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ONE

Premises and Purposes

A Second Nuclear Regime for the 1980s and beyond would lie
between the current, or First, Regime, in which nations continue
to possess nuclear weapons with declared purposes for them
beyond simply deterring or retaliating against nuclear attack, and
a'Third Nuclear Regime, in which national possession of nuclear
weapons would be proscribed. Under a Second Nuclear Regime,
nuclear weapons would continue to exist, but thejr capabilities,
numbers, deployment, and roles would be more circumscribed
than is the case today. The international environment would be
less dependent on nuclear weapons—that is, they would have less
influence on political and conventional military interaction, their
role being limited to nuclear deterrence and retaliation.

As this essay will attempt to demonsirate, a Second Nuclear
Regime would be superior to the best achievable First and Third
Regimes, Therefore, progress toward this regime should be high
among national priorities. [t should not be taken for granted that
the world will or should progress from the First through the
Second to the Third Nuclear Regime. Not ajl change is good; not
all equalization is beneficial, even for the downtrodden. It is my
beliefthat the world will never again be free of nuclear weapons or
the threat of nuciear weapons. Our central inteilectual task, there-

fore, it to conceive of durable, stable arrangements for living with
them.
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THE PURPOSE OF A SECOND NUCLEAR REGIME

The complex of physical nuclear weapons capabilities and the
doctrinal and declaratory posture regarding their use should do
more than simply provide national security for a period of time.
These capabilities and plans should be aimed at constituting a
viable posture from which nuclear weapons states can do the fol-
lowing:

1. Take effective measures against nuclear proliferation

2. Hold expenditures on strategic military capabilities to a
minimum, while still providing adequate security

3. Avoid overemphasis on strategic threats—which leads to the
neglect of real and important problems that threaten the exis-
tence of national and world society—thereby permitting the
removal of nuclear weapons (to some extent) from the conduct
of world politics, i.e., a reduction in their vaiue as instruments
of power politics

4. Give individuals a feeling that the world of nations is under-
standable and controllable and that their own condition is
improving

5. Provide a stable foundation from which a Third Nuclear Re-
gime might (but need not) evolve

The choice among conceivable Second Regimes must involve
**sensifivity analysis,"” for a superficially attractive regime whose
benefits evaporate with a slight deviation from its underlying
assumptions would be unacceptable. In short, perfection of detail
being unlikely, a regime not dependent on perfection is to be
preferred. Fallback positions must be available in case the politi-
cal, technological, behavioral, and bureaucratic reots of the re-
gime do nof hold.

For the United States, the worth of a nuclear regime must be
reckoned not only in the security that it provides for the present,
but also in the security for the future and even more in the degree
to which the regime frees material and intellectual resources for
the building of society. Obviously, other nations, especially the
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Soviet Union and America's NATQ allies, must see a Second
Regime as helpful to them {or at least not greatly inferior to the
First Regime) if they are to cooperate in its introduction. How-
ever, the transition to a Second Regime wil] be most feasible if its
positive attributes can be achieved by acticns of the United States
alone; for this reason the emphasis of this essay is on American
initiatives. In any case, it is hard to believe that the nations of the
world will eppose a shift to a strategic posture based on confi-
dence, competence, and sufficiency from a regime so stridently
portrayed as barely adequate or worse.

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
A SECOND NUCLEAR REGIME

In designing a Second Nuclear Regime for the time frame of the
1980s, it is assumed that an alliance structure similar to that of the
19705 will persist, but that neither that structure nor the relative
rank of nations nor the technology of war and peace will be static
over the decade. It is also assumed that public officials will
generally attempt to act in the national interest as they see it—
specifically, that leaders of both the United States and the Soviet
Union wili be wise enough and strong enough te emphasize na-
tional survival over bureaucratic advantage, to recognize the
possible conflict between national security and defense industry
interests, and to press for nationai advantage but not at great risk
to national survival.

Deterrence: Foundation of a Second Nuclear Regime
There is no technical solution in existence or in sight that would
enable a modern society to survive a determined attack by stra-
tegic nuciear forces such as those of the United States or the
Soviet Union. But fear of the destruction of American society by
nuclear attack from the Soviet Union is not high among concerns
of thoughtful people in the United States {and vice versa). This is
not because we have an effective defense or because the Soviets
wish American society well; rather, it is because the Soviet Union
is deterred from initiating such an attack by the knowledge that it
would [ikely be destroyed in turn. Uncomfortable as this situation
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might seem in the abstract, it intrudes remarkably little on the
consciousness of citizens or leaders.

But what roie do nuclear weapons play, and what role should
they play, in deterring the Soviet Union from lesser, non-nuclear
aggression against the United States orits allies? Can the United
States continue to threaten to respond to such iesser aggression
with the use of nuclear weapons against the Soviet Union with full
knowledge that such a response, however “graduated,”” would
lead also to nuclear attack on the United States? If Washington
perceives the risk to the United States of escalating to the nuclear
level as less than that of accepting the consequences of subnu-
clear Soviet aggression, then it can rationally and credibly deter
the Soviets from committing that aggression. But Moscow must
recognize that Washington sees things this way if it is to be de-
terred. A similar criterion helds for the Soviet Union. The risks
and consequences of escalation being less vis-3-vis non-nuclear
states, deterrence of aggression by threats to use nuclear weap-
ons might be considered even more effective against such na-
tions; but this would require that a nuciear power adhere to a
policy of first use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states,

unnecessary and unseemly for a great power and therefore not an
element of the recommended Second Nuclear Regime.

Even if effective methods of defending against current stra-
tegic deterrent forces—ballistic missiles, aircraft, and cruise
missiles—should be deveioped in the 1980s, other means—
ranging from quantitative expansion of current forces and pene-
tration aids to gystems, such as biclogical weapons, that are at
present less favored—exist or could be created to destroy
societies. Unleashing destructive power is becoming less and less
difficult for humanity; we will have to live with and prevent the
realization of this potential. In the final analysis, maintaining
deterrence is feasible: not maintaining deterrence is dangerous or
suicidal for both the United States and the Soviet Union. There-
fore, maintaining stable mutea deterrence between the two coun-
tries at affordable cost is 3 reasonable objective. The Second
Regime described in this essay is a prescription for life in the
1980s with strategic offensive capabilities dominant over strategic
defenses, a situation that seems sure to prevail anyway. The
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consequences of this situation can be managed very largely by
actions of the United States alone in structuring its nuclear and
conventional forces, if this physical posture is accompanied by a
doctrinal and declaratory posture that provides a basis for main-
taining stable relationships with both allies and opponents as well
as influencing others not in either category.

Lesser Dependence on Nuclear Weapons A Second Regime
is one with continued possession by relatively few nations of
weapons of terrible destructive pPower, but with a reduction in the
perceived advantage accruing to the few possessors. Under a
Second Regime, the assigned tasks for nuclear weapons are lim-
ited strictly to those roles they are generally recognized as per-
forming well, namely, deterring or retaliating against other
nations” vse of nuclear weapons. These attributes would contrib-
ute fo popular acceptance of the regime and would allow a

~ diversion of attention and resources to the important problems

confronting individual societies and the world at large, such as the
increasing costofresources » environmental poliution, the popula-
tion explosion, and the politicai and social ins tability of nations.

Under the Second Regime prescribed here, confitting the pos-
session of nuclear weapons to a few states and limiting their utility
to possessors would be furthered by the adoption by all posses-
sors of a policy of nonuse against non-nuclear-weapons states, a
restriction of the role of nuclear weapons to deterrence of or
response to nuclear attack, and the extension of nuclear deter-
rence to non-nuciear states confronted by an adversary with nu-
clear weapons. Taken together, doctrinal and declaratory mea-
sures of this sort would reduce the significance of nuclear
weapons in world affairs and permit certain reductions in the
physical capabilities of nuclear forces which would enhance the
stability and, as a result, the legitimacy of the regime,!

While characterized by a lesser dependence on nuclear
weapons than is true of the First Regime, the Second Regime
prescribed here has other parameters of comparable importance,

'8ee pp. 113-132 for a detailed discussion of the doctrinal and declaratory
elements of this Second Nuclear Regime.
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among them an enhancement of the nature and level of conven-
tional forces to bring about a reduction of the necessity of using
nuclear weapons to deter or respond to low-level aggression. Also,
important for Western countries are a high degree of support by
the electorate for the national security policy and the prevalence
of hope over despair among the citizenry. Another important
parameter of this Second Regime is its effect on nuclear prolifera-
tion. Burgeoning nuciear forces among the lesser nations of the
world would increase the chances of nuclear weapons being sto-
len or seized in coups d’état, with great potential for escalation
and terrorism. As a means of severely limiting the utility of
nuclear weapons and providing security guarantess to non-
nuclear-weapons states, the Second Regime prescribed here
would command substantial world support for effective action
against nuclear preliferation and thus would promote interna-
tional stability.

83

TWO

Physical Posture for
the Second Nuclear Regime

In designing a Second Nuclear Regime for the 1980s, it is
impossible scientifically to determine a single optimum posture
and the best means of achieving it. Unlike the First and Third
Regimes, whose natures are dictated by the very circumstances
and characteristics that lead us to distinguish them, there are
many possible alternative Second Regimes, and each strategic
analyst could design his or her own, Hence, this section will
describe in some detail one particular physical combination of
weapons and associated doctrinal and declaratory postures that
would characterize a Second Nuclear Regime, that is, a regime in
which there is less dependence upon nuclear weapons than at
present.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONYEY
AN ABILITY TO DESTROY CITIES

Muclear weapons have an inherent minimum efficient yield: 10to
30 kilotons for fission weapons. Mo great saving in cost or size can
be obtained by designing weapons with a smaller explosive yield.
This is the tyranny of nuclear weapons: the use of a nuclear
explosive for peaceful purposes is problematical at best; its utility
in killing submarines is hardly greater than that of a modern
homing torpedo; and its effectiveness in attacking heavily ar-
mored vehicles in land warfare is not much greater than that of

89



F. 86

M5 14:53 FR IBM BUSIMESS SUPPORT 914 345 2141 TO 912869843633

Jud 13

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND WORLD POLITICS

many conventional weapons. But there is absoiutely no doubt of
the ability of even a modest-size nuclear explosive to destroy the
lives and habitat of hundreds of thousands of people in a city.
While conventional high-explosive weapons for the 1980s, now
entering the inventory or in development, provide greatly in-
creased effectiveness against military targets, no such improve-
ment inheres in the application of new technology to nuclear
weapoens. The comparative advantage of nuclear weapons iies in
visiting destructiont upen an enemy's society rather than in di-
rectly defending one’s own population, territory, or military
forces by destroying the enemy’s forces. 1f nuclear weapons and
the means for their delivery against enemy cities exist, then it is
inconceivable that a nation will not threaten to use them i ex-
tremis, in order to prevent its effective annihilation. Therefore, a
Second Regime would entail the continued existence of nuclear
weapons among a relative few powerful nations to deter the an-
nihilation of these nations or their allies. In other words, under a
Second Regime the principle of ““‘mutual assured destruction™
{MAIY that has long served to prevent a Soviet-American nu-
clear exchange would be preserved.

