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SUMMARY

In & world where nuclear weapans exist and nuclear technology continues
to expand, and where the two Superpowers have divergent philosophies and
interests, the United States national security strategy has gs its centerpiece
the concept of deterrence. Deterrence has heen slternately praised and
criticized, accepted on faith and dismissed out of hand a= an anachronism.

Any strateqy for the prevention of war, especially o war whose extent,
duration, and possibly everlasting effects on mankind are hypotheticsl, and
will hopefully remain so, allows dissection from any number of directions
based on varied interpretations of history and wisions of the future.

This essay examines the theory of deterrence and some of the operationsl
or practical dilemmas encountered in the conduct of deterrence as a national
strategy or policy. It then touches upon the moral dilemmas inherent in =
strategy threatening the use of nuclear weapons. Finally, there are some
gbservations tying together the theory, the ethicsl, and the operstional
difficulties which are not going to be solved easily, if at all. The examinstion
is not meant to be definitive. It is a personal clarification of ideas often
pointing out problem areas thot need consideration rather than resclving
thern. Though admittedly superficisl, the essay is an atiempt on part of &
Catholic military officer to come to grips with a difficult reconcilistion of
what seems to be a “practical necessity” and what may become & "moral
imperative.”

The suthor concludes that today's strategy of deterrence is not illogical
and is nat immoral. Neither, however, is its success likely to be eternal. As
a strategy of managing uncertainty in o dangerous age, delerrence remasins
uncamfortable but necessary. The proper question is not whether deterrence
should be abandoned, but rather what will keep the teeth in deterrence until
an alternative can be found.

Daniel T. Twamey

DUl D s3 Lt e s s ess o ees Captain, U.S. Navy
Piociiobie i i ey 98
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INTRODUCTION

The emergence of the nuclesr capability and the refinement of gssocigted
weaponry have created the preeminent dilemma of divising en approsch to
international relations that will effectively prohibit the use of these
weapons. Unfortunately, given the existence of nuclear weapons and given a
world where nations do not perceive general interests and philosophies to be
in consonance, the prevention of nuclear war cannot be clearly sepsrated fram
war or conflict in general.

Conflict is a continuum running from the use of words, through “cold war”,
insurgency-counterinsurgency, conventional {(non-nuclear) limited warfare,
global conventional, limited nuciear and strategic nuclear war. There is no
hecessity that these somewhat artificial categories must follow in g set or
pre-ordained sequence. It is, however, generslly accepted that they are listed
in order of descending likelihood but increasing destructability and therefore
increasing necessity of prevention. US. national security policy has thus
become one emphasizing deterrence of armed conflict as the prime goal. |

The content of deterrent policy and many of the assumptions behind the
policy are increasingly being taken to task by members of all partiens of the
political spectrurn within the United States as well as by allies and
antagonists overseas. The overall concept of deterrence, both the deterrence
of nuclear war and the deterrence of conflict at all levels is at the heart of
the ethical and fiscal debates facing all branches of government today, It is
doubtful that a coherent defense budget or srms control position can be
achieved without coming to grips with the proper make up of deterrence.

Coming to grips with deterrence is neither a plegsant nor an easy task. On
the surface the concept of prevention of another's action through threats
seems straightforward and easy to identify. After all, history is filled with
examples of how well deterrence works. Maodern history of the relations
between the Superpowers (World War Il till the present) is the most studied
example of thﬁ eﬁeptweness,of geterrence, However, even the most "simple”
mechamsms mus.t, mdecgp preve,ntwé and ﬁehod:c.n:mntenance As the world
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conditions change, so must the strategies which nstions employ to govern
their relationships. Deterrence is & dynamic not g static concept and as it is
investigated to ensure that it is evolving with the internations] enviranment,
& number of dilemmas or contradictions come to light which can easily
unravel the existing peace.

During the past seversl years bath scadernicians and practicioners alike
have dissected deterrence from every conceivable perspective. They have
attempled to explain every assumption, problem, contradiction and unknown
resulting in mountains of written "evidence” and opinions. Since the concept
of deterrence is so closely tied to the psychological world of perceptions, and
since success and failure of deterrence must remain to & grest extent in the
realm.of the theoretical rather than the empirically proveable, the focus and
tone of the analyses have been as varied as the world views, interpretations
of history, political, and military biases and visions of the future held by
those participating in the debate. Whatever specific explanations and
proposals the proponents and critics of deterrence provide, their debate
further exacerbates the difficulty in articulating & policy that has been
accrued from past palicies and practices and may not have evolved as rapidly
as the real world.

This paper will first review the theory of deterrence and the history of
the practice of modern deterrence and will then highlight same of the major
dilermmas that need to be addressed by practicioners. After discussing both '
moral and operational challenges, some personal observations are offered
which attempt to take into account these moral issues as well as the real
world circumstances and perceptions in which these ethical considerstions
take place. Though a personal eveluation of deterrence, the paper provides &
framework for the continued essessment of deterrence as an aam‘aéc:h ta
national security and international stability.




CHAFTER |
DETERRENCE THECORY

Any theory of deterrence must address the factors likely to affect
deterrence outcomes. Scholars and policy formulastors havye approached this
addressal from every conceivable direction: the eyes of the deterrer, the
perceptions of the prospective deterree, the historian, and the futurist.
Deterrence has been modeled using practical historical nations and events and
~ has been discussed &7 ssuséss in abstract philosophicel and psychological
terms using mythical participants with generalized ideclogical outlooks and
inventive scenarios. Deterrence has been divided into general and “pure” or
immediate; it has been treated a&s & theoretical concept as well as &
phenomenclogical event. Deterrence has been called a policy, & strategy, a
gosl, an objective, a facede, & process, an orientation, a relationship. 1t may
emphasize denial or punishment; it may be resl or pretend, based on
declarative policy or practical planning. Its success or failure has been said
to depend primarily an either force and capabilities or perceptions of will and
intent. National style, risk calculations, assumptions of human rationality,
political and fiscal costs, technolagical advancements and potentialities
must all be used to link interests, commitment, capability, credibility and the
operational parameters of deterrence. Deterrence is perhaps best described
as a game of strategic interaction in which a rational opponent assesses
costs and benefits of actwn based on the expectations regarding the likely
behavior of its adversarg Since our government has not been able to find &
more sure practical method of prevention of war than deterrence, it has
become the centerpiece of our security policy.

Today's debates on deterrence have centered on the practical case of
deterrence as practiced by the Superpowers in an ers of rapidly expanding
technology drastically affecting the likelihood, conduct, and potentisl results
of modern warfare. Before discussing some of the specific practical and
moral dilemmas posed by depending on deterrence as the centerpiece of
security it xs necessary to quickly review some of the basic theorg of
deterrence. s8 3 5 ¢ ce 00 o7e eee o ses oo
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Patrick Margen defines deterrence as “the threat to use fm‘c:f in response
as s way of preventing the first use of force by someone else."* Deterrence
exists then in a world of theory, inference and hypothesis. In this world of
hypothesis, theorists have identified several factors that impact the outcome
of deterrence.>

First, there must be g threat to influence the opponent's expectations
about how the deterring power will act in a conflict situation. The type and
extent of the threat will vary depending on the situstion and the interests
involved. In general however, the threat will be seen to be different from
purely defense which is seen to end an aggression. The threat (to prevent the
aggression) will Yikely add punishment and retribution to defense.

Next, the threat must be signaled to the opponent. The nature of the signal
and its manner of presentation are extremely important. Since the deterrer
has, in effect, relinquished the initiastive to the opponent, it is vital that the
deterree believe the threat will be carried cut and that the deterring power
has sufficient motivation to follow through on the threst. In the modern
world, transmitting the message of deterrence is very complex especislly
since there is very little data and experience with nuclear war. Nations must
deal primarily with theory, inference and hypothesis; and transmission by
trial and error will likely not survive more than a very few errars.

The third factor is the linking of credibility, commitment and intrinsic
interest. This is a matter of proper coordination of signals, consistency with
national style and history, and practical capabilities at the time of the
signals.

Credibility of the deterrer is a prime factor. Credibility is & function of
capabilities, the damage these capabilities can inflict and the perception of
the intentions of the deterrer. This is predominantly a psychologicsl
component since it involves a calculation of costs and/or gains, i.e. the costs
of making war are greater or less than the gains or losses from retreat ar no
resistence. Credibility is affected by relative levels of strength and if the
umbrella of deterrence stretches over a country "protected” by the deterrer,
the credibility of this “extended deterrence” is greatly affected by the
relationship betwesn the, delerring PAVEr, f:n.d.:ttle: weaker country that is
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targeted for aggression.

There must be the capability to back up the threat. It is the sdequacy and
approprigteness of the capability as perceived by the opponent that is
impartant since he must be convinced that it can't be easily circumvented or
"piecemealed”.

Sixth, the vulnerability of the deterrer to preemption plays g role in the
opponent’s calculations and evaluation.

Finally, the concept of deterrence depends heavily on the asssumption aof
rationality on the part of the actors invalved. Rationality is genersally defined
in terms of calculating and value maximizing decision makers. It involves
instrumental rationality which assumes purposive and goal directed action or
regsanable rationality where the actor does not act if costs outweigh the
gains. it may even involve rationality in the true psychological
sense-especially in times of extreme pressure or crisis. (There are some
theorists like Morgan who believe that it is the measure of irrationality in
human behavior that makes deterrence successful and not the emphasis on
rational calculations.)

