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Qur approach to East-West relations must be guided both by a humane vision and
by a sense of history. Our humane vision leads us to seek broad cooperation with
Communist states for the good of mankind. Our sense of history teaches us that we and
the Soviet Union will continue to compete. Yet if we manage this duel relationship
properly, we can hope that cooperation will eventually overshadow competition, leading
to an increasingly stable relationship between our countries and the Soviet Union.

President Carter, 10 May 1977
Remarks at the NATO Ministerial Meeting in London

Conference Sponsors

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs

Honorable David E. McGiffert, Assistant Secretary of Defense
International Security Affairs

National Defense University

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., US Army, President
Honorable William Leonhart, Vice President

Coordination

Colonel Andrew Dougherty, USAF
Director, Research Directorate
National Defense University

Mr. Jerrold K. Milsted, Jr.
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
International Security Affairs

Conference Director
Captain John J. Mcintyre, USN

Research Directorate
National Defense University

The views expressed in this Proceedings are those of the authors. They should not be
interpreted as necessarily reflecting the views of the Department of Defense or any other
organization, public or private. The purpose of the Proceedings is to disseminate comment and
opinion on issues of importance to United States national security.
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Foreword

Rarely, if ever, in our history have we faced so complex a series of international issues as those
confronting us in the decade ahead. Some relate to the evolution of the global power relationship
between the United States and the Soviet Union since World War 1I. The implications of current
trends within this relationship suggest to some a particular urgency for a reexamination of our
national security policy in the political and military aspects of that relationship.

But in the dynamic environment in which this central relationship persists, we face still other
issues which are derived from interests less directly central to our separate power postures but
which depend on US leadership for resolution. As competition for the finite store of the world’s
resources intensifies, new relationships are being forged which clearly will impact sharply on our
security interests. New threads are being woven into the fabric of US-Soviet relationships.
Economic, technological, and human rights issues appear increasingly in the pattern at a time when
the priorities and processes by which our own policies are determined are undergoing significant
changes. Throughout, our fundamental values as a nation must be served as we seek balance and
stability in a changing world.

Here, at the National Defense University, the mission of the two colleges—The National War
College and the Industrial College of the Armed Forces—is to prepare selected military and civilian
professionals for high level assignments in the formulation and execution of national security
policy. At the War College, the emphasis is on national security policy formulation and strategy,
while at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces the focus is on the management of the
resources for national security. Both programs look to the future to try to anticipate the demands
of change in our outlooks, in our interests, and in our objectives for advancing those interests.

This year’s Conference provided an excellent forum in which to explore the topography of the
future with a sampling of some of the best qualified thinkers from various sectors of our society.
Our theme, expressed in broadest terms, was the challenge to be addressed as we seek to build
cooperation, stability, and balance. Our purpose was to explore the issues, examine their
implications, and evaluate policy options which government planners may profitably consider in
confronting them.

The participants comprised a distinguished group of scholars and experienced professionals
representing a spectrum of viewpoints, backgrounds, and interests. The papers prepared for the
conference, discussion summaries, and plenary session panel reports, form the Proceedings.

Particular gratitude is extended to Secretary McGiffert and the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, within the Department of Defense, for the
vital support necessary to make the conference possible. The professional admiration of the
National Defense University goes to all participants for making this Fourth National Security
Affairs Conference an enriching experience for us all.

P& 5l

R. G. GARD, JR.
Lieutenant General, USA
President
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Toward
Cooperation
Stability

and Balance

AN OVERVIEW

In years past, the National Security Affairs Conferences have taken a single theme and
explored aspects of that theme from viewpoints representative of several of its key elements. Last
year, for example, the issue of Long Range US-Soviet competition drove a series of panel
discussions which addressed competition between the super powers in terms of its implications on
strategic relationships, in terms of the economic and technology aspects of that competition, and in
terms of the impact of that competitive relationship on the People’s Republic of China and on the
Third World. In welcoming the participants and observers to this Fourth National Security Affairs
Conference, Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, President of the National Defense University,
noted that while elements of competition between the global powers were clear and apparent, the
elements of cooperation in the relationship were less obvious. For this reason, the theme of this
year’s Conference was phrased in terms of a policy agenda roward the cooperation, stability, and
balance needed to guarantee the “humane vision” alluded to by President Carter in his May address
to the NATO Ministers in London.

Instead of treating a single issue, then, this year’s Conference tock into account the
interrelationship between strategic and regional policies, between economic and political issues, and
between domestic and foreign policy generally. Five subject areas were addressed, each of central
importance to the formulation and prosecution of national security policy.

The 1977 Conference brought together a distinguished group of Defense Department
decisionmakers, current and former members of governmental policy planning agencies, leaders of
private industry, academic authorities, and interested observers to explore the policy issues within
these subject areas. This overview introduces and summarizes some of the materials contained
within the Proceedings, although no summary can fully capture the variety of opinion and intensity
of discussion which characterized the three days of meetings.

The Proceedings contain the foreword by General Gard, sections which address the activities
of each of the five working panels, and biographical sketches of the panelists who participated in
them. Each panel section contains a summary of the discussions themselves and includes the full
text of the papers which were prepared to provide the framework within which these discussions
took place. Panelsaddressed the issues of strategic nuclear stability (Panel 1), regional stability
(Panel 2), the North-South dialogue (Panel 3), nonmilitary US-Soviet relations (Panel 4), and the
process and structure of security policy formulation within the United States Government (Panel
5).
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Panel 1 - Toward the Maintenance of Strategic Nuclear Stability

Probably the most vital element of security planning is to ensure that the relationship between
the United States and the Soviet Union will retain its principal balances, that neither nation will
attain dominance, and that a major war will not erupt. In the area of strategic nuclear forces. it is
essential that whatever evolutionary changes do occur, the basic integrity of the principal balances
remains. This working group set out to discuss, first, the strategic nuclear relationship in terms of
trends of growth and development within the US and Soviet arsenals and employments strategies,
and then to examine the prospects for long-term benefit to American security interests from the
focal point of the arms limitation negotiation process.