The size of cities, their geographical configuration, and their
high vulnerability relative to missile silos and military equipment
in general make them very difficult to defend against nuclear
attack. Cities are vulnerabie to attack by nuclear weapons,
whether or not those nuclear weapons were primarily designed
for city attack. This will be frue as long as there are nuclear
weapons, and would remain true even if nuclear weapons did not
exist but could be made, or if there were no nuclear delivery
capabilities except makeshift ones. In recognition of this techni-
cal fact, under the Second Regime here prescribed there would be
a prohibition of strategic defense? in order to prevent the onset of
troublesome ambiguities that would compromise the assuredness
of mutual destroction essential to strategic stability.

Some thinkers contend that technology might in the long run

*With the possible exception of a very specialized defense of hardened inter-
coatinentat ballistic missile (ICBM}) silos. See pp. 97-98.
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allow the defense to overwhelm the offense. But the resources
needed for research and development and for modifications to
existing weapons for the purpose of preserving a strategic deter-
rent against defensive developments are small, and the spectrum
of possibie deterrents, all of which a defensive force would have
tc be able to destroy, is enormous. Despite one’s instinctive
preference for defense over offense, despite the historical Soviet
emphasis on defensive systems, and despite the large resources
spent by Moscow over the years, no one suggests that even the
extensive Soviet air defense network can prevent a majority of
B-52s from completing their strategic missions. Nor has an an-
tiballistic missile (ABM) system been conceived for city defense
that could not be overwhelmed by lesser efforts of the offense.
Furthermore, relations among the great powers would scarcely
benefit from defensive dominance even if it became possible; the
fear that the other side could execute a surprise attack without
suffering refaliatory damage would heighten mutual suspicions
and tensions. In all, the United States and the Soviet Union
should not put large resources into development of defensive
measures, although they should maintain adequate intelligence to
guard against some unexpected development of defenses on the
other side.

The Threar of City Attack—ihe Essence of Deterrence We
are not concerned here with the long-standing argument beiween
those who regard mutual assured destruction as sufficient and
those who do not. We need only note that in the absence of MAD,
if one of two sides possessed, either overtly or clandestinely, the
ability to destroy a large number of cities of the other side when
the other did not, irrespective of other relative military
capabilities, it could at any time force the outcome of a dispute or
a war by threatening mEmm or actually desfroving as many as
required to force surrender. A Third Regime would have to
guarantee that such capabilities never fall into national hands; a
Second Regime depends for its stability on the capability of states
to so coerce others, but with this capability restrained by the
possession of similar destructive capabilities by opposing states

o1
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and alliances.® Stability of a Second Regime also rests on confin-
ing the possession of large nuclear forces to relatively stable
nations, willing and able to guard them adequately; it would not
likely survive proliferation to a large number of smailer and less
stable countries, and so nonproliferation is an important element
of the Second Regime prescribed here,

Instability of a Third Regime It is true that nuclear weapons
must be teamed with delivery vehicles—ballistic or cruise mis-
siles, aircraft, or even surface vehicles—to so coerce nations.
Advocates of a Third Regime raise the false hope that a city-
attack capability could be eliminated and proscribed, for they
exaggerate the possibility of banning ICBMs, subjecting space
lavnch facilities to inspection, etc. In reality, very small ICBMs
weighing on the order of 10,000 pounds, with modern guidance
technology and small warheads, would be adequate to provide a
force capable of destroying tens of millions of people. In an
allegedly *““denuclearized”’ world, a force of a few hundred such
missiies could be easily maintained clandestinely and would be
safe from attack by an adversary, even if concealed in small
buildings on military bases with only modest hardening of the
launch system.

If, under a Third Regime, long-range bombers as well as mis-
siles were banned, military aircraft of intermediate range with
specially selected crews could be used on one-way intercontinen-
tal missions in this coercive role, carrying bombs that may have
been justified as ‘‘peaceful nuciear explosives® or as warheads
for use in air-defense missiles.? In such circumstances, the con-

*A Second Regime, however, would not be slable if nuclear weapons were
designed and deployed so as to make possible the destruction of opposing
stralegic forces, for this would eliminate MAD. Achieving a credible first-strike
counterforce capability is practically impossible, barring a major breakthrough
in antisubmarine warfare that would jeopardize the near-invuinerable
submarine-based missile force. But stability under the Second Regime recom-
mended here would be enhanced by formal agreemenis not to build offensive
systems that would imperil the deterrent forces on either side,

‘Emphasis on intercontinental delivery reflects not only the author's Ameri-
can erientation but also the assumption that his Second Regime would prevent
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troversy that would rage in the United States over such systems
as the Soviet Backfire bomber would make the controversy of the
1970s seem minuscule by comparison.

Finally, if non-nuclear armed cruise missiles of nominal 500-
mile range entered the tactical inventories of the advanced na-
tions, the typically 1,000 to 2,000 pound high-explesive payload of
these tactical missiles could be replaced by a normal nuclear
warhead with a yield anywhere from ten to a few hundred kilo-
tons, weighing as little as 200 pounds, with a consequent exten-
sion of the missiles’ range to 2,000 or 3,000 miles.* In a Second
Regime, in which both sides already had high assurance of retain-
ing the nuclear forces necessary for mutual destruction, the clan-
destine addition of a few hundred or even a few thousand such
strategic cruise missiles would not imperil stability. But if one side
were to abjure the capability of striking the other side’s cities, as
in 2 Third Regime, a few hundred advanced strategic cruise
missiles in one side’s possession would undoubtediy determine
the outcome of*any contest. ‘

In addition to on-call delivery capabilities, there has always
been the possibility that nuclear weapons could be smuggled into
the target country. Doing this has become enormously easier
since the 1940s, as the mass of a nuclear weapon capable of
destroying a city has been reduced from thousands to tens of
pounds, ard as restrictions on international travel have been re-
laxed. But in 1977, it would make little sense for the Soviet Union
to try to smuggle a nuclear weapon into New York City. The
benefits would be small relative to the risks of detection, simply
because Moscow has a plethora of weapons capable of striking
New York. However, if the United States and Soviet Union
agreed to dismantle their weapons capable of striking the other’s
cities, a few dozen clandestine weapons in American cities would
confer decisive power on the Soviet Union. Paradoxically,

widespread proliferation of nuciear weapons to many nations that might hold
them as an assured destruction force against nearby neighbors without any need
for long-range delivery systems.

*The savings in warhead weight would make possible a greater fuel load,
thereby providing the longer tange.
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American internal security measures would have to be far more
severe in the event of an agreement renouncing a city-attack
capability than they are at present.

Thus, so long as nuclear weapons are retained for any purpose,
it must be anticipated that an adversary will retain, clandestinely
if not overtiy, a city-attack capability; and the oaly way to counter
a city-attack capability is to have one’s own (or to rely on that of
an ally or guarantor). Symmetry is not required in other areas,
however. For example, a capability on one side to knock out, or
“kill,”” the other’s ICBM silos certainly need not be countered by
a silo-killing capability on the other, This would not lead fo
stability but would aggravate instability. A silo-killing or *‘coun-
terforce™ capability would be significant only if it could destroy
such a large fraction of an adversary’s total assured destruction
force that this force could no ionger perform its retaliatory mis-
sion. As will be discussed below, there are many counters to a
silo-killing threat, ranging from a launch-on-warning policy to
mobile basing, shelter basing, silo defense, reliance on sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles and atreraft, and the like.
Together with an assured destruction force of ample size, the
possibility of exercising these options would enhance the stability
of the Second Regime.

Unlike a silo-killing capability, because of the dominance of
offense over defense, a city-attack capability cannot be elimi-
nated although it can be neutralized by a comparable retaliatory
capability. For the 1980s and beyond, any regime encompassing
the retention of nuclear weapons must ensure the maintenance of
a city-threatening capability on the part of major contending
nuclear weapons states or leaders of blocs. As it seems impossible
to control strategic defivery vehicles with the certainty required to
assure a disarmed state that another had no sirategic capability,
the Second Regime prescribed here entails the preservation of
mutually acceptable strategic offensive forces. This Second Re-
gime also provides for the protection by the nuclear powers of
nations that <o not themselves have nuciear forces. As will be
shiown below, such protection would be a strong counterincentive
to nuclear proliferation.
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RECOMMENDED AMERICAN STRATEGIC FORCE

The benefits of the Second Regime prescribed here can be ob-
tained to a large extent by the initiative of one side. Therefore,
American views as to the desirability of this Second Regime need
not depend on Soviet responses. The prescription for the United
States to eschew a sile-killing force does not depend on a similar
decision on the part of the Soviet Union. As stressed above, we
would like {east to have an effective counterforce capability on
both sides; but stabitity could be maintained if the Soviets alone
had such a force and the Americans did not {or vice versa}, for
there are many feasible countermeasures that the United States
could take. For the United States to respond by building a similar
force would only cause sericus concern on the other side regard-
ing the probability of a preemptive strike against ifs strategic
forces, a situation that would be as intolerable for Moscow as for
Washington.

