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DISCLAIMER

The views of the authors do not purport to reflect the positions of the
Department of the Army or Department of Defense.




FOREWORD

Four essays concerning aspects of the strategic balance are included
in this research memorandum. The author of the first 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 Memoranda program of the Strategic
Studies Institute, US Army 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
Department of Defense.

u,\,i&t,@o/dw 2w
DeWITT C. SMITH, JR.

Major General, USA
Commandant
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PREFACE

International politics can be described as the bargaining process
through which states seek to accomplish their objectives in the
international arena. In the broadest sense, bargaining 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 apply such forces in pursuit of
national objectives can be defined as power. Hence, the more powerful
states in the international system are those states which through the
application of appropriate combinations of political, economic,
psychological and military forces are better able to influence the flow
of world events.

In an environment, however, in which warfare continues to be an
expected and legitimate means for the advancement of national
interests, military 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
definitive 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,
international bargaining entails a series of dynamic interchanges in
which calculations concerning the capabilities of opposing military
forces are continually pursued.

The current debate over the strategic balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union reflects this process. Military power
continues to be perceived as fundamental to the international
bargaining process. Hence, concerns over shifts in the strategic balance
are germane to the question of whether this nation will continue to
accomplish, with a modicum of success, its foreign policy goals.

The following four essays reflect the complex nature of assessing the
strategic balance and relative importance of the forces which shape that
baiance. The first paper underscores the role conventional forces play in
the strategic balance. It is suggested that 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 variables is a
function of force utilities and, hence, inversely proportional to the
destructive power it represents.

The two essays which follow emphasize the importance of tactical
nuclear forces. Stanley Fair contends that a US policy on tactical
nuclear weapons which does not preclude their first 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, Thoraas Wilborn, while recognizing the
importance of other military capabilities, contends that central nuclear
forces are the critical [although normally somewhat overrated]
components of the strategic balance.

ROBERT KENN
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ON MEASURING THE STRATEGIC BALANCE
by
Robert Kennedy

Prior to embarking 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 measured 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 fear o a direct nuclear
confrontation with the Soviet Union—provided 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 opponent] , the
strategic balance clearly 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 postwar era have 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 Atlantic Alliance, Soviet inroads in
Africa, and a host of other events have served to reinforce the
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contention that the overall strategic balance has begun to shift in favor
of the Soviet Union and have led statesmen to wonder whether nuclear
parity and the perceived potential for Soviet nuclear superiority have
been translated into a meaningful advantage which might alter in a
significant manner the strategic advantage the United States has
enjoyed since World War [L. In short, is the strategic balance shifting in
favor of the Soviet Union? Does nuclear parity or perhaps a future
Soviet superiority enhance the ability of the USSR to influence the
course of world affairs while limiting our own?

STRATEGIC WEAPONS AND STRATEGIC ADVANTAGE

As concerns over the strategic balance have multiplied over the past
few years, so have attempts to measure 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” measures as relative force size, numbers of warheads, and
megatonnage to more dynamic measures which include estimates of
force vulnerabilities, command and control efficiencies, targeting and
employment docirine and retargeting capabilities. If, however, the
objective is to measure the strategic balance—that balance of military
power which offers one nation an advantage over another in the pursuit
of its own national objectives in the international arenz—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 nation and
their utility as a means of influencing the behavior of states. Central
nuclear systems are but one variable 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 the
post-World War I era not solely, nor perhaps even primarily, as a result
of its strategic superiority, but because it also possessed conventional
and tactical nuclear forces and continually demonstrated an apparent
willingness and ability to use them. The moment the Soviet Union
acquired a thermonuclear capability and a means of intercontinental
delivery, the notion that the United States possessed a nuclear
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superiority which was meaningful and exploitable in terms of
influencing the course of international affairs was brought to question.
From that time forward, the cost of a nuclear exchange limited the
utility of central nuclear systems. Viewed from the perspective of most
states outside Western Europe, US or Soviet central systems were able
neither to obtain from them a valued objective nor prevent a valued
objective from being secured by some third party at their expense.
Central systems served as a deterrent to strategic nuclear conflict
between the superpowers and to lesser military engagements and
political and diplomatic actions between the United States and the
USSR which had a high potential for leading to an exchange of central
systems. As a means of influencing the bulk of critical international
activities and transactions which in large measure not only determined
the strategic balance, but also reflected that balance, central nuclear
systems were of little utility. Such systems were a backdrop to
international maneuver, served to reinforce perceptions of US strength,
and, as a guarantee against retributive nuclear attack, tended to support
perceptions of US willingness to employ its conventional and, possibly,
its tactical nuclear forces to secure a favorable outcome to critical
international events.