Quickly agreeing that credible deterrence is critical to strategic nuclear stability, the panelists
began their discussions by articulating their separate evaluations of the Soviet and American views
of deterrence and stability. There was general agreement that given strategic balances as perceived,
the Soviet Union was unlikely to launch a nuclear first strike “for profit,” although the panelists
were also in general agreement that while the probability was statistically quite low, it was at some
value greater than zero. There are, moreover, easily conceivable scenarios in which the Soviet Union
could view a nuclear attack on the United States as an alternative preferable to doing “nothing at
all” in a specific crisis event, and there was general support for the thesis that this possibility of
undesired war posed the greatest threat to continued nuclear stability.

Given this background, then, the panel agreed that deterrence must still be maintained and set
out to explore the anatomy of deterrence, to determine those factors which impact on deterrence
aside from the nuclear hardware contained in the respective arsenals. A highlight of this discussion
was the lengthy treatment given by the panel to the concept of demographic and economic
mobilization.

How does civil defense affect national security and strategic stability, and take its place as an
element in the equation of deterrence? If deterrence fails, how important and how effective can
civil defense be, both in terms of survival and in terms of recovery? The panel took the position
that mobilization and economic recovery capabilities are, similarly, ingredients of deterrence. The
Soviets, with a realistic grasp of the enormous economic resiliency in the West, are impressed by it
to the extent it has become an important factor in regulating potentially destabilizing behavior.

Some attempt was made to identify and list the objectives of each side in the complex issues
of strategic arms control negotiations and the conceptual, tactical, and cultural frameworks within
which these negotiations take place. Some assessment of negotiating strategy was attempted, based
on Dr. Ikle’s point paper. and considerable attention was directed to establishing consensus on the
nature of the Soviet national character. Viewed as rooted in the peasant, zero-sum bargaining habits
of the Slavic character, the Soviet arms control negotiating positions were described as
counterpoints to the non-Communist West. The Soviet preoccupation with security historically has
always been understood in terms of neutralizing their neighbors. Given the fact that in this age the
United States is their “neighbor,” and their other neighbor—China—is far from neutralized, the
Soviet bargaining techniques are bound to be somewhat flinty and it would do the western side
well to understand these factors in advance. Short-term considerations are bound to dominate the
objectives of a bargaining team so oriented, and the fact that there is so little original Soviet
thinking on long range views of disarmament and arms control is consistent with such an
orientation.




Panel 2 - Toward Regional Stability

Regional power relationships and the long-term value of these power balances to the global
strategic balance were addressed in terms of three key regions—Europe, the Middle East, and North
Asia. In addressing these balances, the deployment of US and other conventional forces as they
affect regional stability is one factor, which with US security assistance and the nuclear
proliferation issue, was assessed from a security policy aspect. These factors had to be placed in a
global context with such items as the human rights issue, the distribution of wealth, and the
potential for regional conflict over issues in which neither the United States nor the Soviet Union
perceive vital national interests.

The panel discussed the concept of regional stability in the abstract to provide a framework
for discussion of regional stability in more specific geographic terms. General agreement was
reached that the notion of regional stability had, as its core concept, the idea of systemic capability
for nonviolent change in social, political, and economic arrangements and institutions within some
system for conflict resolution. Change and the continuity of change within regional systems
constitute one key element in this working definition, and the panel sought to identify the changes
which have occurred affecting regional stability in the postwar world. In identifying five of the
families of changes common to the regional systems being examined, the panel addressed the
diffusion of sophisticated weapons, the diffusion of economic and political power, resource
scarcity, fluctuations in American perceptions and resolve, and the increased interdependence
within and between regional arrangements globally.

[n examining the phenomena of change, the panel addressed the transition from US military
and economic dominance which followed the end of World War 11 through the bipolar relationship
of the Cold War period to the current changes in the configuration of the global power structure.
The panel agreed that the overriding problem confronting the US policymaker is the difficulty with
which influence can be brought to bear to shape any future evolution of these power relationships
to maximize the national security interests of the United States in regional areas. To the extent
that these national security interests can be localized, Europe, the Middle East, and North Asia are
the foci of the greatest threats to them. The problems which confront policy formulation in these
regions have some common factors but in each region, other pressures and forces were identified
which are at work and which are only tenuously related to one another.

The discussions dwelt on the sources of American strength relative to these regional issues. In
identifying these sources of strength, the panel examined the phenomenon of residual goodwill
which the United States enjoys, largely based on admiration for the American way of life. More
concretely, US technology was seen to provide another source of considerable political strength,
viewed as it is by the developing nations asa vital ingredient of the solution to many of the problems
which they face. A traditional and continuing source of strength and influence is the military
power of the United States, viewed as a salient indicator of our continued will but increasingly
subject to constraints in its deployment, composition, and use.