Responses to a Soviet Counterforce Capability 'The easiest
way for the United States to offset a Soviet counterforce threat is
to maintain a sufficiently large force of submarine-launched ballis-
tic missites and airfield-based strategic bombers so that even an
extraordinarily effective surprise attack on American ICBM silos
would not constitute a disarming strike and hence would not be
undertaken. Furnishing strategic aircraft with a rapid-start capa-
bility so that they can be airborne on short warning and fitting
them with long-range air-launched cruise missiles that can be fired
at strategic targets from a thousand or more miles away will
ensure the survival and effectiveness of the bomber force by
minimizing its dependence on an airborne tanker fleet in carrying
out long-range missions. The advanced technology for strategic
cruise missiles now coming inte being will allow cargo-type air-
craft to replace many of the more expensive bombers altogether,
since there will no longer be a need for planes that can penetrate
Soviet air defenses. Deploying the 4,000-mile-range Trident 1
missile in place of the shorter-range Poseidon missile on Poseidon
submarines will similarly reduce the vulnerability of the sea-
based arm of the American deterrent.
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As an alternative, or in addition to greater reliance on the
bomber and submarine arms of the “triad,” the United States
could restructure its land-based ICBM force. A new, smailer
ICBM—with a 10,000-pound launch-weight, single S0-kiloton
warhead, 1/3 mile accuracy, and hard silo to sujt——could be de-
veloped as an alternative to the current force of Minutemen with
multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRYs),
with a view to deploying thousands of them and thus making a
thoroughgoing Soviet silo-killing attack more difficult. The de-
graded accuracy and lesser total throw-weight would not even
reduce the second strike (the deterrent) capability. The stability
of the Second Regime described here does not depend on the ab-
sence of MIRVs, but ensuring against the achievement of a
counterforce capability by one side wonld be easier if, over the
years, the MIRVed forces on one er both sides were replaced by a
large number of small ICBMs.

A less costly (and quicker) way for the United States to respond
to a Soviet counterforce threat would be to modify the Minuote-
man to a “*smart ICBM*’—one that would have, in addition o the
usual flexible command and contro! systems, the capability of
being armed or disarmed in flight. Developing such a capability
and deploying it if necessary would not only deter the Soviets
from carrying out a silo-killing strike, but might also discourage
them from ever developing or deploying the force capable of
doing so, insofar as it would permit the United States to adopt the

following declared limited launch-on-reliable-detection {LORD;
options:

. Command—arm in flight: On reliable detection of a Soviet
attack on American ICBM silos, the United States would
launch approximately 50 Minutemen, unarmed, against Soviet
cities, the missiles to be armed by secure, redundant radic
command after 15 minutes in flight if most of the unlaunched
Minutemen were indeed destroyed in the interim.

2. Command—disarm in flight: Under the same circumstances,
Minutemen would be launched armed, to be disarmed by
secure, redundant command if the main Minuteman force
were not destroyed in the interim.
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Under both options, the radic signals could be relayed from
satellites, from special communications reckets, from aircraft,
and from land sites,

The purpose of pianning and developing these more flexible
capabilities is to demonstrate in advance, to the Soviet Union and
to the world, the futility of the Soviets’ deploying an expensive
force of silo-killing ICBMs. Such capabilities should be pub-
licized: if Washington emphasizes in official statements that it has
developed such capabilities and is able and willing to deploy
them, this may reduce the necessity of actually doing so by
deterring the Soviets from deploying their new ICBMs. To the
extent that the Soviets are stimulated by such American de-
velopments and deployments to create their own limited launch-
on-reliable-detection options, strategic stability will be further
enhanced without the overall capability for destruction being
increased. The two LORD options could be maintained inopera-
tive at presidential command under normal conditions, when
strategic inteiligence guarantees that Soviet forces cannot possi-
bly destroy the American strategic offensive force to a degree that
would vitiate the United States’ capability to inflict assured de-
struction in retaliation. The command-arm-in-flight option
would be readied if there was a legitimate concern for force
survivability, with the command-disarm-in-flight option held in
reserve for use only if the Soviets appeared to have the ability to
destroy the redundant radio-arming link.

Giving such a capability to Minuteman would be analogous to
having, as at present, the ability to guickly launch those bombers
in the Strategic Air Command (SAC) on ground alert, and in
certain circumstances maintaining bombers on air alert, untif a
crisis situation can be clarified. The size of the Minuteman force
would be reduced temporarily by five percent with the launch of
50 missiles in a false alarm situaticn {one ultimately not warrant-
ing a nuclear attack on the Soviet Union and so resulting in the
destruction in flight of the 50 missiles); these missiles could be
repiaced in refurbished silos in a matter of weeks. .

Still another way for the United States to respond to a Soviet
silo-killing capability is the development of modest ABM de-
fenses specifically designed for the defense of the hardened, repli-
cated ICBM silos and capable of being deployed at a lower cost
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and faster pace than a Soviet silo-killing force, but not having a
technical capability to protect industry and population. While
ABM defense of cities, in view of exaggerated claims of its
effectiveness, is destabilizing—in that it might be seen to threaten
the other side's ability to retaliate and thus might foster suspicions
of a planned first strike—ABM systems with a silo-defense-only
capability, by increasing the survivability of retaliatory forces,
are stabilizing. Some are even compatible with the ABM ban
of SALT 1. Therefore, greater research and development efforts
should be devoted to them, as well as to the Minuteman in-flight
command arm/disarm system.®

Strategic Force Size in the Second Regime The overall force
levels resulting from SALT 11, while unnecessarily high, wouid
be acceptable in the Second Regime prescribed here. There is no
compelling reason to face the problems of negotiating alternative
American and Soviet strategic forces that might be more suitable
to the regime. Strategic stability is insensitive to minor changes in
such high force levels. This is because of the declining marginal
utility of additional warheads arising from the finite number of
important military, industrial, and civilian targets that a force
must be able to destroy with confidence. Therefore, it is impor-
tant first to move away from the First Regime, with its excessive
dependence on nuclear weapons, while retaining these high force
levels and not to worry about negotiating more desirable force
levels until qffer the lessened dependence of a Second Regime
has been achieved.

THE STRATEGIC RESERVE—A BEGINNING OF REDUCTIONS Al
almost all times in the past, the United States has had what has
been generally recognized as a more than adequate strategic
force. Yet it has almost continuously been constructing additional
strategic forces with an apparent sense of urgency. This is not
necessarily logically inconsistent {although it may have been in

#Three candidates for silo defense which would have no capability of defend-
ing soft, high-value targets such as cities are warhead fuse jamming, a **bed of
nails” defense, and a ** pebble-fan projector,” atl of which could disable incem-
ing missiles before they struck their hardened targets. See my article, “Effec-
tive Military Techiology for the 1980s,’ International Security, vol. 1, no. 2,
Fall 1976, pp. S0-77.
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certain instances}: Strategic forces are built to meet the situation
that may prevail when they are fully deployed—some five Lo ten
years hence—or in response to what may be technically feasible
for the other side {as was the case in American n._mdﬁcﬂﬁm_: _ﬂ
MIR Vs designed, in part, to counter likely Soviet mnamnnwm in
ABM technology). In some cases, additional forces are built in
recognition of the future inadequacy of current forces (as was the
case when SAC bombers were supplemented by a force ﬁ,
Minuteman and Polaris missiles). Fragmenlation of responsibil-
ity may add to the motivation to augment the forces: .E_m develop-
ment organization has little to do after one generation of forces
has been deployed, since the forces are pperated by another
organization {the Strategic Air Command or the z.md%__. .
After forces are deployed, the assigned job of their operators 1s

to maintain every possible element at maximum economic readi-

ness to meet any possible contingency. If the mﬁwﬂnmwm &Ew:o.z
is an increase m

then worsens considerably, in particular if there 1 :
the threat to the survivability of an clement ofthe mﬁmﬁnmﬁ offen-
sive force, there are noO reserve forces to be physically T..Bm_mg
into being to counter the new threats. Cnmcu.:_.nmﬁms._ EE situa-
tion leads to misleading contentions by politictans and informed
citizens that the entire present force is insufficient, cven though
the increased threat may siill be fess than the future Eﬁmmﬁ that Ew\
existing force was puilt to counter. Indeed, so large is the }.Enz-
can ICBM force that only about 10 percent n_m the warheads in the
recent past were trained on assured destruction targets; ﬂ.rcm even
the destruction before taunch of 90 percent of .Em .E.:E.m_::n:
would leave the assured destruction capability niact if an
mmmcﬁn-nnmﬂanmo:-aam target were used as .Em .m.unﬂ:a aim
point for each missile, Still, even though this situation 18 surely
clear to most American |eaders, allied leaders o1 59.5.&.@ may see
the increased threat as an indication of the growing inadequacy of
the entire American strategic force; modification or construction
of additional forces by Washington so as to reassure ::p”mm third
parties may only reinforce their mistaken view by appearmg tobe
ission of inadequacy.

mn._m_ MM._ .Dm”wgn States nmEnM_..E regards the mEm.E to put the m}h
bomber force on various levels of alert as a significant political
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tool, Forthis reason and those indicated above, it would be useful
to put a substantial fraction of the [CBM and submarine-launched
bailistic missile (SLBM) forces into a strafegic reserve from
which the missiles could not be fired but from which they could be
brought into readiness in a matter of weeks or months. The
purpese would be not to preserve them from actual attack (in
which they could be more or less vulnerable than the active
strategic forces} but to reduce clearly excessive force levels inan
easily reversible way. For the [ICBMs, some 300 silos could be
covered with earth or rock to a depth of perhaps 30 feet, making
them useless on a scale of days but available in the unlikely event
that continued Soviet force expansion and improvement began to
place the effectiveness of the froni-line American deterrent in
doubt. For the SLBMs, 50 percent of the Polaris, Poseidon, and
future Trident submarines could be kept in port or on patrolin the
southern oceans, well out of missile range ef the Soviet Union.
While primarily an arms control measure, the submarine strategic
reserve would also further enhance SLBM survivability. Unusual
communication practices could be employed so that it would be
clear to the Soviet Union that these submarines were far out of
firing range. Another form of strategic reserve would be an
airfield-based strategic force element consisting of a combination
advanced tankerfcargo/cruise-missile-launching aircraft that in
normal circumstances would be used only in its first two
capacifties.

Assoming that domestic opposition and uneasiness could be
overcome, such a posture would make it clear to the world that
the United States had confidence in its strategic strength—that it
had such strength in reserve, indeed in superabundance. Furth-
ermore, the United States would have ready an immediate re-
sponse 1o any new Soviet deployments or to ambiguities in Soviet
activities, a response that would provide a visible increase in
American strategic offensive force long before any new procure-
ment could become effective. By voluntarily reducing its ready
force—without appreciable cost savings—the United States
would provide evidence that smaller numbers do not connote
inferiority, .

United States national security would not depend on the Soviet
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Union’s following suit by placing some of 1ts oWn ?H.Mwm __.”
strategic reserve, although such actions by Moscow E%%n : MMq-
tainly improve the climate between the two _._mﬂcam. e =mm~
term durability and stability of a mn.noum Wmmzsn wou ; [ iy
from visible signs that the Soviet Union saw its m:mﬁmﬁ}o_ﬁmmaa
the same light as the United States saw its own forces. .m Manma
step, Washington could put its ?,_.Hwﬂm into the _.nmn_.qw._m_. i does

MIR Vs are necessary only against some future ABM sys m _u
and move a fraction of its submarines o mo&:nqm ocean pa Mo m
Unilateral measures such as these would Ed@_m_m. acostless tes .wn
the readiness of the Soviet Union to establish its own sirategl

reserve.