These seven factors appear to be mast appropriate snd influential in
gituations of “pure” or immediate deterrence and of somewhat lesser
relevance in their totality to general deterrence.? Specificity and
appropriateness of the threat, clarity of the signal, certain credibility with
relation to the specific instance involved, and the "ready” capability of force
~ toback up the threat provide the observable rationality important in cases of
immediate deterrence. in genersl deterrence, ambiguous national policies are
more frequently the rule and thus deterrence works more as a result of the
uncertainty facing the aggressor and the rationality/irrationality present in
both the deterrer and the aggressor. Overemphasis on deterrent strategy in
cases characterized as part of general deterrence without coming to grips
with the limits of the scope and relevance of deterrence often produces
crises and crisis escalation rather than control and management of the
relationships between the states. Deterrence is part of & general influence
process and not a separable self-contained phenomenon.
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In applying the seven factors, it becomes clear that deterrence doesn't
depend on intentions of the deterrer alone but maore on the beliefs of the ane
to be deterred. The perceptions of both sides are perhaps the most important
keys to successful deterrence. In discussing the relationship between
deterrence and perception, Robert Jervis reminds us that actors' perceptions
diverge from objective reality and from the perceptions of other sctors. A
statesman needs to see how his opposite number sees the world, ie how
things look through his ege'-‘ Deterrence will possibly misfire if the twao
sides have different beliefs in the perceived cost of punishment that can be
inflicted and the perceived probabilities that they will be inflicted. Jervis
assesses four primary areas of concern for the practicioners of deterrence:
misperceptions of value, misperceptions of credibility, judging the
adversaries’ alternatives, and self-deterrence.b

Each side must have an accurate understanding of what the other side
considers of value since one deters the other by convincing him thet the value
he can expect from & certain action is outweighed by the punishment he can
expect. The aggressor, for example, must know what kind of wer the deterrer
is threatening to wage. The deterrer must know what the aggressor yalues
raost in order to tailor the threat properly. :

Probably the most important cause of deterrence failure is misperception
of credibility. How do states determine another's general resolve? How does
the statesrnan calculate how much his counterpart is willing to pay?
Deterrence Theory rests on the assumption that genersl judgments sbout
others’ credibility are important; but how context bound sre these judgments
and how important is the overall reputation of & nation in relation tu its
specific interests in the crisis in question?

Deterrence msy fail if the defender fails to grasp the aggressor's
evaluation of the alternatives to fighting. Is the aggressor acting based on
the attraction of positive gains or is he acting because he feels inaction will
force him to suffer grave losses? Jervis makes the interesting observation:
“Stetus quo powers often underestimate the pressure that is pushing the
other to act and therefore underestimate the magnitude of threat and/or the
degree of credibility that wm be requxred to make the other refrain fram
moving.”

® L] 290 .




Sometimes states can successfully deter others unintentionally or
unknowingly. Statesmen can also be deterred by “perceiving” things that are
not there. Alarmists may deter themselves by paying teo much attention to
hypothetical  calculations sbout enemy capabilities and becoming fnore
hesitant and less confident thus encouraging the other party to believe it is
safe to take sctions otherwise considered too dangerous. This tupe of self
deterrence taken to its extreme could result in & self-fulfilling prophecy of
defeat.

The likelihood of misperception in any or all of these aress puts extensive
limits on the degree to which deterrence strategies cean be fine tuned.
Strategies must also be tailored to the other's pre-existing beliefs and
images which further limits the range of strategies. The perceptusl
difficulties noted here strengthen the view that definitive deterrence theory
and definition are based on verifying a psychological phenomenan.

The various aspects of deterrence theory, especially when considered in
conjunction with today's nuclear world, thus raise s number of paradoxes or
dilemmas that are not easily or definitively solveable for the future. The
dilemmas revolve around what is perhaps the key dilemma of deterrence. "The
more likely it is that you will use your capability if you need to, the less
likely it is that you will ever be faced with the need. And the converse is
equally true S This dilemma is surrounded by an ever increasing family of
dilemmas that are entwined with each of the key factors affecling the
success of deterrence discussed previously. The litany of uncertainties or
dilemmas associated with the practice of deterrence have been brought o the
forefront by both ends of the political spectrum. There are thaose who believe
deterrence as a8 reactive strategy does not go far enough and allows the
Soviets a free hand in all but the military sphere of action. On the other side,
some hold that deterrence is too confrontational and dangerous and can only
result in nuclear holocaust. Between the two extremes are numerous
divergent paths towsard improving the current concept by increasing its
credibility through improved understanding of antagonists, clearer signals,
stronger links between interests and commitment, and an improved and better
understood capability to back up the threat to retaliate.

The sttempts to addre

3

ir lemmas are not alone.
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The assault on the morality of deterrence has intensified, even if it is still in
its infancy. The most cogent treatise has been by the Cathalic Bishops, but
even they have not yet taken the fuli step from theory and doctrine to
practice and alternatives.

Before sddressing these moral aspects, Chapter H will address same of
the specific operational dilemmas in the context of the US. and Soviet Unian
as the prime players in the deterrence process.
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CHAPTER i
OPERATIONAL DILEMMAS

Today's debates in the West about deterrence and the attendant nuclear
strategy appesr to be brought about by the 1970°s change in the military
balance of power between the United States and the Soviet Union, especially
in the nuclear area. This change in the balance resulting in & decrease in the
relative strength of the West has brought with it & fear of intensified Soviet
aggression and pressure on the West and an increased fear of nuclear war. No
one knows the risks of nuclear war; statistics are of little help; and
estimating the risk is fraught with danger. Amos Tversky caught the mood of
the debates in a 6 December 1983 New York Times article. "People have na
sensible mental model for dealing with very improbable events, so they either
ignore them entirely and assume they will not happen, or, if forced to
consider them, grossly overestimate their likelihood.”

It i very hard to evaluate genersl deterrence as has existed between the
United States and the Soviet Union with regard to aggression against Western
Europe. Have the Soviets been deterred for these last four decades or have
they not had the intent to take Europe? If they have been deterred, what has
deterred them? U.S. nuclear threat, US.-NATO nuclear capability, U.S.-NATO
conventional military capability, or something else? In the case of Europe,
“successful deterrence is very much more than just a matter of having a
favorable military balance and very much @ matter of the nature and extent of
ties between the defender state and the state it wishes to protect.” 10 Since
deterrence is & function of both politicel and military considerations,
decision-makers must weigh the perceived political consegquences of militar,
action as well as the military risks and costs. If the combination of costs
and risks is very high, deterrence will likely succeed. (Keep in mind however
that sometimes, as we have seen, even the risks may be perceived to be
preferable to the status quo.) If & strategy is to deter, it must be credible.
Both sides must believe that if deterrence were to fail, the US. would
actusally operste itg, forees in gccqrdgpeg wjm me.stratqu gnd both sides
must believe thats sgzcn-ogergiwn-s. wquld Ene l:kelg tt dchieve US. wartime
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gnals.” & number of the confusions and criticisms surrounding the U5

policy of deterrence.center on US. strategy, its forces, and its capability to
achieve wartime goals. There is confusion on what the .S, strategy is and
how it has evolved. There is criticism on how much and what type of
capsbility is required to carry out the strategy. And there is debate sbout the
overal]l moratity of the strategy.

fn 1968 in Gulliver's Troubles, Stanley Hoffman suggested that "American
national style is charscterized, on the one hand, by commitments ta very
broad principles of ambiguous character and, on the other, by an 'engineering
—approach’ to problems that emphasizes technique and tnzu::hncﬂugg."12 But
strategic decision can't follow the laws of mechsnics because risk,
misperception and mizscalculation are subjective phenomena.

If there is confusion on what the WS, strategy is, Secretary of Defense
Weinberger tries to dispel it in his 1986 Annual Report. U.S. defense strategy
is to deter aggression and coercion against U.S. sllies, friends, and vital
interests. He continues stating that if deterrence should fail, the U%
strategy would be to seek the earliest termination of conflict on terms
favorable to the US, our allies and our national security objectives; while at
the same time seeking to limit the scope and intensity of the conflict.!?
Deterrence according to the Secretary is the core of US. strategy.

"Such interrelated factors as US.-Soviet relations, relative strengths of
major nations, global military balance, and current regional military
situations must be considered in the formulation of strategy and the
development of forces to support it. US. military strategy and force leyels
must be adequate to confront a wide range of challenges from low intensity
conflict to threats involving modern conventional and nuclear forces.” 4

The military sources of deterrence include effactive defenses, the threst
of escalation, and the threst of retaliation. The credibility of deterrence then
is & function of having and being perceived to have the military capability to
execute these effectively. That is another way of ssying that the ability
must exist to remove 8ll incentives for direct attack against the United
States and its allies by ensuring sny #ttacker an unacceptable cutcome.
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These quotes from the Secretary and from the Organization of the Jdoint
Chiefs of Staff clearly highlight the key elements of deterrence as seen by
the US. government. It is an extended deterrence which means American
protection is extended over friends and allies and is not limited to preventing
attacks against the United States. Response will be flexible, and the
potential outcome of a conflict will be unacceptable to the attscker
Deterrence involves conventional as well as nuclear capability, and global
military balance is important. Although these concepts appear relatively
straightforward, they lesve 8 lot to the imaginaticn and are open to
interpretation in almost every respect, especially with regard to nuclesr
strategu.

Declaratory policy (public statements made by suthorized government
officials about how nuclear wespons would be used) is often misleading due
to oversimplification or & reluctance to discuss palitically sensitive aspects
of employment policy. These aspects may be sensitive domestically or
internationally. Employment palicy, on the other hard, is the actual policy
governing the use of nuclear weapons, the type of tergets that are to be
attacked, under what circumstances, and with what confidence of success, |

In discussing the historic elements of US. strategic nuclear policy,
Desmond Ball subdivides it into several facets which are not all consistent
vith each other,

a. Declaratory Policy includes annual reports, public debate rationale
and budget decisions which may or may not resemble closely how
the US. would act in crisis and war.

b. Force Development Policy instructs decisions on the size and
capability of ICBMs and basing modes, requirements for strategic
bombers, and the size and characterisitics of the SLEM force.

c. Operations] Policy determines such things as alert rates of missiles
and patrol practices of submarines.

d. Force Employment Policy (action policy) defines how we would
actually use qur fozcee iv theevent 0f°an'exc‘hanqe
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e. Arms Control Policy defines the objectives as to the character of
the balance being sought, the cepabilities of US. forces required and
provides quidance for the development of bargaining chms.w

This somewhat artificial cataloguing of policies helps us understand why
we are operating under what appears, in many cases, to be contradictory
policies and leads Ball to conclude, "If strategic discourse were to pay
appropriate attention to the nuclear weapons employment aspect of U5
strategic policy as opposed to the misleading and increasingly sterile debates
about declaratory policy then there would be & number of interesting and
important issues which could well be addressed. " However, even this
suggestion doesn't bring us to a singuler thread in U.S. nuclear policy. Asran
Friedberg succinctly summarizes the development of US. doctrine:

"U.S. strategic doctrine, such as it is, has always contained two
different strands. One is ‘assured destructionist’ in coloration and
exphasizes the importance of the countervaiue deterrent, the dangers
of regarding nuclear forces as ordinary weapons of war, the risks of
threatening the enemy's nuclear capabilities, the value of stability and
the necessity for ‘indices’ of sufficiency. The other strand is more
traditionsl, srising as it does from some universal and time-honared
principles of military action. It focuses on war outcome, on the
importance of ’preparing to achieve sensible objectives should
deterrence fail and therefore on the necessity for defeating the enemy
by denying him his objectives and destroying his willingness and
ability to wage war." 18

Sometimes these strains have come into open conflict. in certain.aress
and times, one or the other has clearly been dominant; but they have often
just coexisted with one eanother. From McMamara in 1962, through
Schiesinger in 1974 and President Carter's PD-59 in July 1930, the emphasis
and description of US. strategic policy has been counterforce. The Reagan
Strategic Modernization Program seems to indicate an even heavier reliance
on a counterforce strategy. Ball maintains that war plans have always
included a wide range of targets including military forces, stockpiles, bases,
installations, economic and industrial centers, political and administrative
centers, and {(after, 4950) Sovies nuelear to:ces; He akgo.motes that even with
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great changes in avowed U.S. stragetic policy and targeting docirines, these
cq: G
general categories have been remarkably resilient.!?

