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DISCLAIMER

The views of the author do not purport to reflect the position of the
Departrnen l of the Army or Department of Defense .



FOREWOR D

In this memorandum . the author views the threat of war or warlike
acts as continuing to he an instrument of national policy for essentially
all nations. He continues that , with the development of nuclear
weaponry , this instrument of policy has been given a new perspective
and importance. The nuclear strategy debate now emanates from a
position of essential equivalence in nuclear capability between the
United States and the Soviet Union , according to the author . He
concludes that the dynamics of conflict escalation and percep tions of
the threat of eventual escalati on to general nuclear war are critical to a
determination of the utility of the nuclear threat as an instrument of
nat ional policy.

The Military Issues Research Memoranda program of the US Army
War College provide s a means for timely dissemination of anal ytical
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.

DeWI TT C. ~‘MITH , JR.
Major General , USA
Commandant
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THE NUC L EA R THREAT AS AN INSTRUMENT
OF NATIONAL POLICY

At the advent of the nuclear era the initial perception of the utility
of the new weapon was, as summed up by President Truman. somewhat
simp listic.

W ith this bomb we have now added a new and revolurionary increase in
destruction to supplement the growing power of our armed forces. I

Fifteen years later Herman Kahn wrote:

we are increasingly awar e that after living with nuclea r bombs for
fifteen years we still have a great deal to learn about the possible effects of
a nuclear war. We have even more to learn about conducting international
relations in a world in which force tends to be both increasingly more
available and inereasinjly more dangerous to use, and therefore in practice
increasingly unusabte.Z

Stil l another I 5 years have passed and while there is . ts ~ some
ex lent , a bette r un dersta n ding and appreciatio n of the potential e ff ects
of a nuclear war , there is still uncertainty as to the t rue  u t i l i ty  ot
nuclear weapons and the threat of t i t ei r  use in the coodticl of
internalional relations. Yet the world ha s survived the intervening 30

-~~~ —~~~~~~~~~- . .



years without  resort to nuclear war. What cond i t ions  pr evailed and
what decisions were tuade t ha t  al lowed th e  world to con duct
internat ional  re lations and st irv ive crisis ot conf l ic t  t t r t de t  the shadow of
nuclear war  wi thou t  tri ggering tha t  w a r ’ Wit a t is the  po ten t ia l  to t
:tnoth er 30 years wi thou t  nuclear  war ’ Perhaps the wo Id wil l  con t u b e
to search unsuccessfully for an u u der st an d i r ig  o t t lie u t i l i t y  of ’ nuclear
weapo n s as an in st ru inent  of nat ional  p ol i cy and coot in tie to as old t h c i t
use . Or it nii gh t he that  sonic na t ion will succeed in t l t i s  search (or
th ink they have wit Is t lie result,  as so i n c  beli eve , t li  at t he wor ld  will
see a nuclear weapon detonated in an act of aggression w i t h in the nex t
I 0 year s. Tine p rot i fe rat ion of ’ r i ucle a r wea I)OOS tisakes the la tter all tL ~
likely.

The pot et i t t a l  f or  nuclear  confl i ct  is t e in ton ced by ti nc t ac t  t h a t  I he
threat of war or warlike acts is today and will co n t i r t ue  to he . for th e
foresee able t u t u  re , an inst r utnc n t of n a t iona l  i)o lic~ for  esseri I Ia ll~ all
rit e mb er s of ’ t he in te t nat ional  cotn rn un i  tv . For sonic. suc I n is
Sw it / el land , the I It real is in tended on1 y to coon t er an ac tua l  act o I
t ni i l i t a ry aggression against  na t i ona l  ti ’r r i t  or~ At (lie oi l ier  end of t h e
spectrum the t h reat  of war is emp loyed b y the superpowess to protect
their interests  around the globe. Flie th rea t  of war can be an e f fe c t iv e
it i st iuritL’ n t for b oth t tie det~ nder ar td (lie aggressor. The basic itt  t en t  of
th e defetider in posing such a t l i  reat is to force a pot Cot ia! aggressor
recognize t h a t  what ever  obtec t ive lie seeks to a t  l a in  l i a s a cost
associated wi th  i t .  I t is hoped that t lie resul t ing gain .r i sk cak t i l a  l ion wi l l
lead the aggressor to abandon his objective complete l y  or lead to a
nego I ta t ed set (lenten t of t lie c on tlic I on t e m i s  acL ’ep I ati Ic to ho ( Ii
parties. For the pol i t ica l l y aggressive , (t ie th rea t  of war is used to deter
interf erence with poli t ical  or n i i l i t  ary moves designed to  achieve a
p o l i t ica l  objective. For t h e  par ty  con templa t ing  in l e t t e r in g  with  ( lie
aggressor. the gain .ri sk ca lcula t ion  is enip loyed to  de t e r r r i i n e  feasibl e
and acceptable courses I ac t ion .  Given the pro lifer at ion of L’ ( f e c  I
i i i i l i t a r ~ for ces  armed with tn i r ’de rn  ini p len ieii ts o t w a i  and the tact t h a t
the r isk will  not a l w a y s  he perceived as o i i twe ig h i i t ig  ( lie po t en t i a l  gai n .
t h e r e  will he a t e i t i p t a t i o t i  t ,  solve in te rna t iona l  confl ic t  through
innl i n. i i ~ tniean s . A r nnned contli ct t I t u s  hecoiiies i n ev i t ab le .

I lie p ;obkns then becomes one of (t ow to ein ip lo~ t Ine a t  ot i s
elements ot nnii l i t . i r s  poss L’r t o  h u n g  the c , ’ t i t l i c i  to  ,t s l i , ci’s s t l i l
c i ’r t c ls i s i or i .  I ‘i the .igglcss i . ( l ie  l i a i t ~ i r i n t i a t u i c  t h e  i i i i I i t . i i ~ id Ion s.
h is unc ut’ at t h r o n g  at l ea s t  pi t I 01 t l i ~’ tint sal t’h)t’c Is c s t i  i t  s ‘n i t

, I L t S . i i i t . i t ’L’ i l l  ( t i  S i l t ’ S ’, ii  . i r i , l  ( l i t  liSt.’ Of t , t i t  i ii i s t itictl. ion (lie di.’ft’nitlt. ’i



this m i g ht  mean terminating the conflict with a minimum loss of
territory and damage to his society. or , as a result of his own gain-risk
calculation , he might be tempted to escalate to an objective ot’
punish ing the enemy for the aggression. Where national territoria l
integrity and only conventiona l forces are involved , the issues can
usually be fairl y well defined and the balance of force fairly accuratel y
calculated. As the conflict moves ‘otto the global arena , where interests
are ill defined and subject to change , t h e  calculations involved in the
gain’risk equation , even with onl y conventional forces involved , become
exceedingly complex. The introduction of weapons of mass destruction
into this equation changes dramatically the balance of force calculation
and elevates even the localiaed conflict over territory to a level of
uncertainty comparable to the global conflict between supe rpowers.
Given the Soviet and US penchant for getting involved in local issues,
all conflicts contain the potentia l for escalation to superp ower
confrontation and nuclear warfare.

Such is the dilemma the United States and the Soviet Unio n face
today. As the champion of peace with a nuclear arsenal sufficient to
devastate the world , the United States is apparently unable to employ
the threat of war to protect its interests while the Soviet Union uses it to
allow unopposed in te rvention around the globe. There is a lack of
credibility in the perceived utility of nuclear forces as an instrument of
US national policy in dealing with conflict prevention , con trol and
termination. Because of the potential for collision of Soviet and US
inte rests throughout the world and the subsequent threat of conflict
escalation to a massive nuclear exchange , many believe that the utility
of the threat of intervention with conventional forces shares this lack of
credibility in perceived utility. In reality, the opposite may well be true.
The threat of escalation may make the threat of war , to include the
threat to employ nuclear weapons in a limited way, an effective
instrument of national policy thereby allowing the United States to
actively oppose Sovie t intervention. If the United States is to continue
as a primary power in the interna tional arena , the problem of the utility
of military power at all levels of the force spectrum must be solved. Of
utmost iniportance is an understanding of the conditions under which
nuclear weapons must he considered in the risk-gain calculation.