BEYOND STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS?

It is certain that the capability for mutual destruction 18 Mmmﬂ..wﬁwm_m.
nuclear delivery vehicles are unopposed. But should t nmm :wﬁ
States and the Soviet Union strive to a@.‘ﬂcﬁ and mwm_nﬁ e nM. ive
defenses against the other’s strategic nm_EnQ ..__w_m_n. mmw mnﬁ e
probiems would emerge. Other difficulties would arise Muw the
continuation of tactical nuclear weapons and forwar .EM e
strategic systems. How these n,wwmw_r__.‘_wm and Eom..wawm o
contribute to the goals of a mnnoﬁn_. w.nm_q:n.lmmn:q:w, m:. w ..Mn
rationality, and nonproliferation—is the question to whic

now tarn. y e
Strategic Defenses As an extreme case, one mH_ e % nmm e
velop and deploy it deepest secrecy a system r..m: ¥ e M tive s
defending against the strategic weapons and delivery ve e
the other side. Such a system would be _.&. :nEn:_ac:m nn.nr Ve
value; if it were revealed and the other side was given no ¢ ow ;
other than to ‘‘disarm or &mmﬁﬁnm?.w ﬁ.ﬁ mqmﬁ.mm_n ﬁn_mﬂoﬁwr%.
would change substantiatly. While it 15 .vomm__u_m Eﬁrm_m“a "
superpower would seek to upset the strategic am_m,nnw in mamw.ﬁ wa
or at Jeast that neither would _un.mc confident in its M H. _mm?m
completely repel a retaliatory strike as to exploit a M M E
advantage, either or both might still wish to develop m:.n Nﬁmmm
defensive systems because of the danger of nuclear acciden

L1 |
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third-party attack. Therefore, it is necessary 10 determine
whether defensive programs can limit such secondary risks with-
out being perceived as leading to strategic invulnerability.

The effectiveness of an ABM system under consideration must
be judged not in terms of its capability against current 1ICBMs—
which are not designed to counter ABMSs since none exist—but in
terms of its ability to defend against an ICBM force as would
evolve to penetrate the ABM cover. Analogous considerations
must be taken into account in assessing air-defense and antisub-
marine warfare systems. An effective defense against an oppo-
nent bent on maintaining its assured destruction capability re-
quires guarding against every possible avenue of countermeasure
and attack. By contrast, maintaining an assured destruction
capability requires nothing more than having one offensive sys-
tem capable of penetrating the other side’s defenses. A proposed
defensive system must not only be technically sound against the
existing threat and extensions of it, it must also be capable of
effectively defending against quite different threats. Forexa mple,
targets that the other side considered secondary in the absence of
defense might become its preferred choice if the primary targets
were protected by a defensive system; therefore, a less “‘ration-
al'’ selection of targets could preserve the other side’s assured
destruction capacity. Moreover, the other side could simply de-
ploy additional forces as a means of satu rating the ABM coverage
and guarding against other possible attempts to reduce its ability
to retaliate, such as counterforce and civil defense.

A complex of defensive systems that is effective against afl
types of an opponent’s strategic weapons, either in existence or
possible, is not technically feasible, nor will it be in the foresee-
able future. The recommended Second Regime has been con-
ceived on the assumption of the continved dominance of strategic
offense and the consequent desirability of continued controls
over the development of strategic defenses, as it would be fruit-
less for the United States and the Soviet Union to deploy partially
protective defenses against one another—the rationale behind the
1972 treaty limiting ABMs.

However, against nations with much smaller strategic
capabilities, Washingten and Moscow might find it desirable and
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even possible to construct an effective defense. EE.o:mr the
strategic forces of both superpowers are atleast mm_nﬁnn:_.ﬁ_ ifnot
more so, in deterring third nations as in deferring nm._.uw other,
second nuclear powers may well be less able to maintain non_:i
over their nuclear weapons, 0 prevent theft or cumﬁrc:wmm
launch, than the superpowers arc. Since such natons, 1 mnnn_”m_.
would not even come close 10 having a mﬁﬂmw.wn mnmw:_nsc:
capability against the United States and the Soviet Union, nmu
fenses sufficiently effective to reduce the damage by such nations
nuclear forces would be feasible.
However, two problems would arise for both SUpErpowers:
first, how to make such a defense clearly ineffective against a
retaliatory attack by the principal opponent and not provocative
in the sense that it would appear to constitute a base from which
effective defense against the principal opponent nouin_ mz.wmm-
quently be achieved; and second, how tocover the eniire territory
(since retargeting of even a small offensive force could oﬁﬁ-
wise Testore its limited destructive capability) and defend against
a mildly responsive threat, thatis, ong Eammm_.ma o wm_ﬁ. um.nm:mﬁ
the defense sysiem—again without threatening the ﬂ_zan_ﬁ.& ad-
versary. In the case of the United mﬂmﬁ.mm ABM mw..ﬂmaﬂ it was
argued that a “‘thin ABM defense against the Chinese 1CBM
threat’'—one not providing a base for a heavy ammmu_mmlwmoz_n_
have been deployed using ‘‘perimeter acquisition H.ma._mq m..:a
Spartan missiles 10 shoot down a small number of _.mn.uBEm
Chinese ICBMs as they approached United States air space.
Such a thin ABM system would not require the mw.ﬂmnm_qm
missile-site radar and short-range Sprint missiles mmmn.::& to an
effective anti-Soviet system and would ostensibly be Ewﬂmﬁim
against a massive Soviet attack because the radars, the ““eyes of
the system,” could be easily exhausted or destroyed w__.,_, large
numbers of light, inaccurate ICBMs. However, the effectiveness
of such a thin ABM system against Chinaor other nuclear powers
is dubious, as these states could saturate the perimeter acquisttion
radar (by the use of lightweight decoys or balloons) almost as
easily as the Soviets could.
In any case, the SALT I Treaty includes an mm_.nm.:_ma __uu__. ﬁ.vn
United States and the Soviet Union not to defend their territories

103



13

F.

A> 14:57 FR IBM BUSIMESS SUPFPORT 914 945 2141 TO 9126869843633

Jud 13

zcﬂrm?m WEAPDNS AND WORLD FOLITICS

against the ICBM forces of other nations. In view of the overrid-
ing importance of each maintaining an assured destruction capa-
bility against its major cpponent, population defense against
ICBM aitack by lesser powers and revision of the 1972 treaty
should be sought only if the treaty is clearly ineffective against the
major opponent, a condition thus far not adequately satisfied by
proposed systems, including the thin anti-China ABM. How-
ever, if future analysis and experiments provide a means for de-
fending hardened missile silos (in their assigned roles) against
ICBM attack, a means not effective in defending industry and
population, deployment of such defensive systems—and revi-
sions in the ABM freaty, if pecessary—would be desirable, This
would enhance stability by ensuring the survivability of retalia-
tory forces without compromising their offensive potential.”

Foward-Based Systems and Tactical Nuclear Weapohs
Since the 1950s and up to the present day, the United States
has had strategic nuclear weapons forward-deployed on air-
craft carriers, on intermediate-range ballistic missiles {IRBMs}
around the perimeter of the Soviet Union, and even o1 nominally
tactical land-based fighters in Europe and East Asia. These
forward-based systems were originally intended to supplement
the far more expensive United States-based strategic bomber
force: their cost (for an aircraft itself or other delivery vehicle) is
lower because their required range is jess. Forward-deployed
strategic weapons also had the virtue of shorter response time; in
contrast with the 12 hours or 50 of travel time for bombers travel-
ing from the United States, a forward-based aircraft takes only
one hour or less to reach targets in the Soviet Union, However,
with the advent of highly secure intercontinental and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles, and especially with the formal prohibi-
tion of ballistic missile defense, these reasons for forward-basing
of nuclear weapons no longer exist. And when the cost of bases
is included, forward-based systems become expensive. In the

1970s, ICBMSs have become the dominant choice over forward-
based fighters, being cheaper per weapon delivered, more surviv-

15ee pp. 97-98.
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able, more reliable and having a response time of only 30 min-
utes.
A separate reasoin for deploying nuclear weapous in BEurope i8
that of alliance strategy. Forward-based nuclear weapons de-
ployed on allied aircraft, piloted and commanded by allied forces
{(subject always to release by the Commander-in-Chief of the
United States), not only contribute to allied military capabilities
in the field, it is argued, but also give NATO forces a ministrategic
force capable of reaching Warsaw Pact capitals on two-way mis-
sions and Soviet cities on one-way missions. Furthermore, and
perhaps most importantly, the use of such weapons in a truly
tactical, countermilitary role can serve as a bridge to, and a
guaranteed Jever of, escalation to the strategic level, and hence as
a deterrent o conventional Soviet aggression. America's Euro-
pean allies want to be very sure that if this deterrent fails the
United States will come 1o their aid against invading Soviet or
Warsaw Pact forces. The Europeans se¢ the vulnerability of
American forward-based tactical nuclear weapons asan asset, for
any Warsaw Pact attack on these forces in the event of theater
hostilities would force the United States itself to respend. There-
fore, since an attack on Western Europe will turn intg a direct
Soviet-American nuclear confrontation, the Soviet bloc is de-
terred from making such an attack.

While this argument reveals some of the benefits of tactical
nuciear weapons, it ignores their many liabilities, including the
possibility of accidental or unauthorized use by local comman-
ders, of capture by the enemy or by the hosi country, and of theit
or terrorism. A further liability of United States tactical nuclear
weapons in Burope is their significant cost in labor and materiel
{on the order of 50,000 people simply 10 guard and maintain 7,000
weapons). Finally, having tactical nuclear weapons in Eurcpe
means the removal from conventional forces of the aircraft and
other sysiems carrying them, for these systems’ ostensibly
« dual-capable™ role does in fact reflect a nuclear priority. Has
there been (and is there now) some way to reduce these liabil ities
while retaining the benefits of deterrence which these weapons
confer on American allies?

In the early 1960s, the United States fitted permissive action
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inks (PAL) to all nuclear weapons on foreign soil, thereby taking
1 first step in extending the degree of physical control maintained
sy the President and reducing the hazards of misuse or theftofa
nuclear weapon by elements of the host country’s armed forces,
either in peace or in war.® But additional ways must still be found
10 maintain the nuclear embrella while further reducing the costs
and hazards of theater nuclear weapons.