Aaron Friedberg further summarizes U.S. targeting strategy:

"..between the end of World Yar |l and the first years of the fifties, the
United States did not explicitly target Soviet military installations
with its nuclear forces. (Although the targeting of urban industrial
areas during this period was intended to have an immediate effect on
the war on the ground.) From the early sixties to the present {1980}
Soviet military forces, and especially their nuclear threat forces have
apparently made up 8 majority of the designated targets against which
American strategic weapons would be used in the event of war."20

U.S. strategic policy as defined by PD-59 (and as is continued by President
Reagan) is not revolutionary but, is rather, as Harold Brawn noted in his
remarks at the Naval War College on 20August 1980, "a natural evolution of
the conceptual foundations built over the course of g generation.”

Even this cursory review of US. nuclesr strategy helps dispel the myths
that U.S. policy is strictly one massive retaliation or assured destruction or
that there is no coherent strategy. The US. has always had & nuclear
strategy, ie. & set of objectives, however crudely defined, and an
accompanying plan containing detailed target and employment requirements.
The question of what to do if deterrence fails has received g great deal of
attention for a very long time, even if it has not been discussed in
“declaratory policy.”

Even though our nuclear strategy does exist, the elimination of the
confusion about it, which in turn might reduce the confusion about the role it
plays in our overall deterrent strategy, is not 8 simple task. The problem is
reflected in one of the dilemmas facing the political and military leadership.
The closer the declaratory policy approximates and exposes the employment
policy f{and the other subcategories, such as force development and
aperational policy) the less successful the strategy will be. To maximize its
own leverage and protection, the Soviets would develop counter measures to
minimize the effectivengss and therefpre the ¢redibi}jty of the policy. On the
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other hs:md a major dispdrity hetwett dedigr atmu %m'd rplayment. policy also
risks & loss of credibility. Types and capabilities of individual wespons
systems and the selected combination of weapons by their very exiztence
limit and, to some extent, announce the policy being followed. A declaratory
policy of second strike counterforce is not credible if the deterring arsenal is
made up of vulnerable, very large weapons with & questionable capability for
command and control. From the military perspective a disparity of weapons
capabilities and palicy could force plans and tactics that are incorrect,
inappropriate, and likely ineffective. There has always been some disjunction
between employment policy and force structure, but the amount acceptable
has probably decreased with the loss of US. strategic superiority. Today,
consistency and efficiency require increased correspondence belween
declaratory, employment, operationsl, force development, and erms contraol
policies. As Ball says, "Failure to effect & sensitive and mutually responsive
retationship between target planning and strategic policymaking risks
incredible declaratory statements and inefficient war plans.“ﬂ The history
of the development of US. strategic policy and targeting strategy indicates
that there is a growing appreciation of this relationship. The same history

‘also reminds us of the internal bureaucratic and fiscal aspects of strategy

development which further complicate the sending of coherent signals tn the
Soviets. 22 (Logically, strategy is driven by objectives and in turn ﬁtratequ

~drives the requirement for capabilities. But logic does not always prevail.

Limited resources force the development of limited cananmties; gnd, some
objectives are considered so important that they directly drive the

development of & capability without ever going through the strategy stage.)

However coherent the strategy, the credibility of deterrence is extramely
dependent an the ability to carry out the strategy; and as opponents become
more equal in military power, deterrence {s based more and mare upon resolve
and will. The political leaders’ resolve and will can be demonstrated in part
by the resources tied up in backing up the strategic policy. In March 1985
Secretary Weinberger reaffirmed the three meajor elements thst the 1963
Scowcroft Commission determined effective deterrence today to require:

1) Holding at risk those military, political and economic assets which the
Soviet leadership have given every indication by their actions they value maost
and which consistuybs thqn'-toola of-aower-aﬂd»cpm-rm": oo
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2) Creating a stable strategic balance by eliminating unilateral Soviet
advantages and evolving to increasingly survivable deterrent forces; snd

3) Maintaining a modern effective Strategic Triad by strengthening each of
its legs and emphasizing secure and survivable comtmand, control and
communications.23

in addition to the essential targeting requirements which come from these
‘principles of deterrenma,"‘?“x the Secretary believes the US. {or deterrer)
must be able to control escalation. This means that the Torces and targeting
must combine to provide a capability to respond to an adversary's initisted
conflict in & way that denies him the motive and advantage of escalation. Ing
further policy statement Mr. Weinberger sdds, "we must have sufficient
forces to make certain that the Soviets understand clearly that we can and
will deny them their objectives at any level of conflict they might
contemplate."%

At this point we can recognize three additional dilemmas:

1) In order to ensure deterrence we need to think about and plan against
possible failures of deterrence;

2) The stronger we make the capsbility of the military forces backing our
deterrent strategy, the stronger the fesr on the part of the Soviets that our
strategy is one of firet strike rather than deterrence; and

3) A paradox caused by the relationship of extended deterrence and
escalation control is articulated by Richard Smoke, "At ane level, the
enormous growth of US. and Western military capabilities might seem to be
cause for placing considerable confidence in the West's ability to employ
strategies of extended deterrence. However, many of the developments. also
tend to undercut such confidence in important respects. The intertwining of
extended deterrence and escalation dynamics leaves the credibility of the
deterent threat at least partially dependent upon the threatener's ability-or

to be exact, his pergeiyed abiljty-tg mapage the eaca]ezmn,process.“%
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Planning for the poscmle ranure of deterrence is not only prudent
militarily, it is necessary to make deterrence credible. Deterrence and the
capability for war fighting (not war winning) are but two sides of the same
coin. Confusion in this area is, perhaps, the most prevalent misconcention
about our deterrent strategy. The belief that thinking about and introducing
more accurate, limited weapons with better plans for contingencies is a shift
away from deterrence is incorrect. As Quinlan said, the "delerrent effect of
weapons and plans is not something separate from and independent of their
capability for actual use; deterrence operates precisely through capability for
actusl use."27 Weapons that are unussable are not credible, weapons that are
difficult to use are less credible, the lack of meaningful plans creates the
perception of & lack of serious will. Perhaps Mark Twain described this
aspect of deterrence quite well years ago:
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“The other dasy two bulldogs met. They circled sharling and growling.
Both were bluffing, s0 nothing happened. And they were about to walk
off when one of them opened his mouth. He had no teeth. So the other
dog tore him to pieces. 4%

The decision about the size, shape, and sharpness of the teeth required is
the heart of the first two dilemmas. Military considerations have always
played a role in influencing the political military leaders of the Soviet Union
and the United States. Sam Huntington sees military forces contributing to
deterrence in three ways. They deter by being in place, thereby incressing
the uncertainties and potential costs to the aggressor. They deter by being
in place and possibly effecting & successful defense, therety causing a
possible defeat of the enemy. Finally, they deter by threatening retaliation
against assets highly valued by the aggreqqor.zg All elements must be
present. A purely defensive strategy is an inherently weaker deterrent than
_one which threatens {or promises) retaliation. Unfortunately strategies snd
forces designed for deterrence are not necessarily as well suited to defense.
when we think aboul deterrence pursued ihrough the capability to deny the
enemy, we are typically thinking about conventional land, ses, and air forces.
when we think about deterrence pursued through the capability to punish the
enemy, we are typically thinking strategic nuclear forces whether massive
or limited. In addressmg extended deterrence, Huntington concludes that &
purely conventiongl ﬂet’ense s :Ute same:az: dater:enw 'w:thaut retgliation.
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This "denial only” qtrat'e'qg EEns *thad ot a'tnjr&sur cane e tempted to
estimate the cost needed to defest the enemy farces and to achieve his
objective. If the nuclear retaliation threat is alsp present, the stlacker's
uncertainty and risk are greatly increased.” 50 Unfortunately, the distinction
between denial and punishment is muddied somewhat when speaking solely of
the nuclear deterrent. Countercity or countervalue weapons are easily
categorized as punishment, though they may, of course be effective
counterforce weapons as well. Counterforce weapons may be used for either
denial or punishment. The distinction must be made based on targeting
practices, employment plans, and operational policies. This, then, returns us
to the earlier discussed dilemma of declaratory policy and its relationship
with force development, erripmgment, and operational policies and its use as
8 signal to the Soviets.

Secretary Weinberger has used declaratory policy to define the nuclear
weadpon arsenal that he feels meets the needs for both denial and punishment,
while providing the survivability and redundancy to demonstrate a
retaliatory rather than a first strike posture.