Nevertheless, it was the carriers at sea, the marines afloat, and the
tactical aircraft and land forces available for rapid worldwide
deployment that underwrote US diplomacy and were the principal
ingredients of the US strategic advantage. Nation-states, international
organizations, and subnational groups were aware that the United
States could bring its conventional and, possibly, its tactical nuclear
power to bear at any point on the globe. Moreover, despite the
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 contiguous to the USSR or China] because these
powers lacked the mobility and supporting forces necessary to project
their military power abroad.

The continued relative growth of Soviet intercontinental nuclear
capabilities has failed to alter the strategic equation in any significant
manner. The strategic balance remains a function of the balance of
central nuclear, tactical nuclear, and conventional forces [Bs = f [BCN,
BTN, BCONV] | where the weight of each of the variables is a function
of force utilities. Hence, as a result of the declining utility of central
nuclear systems, a relative superiority or inferiority of Soviet or US
strategic nuclear systems will not alter the strategic balance in any
meaningful way.




Just as the United States found its relative superiority of central
systems of little utility as a means of forging an international
environment to its liking, so the Soviet Union, should it achieve by
some measure a superiority in central systems, will find that such a
superiority fails to alter the strategic balance. As long as the United
States maintains an ability to extract costs in excess of benefits, the
USSR will remain deterred from the initiation of a nuclear exchange:
and threats to do so, except in the extreme circumstances of national
survival, will fail to convince interested audiences. Such is the essence
of essential equivalence and has caused Dr. Kissinger to question
whether in an age of mass destruction either the United States or the
Soviet Union can achieve a meaningful superiority in central nuclear
systems. What has altered the strategic balance has been the relative
growth in the ability of the USSR to project its ever-improving
conventional and tactical nuclear power abroad.

UTILITY OF TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

One might argue that the same reasoning which leads one to
conclude that central systems are fundamental to but insufficient as a
means of altering the strategic balance can be applied to tactical or
alliance or regionally oriented nuclear systems [ARONS]. However,
because of their flexibility, the inherent limits of the systems involved,
and the host of perceptions which have developed since the early
1950’s which have served to categorize such systems as less than
apocalyptic, the question of their utility as a means of influencing the
course of critical international events remains to be answered.

Clearly, tactical nuclear weapons [TNW’s] serve. in conjunction with
central systems, as a deterrent to Soviet military action in Western
Europe. US interest in Western Europe expressed in terms of the
importance of Western Europe to US national security has made the use
of such weapons credible. Hence, such weapons play a significant role
in preventing the Soviet Union from seeking a drastic alteration of the
strategic balance through a quick military thrust into Western Europe.
However, their utility as a deterrent to Soviet adventurism in other
areas of the world is less clear. Surely both Korea and Vietnam served
to define, in perhaps more than a tentative way, the limits to the utility
of TNWs. In both engagements the United States was willing to
commit sizable military forces in support of its objectives, but also was
willing to accept what many have termed as defeat - political if not
military—before employing its tactical nuclear power. Moreover, in
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neither case was there evidence to suggest that the opponent was
deterred from seeking his objectives by the US possession of TNW's.

If these two cases posit the rule which circumscribes the utility of
I'NW’s, then as with central systems, ARONS serve to deter tactical
nuclear conflict and lesser military engagements which have a high
potential for a tactical nuclear exchange [such as a conflict in Western
Europe or perhaps the Middle East] not only because such a conflict, if
the superpowers are involved. might lead to an exchange of central
systems, but also because potential losses are likely to exceed the
potential gains if tactical nuclear weapons are involved.

There remains, however, a sufficient element of doubt in the minds
of some as to whether a superpower might, at some point find it
advantageous to employ TNW’s to secure political objectives in a crisis
in which their employment was not likely to lead to a great power
nuclear conflict. Hence, TNW’s probably possess a greater utility than
central systems as a means of influencing the behavior of states. They
are valuable not only in Western Europe, but also perhaps in situations
which are deemed critical by either the United States or the 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
confrontations which through escalation might result in an exchange of
central systems, the most significant factor in the strategic military
equation is the balance of conventional or general purpose forces. Of
the forces possessed, these are the ones that can add sting to a nation’s
foreign policy. These are the forces whose use is credible not only
because the use of conventional forces is not likely to involve an
application of power disproportionate to the objectives sought, as is the
case with nuclear forces, but also because their use is less likely to result
in a strategic nuclear exchange. Of all the military factors which
influence the strategic balance, a nation’s ability to rapidly deploy and
employ with relative impunity its conventional might during critical
international events is in large measure what determines the degree of
influence that nation can exercise in the international arena.