Since the travel times to strategic targets for ICBMs fired from
the United States are now less than those for tactical aircraft
jaunched from forward bases in Europe, and since [CBMs are far
less vulnerable than tactical aircraft, the desired European mini-
strategic force could be better implemented by sharing targeting
and release authority over some of the United States—based
ICBMs or SLBMs. Doing this would guarantee that the allies’
strategic force had the same invulnerability and respense time as
that of the United States itself. Moreover, the NATO countries
would appreciate the reduced cost of supporting United States
forces and the quicker response and greater assurance of penetra-
tion for their ministrategic force. As far as the Soviets are con-
cerned, the elimination of the American forward-based nuclear
capability, with the exception of the SLBMs, would be seenas an
improvement of their security positicn. But could this scheme
replace the inhibitory effect of having American nuclear weapons
present and vulnerable in Europe, that is, their ** trip-wire'’ role in
deterring Soviet conventional aggression?

Before the Soviet Union possessed large numbers of nuclear
weapons, American tactical nuclear weapons certainly had a
deterrent effect on conventional Soviet attack in Europe; given
the rather hazy distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear
weapons, an Americar “tactical’” nuclear response to a Warsaw
Pact effensive would have meant massive destruction for the
Soviet Union or ifs allies. But with the advent of Soviet IRBMs
targeted on Western Europe, there was no reason to believe thata

& Pepmissive aolion links are essentially mechanical or electronic combination
locks on the nuclear weapons oF warheads themselves. A separale combination
for each weapon must be set in order to permit the warhead to explods upon
delivery, although *"master-key™ combinations are feasible in principle. Some
PAL devices can also provide penaltics in the case of lampering, unauthorized
transport, and the like.
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Western nuclear response against Warsaw Pact territory would
not be answered by a Soviet IRBM counterattack on NATO
territory. Nor was there reason to be confident that the use of
even very small, clean, and well-controlled tactical nuclear
weapons by NATO only against Warsaw Pact troops in combat
would not be answered by larger, dirtier, and more randomly
targeted Warsaw Pact nuclear weapolis. Therefore, a strictly
tactical role for United States nuciear weapons in Europe might
fail to credibly deter Warsaw Pact aggression. The truly effective
deterrent is the threat to the Soviet and East Eurepean home-
lands, which can be achieved through a shared targeting and
release scheme for United States 1CBMs. Thus, we must
examine the only other pes sible justification for keeping the tacti-
cal nuclear weapons in place, their military utility.

Deployed American tactical nuclear weapons include explo-
sives delivered from aircraft, short-range missiles or hand-fired
rockets, artillery shells, and preemplaced mines. [t is simpler t©
characterize tactical nuclear weapons according to their mis-
sions: close support, interdiction, and counter-air. In evaluating
their contribution to American and NATO capabilities, there is,
of course, no experience in actual combat, and so analysis and
war games must substitute. Although NATO commanders may
not be sure of obtaining 2 desirable outcome without the use of
tactical nuclear weapons, the introduction of such weapons on
both sides, as simulated in war games, leads to widespread de-
struction but nef to military victory.

In regard to the strictly military effectiveness of NATO tactical
nuclear weapons, the vulnerability of the present system of basing
and delivery, the poor accuracy of the longer-range Weapons, and
the inability to concentrate the fire of the shorter-range weapons
within the small target radius associated with *'tactical™ missions
are among the major disadvantages. The 50,000 American nili-
tary personnel required to protect and care for the weapons isa

serious burden. The catastrophic risks of erroneous field intelli-
gence, incorrect targeting, and errors in aircraft navigation are
nightmares for any national leader evaluating the feasibility and
impact of using highly destructive theater nuclear weapons. Lm-
proved tactical nuclear weapons of the future could use the same
technologies now demonstrated in conventional precision-guided
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munitions to increase their accuracy, thereby allowing weapon
yield to be reduced to cover only the desired radius of effective-
ness. But one would still be left with the problem that the area of
destruction of a nuclear weapon is circular, while many targets
(e.g., a tank column} are linear. If tactical nuclear weapons were
costless and without alternatives, improved versions would have
a place among our future armaments; however, neither of these
two conditions obtains.

Developments of the last decade in precision-guided munitions
and microelectronics, together with the deployment over the next
few vears of the Navstar navigation and guidance system®
(which will provide American and NATO cruise missiles, cannon
shells, and bombs with accuracy as great as 20 feet almost all the
time, anywhere in the world), have greatly reduced the compara-
tive utility of nuclear weapons in performing tactical missions—
that is, in attacking troop concentrations, armored columns, and
the like. The tactical nuclear weapon has always been a major
{hreat to an army on its own territory, but since civilians far
outnumber potential combatants in any region, the use of tactical
nuclear weapons on American or allied territory has not been
looked upon with favor. Recent technological advances have
somewhal improved the capability of tactical nuclear weapons,
but they have alse enhanced the capability of non-nuclear
weapons to the point that tactical nuclear weapons no longer have
an overall advantage. Improved accuracy and fiexibility of deliv-
ery vehicles, advanced homing and fusing technology, new dis-
penser warheads and minelets, and more capable command and
control systems all improve the "capability of conventional
weapons far more than they improve that of nuclear weapons.
Because of the greater variety of conventional weapons and the
lesser inhibitions to their use compared with nuclear weapons, a
well-conceived non-nuclear force is more capable than a tactical
nuclear force. Higher-vield weapons are not tactical at all; their

use will be countered or deterred by determined use of strategic

spavsiar is aset of approximately 20 satellites that will provide radic signals
to delivery vehicles in flight, permitting them to determine their position with
great accuracy every one-tenth second.
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nuclear weapons. Therefore, o the extent that mﬂmn& local
capabilities are desired, the non-nuclear E.n&aos-mcﬁwn musni-
tions, mines, and the like which have entered the United States
inventory in recent years, and which are susceptible t0 further
improvement, are far preferable to the maintenance of H.,:n_mm_‘
weapons by the thousands in Europe. In fact, not _.mﬁ_mnmzm the
tactical nuclear weapons with conventional systems of this sort,
while it might not be tragic in the Eurcpean context, nnEE :.m{n
the unintended side effect of encouraging nuclear proliferation,
for it would convey to would-be proliferants the erroneous notion
that nuclear weapons arc of great utility in theater warfare.

Conventional Forces

In the building, deployment, and use of conventional forces, a
principal objective is that this activity notlead to nuclear war. But
this obiective relates only to the actual wse of conventional
forces; some consider it also desirable to maintain the appearance
that the use of conventional weapons will indeed lead to nuclear
war, in order 10 deter conventional watfare as well. Yet the
elimination of tactical nuclear weapons, and the resultant reduc-
tion of the threat of escalation to nuclear war in local contexts,
means that an element of deterrence of conventional attack willbe
lost. As with nuclear weapons, while a nation would prefer 1o
prevail ideologically and politically through the deterrent effect &.
jts existing conventicnal forces, poth experience and analysis
show that conventional forces are far more likely than =zn_mmu.
forces to be used. This condition results, in part, from there beng
o much more gradual Jadder of escalation in the case of .non{mz.
tional weapons {all the way from police weapons 10 aerial _u.ou._.
bardment} than in the case of nuclear devices, but it also .un:.,.am
from the lesser utility of conventional weapons in desiroying
population and industry relative to their usefulness wnmm.,m:mﬁ mili-
tary targets. 1f tactical nuclear weapons are (0 be n:B:..Ea@lﬂ
goal of the Second Regime prescribed wmqm.lmnﬂ conventional
conflict still prevented, there must be compensation for the lost
deterrent effect of the tactical nuclear weapons.
Offensive and defensive technology are much more evenly
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iatched in the case of non-nuclear forces. A single aircraft that

enetrates air defenses can do many billions of dollars of damage

4ith nuclear weapons, whereas many thousands of convention-

Ny armed aircraft would be needed to produce the same level of

estruction. But defense against aircraft delivering nuclear

W ombs is usually performed by conventional weapons. In fact,
o nlike the case of defensive nuclear weapons Yersus offensive
uclear weapons, defensive conventional weapons may even
njoy superiority over offensive systems under some cir-
umstances, and this might become truer with the technoiogy of
e 1980s. Consequently, strengthened defensive capabilities for
JATO's non-nuclear forces would provide a sufficient deterrent
o conventional attack by Warsaw Pact forces and an adequate
eplacement for tactical nuclear weapons.
T The United States should therefore carefully review its ac-
vities orfented toward the development of technologies with
sffensive superiority. Since the United States and its allies donot
= mticipate making use of such offensive capabilities and since they
1~ would be vulnerable if their opponents acquired such capabilities,
F t would be wiser to concentrate on developing systems with
< Jefensive superiority. The task is, of course, complicated by the
T et that offensive-superior technology is useful evenin defensive
E situations, as in recovering land that has been lost in a fallback
after an unexpected conventional attack. Furthermore, the Unit-
»d States might need offensive capabilities in support of national
., or alliance goals outside Europe. Nonetheless, effective and in-
01 yulnerable defensive forces should be the priority. In general,
zmphasis should be on low-cost, high-attrition systems, for these
would make force effectiveness less sensitive to the opponent’s
defenses and countermeasures.

With respect to land forces, a major goal should be improving
capabilities for emplacing mines by aircraft and cannon, as well as
o by armored minelayers. Guided antitank missiles that can be fired
I from a position displaced from that of the person guiding the
missile (in onder that the person’s vulnerability be reduced and
willingness to fire be increased) can also contribute to future
ground capabilities. The ability to attack fixed and moving ground
targets can be further improved by deploying surface-launched

41 TO 912869343633

El

LIPPOR

FR IBM BUSIME

B 14

1a

Jud 13

————

tactical cruise missiles with a range of 500 miles, sO as E, bath
reduce vulnerability of cruise missile stores and allow massmg of
fire across the fromt. Such cruise missiles with 1,000-pound
warheads could be based in <mall numbers in each of ?Sn_.mmmm _m.m
dispersed underground storage sites hundreds of miles within
NATO countries. These cruise missiles could be designed for
launching without any additional mechanisms in response 1o se-
cure signals from a theater command-and-control system. They
would be capable of flying to their targets with 100-foot accuracy .,
thanks to midcourse guidance adjustments by Navstar signals,
and could be transferred into a safe, low-altitude holding ﬂmﬂww: a
few minutes from the target area for jast-minute target reassign-
ment in case targets moved or targeting prioxities changed.