“..the concept of § strategic triad provides an indispensable element of
deterrence. The combined effect of having three complementary legs
complicates Soviet attack planning and any effarts to prevent U.5.
retaliation. The existence of the three legs provides, in addition, an
important hedge against the possibility that a single Soviet
technological breakthrough could threaten our overall deterrent
capability. By maintaining a triad of forces, we compel the Soviet
Union to disperse ils resources against three components, preventing
it from concentrating its considerable resources on defeating only one
or two U.S. strategic systems. The strengths of each triad leg not anly
complement the strengths of the other two but alsc compensate for
their weaknesses. To deter successfully all types of nuclear attack,
our forces as a whole must possess a number of characteristics and
capabilities -- including survivability, prompt response, endurance,
mission flexibility, and sufficient accuracy and warhead yield -- to
retaliate against hardened Soviet military targets. Mo single weapon
system can incorporate all of these capabilities. Submarines are less
vulnerable but weu, are dzftmult ;g po,rrupymca;e.wnh at times, and

[ 4 . L ] . o & o
L ‘ . . . ... e & O
* © o0 ¢ e . . ‘ ¢ o . . o0 9 o
e o L LI ] [ ] e o o e & 0 » & @

o¢ 0.0 & 080 ¢ o0 ee L L] [ ] (X X J LX)

¢




currently their missiles are less accurate. Bornbers are accurste and
retrievable, but they are much stower. ICBMs are easier to commasnd
and provide a quicker response, but they are more wulverable than
submarines. The three systems together can incorporate all of the
elements necessary to deter any type of nuclear attack. Thus, the key
advantage of the triad is that is provides an important messure of
strategic stesl:n‘litg."31

Deterrence is a game of strategic interaction in which each opponent
assesses costs and benefits based on expectations regarding the likely
behavior of the other. The day of the US. monopoly or overwhelming
superiority in nuclear weapons came to an end in the 1970s. Soviet gains in
both strategic and conventional capabilities have increased so much more
rapidly than those of the West that the credibility of the West's deterrent
capability could soon come into question. The balance of military capabilities
is importent. It is important to the attacker in assessing his ability to
attack and fight and in estimating the defender's probability to fight. The
perception of & relative military advantage could also have political
advantages in peacetime and in crisis situalions. Brent Scowcraft maintains,
“If comparative military trends were to point to their (Soviets) becoming
superior to the West in each of a number of military areas, they might
consider themse]’ves able to raise the risks in a crisis in a8 manner that could
not be matched.">2

President Reagan's Strategic Modernizaetion Frogram when combined with
the policy statements offered by the President himself, the Secretary of
Defense and government spokesmen such as the Scowcroft Commicsion, draw
closer together force development and declsratory policies. © The

Modernization Program emphasizes the capabilities required of the strategic

~forces for a US. policy to deny Soviet objectives, to provide flexible
response, snd to demonstrate the endurance necessary for retalistion rather
than dependence on a first strike>> A policy that doesm't possess the
military forces with the capability to enforce it is hollow and not credible to
us, to our sllies, or to our adversaries. Yet a posture that is perceived by the
U.S. as a retalistory deterrent but is viewed by the Soviet Union as a
provocative threat is especially dangerous. Whether the capabilities
supporting the deterteht podibi ‘Oeddl: feriit »'ar’ ravdke attack is very
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dependent on political factors and on the nature of the Soviet motives and
beliefs. As we have seen, uncertainty may not prohibit the stiscker if he
perceives an intolerable cost of not attacking; but, "s nuclear threat is the
best hedge against uncertainty sbiout Soviet motives because it raises the

‘risks that counter Moscow's perceived costs of not going to war. >4

Deterrence is, in the end, @ matter of national will and resolve, a matter
of political relationships, and a matter of perceptions. The military
capabilities of both sides are important but are only one aspect. Belts sees
the essential problems for the US. strategy lying in unchangeable geagraphy
and only marginally alterable politics. Geography makes the US. homeland
more secure than the JS.SR. but reverses the advantage where defense of
allies and conflict in crucial third areas are concerned>>  Extended
deterrence, is more likely to be effective when the defender's visible and
symbolic staske in hig protege is great. Economic linkage, arms transfer and
local military capabilities are major players in increasing the likelihood of
successful deterrence. The credibility of extended deterrence is not based on
details of forces or doctrine but on the basic recognition that Americs
extends its nuclear commitment to Europe because the independence of
Western Europe from Soviet dominance s essential 1o the independence of the
0536 soviet behavior is most likely to continue to be determined by
particular ctakes and potential costs which will be colored by their
perception of the balance of nuclear weaponry, their views of armed conflict
in general, and especially their acceptability {or 1ack of) of nuclear war as an
instrument of policy.

Some of the theoretical and practical dilemmas involved in deterrence
have been addressed, and it appears the U.S. deterrent policy has accepted the
challenge to remain dynamic. Both policy and the capabilities ascocisted
with those policies have changed with the political times and with the
increased Soviet capabilities. The US. continues to attempt to come to grips
with the interrelated paradoxes of the nuclear age: 1) Because of the
destructiveness of nuclear weapons, a nuclear war seems implausible; but
many believe it is likely or fairly likely. 2) The nuclear powers command
unprecedented destructive power, but they can't use that power. 3) It is not
meaningful (in the traditiona] sense) 1o speak of wippjng g nuclesr war.>7
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" Nuclear weapons  have TunBatenfafiy” changed the “nafure of war
Deterrence is an uncomfortable strategy. Management of the escalstion
process appears to remain g very weak link in deterrence as practiced today.
Tight contrels over weapans, improved commeand and control systems and
pracedures, alliance and U.S. contingency plans are all attempts to strengthen
the control of escalation. The question of what happens if deterrence fails
remains important for the intellectual cohesion and credibility of our nuclear
strategy. It is alsc & question that, in the West, is increasingly treated in
terms of religious morality. Though posing theoretical and not operational
problems far the decision makers -- yet, the moral dilemmas associated with
nuclear warfare and also applicable to nuclear deterrence, may pose an aven
greater threat to continued faith in deterrence as o strategy.
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CHAPTER 1
MORAL DILEMMAS

"The nuclear sge is an ers of maral as well as physicsl danger. We sre the
first generation since Genesis with the power to virtually destroy God's
creation. ‘we cannot remain silent in the face of such danger. ‘We are simply
trying to live up to the call of Jesus to be peacermakers in our time and
situation”>5  with these words the Catholic bishops entered seriously, for
the first time, into the nuclear debate. The bishops believe that the dangers
and dynamics of the nuclear arms race present gualitatively new problems
which must be addressed by fresh applications of traditional morsl
principles.

Fear about the bomb is 3 sometimes thing. Most people know that nuclear
weapons are g problem just like they know that oil is running out and that the
burning of fossil fuels may be heating up the earth; just like they know that
midwest farmland is losing tons of topsoil per acre per year and that acid
rain is poisoning our lakes. All of these promise doom, and nuclear weapons
gre often placed in the pile of things we can't do anything about 3% Admiral
James Watkins reiterates this same thought, "we, as Americans, have been
reluctant to look at difficult questions about nuclesr wespons ano natiohal
defense. 1t was easier to ‘not think' the ‘unthinkable than to intellectually
deal with our questions about national defense in the nuclear aqe."‘m

Perhaps the timing of the conternporary debate is tied to the awareness of -
the end of American strategic superiority combined with, what some have
called, the “cavalier” attitude of some high US. government officials
regarding nuciear issues. The nuclear debate crosses over all lines: political,
organizational, professional, and ideological. Since the debate deals with the
rights of people and the relationship of people to government, the entire
spectrum of defense and strategic deterrence is being placed under public
scrutiny with a fervor rarely experienced. Public concern is best described as
8 disagreement abaut ths best.way 10 preyendsa nuclegr 4ar. In any case, the
moral questions ra:sed Bu Rliciedr W«eaﬁﬁﬁc need-to Ep- thought through from
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their foundations all the Wah-fuotne:r p:am:al xrrlnllmtu_n:, En-ﬂm anaylsis
the resort to faith, rehgkcnu:s-wﬂneu, o Phedtrid e not aunr dpFiote.

The dilemma to be gddressed is that the moral result of svoiding nuclear
war was achieved through the asuspices of certain (maybe maorally
questionable) type of weapons. The central political dilernme we discussed
garlier, that is, to ensure deterrence we need to think about and plan against
possible failures of deterrence, has elso strained our moral conceptions. May
we resort to nuclear warfare under any circumstances? May we threaten to
de what we may not do? May we possess what we may not use? The French
Cathalic bishops, the Lutheran Church in America, the Episcopal Church and
the U.S. Catholic bishops have all addressed the dilemma. The Pastoral Letter
of the Cathalic bishops provides by far the most in-depth anelysis of the
problem, and they admit they have not solved the problem but have anly shed
light on it. The Catholic bishops generally appear to echo what the
Protestants have said. %! They, in the letter, feel the strong tug between the
schaols of pacifism and those holding to the just war theory. The maovement
through ceveral drafts show the difficulties the bishops encountered:
philosophical, moral, bureaucratic, and realistic-political. The final draft
published in the Spring of 1963 leaned much farther toward the just war side
than they did in the earlier drafts. Like any primarily thearetical,
philosophical analysis, there are s number of criticisms of the Bishops'
methods and conclusions as well as a great deal of praise for providing an
analytic look that is filled with realistic reflections as well as utopian
yearnings.

The Catholic bishops begin their letter with a discussion of "peace” which
has a long and complex tradition in Catholic thought. Through history pesce
has had a number of different meanings: the individual's sense of well-being
or security, the cessation of armed hostility, the right relationship with God,
and eschatological peace which is the final realization of God's salvation. In
the 01d Testament peace was seen as a gift from God; in the New Testament
vwar and peace are seen in the context of the reign of God which Christ
proclaimed and inaugurated. Peace is possible, but never assured; its
possibility must be continually protected and preserved. Peace is seen not as
an end in itself, but as an indispensable condition for the task of creating a
more human world f.ar all msn ever-gw-here-- Peﬁoeq *the setting in which
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moral choices can pe -moit. sTfPCH'»‘E'm 'umd
foundation for peace,“F'add. thisiind $teuhgld fof jubt
threaten certain forms of peace. In the words of the Past
Vatican I
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"Certainly war has not been moted out of human affairs. As long as the
danger of war remains and there is not competent and sufficiently
powerful authority at the international level, governments cannot be
denied the right to legitimate defense once every means of peaceful
sentiment has been exhausted. Therefore, government authorities and
others who share public responsibility have the duty to protect the
welfare of the people entrusted to their cause and to conduct such
_ grave matters soberly” »43

But, the Fastaral continues,.."Nor does the possession of war potential maks

syary military or political use of it lawful’ -44 In consonance with thiz, the
bichops maintain that the Christian must defend peace, properly understond,
against aggression; it is the how of defending peace that offers the moral
options.