LESSONS FROM TUE PAST

Recognii.ing that h istory doe s not provide absolute answers to the3



pn t ib l e n i i s  of ’ the pres em i t  or ( l i t .’ f t i t n i re .  i t  r i i i g lst s t i l l  he u se t u l  to d r a n t
sonic conclusions Irons con (1k Is of t h e  pas t .~t) ye at s  in ii h t ich i
consideration was or could have beets g iver s to  t I e  (Ii rea l ‘I i iui ’Ie an wat
A co t ic t i t i  cut res less 01’ t h e  s la te  of st ra teg ic r e la t i i ’t i s l i ip s aii t l  at i t t  sides

t oward t ine ti til i ny of ’ tine nt icle ar tIn re-a I dur ing  t lie satn ic period sh iou Id
provide it rs i ght s  of ’ v a lu e i n the  exercise of ’ prol eL ning the u t i l i t y  of out
m itic l ear arsenal in to the l’u t t ire.

‘sc t u a l ly  t h e  debate  over t h e  po t e t i t t a l  t i t i l i  iv of n i ut . ’l cai weapon s
started evets be fore t h e  advent  of ’ ( l ie weapon in I . l ’it e issue of ’ t h i  is
delia te svas whe titer ot not t h e  a ot i s ic b or i s hs n h i at we: e to beci i n n ne
available in l ()4 S should be used in am e f f o r t  to te’mni i t i a t t .’ n lie w a r  w i  t l i
Japan. At t h e  ccii Icr of the debate was Use issue of ’ Use mn iora l i t  v of ’ (lie
tise o f ’ sucln air i n s t r u n i i e n t  of r nna .s s des t ruc t io n  against the c ivi l ians
populace. [Isis t h en k-ad to discussions oh appropr ia te  tan  gets. t h e
forerutiner of ’ the co s i i i lem ~ alue-coun (erfot cc debate.  An app are t s(
connproirnise was ie ’aclied when the targets fIna l l y selected wcte
idet st if ’ied as industr ia l  comp lexes cr i t ical  to Japats ’s condu ct  of ’ a
protracted war , It cats easily be imag in ed th at . throug hout  t h e
discussions , the apparent failure of strateg ic bombardment to bring the
war wit h Gemsany to an earl y coticlusion created uncer ta in ty  as to
expected success of ’ the venture. Perhaps an invasion of die t slai nd. s of
Japan . whicts (lie US Army advocated , would still  he required and t l se
use of ’ the atomic bom b would prove counterproduct iv e  by st i t ie n im sg
(lie resistance of ’ I lse J a pante se peop le ant I (‘orcing a blood y ha I t  he to  I lie
last tu at i . l In t  h opefull y Use Japane se would clsoose sut ’reti der in l ieu of
facing the cont irtued devastation of’ t h eir cities atid Imiass ive  h iss of l i fe .
I listory records as a si i cce ~ss the first  and tinily use of ’ nuclear  t or ~c as an t
in s t mun se ms t  oh ’ ii at i , ’nal polic y It  sh ould . h owever . he m ecogniied t h at at
the time t I ne (.l m ni t e d  States  had a d e t n n o n s t m a t e d  ove r whclnning
superior ity ot ’ conventional  w a rh lg h st i ng capabi l i ty  amid t h e  Japanese
could not have an ti cipa ted a more advantag eous ter o t ir ta t  ion of ’ I lie
conflict .

‘[he [liii ted States  ernie r geL1 front the war is Use world ’s m ost
powerful  na t ion ,  w i t h o u t  having  suffered f ’r on i i  I lie i as ages of ’ w a  i I ts
Isis report  fo t ine  S e c n c t a r ~ of ’ War in l~)4~ . Ge ’t i et ah ~sIa i s l ia l l  s t a t ed :
‘For the first  t u n i c  s t r id e as sum r t i n g  th i s  o f f i c e  si~ ea t s  ag ’ . i t  is p~ ssiblt ’

for me to report t h r a t  (lie sect i r i t ~ of ’ t in t . ’ iHt i i t t ’& l S t i l e s  is e t i l i t e f s  tnt  out
own hatids. ’’~ Yet , desp ite t h e  t a c t  t h a t  in t Ine  \ e a i s  betweet i  I t t 4 S at i d
l94~

) ( lie Uni ted  S t a t e s  was t h e  sole cus todian  of t h e  a t ’ ’ i ink  ht ’nn ib . t h is
sense of eup hori a con hI in t ’ l  he sustained.
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A .~ Use I t : i t ~’d Si ‘aiCs d i snn ian t l ed  it s  b r  ces and looked to the ~nited
\ a r i  ‘u ’S to k~ cp r i t e  peace . n b c  St~~i et  I ~~~ r ep l:iced peace ful
‘.‘iop er at ioni  ss t i r  i i .  ~i r l i t ~ a r i d  itt  t r a i l ’  i gc ’rrc c T h e  n iticle ar debate ’  wa ~
re g en era ted  as lie t S p o lic ’, “ co ts i a i n i i t e ni ( ” of Soviet expansion was
spelled out. Doi hi ’  s’ c r c  c x p i e ~~.’d about the e f f e c t I v e n e s s  of nu c le~tr
s t ea p i r n i s  in dc t cr r i t i g  S t  el a g grL ’ssi i r r .  p a r t i c u l a r l y the expanding
h i ci ~ei n , i t i~ ove r l as ierr i  l :ur op e . \ uj c a i  ss c’a po n n s were sc arce arid t o
cosil It ) allow for a i ap id expa n sions I I t h e  s t i i ~kj~ilc w it h sout  som e
assurar scc as i i i  r ise u t i b i t s  , In u ian iv  c’irck ’ s the re  w a s  l i t t l e  rn s i l i r a r ~ ‘1
poli t i c al  i i spo r ian c e at t ac i s c l it ) site nets weapon s because they sscre
seers :is a simple cx tenssi , ’ni of ’ com sv en t i o n i a l  botnsba r dnisent  and everyone
knew lu st than had tai led as the u l n  ~tt i~ IC weapo n of World War I I .
(otssidei .ini ri was givers i i  t l sc p si ss ih i l i t s  ol li ght ing  a tactical ‘sar on
the ground wi l ls  a i ’ ’ mn uc  sseap ’nr s a l t i t i e .  but ss as con isider ed i n f e a s i b l e
lr e . ausc of laj . of kn o w l e d ge i t ’ 

~s c a p n~ ct ’b .’c i i se ne s s  in such a tise.
I he u t i l i t y  ~I Ine .tc i iug a pr ceu ipt ite attac k against the Swrcl

h so i t r e l a t i d  usin g all ~u a i l ah le  n iuj e , i i  s tea l tis was d n l s id c ie t l .  In  s t e w  of
the .‘sui e ,  lean )  radi I  iOni of ’ r iot s ta r t  i r n g  55 . IIS.  Ut is was nut  considere d t
he a credible t h r e a t  its the eyes of ’ the S V ~L’ I s ,

Faced with th ese cot isiderations , (lie t n i i t ed  States  was u n a b l e  to
pursue ass aggressive policy t h r oughout th ese scars ,  Wh en it  had
possessed a sign if ’ic a ms s conve is t i o tsal  e’apab i hi t  y as well as t h e  bo m b . the
Uni ted  Sta tes  1usd beets able to for c e  Russia to hack down ins I r am s in
I ~)4b , Rus.sia, mi l i ta r i l y sI t u g  but  eeu ms onsi ca ll y weak . w i t h drew’
because (he I nited States amid Great Bri ta in  de t n sons t ra ted  a level of
resolve that threatened to c u d  its war if Russia did not y ield.  Ii is
diff icul t  to say how nsucls the ut i cer ta i n  threa t  of ’ (lie ato m ic h ot t i b
entere d into Soviet risk calculat ions.  hu t  if cer ta i n l y must  have bçeii a
factor heading to (lie conclusion that Use objective was r iot wor t h  ( lie
risk at that t i t s n c .  h owever. duri t sg (lie r ennsa i n s i n g  se ars  of t h e  period.
devoid of ’ si gnit ’ic ant  c i nm sve t s t  iomsa l  cap ahi ih i  nv r e t  ret  a in i n ig  a n iot sopohy
in t h e  bomb , the U is it ed States W ’as U mi abk ’ to  ~ st.’ a credible I Ii re an ( i f
war as (lie 5’ s’iet s enni h arked on aggr es sive i In t i n s  its I’ tin ope w it  hi I lie
coup in ( ,ech i oslovak a amid the  Ber l in  b lue kade