In the field of command, control, and communications, stress
should be placed on improving helicoptes-lifted theater radar
systems with data links to the ground which would be nmwmr_.u. of
monitoring movement of ground columns and o?ﬂ.. moving
targets and providing redundant coverage of air Jumnm:c:m. Re-
parding tactical air capabilities, since most American ot Z}Hﬂ_
tactical aircraft are not necessary when air-to-ground attack is
carried out by cruise missiles, it is preferable to perform coun-
terair operations over NATO territory using m:ﬂmmnm-ﬁ-m# mis-
siles (SAMs) with arange of about 100 miles, remotely directed in
order to reduce launch site vulnerability and provide concentra-
tion of fire. : _

In sum, new technologies and the concomitant force reorgani-
zation necessary to apply them efficiently can and should provide
conventional forces with much greater capabilities than they now
enjoy, and with less vulnerability as well. Such refinements,
rather than an erosion of United States will, should be the .umm_.m
for removal of theater nuclear weapons. The deemphasis of tacti-
cal nuclear weapoens, tactical aircraft, and long-range m&:ﬁ._”.‘ in
general should be no more regarded as a diminution of effective-
ness or of American support than would the replacement of a
20-year-old computer system by a smaller, cheaper one capable of

10 times the performance.
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Declaratory Posture for
ihe Second Nuclear Regime

nuclear defense posture is that which
in a nation, to other nuclear poOWers,

and to non-nuclear powers. Like the physical force posture, the

declaratory posture influences the actions of adversaries, allies,

and neutrals in building their own nuclear and non-muclear forces

as well as their willingness to use those forces. Both postures
should be chosen with this in mind.

An important part of any
is announced about it—with

UNILATERAL POSITION

sical posture for nuclear forces in this
y achieved through the unilateral
is equally true for the declara-

those forces.

As stressed above, the phy
Second Regime can be largel
actions of the United States. This
tory posture regarding the use of
Assured Destruction Capability With respect to the central
confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union,
Washington should be consistent in publicly declaring its readi-
ness to respond 1o the use of strategic nuclear weapons by the
other side with its own nuclear arsenal, either to inflict assured,
massive destruction or 10 uUse its own strategic weapons more
flexibly (that is, in smaller numbers). In ather words, it should be
made clear that any nuclear provecation will be answered by a
nuclear response, that there is an inevitable, near-physical link-
age between destruction of the United States and destruction of
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the Soviet Union. Consistent with this posture, no silo-killing
capability should be sought or tested, even if the Soviets deployed
some elements of such a force, since the American nuclear force
would be intended solely for second-sirike retaliatory missions.
While under the Second Regime prescribed here, a nuclear re-
sponse 10 a non-nuclear Soviet provocation would not be
explicitly ruled out, it would be reduced to an extreme option.

The Role of Uncertainty Relying on an assured destruction
capability in the 1980s raises once again the question of the proper
threshold for response. While it might seem DProper for
Washington to destroy the Soviet Union if Moscow destroyved the
20 largest American cities, would Washingion do so if Moscow
leveled only the twenty-third largest? If there were a threshold
helow which it could be assumed that the United States would not
act, would the Soviet Union not be free to threaten or exact
damage below that threshold? And if once, why not again and
again? There is in reality no such definite threshold; American
response depends on moed, chance, and circumstances. But
under the Second Regime, with tactical and forward-based nu-
clear weapons eliminated, the United States would have only its

central, massively destructive strategic systems with which to
respond. Therefore, the Soviets might become more inclined to
believe that Washington—deprived of its ladder of ‘‘flexible
options”’~—had established a higher, more precise threshold
below which Soviet provocations would be tolerated. If Soviet
uacertainty regarding likely American responses were reduced in
this way, such provocations could become more frequent, and the
increased chance that Moscow might overplay its hand—that it
might underestimaie Washington’s willingness to use its strategic
nuclear forces—could increase the likelihood of a nuclear ex-
change. Therefore, a means to preserve the role of uncertainty in
deterring low-level nuclear provocations is an essential element
of this Second Regime.

An intellectually respectable and technically feasible solution
to the problem would be for Washington to announce that it bad
pot a threshold, but a ﬁ_.nnﬂn_.am:nn_ range of responses with
varying probabilities, ranging from near Zero for small provoca-
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tions, to S0 percent at the point where most individuals would
have placed an absolute threshold, and to near 100 percent in the
case of total destruction of the United States. By declaring that
such a range of responses exnists, any American force could, in
principle, serve credibly to deter a wide range of Soviet actions;
American inaction after a modest provocation would convey no
signal to Moscow that it would be safe to provoke again at the
same, a higher, or even a lower level.

To enhance further the credibility of the American deterrent,
Washington could also emphasize that it had fractional response
options—that it could launch a small fraction of its forces (say,
one ta ten Minutemen) in response 1o low-level nuclear
provocations—and that these options had a higher probability of
being exercised than did massive response options in the event of
small-scale Soviet nuclear attack. There would be greater will-
ingness to establish and adhere to a predetermined response
procedure if the maximum damage to be visited upon the enemy
could be kept proportional to the provocation in this way. A
declared readiness to jaunch less than the total strategic force,
something we have been able to do in any case for as long as we
have had strategic forces, would in essence provide the United
States with a new variety of “flexible options’’ permitting a more
certain (higher-probability) and proportionate responsc to any
given provocation and consequently a more credible deterrent.’”

Problems would arise if the Soviet provocation were nom-
nuclear. The Second Regime prescribed here does incorporate
the principle of no-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-
weapons states.!? While this principle would not in itself preciude

101y addition, & propertionate response capability would be more effective
than a counterforee (silo-killing) capahbility in keeping nuclear wars limited. The
former would rely on deterrence 10 prevent escalation even after an initial
nuclear exchange, whereas the latter, while ostensibly aimed at damage limita-
tien, would rest ¢n a provocative thréat 1o the invulnerability of retaliatory
forces upon which stable deterrence rests. Announcing damage limitation as a
goal would also imply a reluctance o use one’s retaliatory forces against the
ather side’s cities, thereby eroding the credibility of deterrence.

19This doctrine will be discussed below, aiong with the question of the desira-
bility of a general no-first-use policy. See pp. 128-130.
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the use of a nuclear weapon against the tertitory of the Soviet
Union in response to & Soviet non-nuclear attack on Western
Europe, the basic premise of Second Regime, that the principal
role of nuclear weapens is to deter the use of nuclear weapons by
others, means that launching evena fraction of American nuclear
forces would bean inappropriate response to Soviet conventional
aggression,’* Therefore, under this Second Regime strong nofl-
nuclear forces 1o resist non-nuclear attack are prescribed. Still, to
deter further the possibility of Soviet conventional attack, a
strategic nuclear response to conventional attack would remain a
declared option, albeit one with an extremely low assigned prob-
ability.

This approach te determining whether and how to respond to
Soviet non-nuclear provocations is not vital to a Second Nuclear
Regime. However, if it could be put into practice, it would help
preserve the deterrent value of nuclear weapons below the level
of massive strategic attack without requiring the retention of
tactical nuclear weapons, the advancement of counterforce
weaponry, or the abandonment of the principle of mutual assured

destructicn.

High-Quality Deterrence? Inrecent ycars many voices have
argued that deterrence by means of the capability for assured
destruction of Soviet population and industry is somehow in-
adeguate and that something called *'high-quality deterrence’ is
needed, These critics are not satisfied that the United States has
the capability not only to destroy the Soviet Union entirely but
also to exact & destructive toll on the U.S.5.R. that would more
than offset the gains from any Soviet initiative, as weil as having
comparable or greater net military capabilities. They stress that

1250me DSErvers might argue that with the removal of American nuclear

weapons from the European theater, the use of United States-based nuclear
there would be an

weapons in response 10 Soviet conventional aggression
incredible threat as well as an inappropriate one, since it would be unlikely that
an Ametican President would put his own population at risk in the absence of a
direct Soviet nuchear provocation. But the American population is piways attisk
of Soviel nuclear attack; whalt determines whether or not the Soviet Union will
attack with nuclear weapons s not what the United States fras done bul what the

Soviets perceive it will do it TESPONSE.
116

W._E. ajlies and neutrals—especially those who have no undersiand-
ing of the relative importance of such force parameters as
throw-weight, accuracy, number of MIRYs, and the like—the
appearance of the American nuclear force is as important as its
mmEE capabilities. As in the case of America’s naval and tactical
atr forces, Washington has built a force of highly capable, sophis-
ticated strategic delivery vehicles on the basis of the advice and
decisions of leaders in the defense establishment, only to find
many of those same individuals arguing that raw numbers in fact
make the difference in perceptions, that perceptions are as impor-
tant as real capabilities, and that we should therefore build these
very expensive systems in numbers comparable to the numbers of
less capable vehicles deployed by the Soviet Union.
munr arguments about the current or creeping inferiority of the
United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union are most frequently
heard in connection with Pentagon efforts to obtain congressional
approval and funding of American military forces, but the United
States’ declaratory posture wefore the world cannot be kept in-
dependent of such Congress-oriented statements. Examples
abound in which American representatives have emphasized
supposed inadequacies of the United States’ strategic forces, an
m:iwmmmm that may have the primary objective of persuading the
administration, Congress, and public to increase OT upgrade nu-
clear forces but that casls unnecessary and undesirable doubts on
the ability of existing forces to deter strategic attack. For in-
stance, behind the ABM debate of 196%, in which Pentagon
officials argued that the Soviet Union’s deployment of a MIRVed
vyersion of its heavy 58-9 [CBM would imperil the United States’
assured destruction capability, lay the completely arbitrary and
wrong-headed assumption that the small fraction (perhaps 1¢
percent) of American strategic warheads then targeted on Soviet
population and industrial centers would not be increased if the
threat to the survivability of the Minuteman force indeed de-
veloped. Instead of considering the changing of numbers on a
sheet of paper to restore an adequate number of warheads to the
assured destruction role in case the M1RVed SS-9 materialized,
the Defense Department’s Tesponse was to demand alarge ABM
systemn that in fact would have been inadequate against the threat

7
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had the Soviet Union actually moved in the claimed direction.
(Indeed, the Soviets have never tested MIRVs on an 58-9 mis-
sile; they have deployed only a few MIRVed $S-18 heavy mis-
sties.}

Actually, the denigration of **deterrence’’ and the call for
high-quality deterrence is very much an attack on a straw man. It
is neither logical nor useful to suggest that existing Minuteman
and Poseidon forces do not effectively deter the Soviet Union
because *‘these forces are capable of nothing more selective than
the death of 100 million Russians.”’ President Nixon's plea thathe
and later Presidents should not be left with the sole option of
massive retaliation against Soviet people and industry ignored the
long-existing flexibility in the capabilities of American forces.
And Secretary of Defense Schlesinger’s argument that ICBMs
capable of knocking out hardened silos were essential to the
United States’ deterrent capability was an irrelevant and unre-
sponsive answer to that il-informed or misleading plea. While a
silo-killing retaliatory strike might reduce Soviet ICBM
capabilities that could otherwise be used to destroy American
population and industry (*‘to save American lives rather than kill
Soviet citizens''), having such a counterforce capability would
pose a threat of preemptive strike to Soviet retaliatory forces and,
therefore, undermine deterrence. Just as important, an emphasis
on connterforce capabilities reduces the credibility of the Ameri-
can deterrent by showing a reluctance to do what is necessary t¢
dissuade the Soviets from attacking. Whether an all-out Soviet
nuclear attack on American cities comes out of the blue or is the
result of Soviet escalation from lower-level American nuclear
strikes, a nuclear response by the United States must be regarded
as inevitable if deterrence is fo work. Itis harmful te suggestithata
retaliatory response by the United States at that point would
result only in dead Russians and not in more live Americans; such
suggestions serve only to reduce unnecessarily the deterrent ef-
fect of America's nuclear weapons, as does the view that no
American President could ever make the decision to use our
strategic force in such a way.