The Carter Administration faces the puzzle of ameliorating a host of regional problems, many
of which are the legacies of changes which have taken place in the last thirty years. Self-protecting
regional systems, clearly in our national interest in terms of our desires for regional stability, ure
increasingly difficult to sustain and encourage since the elements of power historically useful in
encouraging such arrangements are themselves increasingly subject to constraints designed to
preclude automatic commitment or involvement in future regional wars. The panel suggested a
series of regional approaches, geared to their perception of the problems facing the American
planner, which would operate in behalf of intraregional interests and at the same time provide for
the protection of our own long-term national security interests.
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Panel 3 - Strategic Resources and the North-South Dialogue

“The North-South Dialogue” covers the very broad issue of the implications and modalities of
cooperation and competition among the industrialized states, the developing nations, and the
OPEC states whose petrodollar wealth and financial policies are key to the long-term stability of
the international economic system. The United States and the other developed countries can offer
manufactured goods, advanced technology, and food in return for strategic resources and other
important primary products. The changing terms of trade for developing countries require,
however, that some modifications be made in this system if development is to proceed. In addition,
many of these nations play an important geopolitical role in affording access to other key regions
through overflight rights and maritime choke point control. While economic considerations are
vitally important in this dialogue, world politics is increasingly pluralistic and US policymakers
must define approaches to influence the political climate in directions consistent with US interests.

Two factors—one economic, the oth r geographical—influence the political basis on which the
relations between the United States and the developing nations take place. Stable development and
increased prosperity are contingent on an equitable exchange of goods and services between the
developed and developing countries. To the extent that the United States can initiate or encourage
multilateral efforts to foster growth through the efficient use of both human and natural resources
and the effective transfer of technology, valuable relationships are formed and economic growth
takes place. As these relationships mature, their geopolitical implications can be vital to our
national security policies. Toward some of these states, rich in petroleum and other strategic
resources, there are still other policies which the United States must maintain to insure continued
access to these resources. Between the two groups, political and economic relationships exist which
the United States must consider carefully.

Among the changes which have occurred in the international system since 1945 has been that
of increasing demands by the developing world for changes in the international trading system and
commodity marketingarrangements; increased availability of public investment funds, technology
transfers, and debt relief; and the increased development assistance embodied in the New
International Economic Order pronouncement. The policy implications of this new and fluid
north-southrelationship were the overriding topics of discussion during the panel. The question raised
was: How should the United States respond to the legitimate economic demands of the less
developed countries?

In discussion, several responses were suggested. One such response was the continuation of
bilateral development assistance and concessionary aid but retargeted toward the poorer end of the
economic spectrum, concentrating on the most destitute nations where such assistance and aid
would have the most dramatic impact. A second response suggested was the liberalization of trade
with the lesser developed nations by establishing a generalized system of tariff preferences covering
both manufactured goods and raw materials. Other US actions could include the acceleration of
assistance in population control and food production, but the most important facet of any such
program should be the clear and unmistaken attempt not to raise expectations unrealistically.

Closely related to any attempt to articulate suggested policy responses to the issues woven
into the north-south dialogue is the clear necessity for the United States to carefully develop and
formulate a domestic resource strategy. This issue received considerable discussion and much of it
focussed on American vulnerability in minerals, with clear implications on national security issues.
The panel felt that US import dependence in the mineral area was mixed and that although we are
currently dependent on the South for supplies of from 12 to 15 key minerals, few are subject
either to cartelization or abrupt market manipulation toward price increases. The primary danger in




this national security area is supply interruption and attendant shortage due to war, civil disorder,
regional instability, or lack of investment overhead.

As a crucial domestic resource, energy policy and the national debate “bout that policy were
perceived to be centered around three alternatives. On the one hand, there are well reasoned
advocacy positions for a strategy of autarky or increased independence, ordered to the eventual
although perhaps unreasonable objective of complete self-sufficiency. The opposing viewpoint
would encourage increased interdependence while searching for and cementing relations with more
reliable sources of international supply. The third strategy —really no strategy at all—was criticized
by several panelists who identified it as the current policy of the United States and described it as
“muddling through.” The panel selected a combination of the first two strategies to endorse,
specifically suggesting that the nation rationalize its stockpile, increase domestic exploration and
investment, and increase aid to the nations in the South for resource development purposes where
there is some potential for long-term payoff in energy export.

Panel 4 - National Security and Nonmilitary US-Soviet Relations

This working group concentrated on the nonmilitary aspects of US-Soviet relations—trade,
technology transfer, cultural relations, the human rights issue and other economic, academic and
social roles of cooperation and interface with a view toward assessing the interrelationship—if
any —between these issues and their individual contribution to stability in overall US-Soviet
relations. The United States has stated positions on these matters and they are dealt with on a daily
basis by policymakers, action officers, and by individuals outside of the government. The panel
examined the full spectrum of these relationships to determine the potential advantages.
disadvantages, and dangers to US national security interests in its nonmilitary but politically
significant contacts with the Soviet Union.

In conducting their examination, the panelists attempted to determine whether, and in what
ways, substantial changes in the US or Soviet positions on the issue of human rights would improve
the United States security posture in any way. It attempted to come to grips with the
determination of whether, and in what ways, greater or lesser Soviet and US involvement in
East-West trade would affect this posture. It addressed the full meaning and objectives of national
security and “human rights” and attempted, in formulating its position, to express the linkage
among human rights, economic relations, and national security. Finally, it asked whether it is
preferable to compete with the Soviet Union by cooperation or by direct confrontation.