Within Catholic tradition certain moral principles provide guidance for
public policy as well as for individual choice. Particularly appropriate hera
is the Church's teaching on just war criteria. Francis Winters notes that just
war theary attempts to reconcile two spparently conflicting human rights:
the right to a just political order and the right to life. |t is "a philosophical
sheath for the sword to protect the sacredness of life 4% The application of
just war criteria entails consideration of sociological, economic, political,
and military as well as moral questions. Jdust war criteria are divided into
two categories: s &5 befium - justifisbility of resorting to war, and Jivs oy
feiia- the morally permissible conduct in fighting & war.

s &4 Lallyre There are seven basic rules in initisting @ just war:
1. dust cause: The confrantation must be res] end there must be certain

danger. It is doubtful that & war of retribution todsy would it into this
criterion.
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htt‘E' ca'demnq H,u:* Wtk st b those responsitie

2. Competent authumgg :
for the public order. (Résalattansry groupsepds e-amntert-ﬂdrxgq'tlectmn here.)

3. Comparative justice: The rights and values at stake must be critical
gnough to override the presumption sgainst war; and limited means must be
used to pursue the objective.

4. Right intention: Intentions must be in accordance with the just war
criteria and not for enslavement, genocide, etc..

S. Last resart: All peaceful alternatives must have been exhausted.

6. Probability of success: This is very hard to spply and is an sttempt to
prevent an irrational resort to farce and disproportionate or futile outcomes.

7. Proportionality: The damage inflicted and the costs incurred must be
proportionate to the good expected.

s in Lefier The criteria here ere closely tied with the idess of
proportionality and discrimination. There is unequivocal condemnation of
indiscriminate destruction of entire cities. Consideration of possible harm,
the dangers of error and miscalculation, accidents, etc. are important as well.

Using & basic presumption that war is to be avoided, the spplication of the
just war criteria, and the belief that the possibilities of political or moral
limits on nuclear war are extremely minimal, the bishops basically conclude
that the moral task is prevention of nuclear war.

With regard to the use of nuclesr weapons, the major problems erise in
conjunction with discrimination and proportionality.  Counter-population
warfare is unacceptable under any circumstances, even in retalistion. The
initiation of nuclear war and the conduct of limited nuclear war are also
condermned because of the overwhelming likelihood of escalation, uncertainty
about discrimination in targeting, and uncertain long term effects.

The bishops recognize that deterrence has become the centerpiece of US
strategy and that thers has been subsbkamtial gontjnuidy wmy U.S. action policy in
spite of the changas it cteclérﬁtttry behtge Pépge Johed Raml 1l said, "In current
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conditions ‘deterrence’ tpded’ cm-hul%ncé,tet‘f.aml.umt' a‘-' A endiin itself, but
as & step an the way toWard®h pf'c«d'r‘efs&we th'-*m’mampnt' mag"{m be judged
morally acceptable. Nonetheless, in order to ensure peace, it is indispensibie
not to be satisfied with this minimum, which 1s glways susceptible Lo the
real danger of explosion.” 46 The bishops show a great deal of concern about
the specifics of targeting doctrine and plans which will impact on civilian
casualties and about the relationships of deterrent strstegy and warfighting
capability to the likelihood that war will, in fact, be prevented. Not all forms
of deterrence are morally acceptable. For example, direct targeting of
innocent civilian populations is not acceptable. Using the criteriag of
proportionality, even the written assurances from Secretary Weinberger and
then National Security Advisor William Clark that the U.S. will not use the
weapons for the purpose of destroying populations, don't satisfy the problem
caused by indirect, unintended but massive civilian causalties. The bichops
don’t believe that nuclear war could be subject to precise rational and moral
limits. Thus, the stressing of warfighling capabilities and perhaps even
extended deterrence are not preferred because, the bishops believe, they are
destabilizing concepts which increase the likelihood of war. The bishops
believe that nuclear deterrence should be a step foward progressive
disarmament and has in itself a limited role. Deterrence ig grudgingly
sccepted as an unpleasant interim measure. They are profoundly skeptical
about the moral acceptability of any use of nuclear weapons. The bishops
move back to generalities in proposing steps in the building of peace. There
must be accelerated work for arms control, reduction and disarmament.
There must be continued insistence on efforts to minimize the risk of any war
along with efforts to develop non-violent means of conflict resolution. A
peaceful world must be shaped based on the conception of the human family.
The international focus needs to be on problems requiring common efforts
across the ideological divide.

When treating in the details of deterrence, the bishops may have
succumbed to the temptation to be certain where we can't be certain. Perhaps
they also overestimated the weight of abstract principles in concrete actions.
wWe must be very wary of the reliability of any estimates of the risks of
future military actions which have no historical precedents such as the
bishops’ assumption that the danger of nuclear escslation is an "unacceptable
morﬂl riSk.“ e osee €e 00 0 ® see o oses 0
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The bishops’ lvttwr'rmgr;n fhe-coﬁaeuﬂﬂném ar ttw"marql 1§suUe very
clearly and powerful Ty, shmts gpeés nét, ql'/& déﬁnﬂmd anw.'er t:x rmost of the
 questions. They are searching for an authenhc peace that "Bxists without
fear; not just a cessation of war, not just @ counterbalance and stalemate of
military power.

John Langan sees a fundaments! probilem in the document in that there are
“at teast three different resims of discourse which of fer overlapping answers
to a single practical question of what we should do with nuclear weapons.
The realms [moral-religious, technical-strategic, and political]l start with
different assumptions, utilize different concepts, are employed by different
experts, snd are addressed to different audiences. ANl too often they also
reach different and conflicting conclusions, though this is more aften the
result of divigions within disciplines than nf divisions among disciplines.” 47

Without getting deeply intc the philosophical and theological guestions
involved in ends versus means, intentional and unintentional consequences of
action, intent and potentiality versus action, Susan Okin provides &
perceptive, provocative and, | believe, fairly accurate analysis of the bishops’
letter through the answering of four questions:

1. Does the bishops’ conditional moral acceptance of deterrence follow
from the premises and arguments? NO. The just war premises and the
evidence and logic drive strongly toward nuclear pacifist conclusions. (There
is a problem of accepting the moral equivalence of intention and action thus
downgrading consequentialism. If an act is immoral-- dug proportionality or
discrimination -- there can be no pertinent argument about the conseguences
of the act or the threat of the act. The only way to arrive at a conditional
approval of deterrence is to approve certain uses in certain circumstances.
Then only the deterrent threats tied to those uses would be acceptable}

2. Do their arguments justify the specific deterrent policies practiced by
the US.7 NO. US. policy far exceeds the limits of what is conditionally
morally acceptable to the bishops due to likely masgive civilian damaqe
which fails both the proportionality and discrimination criteria.

3. Can the conmugns they plgce pp dgtertence he mat in the real world?

[ 4
L] Q.l s o

26

e
L 4 (X} L




NO. The bishops demund  Zidte rtent s trm-egg:thug g:qm;fﬁt’t mmmu and i
compatible with meamngtu '%rnw contral. *Thé’cohditichs 'ﬁnﬁf they dermand
are not consistent with the type of deterrent policy that would meet their
stghdards of maoral scceptability. (A countervalue strategy would likely te
most stable and most "arms controllable” but would also be most morally
abjectionable.)

4. Are serious efforts being made to meet the bishops’ conditions? NO.
There is no evidence that there is g serious movement pushing toward nuclesr
dicarmament which is the logical conclusion of the bichops rffrgl,lments:.‘4U

By far the most consistent and powerful criticisms of the Pastoral entail
the bighaps’ lack of recognition of the actusl potential aggrescors and the
consequences of their succeeding. There is no calculus of proportion belween
the costs of deterrence and defense and the costs of surrendering io s
totalitarian regime. “An analysis that fails to make the necessary moral
distinctions between democracies, with all their faults and limitations, and
the Soviet bloc cannot accurately set forth the circumstances within which
e must make decisions about a governed international community; nor can it
offer the full moral basis for the NATO deterrent system. 49 The tnChop’
don't rest their case st all on the reslity of the Soviet threat. "Moral
justification and criticisms of nationsal security policy should be based both
on general assessments of the dangers present in the internationsl system
and on a realistic assessment of the resources, policies, and intenticns of the
principal adversary, the Soviet Union..what often gets neglected in moreal
denunciastions of nuclear weapons is the question of the maors) weight to he
given to our preservation as & free political community and secondarily to our
government's freedom to act in our interest on specific issues. 30" There
cannot be moral neutrality or indifference to the difference betwesan liberty
and totalitarianism. There is & dusl threat of mass destruction snd:
aggressive totalitarisnism. There is also a dual tack of diminishing the risk
of nuclear war and avoiding mass destruction and preserving our liberties and
those of like minded nations and containing aggressive totalitarianism. We
must keep both of these in mind and not deal with either in isolation. The
morality of conduct between states must take account of the various moral
conducts of the different states. The [ ality J of the sowet Union may be the
linchpin of the dnémmgg : .
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The document also Bgkd!a, <Oe] clped "tﬁLemcng algogtevwhat & properiy
ordered internstional ctumrﬁumiy. w:ub:?'t:e =" ore s fhﬁi wrrtﬂcﬁ most hearly
quarantee peace and inhibit war. There 9% Mtue drqcu"%ﬁuh of the major
abstacles lying between the present and that cornmunity.