US leadershi p. while scents ri clear i r u a r a t i t e e  i t  t n s t h i t a r v  V i c t o r S  in
the ato m ic fi i nn ib . sass miii mni i l itai s .i h i s ’ i r r , i t r s c  to c i n n t n a i r i i t s g  Sovie t
expa n sio n, l ire ac t i o n s  an t i  1 ’ t . l . u . i r i n s it t I n e  I n i n i t a n i  , n d n n i u t s t i a t i i n n i
f u r t h e r  i i n tde r i t i i n i e i h  the  c r e d i b i l i t s  i t f~ ss cap nu n s a  dt ’l i ’ n i i ’ t i t  role br
indi ca l  r i g  t h a t  it ss I i l l  t i n l r  l~e I i  .~~~ , in n  T e s t i inisc t o  .i n i ia i o r  at  t a c k
in pi  i nn % ‘ss’ s) c ,  I I ) i  i c  I ‘ r i  ‘st n i i t s  - ts t i t e l r  s i in ins  t i p  ( l ie



I

umsc er t a i ts t ie s  amid coot radi et  iot ss of ’ t h e  t i t r is’. h a s  hi ecti quoted as
tohl ows:

I don~t think we oug lst to use this thin g unless s~e abseilu teb h ave to. In is a
terri b le thing to order the use of soni eitn itsg that is so terribly destru ctive ,
destvucti ve beyond anythin g we have ever had. You have got to un dt’rstam sd
ihat this i , m r ’i a muil i tary weapon. U is used to wipe out  Wor it enu and children
and unarmtied people, and not for mit i tar y uses. So we h ave got (o treat th i s
di ft ’i ’r ens its from rit les and cannon s amid ordinar y ttn i isg s like that , 4

Thsti s, even while the basitsg of isuc lear -eap able B-2~) strategic
botishers its West Gerissany and Great Britaiin det isonsstrated the
willingness (i f t h e  United States to brandish and use this weap orn ,5 t I ne
ad ministrat ion developed aht ertiative programs of econom ic aid and
collective security to provide for the strategic defense of Western
Eu rope.

Still thse lure of (lndimsg sotise real value in the ultinssate weapots
cont inued to at t ract  supporters. As die Berlin blockade emsded its t h e
spring of I Q4Q , somsie Amssericat s leaders could conclude t l sa t  thse
brat idis hsi ms g of t h e  miuc l ear  ths rea t  in t h e  fonii of art upgraded Strategic
Air (‘ot ists sat sd h a d  deterred an appr oachsi ng Soviet aggressioms. i l iu s  t h e
issue of reliance ott th ese weapons %S as t i n t  to ta l l y set t led oms e i t h en
practical or et h ical ten nis wh ets ( lie US tisonopohy was e h i m n s imsated by a
Ru s siani A-bo oth test ins August  l~ 4Q , Th is ushner ed in tire period of
exp andi usg tsut -Ie ar arsen als as t h e  Soviets at t e t i sp t ed  to catc h up amid
overtake t h e  I S  lead in nuclear capability.

h)esp i t e its c ’n t ti n s tied a t on nt ic  a dva in tage (he I n i  ted States ch ose to
tigh t a cs’inve n t i oms a l  svar in Koi’ea. Following due N or t l s  Ko rea mi a t tack
iii I ~)5O , the wan  developed it ito (lie arc h etype of li t i s i ted war  with
satsetuari es reci p rocall y respected in Ni amic h su ni a , Ja pats , and Okinawa. as
well as US slsi ppiti g lanses. Preside nst l’runs am s a ( t e i i ip t ed  to leave opeis
(lie p( i s sihiihi ty t h at m iu cle a r  weapom ss n nnig hs t be u sed bt t t  Br i ta ims ’s Pt inii e
NI m u s t e r  ( ‘ l e m tsems I Am t lee f’orc ed h i m  to i t iake  .u mns o re exp l ic i t  pr omiiise of ’

ab s iemi t iotn ,~ ‘ l’here hu m s- c bet.’ n i several reason s g ivemu f o r  P reside it t
‘l’ r ’u mtisa n t aki r ig  thsi s  coti rse of ’ act iom s . Omse was t h at t l t e t e  ss e t c  too t est
s\e.ip i r i s  to allow t h eir  use iii Korea  .itid st i l l  deal w i t h  nIne  ne a l  t h u i e ’ a t  i i i
l ’ s n u t ’ p e .  l ’hne t. S G ov e r t sn i i en i t  t t .is comicerm ied t h a t  ( l ie K orea n  W an stas
t t ’ i r t t  pr ece’ed int g .m n u i a t o r  a t t a c k  ins l ’ t i r ope.  - ‘ sr i i t hse r  sv ,ts t h a t  t h ere st ew
t int su i t a b le  t a m g e t s  (( Sr  su ch ss e.i; i ns I t  nna ss d e s t r u c t i o n s , t nt )  s n r  i m e zn
h o m n i b . t n d t n i e t i t  t : i n C c t s  arid t h an t icr  is _ i l  n i s t c lea r  th i n c m r  inc hun ] ri ot been
des-eloped I t ’  tht .’ p t ’u in t t h a t  I lne se iveapo ti s c t t u i h d  lx’ useit ss ’t th i

It



coustideisce in t h e  tac t ica l  role. A t ln i rd  reasois was th sat , sit uce lIst .’
Soviets had rst ick ’ar weapoiss , due Uni ted States was (aced svit lu (hue
reality of ns iu tua l  deterrence , The real reasoms niiay well h ave h ieer s a
in u oral rehucta n sce to use (hue weapon (‘or the second tim ui e agaitsst  an
Asiatic natiom s .

Wh atever tlse reason for US abste us tiot i . the war ss as te n nis ina ted  on
tern sss advantageous to the Visited States in th at the (‘on snuutsi st forces
fai led to ach ieve their ob ective. If the U n i t e d  S ta t e s  had perceived it n o
he ins i ts interest  to pumsish Nor t h  Korea througis cousques l , the Sovie t
~ usion nni ght have had to face the questiots of tls e u t i l i t y  of i ts  owis
nuclear capability. Yet , by failing to conuse to  thse assistance of ’ i t s  a lly
during the dark day s pr eeeeditsg Use in te rvent ion  of China , flue  Soviet
Un ion s perhaps wa s  signua lh ing that it isad opted out of a con fl ic t  (h at
h a d  turned into a protracted c o t s f r o n n ta t io t u  wi th  Use Visited States .
instead of resultirsg ius the expected easy victory . To face a msuclear
power with a cotisp hefed act of aggression poses a significantl y different
situation for the employment of the t lur eat of war and nuclear
eont ’rontat ion.  The defender who is t Igh st ing for  his or his allies ’
surv ival , where the threatened or actual use of all t h e  tu sih it ary capability
at his disposal can be justifIed . hecot ises the at tacker where the risk of
nuclear war may not be balanced by expected gains. Perhaps , in the
end , the threat of nuclear war insp h ie it in the nuclear capability of ’ Use
two superpowers is what forced the conflict to th se negot iating table.