Consensus was reached on the following general concept: Concern for human rights has a
definite place in the long-term strategy of the United States. Human rights policies should be
targeted against the vulnerabilities of the Soviet empire and founded on the traditional values of US
ideology, taking into account the profound differences between the two value structures, although
a majority of the panel felt that the United States should generally encourage greater normalization
of relations with the Soviet Union.

Although the panel had some difficulty in identifying direct linkages between the human
rights issue and economic policies, there was a profound feeling that the United States could best
influence the Soviets to behave in a “‘civilized” manner by increasing rather than restricting
commercial contacts. Their need for technology and management expertise and our potential for
the consumption and processing of raw materials offer a number of openings which the United
States can explore and exploit. Specific mechanisms suggested for review include the
Jackson-Vanik and Stevenson amendments which restrict US-Soviet relations and the
Export-Import Bank, which offers increased credit opportunities.
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Although agreement was reached generally on these points, there was considerable difference
of opinion on the modalities of conducting actual dealings with the Soviets and on the manner in
which US security policies can be best articulated. Some panelists, for example, felt that national
self-determination is a human right, while others felt that cultural and historic differences reduced
the value of self-determination as an ideological weapon. Again, some argued that our policies
should challenge the Soviets directly in an outspoken manner while others advised caution. One
panelist expressed disapproval of the use of the term “human rights™ in view of its imprecise
meaning and the demonstrated ability of the Soviet Union to capitalize on ambiguities for
ideological purposes.

There was a difference of opinion as to whether the United States should encourage the
convergence of commercial interests by assisting the Soviets in energy production, in view of the
penchant of the Soviets for turning any technology shared with them into useful military
advantage. In this regard, the discussion explored both sides of the technology transfer issue and
identified the opposing viewpoints rather than resolved them.

In summarizing its consensus, the panel reported that US national security objectives should
take into account the fundamental differences between the two societies and governmental
systems. The US should continue its human rights policies by designing an overall strategy against
the vulnerabilities of the Soviet Union in human rights issues. Recognizing that the Soviet Union
dedicates its command economy to military growth, US military postures, human rights initiatives,
and economic strategies must be synchronized if the United States is to be an effective competitor.
In light of our constitutional constraints, however, and the concept of the integrity of the free
market system, the United States would be “well advised’ not to surrender any of her fundamental
values in the heat of such a competition.

Panel 5 - Structure and Process in Forming National Security Policy

The Nation’s national security policies are the product of an evolutionary process with inputs
from various interest groups to influence both the executive and the legislative branches of
government. Although this policy is formally enunciated within the Executive Branch and implicity
endorsed by the Congress through funding authorizations and appropriations, each branch is
subject to pressures, constraints, and balances characteristic of a pluralistic society. The historical
evolution of this structure, as well as the successes and failures of the policies it has produced, have
an important bearing on contemporary policy formulation as do the domestic influences of the
media, labor, business and other interest groups both within and outside the government. The
congressional interest in participating in national security debates in recent years, the strong
competition for limited resources within the federal budget, and the credibility of the executive in
assessing the threat to national security—each has had an impact on security policy. This panel
surveyed trends in these several influences on policymaking and considered the possible future
trends likely based on alternative configurations of the relations between elements of the society.

In light of the widespread belief that the term “national security™ has been abused in the past,
the panel attempted at the outset to define the term with both precision and consensus.
Accordingly, national security policy was defined in terms of the process of utilizing the
appropriate resources to protect all the assets of power necessary to secure the Nation's well-being
from foreign military, economic, and political threats. Since a definition couched in such terms left
the difficulty of identifying specific national issues as national security issucs, it was suggested that
national security had to be viewed as part of a continuum of goals which ranged from national
survival, on the one hand, to the quality of American life, on the other. Since such a continuum is
necessarily dynamic in current-day society, national security encompasses an ever-changing group




of national goals. Indeed, there was a broad consensus within the group that at no time in the past
has the concept of national security covered so broad a range of values as it does today.

In structuring their further discussions, the panel elected to focus their attention on the five
major “actors™ in the national security formulation process—the President, the Executive agencies,
the Congress, the pressure groups, and public opinion.

The panel agreed that the President and his immediate advisors together are the preeminent
“actors™ in national security policy formulation. Presidential personality and style dominate the
process to the extent of altering and often bypassing the formally legislated “structure” of the
system. Given this dominance, any national security policy apparatus should provide the President
with accurate and timely information, all reasonable options, points of view of the principal
advisors, and some means of monitoring decision implementation.

The role of the agencies, on the other hand, varies as a function of the nature of the issue,
time available, and presidential style. Since the bureaucracy is the repository of a vast fund of
knowledge which can be ignored only at great peril, the policy formulation process should ideally
provide for the full and real presentation of the views of all principal statutory advisors and the full
organizations to insure the best informed process possible. In addressing the bureaucratic capability
to develop corporate memory and institutional foresight, the panel noted the lack of an effective
long range planning capability in the policymaking structure in general. Rather than suggest the
establishment of separate organizational entities for long range planning, however, the panel
suggested that all levels would, with more profit, encourage the consideration of long range
implications as an integral part of all decisionmaking—a *‘futures” impact statement.

In turning their attention to the Congress, the panel did not question the constitutionality of
congressional participation in national security policy formulation. but the participants were in
general agreement that it was both infeasible and of dubious constitutionality for Congress to
become absorbed in the details of substantive policymaking. The group concluded that the
Executive, in order to strengthen the cooperation of Congress needed to conduct national security
policy, must provide information to the Congress more freely than in the past. Additionally,
because of the increased sensitivity of the lawmaker to public opinion generally, the President
should endeavor to see it in his interest to inform the public on national security issues more
openly and more completely than in the past.