Will the sbandoning of deterrence prevent nuclear devastation; will it
preserve liberty; if not, how is that morsally superier? Perhaps no choice is
wholly satisfactory. ‘what moral choice brings about the fewest evil
consegquences?  Michael Novak is correct when he says, "To abandon
deterrence occasions the greatest evil, for it entails endangering that Yiberty
which is mare precious then life itself. Free societies are an indispensible
social condition of free moral life and the preservation of human rights."E"

Reverend David Hollenback, S.J. sums it up in his book Muclear Ethics, "It is
impossible to reach a moral judgment sbout the morality of nuclear
deterrence as & general concept.” Moral thinking, he maintaing, cught Lo make
specific judgments on "whether a concrete policy option will change the
current situation in a way that decreasses the probability of war and increases
the possibility af arms reduc:tiun."SQ

Deterrence will be needed as long as the Saviet Union is both armed with
nuclear weapons and continues to be & truly serious political and military
threat to the West.
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CHAFTER 1Y
QBSERYATIONS

"It may well be that what gol conclude depends an where you start. Those
whao begin with an overriding sense of the danger of a Soviet threst and who
feel @ respansibility to ensure American victory in any LS --USSE conflict
will see the world differently from thoze who begin with a commitment m
the worth and dignity of every human being and a love of the earth’ 33
Meither naivete nor esxcessive cynicism should be allowed to undercut the
moral correctness of judgments which are built upon an assessment of the
purposes and character of the leadership of the Soviet Union. Are they status
quo or revisionist; are they messianic or conventional nationalist. [t may not
be moral to trust a liar, but it is also not moral to have an erroneaus hardness
of heart which results in withholding trust.

[t is necessary to know how the Soviets see themselves and what their
strategies for war are- We must keep in mind that Soviet leadership is made
up of a small number of leaders wha get power without public control. They
are heirs to the Marxist-Leninist ideology which legitimizes their role in
history, their authority, and defines the bounds of “morality” thereby
providing a check on their behavior. They are also part of a Russian history
and culture filled with xenophobia, 3 sense of inferiority and loyalty. Even
when the significance of their words and deeds are evaluated in this context,
the priorities of ideology, nationalism, and maintenance of power must be et
in the proper order, which changes with times, personatities, and situations.

After a thorough study of Soviet military doctrine, Joseph Douglas goes so
far as to suggest that deterrence needs to be redefined 3.3 derivative
product stemming from the capability to survive and defeat the enemy's
strategy. Even though this, taken literally, would relegate the west to a
purely reactive, mirror image strategy, Douglass’ provocative analysis of
Soviet strategy, its implications for U.5. defense planning, and the associated
problems existing in for the U.S. provide excellent food for thought. (Table
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The appraizal of dr’terwncﬁ' 63 & c.-tmtve.qu o m&m‘tan‘t}'eaw s complicated
by the different ccmcemanf'.peﬁp,e 31@1(1 EiLL thé west and °U:u Soviets. The
Western idea of peace is a mixture of the l’hrv*tn:m dehmtmn in that 1t
involves g freedom from war and, ususlly, an assumption of harmaony,
relaxation of tension, and concord. For the Soviets, peasce is & period of
long-term campetition in a1l areas other than military confrontation, a period
which allows the movement to a condition when worldwide socialism will
make war gbsolete.

Debate about deterrence is reslly & debate sbout politics and the
interpretation of existing--and future--conditions. Faul Waolfowitz cuts to
the meat of the question of whether deterrence is necessary:

“The wish for a less competitive relationship with the Saviet Union is
more than understandsble. But wishing will not make it so. To the
contrary, unrealistic hopes can rake the competition maore dangerous.
To think that Soviet aims may change in the near future leads us to
neqlect those actions necessary to maintain fevorable balances and
compete effectively over the long haul. To think that we can harmonize
Soviet objectives with our own, whether by agreements and
negotiations or by & sudden weakening of Soviet power and resolve,
leads us to neglect both the fundamental differences that underlie the
competition and the balances that underlie agreements.“ss

- If we are to counter the political leverage the Soviets sre gasining through

their strategic sscendancy, we must maintain a credible deterrent force.
Wwhile we would like to look beyond this undesirable but essential
requirement, we must face the reality of the world in which we live. Perhaps
part of the cause of the debate today was predicted by Lucian the kephr; in
his conversation to Hermotimus, "1 cannot show what Lruth is so well as wise
people like you and your professor, but one thing | know about it, and that is
that it is not pleasant to the ear; falsehood is more esteemed.”

Deterrence is not immoral or illogical, but it is also not likely to be
eternal. Thus while we are searching for an alternative, we must strengthen
and stabilize present relationships. We must ensure a stable balance exists.
There must be & Pg:lmtie,in {,he yJ leg Jnmmtm:s of.poyyer in order to give
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both sides the percpgt:nn. nf‘ f-re:Pdcqn-cnf Fns« *e;mm' 'Fzﬂ‘c:qnmnq dangers of
nucleatr war i1s not enmrgh Jo f:.r'F":F'ut-xt- Ndclear v&eapnrﬁ rﬁmi be disinvented,
and we can't shirk from burdens we cant unﬂaieranu end.” "National policies
are needed that recognize the dangers of war and attempt to prevent war. Our
way of life and our growth as & nation cen't succeed if we can't halt the use
of force to destroy what we seek. Thus, there is no contradiction between
deterrence and the focus on how to fight and the likely results of the battie.

A strategy requires sound calculation and coordinetion of the ends and
means, including intermediste means proportionate to intermediste ends. I
involves chaices within a framework of finite resources and requires the
ability to distinquish between the desirable and the possible, the essential
and the expendable. The strategy must not have gosls that far exceed
resources available to achieve the goals and must also adapt to fundamental
changes in f.:h_e national, international, political, military, snd eccnomic
environment .20

Many things, however, affect the outcomes of both deterrence and wear.
"Predicting outcomes and designing strategies to make those which appear
desirable mare likely is an extremely uncertain business. Everything from
w'eapone effects, to operstional military problems, to likely patterns of
political desicion-making in wartime is shrouded in doubt.”~ 37 et nrediction
is an essentisl and unavoidable part of the strategic planning process at every
level.

It i perhaps this uncertainty which has made deterrence as effective as it
has been. In the 1950s, if either side struck first, he could likely destroy the
opponent with little damage to himself. This is not true today whera the
development of the intellectusl understanding of deterrence has shacwd the
development of weapons systems and procedures. In addition to the role
uncertainty plays in increasing the risk factor for a potential aggressor;, the
understanding of uncertainty also provides a psychological protection ;rr:zm
fear. The more gversimplified the analysis of US.-Soviet relations and
especially the nuclesr balance and the respective nuclear capabilities, the
more threatening  and likely nuclear  confrontation appears.
Oversimplification hides the numerous uncertainties military planners and, in
the final ana]uﬂ ,pqu.tu:al Jeﬁderq QU butn,&ldec myst gonsider during their
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decision making and lefdres their amng m thzp m: ztarg ﬁrwa it is these
uncertainties that afe, tnﬁ & t]re'df‘ e"et‘ant hrddentin Sheedistinctions between
declarstory, force development, operationsl, execution, and arms control
policies. Uncertainty in areas of weapon performance, farce ermployment
parameters, target parametlers, scenaric n:c:ndmom, and short and Tong term
results certainly restrain any decision to go to war. 58 Thig may be whu fetts
Lﬁna nuclear uncertainty "both the sin and the salvation of doctrine” ek

Perhaps the discussion of the theoreticsl besis of deterrence, coupled
with some of the practical end moral dilemmss associated with this
centerpiece of our nationsl strategy hes led us to the conclusion that
deterrence is simply the management of uncertainty. A well developed and
dynamic strategy of deterrence has dimensions of crisis prevention dealing
with the contributory causes that give cause to crizes. It directs crisis
management which, once a crisis has begun, attempts to prevent precipitating
factors that could lead to war. It tries to predict and to provide escalstory
control opportunities once warfare has begun. What deterrence has not dane
is deal with the basic causes of conflict inherent in the US.-Soviet
relationship. It has however, thus far, assisted fairly effectively in
preventing and managing crices to allow & time frame for developing
communications and approaches to achieve long-range stability. Concepts and
methods of deterrence have changed and must continue to change. The
maturing of theory has combined with technological advancements in
surveillance, weapons, and communications to give rise to & new deterrencea.
Richard Smoke notes that "wWe have arrived at & point where s significant
portion of the deterrence thsat inhibits major challenges to the status qua
derives, not from the thrests governments choose to make, but from a mutus!
apprecistion of a mutual danger. A um!ateral ‘deterrence by policy” ig being
supplanted by a shared "deterrence from escalation anxiety.” -00

There is probably no choice today but to live with a certain level of
anxiety with respect to both the Soviets and nuclear weapons. There is
probably nothing that can be done to make the world reassuringly safe. The
dilemmas have not been resolved and in fact may not be able to be resolved as
long as the two opposing world views exist. Living with the dilemmas may be
uncomfortable, but no alternative is readily apparent. Deterrence wuorks
through a combitatign. ofs mumai"suspl‘c‘mn - ihtomtfiete understanding,
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uncertainty, and a ptgr geplioh | th-::t Uu;re'mag tue emrne freqred of irrationality
present in the opposifg :1le.* The q‘uectfcm ts nod whettrer deterrence should
be abandoned, but rather what will keep the teeth in deterrence. The nuclear
dilernma can not be resolved, only managed.
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FOOTNOTES

1Huth, Paul and Russet, Bruce, "what Makes Deterrence Work?" World
Politics, July 1984, pp. 497-500.

Qﬂorgan, Pstrick, Deterrence: A Conceptus! Analysis, 2nd Editian,
Beverly Hills, Sage, 1963, p. 11.

© 3The organization and material here has been taken predominately from
the unpublished draft dissertation entitled Theoreticsal and Operational Biases
in Deterrence: An Experimental Accescment in a Simulated Political
Decision-Making Context by Alan G. Whitaker, Washington, D.C., 1964

4M0rgan, Op.Cit. tnapproaching deterrence &s @ phenomenclogical event
rather that as & theoreticsl conflict, Morgan hes concentrated on types of
threats, the specific behaviors tergeted for deterrence snd the resulting
actions and reactions. He has subdivided deterrence into two basic
categories. Pure or immediate deterrénce occurs between two states when
one is seriously considering an attack on the other {or &n .sres deemed
important to him). The target threatens use of force in retaliation to prevent
him and the attacker desists primerily because of this threat to retsliste
General deterrence occurs in non-specific, non-immediste situstions and may
be viewed as a preemptive policy of discoursging sggression. Conditions
exist where one side could consider the use of force. The other side believes
the aggressor may do so and therefore maintaing forces and wearns the
decision-makers of the aggressor. The sggressor does not go beyond this
preliminary consideration of force since he believes it would result in
correspaonding force.