By contrast, flexible targeting options are much more effective
and less provocative thana silo-killing capability as a deterrent to
limited nuclear attacks, and forces capable of carrying out such
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options have been in existence for a long time. In the absence of
ABM systems (as codified by the 1972 SALT Treaty), a single

Minuteman warhead (or each of every three Minuteman MIRVs,

or ten Poseidon MIRVSs) has guaranteed access 10 its targets,

whether they be cities or military supply compounds, barracks,

defense industries in isolated communities, and the like. To insist

on the difficult—that the first targets struck be defense plants or
facilities in urban areas but that damage to civilians still be kept to
o minimsm—would suggest to Moscow that Washingten is more
inhibited in the use of its strategic capabilities than is really the
case. If the United States’ goal is credible deterrence of Soviet
attack, then it makes no economic or strategic sense to announce
that American targeting plans dictate using the first missiles
against the most difficult targets. Within the context of flexible
response, it is just as effective for the United States to attack
those defense elements that can be more easily destroyed or, if
low collateral damage is an American aim, those located in
nonurban areas. But a goal of low collateral damage should not
limit American retaliatory options 1o the extent that the credibil-
ity of deterrence is eroded.

As long as strategic nuclear weapons exist in the world in the
hands of nations with aggressive intenteran evangelical ideology,
the survival of an independent United States will depend on those
nations’ knowledge that a nuclear response by the United States,
if not inevitable, is at least not precluded. Lt would be desirable if
the doctrine and force structure recommended here for the Unit-
ed States were also adopted by the Soviet Unicon, but it would
not be essential. The adoption of a Second Regime posture by the
United States alone would modify the expectations and therefore
the probable crisis behavior of the Soviet Union even in the
absence of formal Soviet acceptance of the same force structure
and declaratory postore.

THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS

Although many of the benefits of a Second Regime to both sides
can be obtained by either country’s mnilateral actions, the two
nations are party to imporiant bilateral and multilateral agree-
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nents whose broadening would further contribute to the nations’
future security and arms control interests. While unilateral initia-
-ives would be sufficient for creating a stable physical and doctri-
aal posture for the recommended Second Regime, arms control
agreements and the process of their negotiation are stillimportant
in that they can give the regime legitimacy. By providing sym-
metry of constraints, arms control agreements can reduce
uncertainty about the other side's strategy. Formailly codified
rastrictions may also be more effective than informal unilateral
restraints in constraining political and bureaucratic pressures for
more or more advanced weapons. In addifion, in negotiating arms
control agreements that increase the stability of the international
environment, the nuclear powers set an example that can per-
suade other nations that their own courses of actions should be
weighed (and would be weighed by others} in terms of their effect
on the international system and not just on their neighbors or
trading vartners. There can be hazards as well as benefits to arms
conirol agreements: some states (or bureaucratic forces within
states) might seek to legitimate by agreement dangerous, costly,
or irrational strategic postures; numerically symmetric con-
straints on forces may produce greater asymmetries in force
effectiveness or vulnerability than would asymmetric limits; the
process of negotiation may be exploited for domestic political
gajn or, alternatively, be impeded by domestic politics to a greater
extent than efforts to achieve unilateral action, thereby producing
either unstable agreements or no agreements at all, But if these
hazards can be avoided, bilateral arms control agreements will
contribute to the stability of the Second Regime here prescribed.
Current and previous Soviet-American arms control agree-
ments include the SALT 1 accords of 1972—the treaty banning
antiballistic missile defenses and the Interim Agreement on
Strategic Offensive Arms—and their still uncompleted succes-
sor, the SALT II agreement, which is to be based on the prelimi-
nary Vladivostok agreement of 1974, setting a limit of 2,400 0n the
strategic weapon launchers of each side, with a sublimit of 1,320
MIRVed launchers. In 1976, the two countries signed the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, fixing a limit of 150 kilotons on the
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yield of underground nuciear weapons tests in designated test
areas as well as on the vield of peaceful nuclear explosions
{PNEs), requiring the exchange of very detailed information to
permit the calibration of teleseismic equipment to verify com-
pliance with the y ield limit, and providing for on-site inspection of
PNE blasts. The Threshold Test Ban is actually abilateral exten-
sion of the multilateral Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, banning
atmospheric tests and permitting only those underground nuclear
explosions that do not release into the atmosphere radioactivity
detectable beyond nationa! frontiers.

The most important multilateral treaty other than the Limited
Test Ban is the Non-Proliferation Treaty {NPT) concluded in
1968 and in force since 1971. The NPT binds signatory nuciear
powers not to transfer nuclear weapons and weapons ﬁn_.ao_.u.mw
to other powers and binds non-nuclear signatories not to acquire
nuclear weapons. The NPT also commits nuclear states to help
non-nuclear adherents with the peaceful application of nuclear
energy, while establishing international safeguards 1o detect the
clandestine transfer of peaceful nuclear materials to weapons
programs.’®

The breadth and detail of these bilateral and multilateral
agreements seta precedent for negotiating more substantial arms
reductions. The following types of agreements would be most
useful in this Second Regime.

A Ban on Silo-Killing Forces A SALT 11 agreement between
the United States and the Soviet Union may soon set a numerical
ceiling on strategic nuclear weapons, providing 2 framework for
subsequent reductions; it ought also to control nuclear-armed

3

cruise missiles by restricting their deployment to aircraft, which

130ther, less significant nuclear arms control agreements include: the Antare-
tic Treaty of 1959, the Soviet-American * Haot Line' Agreement of 1963, the
Outer Space Treaty of 1967, and the Seabed Arms Control Treaty of 1971. Fora
general analysis of the many different arms control accords, seg Arms Control
and Disarmament Agreemenis. U.S. Arms Controland Disarmament Agency.

Washington, 1975,
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sould be counted among the 1,320 permissible MIRVed laonch-
5.}t Because of its high accuracy and ability to penetrate air
lefenses but its low speed, the long-range cruise missile 15 gener-
dly considered a second-strike system that would be part of the
strategic retanatory force. Although cruise missiles in themselves
would not be effective silo \illers if silos were well defended with
short-range SAMsor other poini-defense systems, it would make
a mockery of the VIadivostok strategic force Jimits if there were
no limits on the numbers of this new kind of strategic nuclear
weapon. Therefore, limiting cruise missile deploymenis to
aircraft—as a means of ensuring the offensive capability of the
strategic bomber force—would be a positive first siep toward a
Second Regime.
1t would also be desirable 1o seek in the SALT negotiations a
political agreement expanding on the ABM treaty, by which the
United States and the Soviet Union would agree neither to build
nor to lay the base for any form of bailistic missile defense of their
national territory. A gimnilar treaty codifying a commitment not {0
build forces that threaten the survival of the other side’s strategic
offensive forces would provide a basis for considerable reduc-
tions in numbers of weapons on both sides and a slowing or
reversal of their gualitative improvement. Appropriately struc-
tured, such a treaty could make management of the Soviet-
American strategic balance more independent of vagaries in day-
to-day relations between the two rivals, The following three
agreements could be elements of this treaty banning counterforce

systems.

#heploying nuclear-armed sea-jaunched cruise missites (SLCMs) on sub-
marines and surface ships would provide nothing more than a marginal im-
provement in the strategic capabilities of the sea-based arm of the deterrent
triad, Muclear air-launched cruise missiles (ALCMs), howewver, would eliminate
the need for costly penetrating womberts such as the B-1, since simpler standofl
aircraft, including the older B-52, could launch the low-flying, hard-to-shoot
down missiles against strategic targets without entering Soviet air space, Since
ALCMSs could be deployed in groups of 20 on B-52s and in larger numkbers on
converted transport planes, it is logical to include under the MIRV ceiling all

nEmmm.Emmm:w-_umm::m ajreraft.
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LIMITATIONS ON MISSILE TEST patEs Long-standing con-
cerns regarding yulnerability of Minuteman 10 Soviet 1CBM at-
tack, the existence of the bomber and submarine elements of the
strategic triad no twithstanding, have ncreased recently with
the MIRVing of some Soviet [CBMs. A MIRVed force with
sufficient accuracy and reliability could be used by gither side 1o
destroy the opponent’s 1CBM silos (although the missiles them-
selves need not wait in their silos to be destroyed}, thereby raising
fears of preemptive attack and forcing the adoption of potentially
dangerous launch-on-warning strategies to protect vulnerable re-
taliatory forces.'”

Without explicitly eliminating MIRVs, one could reduce the
fear of a counfersilo capability by reducing the rate of missile
testing. An agreement {0 limit the United States and the Soviet
Union to, say, ten missile tests per year would slow the develop-
ment of more accurate and more reliable systems. Less able to
tesi its new systems, each nation would have less confidence in
the reliability of its individual missiles, especially since very high
reliability is required for silo attack, without reducing the per-
ceived reliability of the force for conducting a more general attack

on conventional military and assured destruction targets. Such a

test limitation would also retard weapons development in that it

would pit demands for test firings of new weapons against the
desire to use the few permitted tests 10 increase confidence in
already deployed systems. A total prohibition of MIRYV testing
could also be part of an agreement limiting missile tests: a pation
could retain its existing MIR Ved force, but wo uld not be permit-
ted to test its reliability or that of improved versions and would be
discouraged from making such improvements. A ban on MIRV
testing could reinforce the effectiveness of a possible eventual
agreement 0 de-MIRYV existing missile forces: 2 MIRVed force
untested for many years would hardly be as attractive as 2

thoroughly tested single-warhead force.