Finally, pressure groups and public opinion were considered in parallel. Recognizing the
importance of the media in a free society, whether as creators or transmitters of public opinion. the
panel was unable to satisfactorily resolve the question of how the national security policy structure
should deal with the media. It was in agreement, however, with the proposition that the system
must live honestly with the media rather than attempt to subvert them. It was also in agreement
that the recent national mood of distrust and suspicion dictates that the security process must be
more open, more informative, and more responsive to its constituency, possibly at the expense of a
loss of a certain amount of effectiveness sacrificed for the sake of legitimacy.
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Toward the
Maintenance of
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Nuclear Stability

An examination of the strategic relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union
in terms of nuclear capabilities. An analysis of the principal balances in hardware and strategic
outlooks, including such force posture issues as civil defense. manned bombers, the cruise missile
and mobile missile systems. An assessment of the prospects for enduring stability in the
negotiations for arms limitation and the objectives of each side in these negotiations.
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Panel 1

Toward the Maintenance of
Strategic Nuclear Stability

Chairman’s Plenary
Dr. Herman Kahn Session Summary

I want to start off with some general propositions which we had an amazing amount of
agreement with. The first, and probably the most important, but the most obvious: We all felt that
there was almost no possibility that the Soviets would launch an attack for profit. That is, there
used to be a vision that they might want to use a surprise military attack to take over the world. |
argued that was a perfectly feasible enterprise but the probability of its occurring was
extraordinarily low. I happen to think it is more feasible than most people, but I also think it is
very low. The reason is the basic concept that in almost all governments today the people who
come to power are, relatively speaking, prudential. In all of human history you can find many
governments that are perfectly willing to say “‘double or nothing.” The argument here is: That kind
of government no longer exists.

That is a big remark, if you believe it, and could lead to all kinds of disasters. Therefore, the
second point is: Don’t believe it. In other words, the deterrence has to be maintained, even though
you don’t think you are worried about a surprise attack out of the blue.

Dr. Roland Herbst took the position that also you don’t know what you mean by “surprise
attack out of the blue.” That is, the other members of the panel took the position that if a
deliberate Soviet attack occurred, it would only occur as the least worst of a lot of bad alternatives.
In other words, there might be some situations (and we discussed some of the various scenarios—an
uprising in East Germany, an uprising in Poland, sort of flaring across Eastern Europe, looking as
though it would go to the Soviet Union) from their point of view, where the risks and uncertainties
of an attack might be less than the risks and uncertainties of doing nothing at all; and that the one
way to judge their posture is, how hard was it to write a scenario in which an attack would be
preferable to doing nothing?We decided it would be very hard to write such a scenario. I
maintained that it could be done. Most of the Soviet experts (not all) maintained it could be done.
There was some skepticism.

History tends to be richer than our imaginations. I have always noticed that the World War |
scenario doesn’t fly. Things happened in that scenario which nobody would pass as a games
scenario, but I am reliably sure they happened. Therefore, the fact that we cannot write such
scenarios easily is not as reassuring as it might be. That was a very important concept from our
point of view.

We also took the position that even if history looked like it was going against the Soviets, they
would not preempt history ; they would prefer to wait and see what happened.




Tom Wolfe took a slightly different position. He said, “The Soviets do military products really
very, very well. It is almost the only thing they are being successful at, and it may well be that they
would put more faith in that method of solving their problems than they would in the others.” |
think his position was a lonely one. I don’t know if Tom feels lonely: he may not have noticed it.

We therefore went to the conclusion that undesired war is the greatest problem threatening
the nuclear stability. We argued that the undesired war could occur in two ways: kind of
completely independent of people’s machinations, or people were manipulating the risk of
escalation. From this point of view, either side might put the world in a situation and hold that
situation where the world became very escalation-prone.

I noticed that almost a majority of the panel accepted the following concept, which is an
interesting one. One session brought forth the concept that we might, instead of responding to a
Soviet invasion of Europe, by attacking military targets with our strategic forces, avoid attacking
cities. That got a good reception in Europe as opposed to the time when McNamara made a very
similar proposal. 1 have talked with many Europeans about why it got such a good reception. They
all gave me the same story: At the moment, the idea that the United States might strike Soviet
cities because of an invasion of Europe is so incredible that even a very timid Soviet Union might
not be deterred.

You Americans think, because you are kind of dumb, that you could hit the Soviet military
targets without escalating the cities. The Soviets don’t belicve that, but they want to believe that
you believe that. Therefore, you might well hit Soviet military targets, and that restores credibility
to the escalation threat because you are kind of dumb. Whether we are dumb or not is a separate
issue. It was interesting that this is the kind of situation which we worry about, which doesn’t
necessarily mean you shouldn’t do it, by the way. There were a number of rather hawkish people in
the panel, including myself, who were in some cases perfectly willing to entertain the threat of
escalation, but nobody was overjoyed at the idea.

This escalation kind of a war, which is not so carefully preplanned, has different
characteristics from the war which is preplanned. Many measures which don’t work well in the
preplanned war might work well in the less preplanned war: and vice versa, particularly if a war
comes about without preplanning, and we thought this should be very important.

If you believe in the undesired war, unpreplanned or only partially planned, then you are also
worried about prudential preparation for limiting damage. In other words, the weapons exist. They
may be used. If used, they cause a lot of damage. It is better to have less damage than more
damage. That is a fairly simple idea which has not percolated very far in this country (I am talking
about going upstairs). It strikes me as an extraordinarily important idea. If anybody has a sense of
fiduciary responsibility toward the country, he has to look at “if detorrence fails™ and what
happens at that point.