Given the fact of US nuclear superiority at (lie time, it may well
have been that the ut i l i ty  of the nuclear threat lay its keep i mig (lie tidier
is uclear power from heco issing actively engaged its Use confl ict . tisus
avoidin g direct confrontation and Use threat (if escalation of thse war.
Tlsj s then allowed Use United States to create a favorable conveiut icit sal
mms ih itary imbalansce and win a conventional victory and n egoti a t ed
peace. That there was nuever any question in the minds of US lead ers
and peop le that neither North Korea nor China were any match for the
United States may Isave influenced the decision not to use nuclear
weapons. The splendid victories of World War II  were still vivid ins f lue
tis inds of due Am erican people, especially th se nu si l i tamy. At t u e  sante
ti n uue. t he ove r wl selr n tnig threat of Soviet lat sd power its (‘emstra l Futrope
tended to create art overall balance of VS n sielea r capabi l i ty .  ‘ T h e
poss ihm h ity  of losit sg Westerms F.urope eert a ims l y acted as a d e te r rem i t  to a
I,, l~ nu clear a t t a c k . of Use scale t h at could he nun ounsted imu h~ 5I , ons (hue
Soviet Unio n.

“s s t ine mu tic lear the hate entered I lie mi sid ’ I 950’s. t hu e t ‘S posi t ions on

7
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die ut i l i ty  of nuclear weapons harden ed.  Ret l ect i t i g  f l u e  m i a t i n us ’s
disa ffectio n with the Korea u i War , t Ine cun t i ns u e ~l i t u t r a n s s i gence i t
K orea , and the rising Costs n u t ’ u uua in ta in in g  adeq u ate c u i s c n i n i t n t a l  t iu c i ’s,
the Eisenhower Administrat ions made t h e  decision ( i i  place l re ; i n er
reliance on the first use of nu eh ear  weap ons . lii t h e  w n i u d s  i f omu e  Whine
House ad v isor:

The President nuade it clear fro mns the beg inning that de i ensc s t r , t cg pt. t n s
wer e to rec (ngnuze the existence of aio n sic weapons and the fact the y w oul d
be used if needed. There was no hesit ation its his nusind. He tics . , i inc i r r i tated
with pla nc base d on any assum ption these weapons wer i s i t  to be used, his
effect , he told these people , ‘T his isn ’t a debate any longer ; we n uiu su  t tce
fact. ’ He was very clear on the point th at str ategy and budgets he
developed on that decision. 7

Nuclear deterr ence was extended in 1953 withs warnings to th se
Chinese Communists that nuclear weapons nuigist be used if they did
not terminate their role in the Korean War and with the dep loyt isent of
missiles to Okinawa capable of delivering nuclear warheads to Chinese
targets. 8 Without the means to escalate effectively their role in the
Korean War , which had reached a stalemate , and recognizing the
willingness of the United Stat ’~s to accept a negoti at ed t ru ce , tisis final
move by the United State s may well have influenced the Consn sunist
Chinese decision to move the war to the negotiati msg fable.

The new reliance on nuclear weapons was further reinforced by the
cancellation of a programed expansion of conventional arm y forces in
the fall of 1953. President Eisenhower also approved a National
Security Council reco m mendation that nuclear weapons be included in
all contingency plan s, even for small aggression in Europe. This move
gave official recognition to a proposal of General Oissar Bradl ey. who as
earl y as 194 9, had urge d tise development and acquisition of tactical
nuclear weapons on the assumption that their use would itucrease the
firepower of Western forces and . thierefore . pres umabl y balamsc e the
supenor nun ubers of flue Russian Army. 9 This also provided a hsed ge
agai nst the possibility that nu tel ear weapons tn si ghn t not he decisive in thie
str a cgic sense by providi ng fo r  their use directl y on t h e  ba t t le f ie ld , to
wins a misi l i tary  victory . Th e  buildu p ( I f  tactical t iuclear  f’orces in Europe
fo llowed

Ins Ja n suary of 1954 , Secretary t i f  Stale D inh l es delivered his t ’an uous
massive ret ah ia t ion mite ssage - Based oil an iive rss’hse Inn s ing A nseric an
siip enio r it  y imi nuc lear weapt i ri s ,  t ine world was wa rm s e t h Us at tIne I m u ted 8



States had nuuade t h e  decision its mi l i ta ry  p h a i sni tug to “depend pn iu ssa n il y
upon a great capaci t y to reta l iate , im sstan ( hy by mtse ans and at p lace s of
our choosing. ”I  0 Thus was flue tbsreat ii ’ esca lation introduced as ann
elersuent cri t ical  to (h u e t u s i h i tary balance. Th is issue has heconse cemstr al
to the debate on the ut i l i ty  of nuclear weapons.

Thue next test of t ine e ffective n ess of nuclear weapons as ams
instrutne n i t  of usatio n al policy camne its 1956 with Use invasioms of u s e
Suez Camu a l area by Great Bri t ain and Fra nsce. Onl y tisis t inus e it was the
Soviet Uui ioms witis its growing n suc l ear capability w h o  ratt led its
ussissiles. Th e  Soviet U muion threatened to bring i ts  tnediu mns-rang e a l otn u ic
missiles to hear if tine invasion did not cc~’t c, What  should have beets a
local confrontation escalated to a p sterst ia l  US-Soviet confrontation
wiuen the United States responded by alerti n ug the Strateg ic Air
Conun sand and deployed bon sbers to forward bases. l I While
unsaintaini n g this posture , the United States forced its allies to abandon
( hue aggression. One iu u i giut well ask wh at role tine nuc lear threat played
in Use fin al outc otnse . line potential  for escalation its whic hs tise United
States tni ghst be forced to rescue two itusporta n ut  allies from nuclear
blackmail may well isav e influenced rI se early i r s intervention.
However , Use Soviet rocke t tb sreat probabl y h ad less influence t in tine
British and Frenc h withsdrawa l titan t lse pressures their all y bro u gh t to
bear , sud s as withholding curre n cy support in thue face of a run on
sterling.

As tine debate entered tine 1 960’s, Use fann ed “ t usi sai le gap ” tended to
uu sdermu ui n c the strategy of m assive re ta l ia t i on .  Tine issues becau se muu ore
sophisticated as it hecansie apparemit t h at cad s tusaj or power h a d  the
capability to devastate t iue other con supletely. T h e  threat to use strategic
nuclear forces host credibility as a deterrent to  local aggression anud even
to Soviet aggression itt Westermi Europe. l’h ne tactical msuc lear sveapons
already dep loyed to Europe nosy posed a dihen u un u sa to both sides wit h
t h e  implied threat of escalation to s I n  a icg ic tuuc l ear war. l ’h isis bo Il s
sides were very ca rel’ti I not to get h it  o ci i t t  tn nit  t a t  ions w i th  each ot lien
over the Be rI m s crisis earl y i mu Presidetut K einmuedy ’s a d nninis t ra t iom u .
Consequent t ly . (lie e sine rg ing it um cl ear s tr a tegy  p si t  less cuts  pisas is out I hue
first usc of ’ s trateg ic niuc hear st -cap ir i s  him t did nit  i t  r en nou t ice  i t ,  ‘h h i e I t n t  al
m n i ih i t a r y  s i t  a tc gv  called ( u n a flexible u e s l ) i i n i s e  c a p . i b u l u t v  amid P laced
renewed e n r i h i h u a s i s  n u n  c onvenl iomua l  c apahsi l i t  es

I hue ( i u b , i u r  r ru i s ,sile crisis pr ovuded the  t i u s t  tes t  tnt  t h is s i r  a ieg ~
before m l ~ i nuhd lie (‘t i h l y suspp ori ed t t i t h n chi.iuige s imi  e o m u v e n u t i i n n u a l  f o r c e
p in s t ui re . h h o w c t  en . 11w hi n t ’ a u i n n u n  of ( i i i  g i v e  the  t ‘ tu n ed Stat s ’s a t a m



greater capability than the Soviets to escalate with conventional forc e
The confront ation was conducted under t h e  t h reat of n n u lu al
annih ilation as expressed in open threats by both sides if either stepped
outside of an ill-defined comuce pt of operations. The Unite d States
Usreatened tine use of if s  massive retal iatory power against flu e Soviet
Unuton it ’ a nuclear missile were launched fro m Cuba and tine S i v i e n
Union inuu pl ie d the sam e if the United States attempted to invade and
consquer Cuba. Because of these nsutua l threats bot h fl at ions proceeded
wit h cautio n t althmngh , because of an obviously greater concerns over t h e
outcome , the U nited States was able to be more bel ligerent t itan th se
Soviet Union. In th is case t h e  nuclear threat was probably effective in
defu sing what , un earlier tin ni es , would isuost probabl y have ignited a war ,
Nations have gone to war over less. However , had tIne United States tint
had time capability to pose an ove rwhelming conventional thre at no
Cuba. the out conne nusay well isave been diffe rent. As it turned out , flue
gain-risk calculation engaged u s by boUt sides tinder die th reat ot ’
nuclear war worked out to t h e  advantage of tine U nuited States.