5Jervis, Robert, "Deterrence and Perception,” Internationsl Security,
Winter 1982/83, pp. 3-30.

6hid., pp. 5-20.
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Winter 1983/19584, pp. 19-31.

12Gucx‘u:*d in Johnson, Robert H, "Periods of Peril,” Foreign Affairs,
Spring 1983, p. 950

I3Weintmergen Caspar W., Annual Report to Congress, FY 1986, USGRQ,
washington, D.C,, 4February 1985, pp. 25-26.

'4nffice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, United States Military Fasture,
EY 1986, USGPO, Washington D.C., 1985, p. 8.

"5The . distinction between declaratary and employment policy is
described in Richelson, Jeffrey, "PD-59, NSDD-13, and "The Reagan Strategic
Modernization Program,” The Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume &, Number
2, June 1983, pp. 125-146.

16EiaH, Desmond, "U.5. Strategic Forces, How Would They Be Li.éed,"
International Security, Winter 1952/83, pp. 31-33.

" 1big, p. 38.

’8Friedberg, Aaron L., "A History of US. Strategic Doctrine
1945-1980," The Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 3, Number 3, December
1980, p. 39.
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EOFriedberg, 00elidesp’ dg2HOTE: -Lﬁe-ran'afoéitgfofi.hadescriptmn af the
history of U.S. strategic doctrine is from Aaron Friedberg who cites heavily
Henry S. Rowen's "Formulating Strategic Doctrine” in Commission on the
Organization of the Government for the Conduct of Foreign Folicy, Yolume 4,
Appendix K. Adequacy of Current Organization: Defense and Arms Control
(washington, D.C. UUSGPO, June 1975}, and Alfred Goldberg's "4 Brief Survey
of the Evolution of Ideas About Counterforce,” (Rand Corporation RiM-2431-FR
October 1967), and Desmond Ball, "Dejs Yu: The Return to Counterfarce in the
Nixon Administration,” (Santa Monica: The California Seminar on Arms
Control and Foreign Policy, 1974},

o0e
a0 e

21 gal. gpCit., p. 59.

2"’*'Rowen_. for esample, explaing the divergence between declaratory
policy and employment plans at one junciure of our history:
“The primary purpose of the Assured Destruction capabilities
doctrine was to provide a metric for deciding how much force
was enough; it provided & basis for denying service and
congressional  claims  for more money for strategic
forces. . However it was never proposed by McNamara or his staff
that nuclear weapons actually be used in this way.”
Quoted in Friedberg, Op.Cit., p. 53

23'v\feinberger, Caspar W., The Potential Effects of Nuclear War on the
Climate, Report to Congress, March 1985,

241phid. p. 10.

23 Weinberger, 0p.Cit., Weinberger, Annusl Report, FY 1986, p. 46.

ZE'Smoke, Richard, "Extended Deterrence; Some Observations,” Naval
War College Review, September/October 1983, pp. 46-47.

27 quinlan, Op.Cit., p. 57.

2BQuoted hyswatkins,s )P, +<To.Saize the Moment i, U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings, Febfugryd 355spe 14, o 2°

sooe
evee
XXX

.

sed00
[ XX EX ]
I XX )

36



2 . . : e re  nhes .. & & o . o - R
‘“gHuntmgtm,-‘Sémué% Ree"Eonvehtishal sDeterrense’ and Conventional
Retaliation in Europe,” Internstional Affairs, Winter 19832/84, pp. 32-56.
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30ibid pp. 32-56.

3 lyeinberger, Op.Cit., Annual Report, FY 1986, p. S1.

32gcnweroft, Brent, Report of the President's Commission on Stratecjig_:
Forces, USGPO, April 1883, p. S.

33The tables below are modifications of those developed by Jdeffrey
Richelson, Op.Cit, pp. 134 and 141, Table 1 provides a simplified portrayal of
the major requirements of strategic weapons employed in support of our
deterrent strategy. Table 2 is a delineation of some of the specific parts of
the President's modernization program and the particular aress of
improvement.
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STRATEGIC WEAPONS REQUIREMENTS

TARGET COVERAGE AND DESTRUCTION CAPABILITIES
Hard Target Kill Capability
Soft Target Kill Capatnlity
Tirne Urgercy
Collateral Damage Limitation
Coverage of Entire Target Spectrum

ENDUR ANCE AND FLEXIBLE RESPOMSE
Endurance
Retargeting
Location and Destruction of Mobile Targets

STRATEGIC C3| REQUIREMENTS

ENDUR ANCE
Early Warning
Continued Warning
Initial Leadership Survival
Continued Leadership Survival
Retaliation Decision Transrnission
Continuing Comrnunizations with Strategic Forees

FLEXIBLE RESPONSE
Two Way Communications with Strategic
Forces/Forces status Reporting
Darnage Assessment
Real Tirne Imagery and Other Intelligence
Cormraunications with Adversary
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THE REAGAM STRATEGIC PROGRAM
STRATEGIC WEAPOMNS REQUIREMENTS

TIME-URGENT
HARD-TARGET  INCREASED

FLERIBLE
REAGAM PROGRAM COMPONENT KILL CAPACITY WARHEADS ENDURAMCE RESPONSE

o
DSP lerprov.
NEACP Improv.,
PACCS Improv.
Mobile Comn. Ctr.
A MILSTAR
TACAMO Upgr ade
ELF
ERCS Expansion
IONDS
csac
BOMEER MODERNIZATION
B-1B ¥
ATB )
ALCMs ¥
VLF Equiprnent
SLEM
Trident/D-5 ¥ ¥
ICBM MODERNIZATION :
MK ¥ ¥
MM I Mk1 24 A , ¥

3489119, Richard K., "Conventional Deterrence: Predictive Uncertainty

and Policy Confidence,” Warld Politics, Yolume 37, Number 2, January 1983,

178.
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H

33etts views as discussed in Rosenberg, DA, "The Origins of
Overkill,” International Security, Spring 1933, pp. 3-7 1.

35810ccmbe, Walter B., "txtended Deterrence,” Washington Quarteriy,

Fall 1984, p. 103.

37 Johnson, Op.Cit., pp. 967-968.
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*Batholic Bézﬁ p :l.-.:éturété gi!e[:im;véér o] Fdate: The Challenge
of Peace: God's Promise and Our Response,” Origing, 19May 1933,

Volume 13,
Humber 1, p. 1. ’

3Opqwers, Thomas, "Living With the Fear, The Benefits of Familiarity,”
Commonweal, Valume CI¥, Number S, 12March 1962, pp. 132-134.

4oauoted in Steinker, Lisa, "Peace |s Qur Cumman Goal,” St anthony's
Megsenger, Volume 91, Number 5, October 1983, p. 3

1ghle 3 provides a quick reference of the main religious groups that
have addressed the nuclear issue in print. The table wes created by Randall K.
Bowen in an unpublished thesis "The Church Militant: Church Teachings an the
Marality of Nuclear Wear,” Georgetown University, 1983,
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} 11’8, Catholic French
Bichops Episcopalians  Lutherans Bishops
Nuclear Freeze yes silent yes silent
Counter-value ho no no fis
(city)Targeting
Counter-force no silent zilent o
{weapon)
Targeting/limited
Nuclear ‘Warfighting
Nuclear First Use no silent silent silent
Any Nuclear Use implied no silent silent arnbiguoys
Strengthen yes silent yes silent
Conventional
Forces
Freeze Defense implied yes yes ne silant
Spending
Megotiate Eventual yes yes yes yes
Muclear Disaramament
Intensify Nuclear yes yes yes yos
Negotiations with
Soviets
Strengthen yes yes yes yes
International
Security
Organizations
(ie. UN)
Negotiate yes yes silent silent
Comprehensive
Test Ban
| .
; 42Catholic Bishops, Op.Cit., p. 7
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45Winters, Francis X., 5.d., "The American Bishops on Deterrence
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Human Yalues, Summer 1983, Yolume 8, Number 3, pp. 23-29.

46 John Paul I, Message to the Special Session of the UN General
Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, June 1882, p. 3.

‘47Langan, Jdohn, S, "A Useful Benchmark of Catholic Thinking,”
Commaonweal, 13August 1982, p. 425

48C1kin, Susan M., "Taking the Bishops Seriousiy,” wWorld Palicy,
Yolume 36, Number 4, July 1984, pp. 527-354.

4'-:’Finn, James, "Discrimination is Called For; Disiogue is
Needed,” Commonweal, 134ugust 1882, p. 434,

5C'Lfmgan, Qp.Cit , p. 426.

Slmovak, Michael, "Moral Clarity in the Nuclear Age,” National
Review, 1April 1983, p. 363.
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MAJDR UNCERTOAINT IS it ASSBESING RICPC AP KEYJTIES,

UMNCERT AN WE APON PERFORMANCE

Deployrnent/ Availability Height of Burst

Warhead Loadings Reliability

Yield Range

Accuracy Footprrint
--Dispersion (CEF) Laurch Rata
--Systematic Bias Reprogramming

UNCERT AiM FORCE EMPLOYMENT PARAMETERS

Prelaunch Survivability Tirne-on-Target Control
Command and Control Connectivity Fuging/Burst Height
Penetration Probability Warhead Allocation

UNCERTAIN TARGET PARAMETERS

Location and Altitude Hardness and Shielding
Mobility Value
Size and Shape Clirnatic Conditions

UNCERT AlN SCENARIC COMDIT IONS

Warning - Attack Timing

Attack Objectives Seale of Attack
MODELING UNCERT AINTIES

Prorpt Effects Fallout Radiation Level

Fratricide Fallout Distribution

PROTRACTED WAR UNCERTAINTIES
Interactions with Tactical Enduring Survival
Nuclear /Conventional Forces Enduring Availability

S9Betts, Op.Cit. p. 179,

60smake, Op.Cit., p. 46.
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1. Nuciear Oferwe
Emphasis

4 0. Seize the Initiative

{Surprise Firt Strike)

f). Decisive First Strike

1¥. Maintain the initiative
{Achieve Total Defeat)

V. Deferae importance

V1, Planning Scenario

Vit, Prepasation for
Nuclear War is the
First Priority of the
Entire State .