It was also pointed out, however, that where you could have measures that are purely
prudential, many prudential measures, particularly in the civil defense area, often had a strategic
implication—you could not separate the two. Let me give you a prudential measure which I happen
to favor which has a negative strategic implication.

I have often advocated defending people in cities with a very light fallout shelter which would
protect them if they were not the objects of Russian attack. As a Russian war planner who wishes
to separate the civilian target system from the military target system in order to blackmail us, to
have intrawar deterrence, post-attack deterrence, an ability to protect civilians in place (which is
very cheap, by the way), the light fallout shelter is extraordinarily useful because it works much
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better. He can limit his civilian casualties. It would, however, in my judgment, result in a significant
decrease in deterzence. I am still willing to do it because I think that probability of war is high enough
anyway, that the fact that you save millions of people, if this occurs, is perfectly all right.

Most of the measures I believe would go the other way, would represent a sort of strategic
threat to the Soviets. But what I am saying is the necessity for protecting civilians may be large
enough that one would be willing to accept reasonably large totals in other areas to meet that
particular obligation. This is a very lonely way of thinking. I don’t think many people share it to
the extent that [ do, but I found a higher level agreement in the committee than I would have
expected.

These prudential measures for civil defense can often have bigger strategic implications even if
unintended. Imagine you have something going on in Europe in which actually nuclear weapons
were used. I would make the assumption that in both countries (the United States and the Soviet
Union) you would have a major strategic evacuation which is not touched off by intelligence but
by the newspapers. Such a strategic evacuation in the Soviet Union, except maybe in the dead of
winter, we think would be an oruerly process and very effective against the current American
weapon systems. | want to emphasize that statement—very effective. I mean it would cut casualties
down from approximately thirty to forty million to substantially less than ten million, if you
believe the calculations.

This obviously changes the bargaining situation, whether the Soviets intend it or not. If they
are evacuated, if their people are in a place of safety and your people are not, the bargaining looks
very different. In fact, if you are a European country being bargained over, you are likely to make
a deal right away and not wait for the Americans to make the deal. We think this is of
extraordinary importance.

We did note that the roof cover (that is, the industrial establishment) of the Soviets would still
be at risk. Many of us believe that the Soviets place at least as much emphasis on their roof cover as
they would on the civilians. It was also noted, however, that many of the civilians at risk were
Russians. You may know that, for the first time in Russian history, the Russians now represent not
a majority of the population of the Soviet Union. This condition will be exacerbated over time.
Many of the Soviet minorities have a much higher birth rate than the Russians do. We think the
Russians care about this a great deal.

In any case, we believe if deterrence fails, the nature of the scenario and the nature of the civil
defense preparations will make an enormous difference to both the casualties and the events. In
other words, even improvised and no prudential civil defense may be strategically important.

We spent a great deal of time discussing civil defense, and there was some concern that this
would dominate my report. We all agreed on the importance of defense but that this shouldn’t
become just a civil defense report, so I am going to move on now.

In looking at recovery, we pointed out that it is very important to look at the worldwide
resources available. We agreed that in many scenarios the Soviets would take over Europe and
would think of the European resources as part of their recovery potential, whether it represented
moving plants or simply managing Europe as a large number of Socialist Soviet communities with a
view that they might even break up countries--break up the Germans into their provinces, separate
the Basques from the Catalans—-and run it as a kind of continentwide recovery.

There was a great deal of discussion and no conclusion as to whether this prospcct would
make the Soviets more willing to take chances. In other words, we all agreed it was an important
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point, but we did not agree whether it would actually affect Soviet planning or thinking. They
would plan for it, but they might not be more willing to take risks because of this possibility. If I
have ever heard an inconclusive discussion, that was an inconclusive discussion.

Finally, the last of the general propositions: Mobilization is very important. In general, we feel
that probably the largest single deterrent for regulating Soviet behavior is simply the existence of
this enormous economic system in the West which, if it is provoked, looks very impressive. This is
without any preparations at all, just the system as it exists now. It is very important, from their
point of view, not to provoke a rearmament race. We all pointed out they clearly cannot have
forgotten the experience of 1950. As many of you will remember, the previous (1949) budget had
been $13 billion. Congress was arguing whether the budget should be $14 billion. $15 billion. or
$16 billion. Eisenhower and Bradley attested that at $18 billion we strained the country’s finances
but $16 billion was okay. North Korea marched into South Korea and Congress authorized $60
billion, and no nonsense about $18 billion.

That authorization changed the balance of power for the next twenty years. If you had had
the three services getting just $5 billion a year or $6 billion a year or $7 bi'lion a year, every weapon
system procured since then would have been infeasible because they all ran about $5 billion for a
while. Iam talking about SAGE, about the B-52s, NIKE 2s, NIKE HERCULES, POLARIS: all would
have been infeasible.

We spent a short time on how one would spend $500 billion, which seems to me a reasonable
authorization in some extreme circumstances. Think of the so-called “‘phony war period.” We
discussed the possibility that war might occur and be preceded not by a massive exchange but by a
phony war period. just as in World War I1, for the same reason: both sides scared.

Most of the committee (not including me: I was clearly outvoted here) thought it very
important to look at a mobilization base at a much lower level, particularly in connection with
arms control agreements. In other words, when you have an arms control agreement, you limit
yourself in some way. You might prepare a mobilization capability to remove that limit rapidly if
the thing were violated. I think there was a consensus that was a very important concept of
mobilization. There was m.ch less consensus on the grand scale, mobilization-type thing.