As the nuclear capabilities of the Unit ed States and the Soviet
Union moved towar d parity ins the late I 960’s and l970 ’s, bo Ut nationu s.
through their actions , expressed tin e desire to keep wars limited a n ud
avoid direct superpower cont ’r ont at ion. The msu ehea r debate cent tered ( Inn
the questions of bow large a strategi c retal iatory f’once should he arid
w imat  cotn u binat ion of weapon s sys te tu us  would be needed in order t o
dete r U se Soviet Un ion t ’rou in an n a t t ack  on flue United States and , n~deterrence failed , assure a decisiv e retaliatory strike, T h e  Peop le ’s
Republic of China acquired a l imited nuclear capability during t In t s
period hut , since t h is did not pose a signi ficant th sreat to tile Unite d
States , it did not im ispa et on US nuclear strat egy ah t h u ou ~~i it  did h av e a m
i nupact on Soviet strategy .

ti p I t ) th e present , t he varia t i ons inn t ine  perceived v alue n i t  niuchear
weapons in intern u at io nal  re la t ions  h a s  been related to  t h e  co i tu pata b le
mu n chear capabilities of ’ the Un ited States and t h e  S i nvie n I ‘ n u i ’ n n n  Wh e n
only in t h e  isa nds of ’ l ine i n n  0 e t  States , t i m ese we a p omus were n f t c  mu
perceived I ts  h ave iso u m l upact  irs i n s t e r n i a t i u n t u a l  t e i a t i t n n i s  except  as a simp le
extensi on of a co nv enl i o n n ah th re a t  u nf  ss ’am anud wa r ~fl g Is n imug  c ; i pa b i l i t s  -
As the Siuvi e m i t  muo n deve loped a c a p a b i l i t y  bu t re u ssai n ied t’sseul I ial l v
i n f e r i o r  I n n  t ine  I mi s ted  S l a n t ’s , t I me va lue  t n t ’ VS weap i mi c 55 :15 h n e m s ’en \ e d .ns
app l ymmu g n n mu nl ly t o  halan u t ’i mi g S i i v i e t c omsv em nt in n ni ; i l  c a p a l i i l i t i , -

~~ii  t i ~ n u h a i  l~ in (‘ens tr al  Es i tun p e .  ‘t h eir de l e rue n i i  t i h i ie  i i i  1’ i in op e  ; im u nh
e ls e wh uem c w,i s perceived by sortie as bein g based ( inn t h e  r si~ ni t

i t )



esc ahatiotu to strateg ic nuclear war inh erent ins aggressi oms leadin sg to
active Soviet-US cou sfrontatious. As (hue balamuce of nuuc l ean power
approac lses and reac h es parity or essem tt ial equivaleisce , it bec umses
possible tisat I lse deterrent value for anuyt iui mug except a strateg ic
exch an ge will he cancelled out .  Will  a Soviet Union t lu at  believes it c an
fi gh t  and win a general nuclear war he deterred by tine th reat of
esca lation to ti sat war ? Wh ile it is usol i m n u p ha usibl e t l uat  (‘Oi i unf lunuis l
(‘hinsa was deterred from an a t tack in Taiwans or Korea by (lie t h reat of
n nu c hear a t t acks , wi ll a nuc lear arr tued ( ‘hu i n u a cou m ut the saiuue t h reat as
credib le? Tine nsuc lear th reat h a s  hsad appareu l t u t i l i ty  as an instrume n ut
of national policy in the past. (‘an that n.t t i i in y he nssa imu t ai n cd in tise
future ’?

TilE PRESENT AND BEYOND

Today , if asked to ideiutify the mus ost urgent nuclear issue facinsg t h e
world , mssos t people would probabl y echo th se words of Congressnuan
(‘lenient J. Zablocki , lii the foreword to he report on Congressional
hearings on ths e Vladivostok Accord , (‘oiugress mus an Zab locki stated:

N o issue fat’irug tli~ o ‘rt d today is im io r e urg eni than i tn j l  oi reac h ing
iu iea uu ingt ’ut agrcen nt ’us is whic h It i u sil strateg ic nuclear weapons. Only wi m en u
such agreements are achieved (‘an the world be free of the t’ear ol wa r ~
without  them the prospect at ’ global dev~i ciat i tnn will a lways  reiu u in a
looming threat , 12

Tlsere cans certai n ly be no argum il e ist w in h u t h e  desirability of
establishing sonic tnie aning l’uI h inm i i t a f i o n ms  ( inn sl ra frg ic nuclear weapons,
b ut to wh u at purpose is debatable. Au agreem ne nu I t l uat  is reacised to
stabi lize nuclear a n u s  con ui petit ions amid av (ni d flue eeoi u omu si c burdeu s of a
runaway armuss race wou ld he of value ,  An agreet us eist t h at hea t hs t o a
signiflcauit r e duct iot u of opptnsi ng s mia t e g ic forc es arid especially oune
t h at preci p ita t es a inu ove toward eli t n u i u i a  l io n of ’ t h ese f i n  ccc u n say mi n t he
par t icular ly  desira b le because it m u t a y  m nu a kc  gemie r a l  svai nsi or e acceptable ,

i t  is perh aps mu om l ) a m t i t ’ t i l a i  It adv an i t ag e o us  t o  desi gn a ts’t nr ld t h a t  is

f’ree f r t u m n i  t h e  t ear  ot 55:0 w lu ctu  t h eme us s t i l l  .u j ssit ~ h i t ~ n it  stagi n g st _ L I

to a t t a i n  p tn l i l i ca l bR’~ l i ve s  Wo uld 001 t h e  t’I i n u u i r u : u t i u n u  of tIne p u i s p e s
oh global It’s ,i si . i n i  i i  ~iii n i l~ intake wan n i n e  .1 e 1ir abl e a i nd l ieu  t ’t r e
mote tc .u sub l c ’’ If t h e  t h re a t  tn t  t s . i r  d S’ s u i n n l  c n i t a j m i  i i i  t.’hen uen t  i t
t c n m o m  , then sl i t’ s uno t 55 i n ( se l l  It nn t t ’l i ide ecnn t ’ m a f  st in lie n i n e  n m t n n e
avai lab le as .oi i m n s t n s s u n n e n i t  i t  n i a t i i n i u a h  p l Y  i’ enh i . i 1 i s  t I ne  m n n o s l  u i g c n i n
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t s su se i s  tu t u  to h i n u t i t  s t ra te g ic tnu t -h ea i weapo mns , his 5 I t t  uu ider st  arid ( l ie
r ink sit ’ ( hue miuc lean ( in neat as au i n sst r unisemt t of’ isati on sa l policy au nd to
develop aus app n tnpti ate support imug sIt afe gy : a strategy t h n a  I t akes i i i  no
com us it he rat kits tine real i t ies  of ’ f lue Soviet ’s m sucle an capabi l i ty  amid
strategy.