V. Stratepic Deceplion

Elaboration

The Sovset miliary thveat is not exclugvely
nuclear or conventional. 1y combinedgirme
a3l levels. Nuclear weapons are thedlec®
sive D and c i Brce®
wouid occupy enemy terntory and sBclre
victory.

Al the same time. the most important aspect
of Soviet strategy at both the global and
theater ievels is thew nuciear ofiensive.

This is the Soviet preferred attack option.
Launch-on-warning s considered a poor.
second-best option.

Soviet efiants 10 acheve sueprise will include
decepnion. faise diplomacy. disinformation.
distractions to confuse U.S. leadersinp. and
covert disablerment of crivcal C'1.

The first sirike 13 designed 10 achieve sira-
tegic goals. Most diate siral

lkﬂl* MPUCATIONS OF SOVIET MILITARY DOCTRINE

wknmtwus.mmum

[ ] o
us dn.nn.m.wch 8 Srvluonal-®
musles. Rrateg.c Pactrcal, lnd'wamg%c ng-

Oeterrenc® are Mificial 3& Smusie
Mans 2
bt ] yment Forces, and for
global war do not maich the apparent threat.
Priorities in the current U.S. milwary build-up
do not conform 1o the real needs.

Soviet Lactics coupled with the Western pro-
penuly (0 see nuciear war 3s imposuibie
means that Soviet surpnse tactics stand 3
good chance of bewng successful. The US.
cannot plan on tactical warning of on mobs-
Lizatron. An appreciation of what to expect
and the essenhial forces. plans, and training
need 10 be developed in peacetime.

Strategy and posture need 10 have their ma,ov

components deugned for 7 “'no warning”
scenatio.

The US. acpmemcamou:pxnowve
u.s.

posis
are to destroy U.S. nuclear c;pibvhlv polite
cal and mititary control. and. most likely.
power, wamportaton, and other ume-criti.
cal milnary and miinary-industnal targets.

The Soviet objective is maximum efficient
concentration of nuciear power. Gradualssm
15 NOt 3 Sovien concept. There is no evidence
of himited Soviet counterforce interest.

The atack does not end with the first strike.
The fist strike is yust the start.

The attack will continue 1o {11 deny U.S. the
chance 10 recover. (2} destroy rendudl
forces. 13} serze strategic regions, and (4)
achweve our tnal defeat. There s nu posw-
bility of polical agreement i evident Soviet -
doctrne.

Defeme 15 as inportame a5 offense.

Soviet "defeme’ includes 3 wide vatiety of
active and passive measures. Concealment,
mobniny, decepiron, and duplicstion are
especiaily. importart. independence and
self-sufisciency of mapr commands and
regions are important both o suvival and
recovery.

The most important activity after initeal ex-
change 15 to neutralize the effect of U.S.
strihes.

The Soviets assume the ““worsl” Case: exten
sive use of nuciear sirikes by the enemy,
inclucing against Cities. This scerano s the
baws lor all planmng,

All wnprovemenms ond programs leg.,
construction) ace evaluated from 2 nuclear.
war perspective.

Survival of people. imbiutions, faciities.
supphes. and forces are planned according
10 ihew smponance to frighng and winming
the war and preparations COMInue Jpace

1 is best to win without was.

Maleading the U.S. shout the natuee of So-
viel Capatniihes and intentim 1y newded 100
the Saviets 10 acheve superniority, enabie first
sinke, and aciweve 4 war-winmng balance.

.m’vbrd I3

encourage
Soviet decisive first.strike strategy.

Need to dissipate lorce of Soviet strikes with
combination of active and passive delenses
and to make milwary (orces and pohiscal
leadership as nonargetable as possible.

The U.S. cannot simply nde out the attack
because the attack 15 not 10 end unhil ol
forces are desroved There mav be no ime
to catch our breath and reconsiitute forces.

Strategy and forces must be oriented toward
nuclear bantle management. Strategic target
acquisition in the radtional sense icurrently
nonexistent) 1s cntical.

The importance the Soviets place on defense
and the unity of therr efforts are not
apprecidted. Saviet preparanions for war and
thetr abiity to recover from U.S. strikes have
not been examined. This should be a critcal
input to U.S. strategy iormulehion. largeing,
-and a key 1o undevqandmg how conse-
quences can be “eased.”

.S, plans and policy must begin to take the
WO CIW  CENIMO N0 ICCOUNt—not
because it 13 the “worst' case. but rather
because ft 13 the hikely case. Civen the Sowiet
obtectives, doctune, and worsi-case plan-
ming. why expect them 1o fimit thew atack
and then newotiete!

U.S. deterrence concepts (assured destruc-
tion of 3 signeficant percentage of industry
and population) have become invahd. The
U.S. can create rybble. but with present
plans and capabrinies sooner or iater wili not
be able 10 destroy the Soviet Capabilay o
survive and recover with unantiCipated
tapedity. New appraaches 10 strategic force
employment and targeting are reguired.

Soviet deceprion efionts mav be heavily re-
sponvible for gross errors in U.S. intelligence
evimaies. Sovied actions vy enacerbate
prablems aviociated with the antinuciear
and antidelense movements:

This s an especially senous problem be-
cause of 1ts pervasive influence on alt aspects
of nauonal secunty planmng. A turnaround
inthatona®ec le ﬂnfml rﬁfﬂp&lm 32
not imy mble sy
»poSo; engmagdoumgn d.
e o o
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focused on strategic bombing. The amy has
been unable to integrate nuclear weapons
into its doctrine. All three services are unin.
tevested 1n continental defense.

The current emphasis on £’ mobility s

Hypothetical “What to Do™* t

txamine the validiy of U.S. strateny foe
sirategic and theater warfare and of the U.S.
conventional-nuclear  distinctron  in  the
framework of Sovier strat and capabili
ties, e.g.. the nuclear role of “convemonal™
forces in Soviet strategy, what they mean by
“exploilatron” and “using the resuls of
nuclear snkes.” and thew doctrme for using
nuclear weapons to grevent LS. involve
ment 1n "local revolutionary movements.”

Ectabdich

hould
provide a good foundation for bmldmg @ S0~
vivable “no warmng” posture. Maor prob-
lems are 2 refative “absence of associated
m | sirategy devel and sira-
tegic planning capability.

Civil defense and emergency planning are
major problems. R s difficult 1o identify any
national-level planning capabiiny or evident
real expertise or interest.

The main problem is overcoming a strong
emotional belief that there is no way to
significantly “ease” the consequences of 2
massive nuclear sirike.

The army’s apparent lack of interest and low
technical competence wilt hinder develops
ment of any effective ictive del

3 group of Quality senior miliary
analysts withuny the Soveret Bioc Division of |
the CIA Operations Directorate (0 conduct
true. all-source analyses of Sovies walq\-
intentions, and preparations for war.

Develop 2 Red Team 10 devise comprahen-
sive attacks on the Unted States and ows
allies. This team should have access o all
US. securdty information that has been
passed to the -Soviet Union or otherwise
comprormised.”

Examine eflectiveness and tradeols within 2
system of actve and piinve Jelemes.
Address the organizational problem of active
deferse  development  and  command.
tstablish a defenses program.

Stress concealment, mobility, and deception |
in combx ay major survival Wctics. |

Neither concepts nor capability for fighting a
nuciear war exist. Capabiity and mind set
have been and ace single-strike oriented.

A sieady, long-term apgroach to prepara-
tions 15 required. This, in turn, requie

Develop progam o‘ umeg-c intelligence '
[4 ¢ t reconndes-
sance assets 10 ams,e«ecuvem '

Establsh 4 network of mobile strategic
nuclear warfighting  command  centers.
Program survivable intrawar sirategic and
tactical forces lor nucles wartighiing opera.
tions. Define mmxe equuemenn ad

natignal-level concern, atiention, and-long-
teem planming capabilty. which do not
appesr 10 exsst.

Major changes in intelligence mind set and

identify ope

Establish 2 continuirg national-leved ca-
pabrity to (11 develop nuciear sirategy and
(2) direct and Coordinate long-rarge plan.
mng,

Amlyn Sovies defence and other war prep-

coliechion and analywms priowitses are reg

10 undersiand Soviel preparations and capa-
bilties. But the currem sysiem is untikely to
change erther its Bias OF ds pracice.

L)

There is a stiong bras against looking al the
worit Case because t appedrs 190 hard to

handie. There  ais0 a drong lobby that does .

not want f made “workable

There does not exisd 3 reasondbly compre-
hensive description of a determined Sowviet
anack and the rasuitam environment thet
various U.S. planming entiies should be
aware of if their planning 15 1o be effective.

- Yhe value of preparation 18 downplaved by

US. wnteiligence, military. and influennal
inteliectuals. The dominant assumption s
thet nuclear war 1y impassible. A maor
change in mind set 13 nceded. but will be
dificult 10 bring about,

Soviet decepion 15 still not regarded as 3
major problem. Identitying Sovier effons and
therr effectiveness wiil be diificull becaue
the data are controlied by the very Jgencies
whose positiun 1y that & problem does not
exist

Between 1974 and 1976 the U.S. diwnantied
nearly all sty internal secunty appiratus most

capeble of deaiing with this problem,
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Kientrfy various tech-
mques tspecifically. hardening.  mobilay,
concealment.  dispersal,  redundancy.
reserves, and deception) and assess thew
effectiveness.

identify et
problems. Prebrieied Largets wddcnlv may
cease 10 exist when the war stans. ident
and test al hes fos
1arget acquisition,

PP »

Have Red Tean develop a range of scenaeios
for use by poicy. and emevgmcy phmmm
and resedrch, o

OrgaNI ZaOM.

identry and characterize the enviconrment
associated with 2 range of comprehonsive
Soviet anack scenanos. Include nonmsciear
and forces of spxul deugnaton as wel 2
nuclex forces.

A maor inteligence efion 1o undmsiand
Sowiet preparations and  vuinecabeires
appears essential. It is unporntam (o locae all
reserves and understand therr managernent.

Evaluate ai Soviet preparations for survival
and rapid recovery and estimate recovery
times.

el ™

Establish 2 counter

ffocused on Sowet decepnon and achve
measures) and poliical warfare planmng
statf withun the NSC.

Reviwe debiitating internal dmwectives and
renstate  Jppropriaie  internal  securdy
mechansms,
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