that  the s t r a t e g i c  equa t ion  is  a fun ction of the balance of
p - ra t nucle a r , t a c t i c a l  nu clear , and convent iona l  forces  where the w e l g ia r

of  each .1 the y a r in ’ai e s is  a mursc t i o r ,  of force ,,t iti r tes and , hence , in’ .

~c ’ r , e l ,  pr o p o l l io n a l to tine d e s t r u c t i v e  power it represents.
The two e s sa ys  which  f o l l o w  emp t u a s t~e the I m p o r r a , i c of t a c t i c a l  nuc lear
fo rce s.  flue first cont e nds  t i ua t  a Us p o l i c y  on t a c t i c a l  nuclear weapon s
which doe s not preclude t h e t r  f i r s t  nase by N/alt ) forces in  response to an
overwhelming co ruventiona l attack is tt ae ke~- t o s t a b i l i t y  in Euro p e and to
the overall strategic balance between the S u i t e d  S t a t e s  and the c i sv i e t  S’nion ,
m u  similar fashion , rhe second essas’ foca ,ses on stab i l i t a . Measures of the
m i i i t a r y ’ iua lan ce are seen as meaningless unles s tied to  values su ch as
s t ai u i l ity .’ th e a bilit y to resolve crises without either side feeling c muu.
pelled to act first with force .-and , hence , this eas ay emphasize s the p sv .
chotogy of numbers as a clue to the s tability of the current balance,
The final pape r , while recognizing the importance of other military cap.-
b i lities , supports the propo sition th.t central nuclear forces are the
c r i t i c a l  aithoug h normally sotn ewhi’ overratedl component s of the atrategic
ba lance,
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