During the postwar period up until the mid-1960’s, the United
States possessed a nearly unchallenged ability to move its forces around
the globe. The growth, however, of the Soviet surface fleet, tactical
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airpower, and long-range air and surface transport, coupled with a large,
modern, mechanized conventional military force, has served notice of
the existence of an alternative to American military force which can be
rapidly deployed and effectively employed in almost any area of the
globe. As a result, not only is there no longer the compulsion there
once was to accept American initiatives, but what is perhaps more
significant, many nations have come to recognize that their security and
internal tranquility may well depend on their ability to reach
accommodation with the Soviet Union. Hence, rather than the growth
of Soviet nuclear power, it has been the steady but significant
improvements the USSR has made to its conventional force posture
that have served to alter the strategic balance.

UTILITY INVERSELY RELATED TO DESTRUCTIVE POTENTIAL

Referring to the balance of central nuclear systems. former Secretary
of Defense Schlesinger was correct in noting that there is a
“relationship between the political behavior of many leaders of other
nations and what they perceive the strategic nuclear balance to be.”
However, one should exercise caution in any assessments pertaining to
the degree of importance of that relationship with respect to the ability
of either the United States or the USSR to favorably influence 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 utility are largely ignored. The balance of
intercontinental nuclear systems may be viewed by some as a measure
of the relative willingness of a superpower to seriously undertake action
in the international arena. However, it is the balance of conventional
and secondly tactical nuclear forces which serve as the primary
measures of its ability to do so.

Hence, as one attempts to measure the strategic balance between the
United States and the Soviet Unjon, one should not lose sight of the
fact that the variables of the strategic equation [BCN. BTN. BCONV]
are weighted in inverse proportion to the destructive power they
represent. Any measure of the world-wide strategic balance and future
trends, therefore, must first of all focus on the balance of conventional
capabilities.




TNW AND THE STRATEGIC BALANCE
by

Stanley D. Fair

In the European military balance, the Warsaw Pact has enjoyed an
advantage over NATO in conventional force levels since the inception
of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. NATO has relied on nuclear
weapons to offset this advantage: first, in the strategy of massive
retaliation and later, within the strategy of flexible response. In the
strategy of massive retaliation, tactical nuclear weapons [TNW] were
considered to be an integral part of the total nuclear power available to
the Alliance, with no deterrent or defense role independent of US
strategic nuclear forces. Now, within the strategy of flexible response
and under the conditions of strategic parity, the deterrent and defense
responsibilities of TNW have increased in the theater while the role of
US strategic nuclear forces in the defense of Europe has been
deemphasized. These doctrinal changes have tended to create the
impression that TNW and US strategic nuclear forces are separate and
almost unrelated capabilities: the former being considered only as a
factor in the European military equation, and the latter being limited to
comparisons of US/USSR strategic nuclear forces.

The thesis of this paper is that TNW have an impact on the strategic
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union because of
deterrent interrelationships and potential defense interactions among
NATO’s theater nuclear and conventional forces and US strategic
nuclear forces. Despite doctrinal changes, US policy still does not
preclude the first use of TNW by NATO’s theater nuclear forces in
response to an overwhelming conventional attack by the Warsaw Pact.
This threat helps to deter large-scale conventional aggression, and if
NATO should need to carry out the threat, the TNW capability, backed
up by highly-survivable second-strike nuclear capabilities in Europe and
the United States, should deter both a preemptive nuclear strike and a
nuclear response by the Warsaw Pact. TNW lend stability to the
strategic balance in peacetime, and if they are used early in war to
compensate  for deficiencies in  NATO’s conventional defense
capabilities, TNW have the potential to influence the course of the
conflict and to induce the enemy to terminate hostilities under
conditions acceptable to the Alliance.
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EVOLUTION OF DOCTRINE