TIte we hi-d t s cum i se u uted Soviet nucleat p osture is capable of ’ a
hevastat i u i g  couu ster t’orcc str i ke aga iui st die la u d-based strate gic s s e r u t s

of (hue t t usite d States while ret a in ui nsg ant assured cotinuter v a lue strike ,  It  is
also capable of selective coum u terforce or couu sferv aj ue strikes. lii tue
tactical miuc l ear area tine S uviet s Isave su fu iciemut  systems u s its t im e field i t
ins ure t ltat atsy miuclear bat the die [m u ted States may i m ni t ia te  h ecomiies a
two- way street ,

Soviet n uclear strategy seeks to enm hi a us ce  i t s  consvenu t ion sah superior i t y
by nse u t ra h izing f lue actual or t i ureatensed tuse of (I S nuu c lc ar weapoiss.

In mIr e St i vut ’t v iew l In e tis’~ I i v au t :mhk’  sat t’guard s against  sut’hu List’ a r t ’ - I I I
amusa ssing sufficient S ivi s’ m strai t- Sic nuclear power t ( n convince the US t hai
attacks ag aumi st t h e  USSR can u it s( prevent a devastatin g Soviei resp onse; 1 2 1
eschewing direc u confrom itati o m i with the US that  m nui gt u t trigger a nuclear
s t r ike ;  arid 13 1 nia int a iumin g a de c larat o ry strateg y wh ich en mpt ias i ies tl m ~probabi l i ty  tt i~i t a iuy m u t i c k- a r corn flit ’ u hIss t’e mu the sup t’r p ass e tc  would
esca lai t ’ n i  mii nis siv e i mi i r ’r c t i n l i ruen ta l warfare.  13

If t h is strate gy is successful iii remude n i m ug t h e  US uuo u cieai t h reat
it nupote m ut , Ilu e Soviets wo uld (liens he relatively free to apply mil i tary
pressurt’ in th ose :ireas of t h e  world wh ere t h ey could insure
prepn md eran ce i uf cOn vein t i on al  ni dui tary power.

The 1. 1 mu ite t h States nsow recognsi’/es t h a t  i ts conflict wit h flue Soviet
I nions muu usf lie waged as a p t ) l i t i ca l  stn ougg le primarily ratluer t h an purely
a n uu i l i t  any st niggle~ hut the pol it ic nul gaus se of ’ eom utl id eseala lion tIme thu real
(if fo rce plays a sign ii f ie at it role . au nol can play a d ouii i uuan f role it ’ I he
act tual emuu p huyn ie n f imp lied by tIne t h reat is perceived as credible and
li nus time po t em st ial of’ leadi mug to atm oi isaccep table wan , ‘l Ine I l ineal  of ’
u nuassive ret al iat ion , wit lIe stil l  c red iNc ;i s a ole t e r m e  tnt l i t  n eat  against
uuunuss i vi’ nu iel ca r strikes onu tint. ’ i i  unit  eol S fn n Icc , t sni s i i i )  ‘ n e t  i li~ l i l t  a n n h
t h neref tnre  i n t l  u t i l i t y  for  aniy o t hu en pu irpo sse . Res’tng m u i , i m i g  I h i s  t a c t  m i d
s t i l l h u t up e ts i l  i t t  f in th in ug t Ime ri ghut  f ’onmnuu ih : i  f t i u  m mi a i t i l ; i i n i mig  tin t. ’ ~- netl i Ii i Iu Is
oh ’ a u u i i c l e a r  l h m n e a t , t Ine  ( l nui l eo l  S I ; s tes  ht ; i~ adopted a c h i ni mugt ’ iii  mui i ~ lean
s t r n u l o ’gs ( )n i J ; tuumuary h O , I t ) 74 . S~’ n t ’ t , i n s  t n t  I )t ’t ’eui st’ J , i u m n ( ’ s R .
S h i l t ’si n i gei  a m in u o sinuce d t h a t  ‘‘ t h e r e  h i s  t ak em n p h a ’e - ,i c iu .nun 1 ’s ’ in t i n t ’
s t n ; i I s ’~~ies tn t  t Ine ( I tn i t e t h  S I ; i i e s  t t n t h i  re ga toh to  Ih i t ’ In s  1 ’ t l n ’ , l
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enup loynient of ce n tra l  strategic forces. A change us  targe t imu g strategy

as it were .” t4 Wluat he was re ferring to was a strate gy . a targeti nsg
concept . that  would provide for selective options aga inst differe tu t sets
of targets. These options hope fully could be of util i ty in L sn n - f l s c t
escalation across the broad range of possible political -m ilitary situati t ms
which could conceivably confron t the United States. The potential for
US-Sovie t nuclear confrontation inherent in the proli feration of nuclear
weapons to their client states certainly qualifies as one situation its
which such options migh t have utility.

In his posture statement to Congress in February 1974 , Secreta ry
Schlesinger elaborated on this strategy:

Rather than massiv e options, we now want to pro vide the President wit h a
wider set of much more selective targeting opt ions. Throug h possession of
such a visible capabi lity, we hope to reinforce deterrence by re mis oving t he
temptation for an adversary to considen any kind of nuc lea r attack. . . bUi

if , for whatever reason , deterrence should fail , we want t o have t h e
plan nin g flexibility to be ab le to respond selectivety to the attack its such a
way as t o I l l  limit the chances of uncon trolled escalation , and 12 1 h it
meaningful targe _~ and with sufficient accuracy-yield combinati on to
dest roy only the intended targe t and to avoid widespread collatera l
damage~ 15

While the emphasis here is on deterrence of “any kind of ’ nuclear
attack ,” these options also provide for flexibility in the first use m t

nuclear weapons as a counter to conventiona l aggressions. Th e  United
States position in this regard was most recently stated by Secretary
Schlesinger. In discussing tactical nuclear capability Schlesinge r isas
indicated that :

They help to deter a limited furst ’uw of nuclea r weapons by an opponent
and along with the conventional and Ist ra t eg icl nuclear forces h elp cr eate
a general deterrence against either conventional on nuclear aggr ession.
Second . sh ould deter rence fail , the Fa~ tica l nuclear capabi lities p r iw ud o ’ a
source of nuclear options for defense other than t h e  use iii the strategic
forces. Thir d , given our doctrine of flexible response , we dt ri ot preclud e
the use of nucl ear weapons by Ih e United States and its allies u mu t inder m a
preven t a successfu l aggression. 16

The United States and the Sovie t Uni ons , base d oni t h eir dec la i a t tn r ~
policies , appear to have eni uharke sh tin n i nutual ly  ex c hu us i v t ’ m u ucl e am
st rategies. The Soviet strategy is to , ru eufralize the th ureat ene d or ac tual
use of (I S nuclear weapons fh u e n e h y en l u an ei m u g l i i i ’ ut i l i ty  of t h s eu m
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. tlu ead ~ substanu h ia l  conveni l iounu a l  capabil i ty.  The United States seeks to
enhance its  conven sh iona l  ca p abi l it y by mus aking t u e  first use of u suclear
weaprinus urn himusited conflict a credible threat .