In many ways I found the most interesting discussion to be on something that is covered over
and over. I read last year’s report, and they had the same discussion and came out much the same
way. Nevertheless, I learned a lot from this particular one. Let me report the flavor of it, if I can.

I was raised at RAND on the operational code of the Politburo and the hostility to that
operational code. There is a standard debate in RAND: Did Nathan Leites know what he was talking
about?We went back to the debate. There is a kind of Hegelian reasoning here which is very uscful.
Somebody pointed out that the Russians and the Americans are raised very differently. Dick Pipes
pointed out that we live in a bourgeois society, tend to look at the long-run commercial
relationships, tend to think of a contract that is mutually beneficial, and have no concept of the
zero-sum game, really. They live in a society which is best characterized, although unfairly, as a
peasant society, where you have very grasping concepts, where people think very much of
zero-sum, one guy gets the better: the people do not think in terms that we call life and self-interest
(the system as a whole). As Dick put it, they believe that everybody should look out for
themselves, and any reference to world interest looks like an attempt to trick them - the worst way
to handle it.

It was then pointed out that this was probably not a bad characterization of the Soviets say
10, 20, or 30 years ago, who were then not perfect, but they have been changing. This is the
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thesis/antithesis. We went to the synthesis not that much; we went to antithesis, but more than you
think. Then we went back to the synthesis, but there is still enough difference to be very important
negotiations. It’s antithesis, but don’t rely on it. That is a very important way to think: in fact, it is
the only way to think, as far as | know, and score one for Hegel!

Let me give you the flavor of this discussion, if I can. First and foremost, it is very important
to have an image of the Soviets because if you don’t, you have a mirror image and have no other
choice. We all agreed that mirror imaging was disastrous or at least bad—from bad to disastrous. We
all agreed that Americans still mirror-image, and we continued to mirror-image throughout the
discussion. That is just the way most of us are.

Second point: The Soviets, even given this ‘‘peasant” metaphor, are, like most
peasants—realistic, shrewd, knowledgeable, stubborn, and extremely conscious of their own
interests—and we should be too. They are not abstract. It is very interesting that although the
Anglo-Saxon is supposed to be very pragmatic, in strategic thinking we have learned to be very
Germanic, Teutonic. I am one of the major offenders or suppliers of this Teutonic vocabulary and
do not apologize for it. It can be very misleading and quite disastrous, if you take it too seriously.
particularly the dividing up of various functions into neat categories and trying to design separate
weapons systems for each function and taking these too seriously. It was pointed out there is
almost no such. thinking in the Soviet Union; they think in terms of multipurpose—such as, if you
build a road, obviously you don’t think of the road as being for commercial transportation or
pleasure or getting people to work; it serves all purposes at once. They don’t make this distinction
as we do between counterforce and countervalue, between deterrence and war-fighting. These are
American distinctions which have been [earned by the Soviet arms controllers, and they can throw
it back at you, but there is literally no original thinking of this type in the Soviet Union, which
shows it is purely a learned phenomenon. There is very little discussion of it in their literature.

This is also true in the whole arms control area. Since Litvinov made the suggestion in 1917
for universal disarmament, there have been no creative original suggestions in the Soviet arms
control literature, we were told, and nobody could think of a counter example. There may be: we
couldn’t think of any. There is no discussion of SALT in the Soviet literature. It is quite clear that
these things play a very different role in the two societies. We all agreed that they think of both
war and arms control as a continuation of politics by other means, while we think of them as very
different from normal operations. A lot ensues from this.

It was pointed out that even though the Soviets want to do many things with their
establishinent, they do, first, what is necessary or easy (as we do, too). And it is very important to
disentangle hopes from reality.

Their first priority is security. Ther we went through the whole Hegelian dialogue here. Just
to summarize it, security to them includes neutralizing their neighbors. In other words, as long as
there is a powerful neighbor on their border, they are not secure. It turns out, under modern
conditions, we are their neighbor. The fact that they are security-minded, and defensive-minded, if
you wiil, doesn’t mean as much as it might in another context, to put it mildly.

On some issues they are willing to look out for the world interests—maybe nuclear
proliferation, hotline, things like that—but it is clear that their own interests are involved.

I think most of the Soviet experts, but not including Ray Garthoff, took the position that in
terms of arms control negotiations and in terms of military posture they are still very much the
peasants: shrewd, sophisticated in their own way, tough, with no interest in the larger world. |
would say a number of the non-Soviet-experts took a different position. In fact, one guy started
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out by saying, “l have the advantage of not being a Soviet expert.”” Of course, that is an
unnecessarily hostile way to start the discussion.

On the whole, by the way, we had an incredibly civilized discussion. Everybody acted like a
knee-jerk moderate. Somebody must have read them the riot act ahead of time.

Let me spend three or four minutes on the US. Then I think I'll have five minutes for
questions.

We made all the usual invidious comments about the Americans, particularly American
planners. They're too arrogant. We always tend to feel that if our allies or our enemies disagree
with us, it is because they don’t understand the problem and that as soon as they will sit down with
us and have a decent conversation, they’ll agree with us. That happens so rarely that maybe the
hypothesis is wrong. We are too theoretical, too superficial, too technological, too naive, too
unserious, too easily manipulated, too bourgeois. It was then also pointed out we have the virtues
of our defects as well as the defects of our virtues. All of these things, in a different context, can be
virtues, so we ended up patting ourselves on the back a little bit. And it felt good!