The Soviet Union reacted to the deployment ot US tactical nuctear
weapons to Europe by concentrating its efforts on development of
missiles to support an opposing theater nuclear capability. The success
of the Soviet Union in space technology in the late 1950's and the
evidence of sizable Soviet theater nuclear forces opposite Western
Europe in the ecarlv 1960’s prompted US officials to advocate that
NATO adopt the strategy of flexible response. Under this new strategy,
formally adopted by NATO in 1967, the threat of an immediate and
exclusive nuclear response to aggression was to be replaced by the
doctrine of graduated deterrence: response to aggression would be in
the form and at the level appropriate for the situation. TNW would still
be used to support strategic forces in general war, but the threat
represented by Soviet tactical nuclear capabilities required that NATO's
theater nuclear forces be assigned additional deterrence and defense
roles, independent of US strategic nuclear forces. The new strategy of
flexible response would also increase the deterrent and defense
responsibilities of NATO’s conventional forces.

According to Harlan Cleveland, former US Ambassador to NATO,
the strategy of flexible response confronted ‘““the enemy with a credible
threat of escalation in response to any type of aggression below the
level of a major nuclear attack.”! Thus, the new strategy established a
doctrinal relationship between that element of milivary power
representing a direct response to the type of aggression selected by the
enemy and that element of military power constituting an escalatory
response. NATO’s conventional forces shared the deterrence of
conventional aggression with NATO’s theater nuclear forces; NATO's
theater nuclear forces were linked to US strategic nuclear forces to
deter the enemy’s use of nuclear weapons in Europe. If deterrence of
conventional aggression failed, NATO’s conventional forces were
required to conduct a resolute defense rather than merely serve in a
tripwire role. If the efforts of NATO’s conventional forces proved to be
inadequate, NATO’s theater nuclear forces were to carry out the threat
of escalation. If the enemy responded with nuclear weapons or initiated
their use, NATO’s theater nuclear forces were to defend. and NATO
leaders were to threaten general war, in which, at that time, the Soviet
Union would have been at a disadvantage.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union was developing a strategic nuclear
capability, and France, as a result of disagreement with her NATO
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Allies over the strategy of flexible response, withdrew from military
participation in the Alliance in 1966 and began also to develop an
independent strategic nuclear capability. By 1969 it was apparent that
the Soviet 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 questioning the single option for the
use of US strategic forces under the concept of assured destruction.2
He recognized also that the growth of Soviet strategic forces had
implications 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 Secretary 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 emphasis on the deterrent roles of
theater nuclear and conventional forces.”4 Although US strategic
nuclear forces would continue to be coupled to the deterrence of
attacks on Europe, strategic parity would require that NATQ’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 expectation 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 are to deter and
defend against conventional aggression. Theater ruclear forces deter
and defend against theater nuclear attacks; help deter and, if necessary,
defend against conventional attack: and help 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 Europe. These limited
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strategic options were described by the US Secretary of Defense in
March 1974 as part of the doctrine of flexible strategic response and as
“measured responses to aggression which bear some relation to the
provocation, have prospects of terminating hostilities before general
nuclear war breaks out, and leave some possibility for restoring
deterrence.”S

THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

In the European military balance, a simple 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 nuclear systems. This type of presentation is misleading
because the large number of TNW deployed in Europe were
accumulated to support the earlier strategy of massive retaliation. The
objective for using TNW during that period was to destroy or defeat the
invading Warsaw Pact forces and to help 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 “the
termination of war on terms acceptable to the United States and its
allies at the lowest feasible level of conflict.”6 The current objective
reflects an attempt not only to avoid escalation but also to control the
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
clearly limited and defensive in nature, so as to reduce the risk of
escalation. However, the attack should be delivered with sufficient
shock and decisiveness to forcibly change the perceptions of WP leaders
and create a situation conducive to negotiations.”7 If the Warsaw Pact
should be the first to use nuclear weapons or respond to NATO’s
restrained first use, “efforts would be made to control escalation . . . by
a combination of clearly perceivable limits on the NATO nuclear
response and the threat of more extensive strikes with theater and
strategic forces if the WP chooses to escalate.”8 This policy guidance on
first and retaliatory uses of TNW by NATO forces indicates clearly tliat
NATO’s numerical advantage over the Warsaw Pact lies more in the
deterrent effect of withheld capabilities than in the operational effect
of planned uses.

This is not to say that NATO leaders are ignoring the realities of
strategic parity. The concepts for first and retaliatory uses o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>