Its af teun ip liiu g to adapt tine inuclear f’orce th reat t n  a specific crisis or
co nuntl ie f . ( 5  ensp hoyin enst optionss would hav e to provide for flexibility
in eit h er applyinsg or withholdin g nsuciear forces to achieve
pt nhiti cah -m ii ih itau y objectives , ratiser tiuan purely t ssilitary objectives
nelated to d e struc t iomi of eluetusy ton rces iii the field. The objective would
he t oi t e nu niunsa t e  tIne co tsflic t at flue lo west level of viol en ce cou ssiste nst
s~ un i t  I. S s n i t e t e s i s

Thse p r i m na r \  purpose ins posinsg a nuclear th reat would be to focus
t i l t  tine tv ill of ’ I lie eunemumy - to n  t t ir e e h u m s  to reco)nside r imis act ions, and Its
de nm no nt st n a ue Ihiat  I S  capability and resolve to counter hs is aggressiomu
c~~eeds what  hue u t n ay have ant icipat ed. u se  objective then is to induce a
ntjlo)n sluuf ’t in the perceptions of eneniy political leaders about
I i i  t ’4) etI s h t ’ r  ani early our easy victory by placing at risk enensuy resources
u k  n i t m nu t I e nu s u ran t’ with isis potential gains. Giving the enemy pause to
reconside r h u t  act ion ic could the us provide the time and opportuni ty for
dip lonnac y and mnsi g tn t establish an atmosphere that would allow (lie
( muted States to entet into negot ’mat ionns with a situation that is not in
t he elneni iy ’s t a v t t i

Ann emle n n iy who h a s  declared t h saf any use oni inuclear weapons leads
autoi nia tio ’ ally t o n  n im .issiv e s fra f e~ e exchange would nnost certainl y want

toims idem tine consequences of his actions before contiu suin g ass
.m ggu escui ’ mi in tine f a t e  of such a threat . Certainly ther e is nothin ig to
prevent c tu , nfro h h e o l  responses los tine first use by due United Stales , but
than of i t s e l f  requires a recalculation of the gain .risk equation (in boti s
‘,id~ s . h op efu lly res t i h t t un g in an acceptable chuange of objectives. As ho a
response w i t i n  a nnn a ssive s t r ike  aga in st the United States , t in e ever
present thre a t  i t t ’ nt ia ssiv e VS reta liation anti the rationali ty of ussan and
his desire for  t h e  surv ival of h i s  society would weigh h eavily agaimust
~iun ’hi .iin .uc I i f suit  ude uii le ’ss lime survival of fina l society svere already ins
tine hal a mn ee

t he I ‘~ sl rj le~~ . ii i o h t in e Soviet s trate gy cams bo I ls he eltar act en i ,ed as
j t l e  tn i p t m l u g I exploit the late m i t t in neat of’ e,s~’ ala I iom s to ae hieve political
oh~ect mves I lie sike ess t i  sucit .i st r ategy  is ex l reimuely seu ssifive to  mIme
sig m ui fl c .nunee of t h e  p o n h u t m c a l  on h i e c t ive ,  Th is m mnsss l  he usseasured iii ter i tus
n i l  Its perc eived uniipa t ’t o ) ti l Ine cii rvival t nt ti r e stale , mine p nvserv al ioumu of ’
i t s  perspk, . u i i t t  f ine n ie ess it~ fin n ,i wt srl d el sviroms ns ent favorab le to
,uj tm ou t a l  ohlet-t iveS , and ‘ans o nm n l y he deterui n insed as fire  eo snsf li c l
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deve lops. Wiui!e execoufi o sn o f  a l i nuni tcd  msuc lear osptions under thues e
circ umtist atic e s would at best he t l se least issise rah ie of a poor set on f
chnoices available at t Ime tim nu e , it certai n ly cannot be ruled out ins
ad vance.

(‘ON(’LIJSIONS

T h e  existe msce of mnucl e ar weaponss its t I ne arsenals o f  t h e  world ’s
uiuajor i ower s amid t ine eveustual atfa insu l s e nst of ’ a us uclear capability by
ot her ms at io n s s are facts of l i f e .  I t  is also t ru e  t lnat  as nu t uc l ear capabilities
huave grownu in destructive potenst ia l . p oh ieymssakers h ave hecousne less
certains of t lse values tin defense of wii ich s f ’orce can he just if iably used.

Yet t lse threat tsf war in world affairs rems lai t ss enorussously imssporf ant
and the relative s l remugthm s on f tine [I nsited States auud tIre Soviet Visio n s will
c onm n f inuu e to be d d e  rissin u in g t’ac fo u rs iii its terun a f io nal po h it it_ s evens di onmg h s
ume i t lser cams f o u l ly exp loit its slr e iu gth.  The ohebate reduces to ) deterunsi n si m ug
it ’ mine uhf imi sa te t hu neat  of mu uclea r war is n eeded to co ns spemusafe f’o r f’ailu m e
to antici pate a m ud preve nt p o litical defeat  sI na I  is pem ’ceived as
th reale n iusg I ise smir v mva l  of lime I nit eo l Sta t es :n,t a free amid ini d cpet m detn t
isaf io n inn a t’avo rahl e world e i nvirt s mn m nse n s t -

I t ’ in fact mi um c l ear  we :mp ot is h ave tie Ic rre d gemue ra l war ant! if ’ f lue  it
imsi t ia l  use at ;stmv level of ’ t’titi h lic I is lien ~‘eived t o n  ius evi l ahl y heat h to
gemmeral war , t h em wt iu i l d  unos t  their  t h m e : m t e m u e d  isse at a low level of ’
confl ict thet ~’r amu aggressions. pol i t ica l  tn t m m u i l i t a n v ’~ Or if t h e i r  i m n i t i a l  rise
us mu of perceived Ion leaol mmse v it ahu l y to n ~c n iera I wam t’ on t m ld t h ey ( Inert  riot he
used ins a I s nu t i teol  wa~ to st op a mm mi h i l  a ry agg r e ss i onmi ? Regardless of time
answer eac h nsa I io smt 

~ 
m o s s— ide ’. to t h ese t h ti e s I ion s its tlevel op in ig a m u tid e ar

strat e gy , tIme t !tu i ted S ta tes  amid t ime Sons t i  I. m ui onr s  t’ am i m io t  a t i i i d  t Ime
onhv i osus ct ts t ’ h i m s i t n m i  t h at  eac h s ink ’s tu u m ck ’ au p o i slos re will i mif i mi e nuce t I me
othmer ’s ao’t momm s u n  c i n u t f r t n t m f a t i i i m u s  ht ’ I ts’t’cni  t i m e m m u  m u  on i t h m  (‘o n m t u m m u u m n i s t
( ‘ Iu imua .

l ) m u r m m m g  t ime era of ’ I S  si spt ’i i t o u t \  its nmus ~- l ~ a n ,i~s . m h u h i t ~ due im m t l smenuce
of s l ims  s mupe r i o n r i t v  svas su iuu tnn ar i , e d  I n s W i l l i a u u i  R . K i m i l m i t ’n -

I I t i m  i n ~ t i s I s ~~o’ i i i  s -I to ’ i n ’i~ p o i l m iuc i t p m n i t i l n ’ i n u s  his n t i s  I ’ mn ~ n ’n - u u m n . - o n ,
sL mpt r mn i r  m uu i t ’t t ’ .m r t n o i s t u m r t ~. ~) n i i  In s n l m n i o : n ’m n I i ,  n m , i i ~ , , n i ,, ’I i~ ~‘s -n I ‘s~ ’ i s ,
l m n d n , m m c s m . m m n s . or Sn i uu i tu  ‘. nn ’Iuu .n u mu t ’ sn ’ l t i u t l n l t i i s t ’ . i u n i u m n  h i t ,  m m , ’ t SI \ h I m  u n t o ’ s,
I ln ins n’sn ’r , 1 m m ’ mn sso ’ss n n n n u  n t  s i r . o n n ’ n ’ i n s i opm ’ n m n m n i i  - ~‘ ,‘ t i n t so n h lit ’ u t n t n ’,t n
u tu , i t  I t s  t , s s i t i t n ’ I ns t  u i i l h i t m t ’i I n  ( ‘n i u u i u n u n n , i m s i  Io ’.nnlm ’i s , m i t t  ‘ i i  ,n m n ’ s t l . n i l i t n u n
t hit ’ s u m m i t ’ s n l s u, ’ . i n i u u nn . n m u n t  m \ ; n I i i t i n ,  n t  c r i s i s  I

I I ’ the s n n n m o t s  “ s t i a t e g i t ’ sim p e n u n i n m l s  ‘‘ i c  n ep I. i e~’ I  1i 5 •‘ sIl  m e m o0
Is



pan t ’. ,“ ~. unm mIne  I nu te o l  S t a te s  j~ h n t t ~ t t I me  ~a mui e de~~ ce tnt  m c ~ t m a I t n t  m i i i

t h e  ~ i t  C t ’ s u n n s ! i g a u u n ’ m o  amid ~‘xp l u n u t a i i m n m u  ‘ 1  C r i s i s ’ \ t m d  t t L . u i it