We tended to agree that Congress is now in a mood to accede to any reasonable request to
regain or maintain parity. Something very funny has happened in the United States. Congress has
switched from being extremely anti-defense to being relatively pro, and it did that without any
great national debate, so in some sense the general public never noticed it. It is kind of interesting.
You know that generally these things are preceded by a big national debate. The absence of this
national debate may mean that this is a superficial phenomenon.

It is basically based upon the record increase in the establishment. I have made the comment
that even if McGovern were President of the United States, he would be asking for military budget
increases in the face of the Soviet record.

On the other hand, I think there was general agreement that Congress would not be willing to
go along with any program to attain a significant degree of superiority or to restore extended
deterrence. That doesn’t mean you shouldn’t recommend it, because you may want to do an
educational program, but I think most of the people, except a couple of Soviet experts, felt it was
hopeless to try to get more than that and to beat your head on closed doors.

Finally, neither Congress nor the Executive Office is sufficiently aware of the potential
consequences of the erosion of extended deterrence (the things that Kissinger mentioned), but the
consequences of this erosion are often exaggerated by theorists. Again we have the thesis/antithesis.
The erosion is terribly important, but it can be exaggerated.

I think that summarizes all the things I want to report. As far as I am concerned, it was an
extremely productive meeting, but it is like a gold mine: a lot of trash among the nuggets. But
there were a lot of nuggets.

Any questions or comments? First of all, let me ask any members of the committee to add
something to this if they feel they were unfairly represented or if they just want to add something.
We have a number of the members of the committee here.

PARTICIPANT: (A) brilliant attempt to summarize. There was one important thing left out:
the surprising consensus against firing on warning.

DR. KAHN: Oh, yes, very important.




Let me be fair about this. Twenty years ago the word “Failsafe’” meant you went ahead to
target. Did you know that? That was changed, 1 would say, basically by the introduction of the
civilian strategist. Th. battle was fought, and many of us feel absolutely locked in on it
psychologically, and without any discussion we all agreed that any concept of firing on warning
was just wrong.

Many of us believe that in fact the missile force may not survive attack because you have not
really tested it, so we agreed that’s a genuine problem, that firing on warning is far and away the
safest way to arrange for a launch. We nevertheless came out absolutely against it. There were a
number of reasons. We don’t believe the statement that it is foolproof. You remember Con Edison
gave a talk saying there would be no problems this summer. Of course, that was an act of God, but
that is the kind of thing you are worried about.

Secondly, even if it were foolproof, which we don’t believe, it looks bad, it looks
irresponsible, it looks crazy.

Thirdly, General Welch made the comment that it certainly tells you when to fire, not
whether to fire. It has to be a presidential decision.

Some of us were afraid the Soviets would adopt this technique if we adopted it: and this
would be very dangerous. I think aside from Jay, nobody took that seriously because we think the
Soviets just aren’t that dumb. We thought if anybody would be dumb enough to do it, it would be
us, not them. And we feel that way.

I am not saying we considered it. We didn’t consider it. We have strong positions here, our
minds are totally closed, you couldn’t open them with dynamite, and that’s the way it should be.
Does that satisfy you?

Any other comments? [ None ]I have about run out of my time. I have three minutes and am
going to take every one of them!

PARTICIPANT QUESTION: Does the peasant metaphor imply that the Soviets have few if
any external interests?

DR. KAHN: No, they have a great deal of interest in the rest of the world, but not like the
peasant who wants to take over every farm in the country; he doesn’t have a world view.
Really, the Soviet Union is much more introspective than, say, almost any big power in the world
today. It was raised that way. This not only goes back in the Soviet character, but it is reinforced
by many modern institutions. They are basically introspective. They have an interest in the world
as the peasant does. You know, a traveler comes in and can earn many free dinners telling about
the outside world.

There was some discussion whether they are brilliant or not. There is no question in our mind
that they are learning to play us. You remember the old concept of the Politburo—the Americans
are too serious to be provoked, these are people who know what they are doing, they do what they
should do, and despite any actions of ours, except counteractions? They have dropped that
concept. They no longer think we are too serious to be provoked; they understand we can be
played. There is general agreement on that. There was disagreement on the skill with which they
play us, on how skillful they are at it.
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The panel discussed the following general topics:
®  The Foreign Policy Objectives of the Soviet Union
®  Three Sets of Criteria for Arms Control Negotiations
®  Trends in the Strategic Balance
THE FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES OF THE SOVIET UNION

In an attempt to obtain a basis for agreement and an understanding of the reason for
disagreements when they occurred, the panel was polled on the subject of their individual
perception of the objectives of the Soviet Union. There were basically two positions. The first,
majority position held that the basic objective of the Soviet Union was security. Conditioned by
her history, the objective of security translates into a desire to have the states with whom she
shares a border, in a relative sense, powerless clients. The advent of nuclear weapons and
intercontinental delivery systems has, in effect, placed the United States on the geopolitical border
of the Soviet Union, and she will not feel secure until the United States is in a position of
comparative weakness. The Soviet Union will do whatever is required to protect her Eastern
European buffer states. In addition, she wants to have a hand in all the major international
arrangements that take place in order to make sure that her vital interests are not compromised.
The prospect of her going to war with the United States, except if she perceives herself to be in dire
straits, is remote. One dissenting panel member pointed out that we may not realize that she
perceives a situation to be desperate, and may continue our threatening course of action with
unfortunate consequences. The basic danger comes from the inadverten