~I m a i c U i ~, ‘ m u j ’ d m n n u n t ~ 
“ ste r t - i n n  he n e t I , ieen l ln ~ “ s t n . n t t ’w~ u n u f c r u o r u t s

‘ in  i Ik ’ t h i m e a l  n u t  n i t i t ’lea r t’ i i t ) t i  n m f l t i j t m i n i  h~ I nn t t  s l i t ’ level i i

i i i , i s \ I S C ~ ! I . i t ~ ’cie c~~ t m ~ n m ~ c , there o n e  m i , , n i l v  p lact’s ins s lo e  world wh e ic
I tn~~sl S t . n t t ’s w o u l d  lie unable ( O S  coun u t er  cf ’t e c tus e ly  Ihs e so npen

Ii  m n o : i l  . o 1ma tu i f i t ~ t h a t  t ine Soviet Un ion c oo u hd b r in g h a t ea m - h u n

lI ne pa s t , t he  5 p o n sih i on of’ ~traIeg ic so speriori ty Inas sufficed Un d an sipem s
S . m s ’ nt ’l , o n t ln m f o n r  t a k i n g  advami l age itt  t h i s  s u ( u l a i i o n rm c se u u w i h l n o n u l  am
exp l i c i t  t l m m e a t  m it  e sea l a t i o n t on t u u t ’I e’j r confli ct , t ‘ m I en  n u i i m ] n t i u m m i s  I t

5 m n , n t c c k  p~i u - i ty mI sc threat  i t i m os I  h~ un t i e  t’\p I k O t  - st’ t t l t t ’ ins  l ie
k i n u n s t l cml i i t ’ th ua s  t Ine shape n i t  n i ms t ’t~ a r w an  eats  he i nuf ’Ii m e u i m e d ,  I m i , l ~ t

~o n t u d i t i o n u u s  of ’ st ra t egic m i t e  l i n t  i v .  t I m e  t h r e a t  s n u n u l o l  ht’ en is p t ~ p n m ’ . O l m m m m C

1 he n uc lear (hre al  doe s I i~nve i o m i I p ~ ~~ :mts imi s t m t s u u u e m t t  n u t  n i l  ‘ m i i i

policy hu t  mi o s t  as in act  m o t  tksperatio nmn. I hue tl i ’ t’at n m nus n Inc ~\~~I i ~ ~m nd
un d cr sio on d hy t h e  h io te t i t i a l  c t u c n n o ’  ~‘ i i t I ~ t m t h e  4 m t s I s  I e s c l u u I n m m i t ’ l u i
h e t m m ne hue is tensipted (u n h is g~mi n ’t is k e a lcm iL ;ii, nmn n o  ~ ‘ n ’ m l  I t )  mm m i  t o n

achieve his po h iti c’al o m In I t ’e iv cs OnmI ~ its h i s s  t o a \  c o l t  1) 0 ) 11 gt ’ m i t ’ m . o I s t a n

and nuclear h olocaus t be av ,ni d ed.
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cm , t m c t i m s m , ) m m t u m ,n t t m mm u t m , ,m m t  m l  I ’ m . ’  ,nt ,’m ’m c m cu ” l ’  was , m f  1 m i t , ’ 00 ‘00 0 S,m t i,t f , , ,
sc”, m m  i , .0 .) ;’ I ,ni m mm m i l u ’ ’ i m m ’ i  1 0 m m ’ , ‘i ’ m ’ m o d  ,m t  US tn t  I c ,n u ’ v w t m a :  I , - T i , ,’ era i f
L i ’  s . ipo ’t ’ m ’ r ’  t~ Inni ’ ’ t ’ o  1’’ ,’ ‘ ‘ ‘‘ s m ’ s  . i ’u’.t’5’.u ’ - : 1 t ’  m m m , ’ , , t’.a~, 0 ’ ,,’ i , m m i o i i . , m~ ’ ‘, ‘m m ’
sin, ’ I ” ,, ’ t h ” u ’. m t  -~ur nq 1 ‘ I I ’ ’ , ’ , ‘ m  m m i i  t i L t , t T m’ m m m , . ‘ ;  I m ’ ’ m s ’  he

r c A  m ew ,‘~‘- ‘te ’,;,’: I l l s
thy’ O s , I , ’ ’ m , ” - ; ~ , t , u - t  m m m ) ? m , ’ ,’ ’ t  ‘ , m , - t h o ~ n . ,  ‘ y ’ ’ m m ’ , ’ .~ t ‘ ‘- ‘ ‘ d i n) ’ , ’ , ‘5 —
, i , ‘ii v, ’ .~~ A ’. t I m e ,lel’,ot s  e u m t e , ’s t h u  - 

‘ - ‘ -,  ‘ m l  t i m tm~~ , ,, ~ 1, 1, _ n m - m i  , , ‘ m T - r ’ ’s ’so”, l  o d .  ‘—“
e’m ’nt n i v a i e n c , n , t h e  5 5 m m - ’  i~, , :  i’ , ’ i - mi ’ , ’ ,’ ~ - h .  , , t t , ’ ’ , Th t ’  C,.! ’ ,mrm ‘‘ m . ; . m I , ’  Cr i sis

- i - !, ‘c. .u t ’ m, ’ ,) ‘5  t , i s ’  i i  I ,- , t , ’ ti m , inn t s tn,t , mt ’ ,n ‘ $ - ‘ s m’ m l  y m m  lie Un ted
,‘ , m m , ’ m ’ t  ‘ i i , , )  mi  I ‘ i” . ‘,mw , ’r t O m m u  ma jor  “ ‘ 1 , ’ . i, ’ m . i , ; s m -  o f  m

t u ’ ’ ,~.i~ ‘~ , ‘- - , ‘ a t , m t n’” o’ a c’. ’ ’ !  I t t  to  ‘ ‘ m , t u ,m I  , m m i , m m i m l i t t o n , t he i ’ n i t e , i  “ t , n t m ’ s  -m m . !  t he  ‘ ‘, ‘ s i u ’t  ‘ t i m ~~mt i t , ’,,~ 1 t m  m m c i , !  ,jm t ’,’ i t  p o i m t i c , i  a m ’ n m i l i t a t ’~ c ’ t t l i ’ , m~m t , i t ) O f l ~P,om,’d on I O ’ i Y , -ti m , ’ t t u , t o ’,im t t m m ’ , ’, n t  , i p ’cu ’ , i m  ‘. to 1 i a m u , ’ ’ , ’ m’ ,i t s o t  i t y  i ’ m m l u ’ t , ’ m - ” l f l i t
; ,mn m t , , t  h u t  °m,Iw t e s s  m- - m , , m u ’ i n  m i t t ’, ’’ m t m , ;  i n i t i a l  , m m : , m r ’m ’ss m e n , I n l r ’ m ’ k u u m , o  a t

— t he  pt ’ i.’bt - ’ m t ,o t mU ~~oey n)miU , i t  be co, ’me’ . ‘to ’,’ , ’ . s , m r y  t i m b a t  m m m c c  d e s i r e s  f i t’ ‘soi’ne
m i m i  u t I ‘ — m o a t  t e r m ’  on i t  “ .0 t m ’ : ,  n u c l e a r  weapons  aga mm. t the  p os s i  h i t  i tv

tha t reduced t e’, n ’ 15 on I mm esC f un ’ ,, vs m:,m m. “sake t ’ nmi ’t ’ u Wa r mom ’,m accertaht e.
US and USSS strat eqnc Thu - i , ’,), m m m l  m m  m , ’s are conm pared and assessed as to tho’
s, n, ’m - ,m m ’t times , pal mc ie s ;m , ’i m m m l, . t ,m m m , i t mu mnat objectives . It us cart el uded that t i
nuclear threat , as posed by botim superpowers , t’does Suave u t i t m t ~ as a n
instrument of national pOt ty  h i n t  not when enmmp loyed as an act of desoeration.
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