159 gunch-op-warning options that would be less dangercus have been pro-
posed on pp. 36-97. Nothing should be dene lo preclude the adoption of
Jaunch-on-warning strategies (when beligved necessary} it these can be made as
safe as possible—e.g.. “Jaunch-on-reliable detection (LORDL
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General test limitations such as these, by allaying fears of
ICRM vulnerability, would lay the basis for reductions in the size
of both sides’ strategic forces or at least for the transfer of a
portion of those forces to a strategic reserve. '® More specific test
restrictions would serve further to prevent the achievement of a
silo-killing capability on either side.

A DAN ON TESTING OF LOW-DRAG OR MANEUVERING REENTRY
vEmicLEs Land-based ICBMs in fixed silos are vulnerable
to a comparable number of [CBMs on the other side only if the
jatter are MIRVed (sc that one ICBM can potentially destroy
several ICBM silos). But MIRVs cannot do the job unless they
are accurate, and sufficient accuracy in the face of variable winds
and atmospheric density can be achieved only with low-drag
reentry vehicles'? or ones that can mancuver to compensate for
atmospheric conditions. Therefore, prohibiting all tests of such
vehicles would be useful in preventing the achievement of a
silo-Killing capability.

If all LCBM testing were restricted to designated reentry areas
by Soviet-American agreement, it would be relatively easy to
verify that no low-drag reentry vehicles were ever tested and that
there was no maneuvering on the part of tested high-drag vehi-
cles. Additional agreements could be reached, verifiable by **na-
tional technical means,” to guarantee that no low-drag or ma-
neuvering high-drag reentry vehicles were tested in other loca-

tions or without being launched out of the atmosphere, for exam-
ple, by airdrop.

MIRVed forces with high-drag reentry vehicles would still
retain great military wtility. Their ability to penetrate possible
future (clandestine) ABM systems could be assured by the use of
saturation tactics and high-drag decoys. The temptation to deploy
'ABMs which would be created by the elimination of low-drag and
maneuverable reentry vehicles could be reduced by creating pro-
visions in the test ban treaty for storing the present low-drag

168ee pp. 98-101.
1TA Jow-drag reeatry vehicle is one that is aerodynamically designed to

penetrate the atmesphere without losing much speed and thus is not greatly
influenced by winds or unexpected levels and variations of atmospheric density.
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reentry vehicles rather than destroying them; these could be
tested and redeployed within a year or two ifthe ABM treaty were
abrogated.

An ancillary part of an agreement prohibiting low-drag and
maneuverable reentry vehicle testing could be an extension of the
SALT I ban on the upgrading of SAM systems which might give
them some capability of defending against the jower, high-drag
reentry vehicles. Another possible agreement might even require
that the drag of reentry vehicles increase in proportion to their
weight, so as to make the most powerful reentry vehicles, that is,
those with the highest explosive yield, the least accurate and thus
prevent their use in killing silos. .

A BAN ON SLBM TESTS IN DEPRESSED TRAJECTORY By moving a
ballistic missile submarine closer to its target than the maximum
range of its missiles, but by firing the missiles to full velocity
at a lower angle of elevation, higher average speed and shorter
travel time can be obtained, although at some cost in accuracy
and increased heating of the reeniry vehicle. Having such a
capability would enable one side to hit a large fraction of the
other's strategic bombers on the ground before they could take

off in response to radar warning. Therefore, such a capability
would be destabilizing and should be avoided. Neither the United
States nor the Soviet Union has ever tested an SLBM in a de-
pressed trajectory mode; a ban on such testing should be formal-
ized in an agreement to ensure the invulnerability of land-based

bombers.

A Limitation on Strategic Antisubmarine Warfare Conso-
nant with the goal of eliminating threals to the prelaunch sur-
vivability of offensive forces would be a limitation on strategic
antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capabilities, deployments, and ac-
tivities. Unfortunately, there is no clear distinction in means em-
ploved between antisubmarine warfare against sirategic submarines
and that against tactical (antiship or ASW) submarines. Conse-
quently, some limitations on strategic antisubmarine warfare may
lead to an undesirable constriction of traditional naval capabili-
ties. Nevertheless, since ensuring the invulnerability of strategic
forces is essential to the security ofb oth the United States and the

125



CLEAR WE APONS AND wORLD POLITICS
yiet Union, implementing one of the following W proposals
,uld be desirable. The first of the two is the more feasible and
- puld be pursued in forthcoming rounds of SALT.
|
o The two superpowers could agree to ban active trailing of gach
other's strategic submarines (that is, the usé of active sonar,
lasers, and the like which would enable sybmarines or other
vessels to tag along at close range with missile-launching sub-
marines). mmEmmn-:._mmmmn._m_._ﬁazm submarines have special
hatches and other distinguishing features that can be detected
by appropriate close-in sensors. Passive sonars {that is, those
that do not transmit sound energy} would not be restricted, -
since their use in trailing can be more readily countered, The
effect of such a ban would be to eliminate fear that a specially
built fleet of active trailers could make a preemptive attack on
the SLBM fleet—the One anti-SLBM measure that is techni-

cally feasible now.'®
. A second way 10 protect the sea-based deterrent would be
formally tc establish sanctuaries of substantial size (several
hundred miles square) in which alt forms of antisubmarine war-
fare would be banned and the SLBM submarines left undis-
turbed. Limiting such regions to the Arctic Ocean, geo graphi-
cally close to both superpowers’ hometands, could climinate
the necessity of providing guarantecs of innocent passage to and
from the sanctuary areas. Alternatively, agreement could be

reached to ensure
safe transit or UNOPPO sed escort for SLBM submarines passing

through ASW parriers to the sanctuaries.

zans of

A Comprehensive Nuclear Weapons Tes! Ban Thedo
United

underground nuclear tests conducted annually by the

15There are, of course, AUmMerons nontechnical counters 1o such ASW
capahbilities; for example, the missile-bearing sybmarine could run for miles
within its 0wWn territorial waiers. jnto which the enemy trailer would not dare

penetrate. Or measures could be taken fo make it very difficult for waiting

trailers ko acquire active sonar contact, as by having several submarines emerge

from pott simultaneously.
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, in times of tension or even non-nuclear war,

A SECOND NUCLEAR REWLME

States and the Soviet Union serve, if not as the cause, at least as
an excuse for complaints by non-nuclear-weapons states and for
their refusal to support the nonproliferation policies of the super-
POWETS. Goviet tests also raise concerns on the part of some
observers in the United States that Moscow may be making
progress in nuclear weapons that could in some Wway destabilize
the strategic balance, and the tests thus fuel Washington’s com-
petitive response. A comprehensive test ban could in small mea-
sure reduce the impetus of the Soviet-American arms competition
and could play an even more important role in enabling these 1wo
nations and their allies i¢ take a firmer stand against the acquisi-
tion of nuclear wcapons by other states.

One of the chief obstacles in recent years to a comprehensive
test ban has been the enthusiasm of some Soviet technologists for
peaceful nuclear explosions. They hope to use PNEs in perform-
ing the massive excavation required 10 reverse the flow of the
Pechora River in order to provide needed irrigation water and to
revitalize the Caspian Sea. Soviet enthusiasm was maintained 2aia
time when enthusiasm and support for peaceful nuclear explo-
sions were declining in the United States. and even as it became
clear that it would be impossible to caiTy out extensive excay ation
without violating the requirements of the Limited Test Ban Trea-

ty barring explosions that vent radioactivity into the atmo-
sphere. But the recent signing by Moscow of the Threshold Test
Ban Treaty, with its provisions limiting peaceful nuclear exple-
sions, suggesis that the Soviets are at least taking a more reasoned
view of the worth of PNEs, and this development opens the way
10 consideration of a comprehensive test ban. No substantial
delay is required or justified; accession 10 a comprehensive test
ban by 1978 would not significantly affect the military capabilities
of the United States or the Soviet Union, but it would provide a
tasis for both to adopt 2 strong nonproliferation posture, perhaps ‘
extending to the imposition of joint or parallel sanctions against
states that initiate testing of nuclear explosives. The treaty could
. be made subject 10 reevaluation and po ssible modification 150r20
years afier going into force, to take into account the possibility
that peaceful nuclear explosions may become mMOre feasible and
peneficial in the future. Because of its utility in retarding the
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Soviet-American arms race and in discouraging nuclear prolifera-
tion, a comprehensive test ban signed only by the United States,
the Soviet Union, and perhaps one or 1o other nuclear powers
would be useful even if the last nuclear weapons state refused to
sign or put off its signing for, say, 10 years, during which it
continued testing to ‘‘catch up”’ with the superpowers. Substan-
tial efforts, however, wonld have to be made toward achieving
universal adherence by that time if the treaty were not to break

down.

No-Use against Non-Nuclear Weapons States A commil-
ment by nuclear weapons states not to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear-weapons states, insofar as it was regarded as
binding, would discourage the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
the non-nuclear states, since 10 acquire nuclear weapons would
be to forfeit the protection of the treaty. The strength of this
disincentive, of course, would be limited, depending on the de-
gree to which non-nuclear states believed the treaty to be re-
garded by nuclear states simply asaconvenience, to be abrogated
or ignored at some future time. A formal international agreement
might engender greater confidence on the part of non-nuclear
states than would aun ilateral declaration, but it would not remove
all doubts. In addition, the strength of the disincentive would also
pe reduced if nations perceived the United States and other
nuclear states as highly unlikely to use nuclear weapons first even
against nuclear powers. While logically it might seem that a treaty
on nonuse of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapons
states would be most effective in countering proliferation if it
were accompanied by adeclared policy of firstuse against nuclear
states, such an exireme corollary would hardly entail ‘‘lesser
dependence on nuclear weapons’’ and is therefore not part of the
recommended Second Regime.

In addition to discouraging proliferation, a treaty on noNUSE
against non-nuclear states would also serve to reduce somewhat
the likelihood of nuclear weapons being used in a regional con-
text. Moreover, the intimidating effect of nuclear weapons vis-a-
vis non-nuclear neighboring states would be reduced if the nu-
clear state subscribed to a strong ne-use agreement.
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But there are problems in defining a **non-nuclear state.”’ One
possibility isto restrict the category of non-nuclear states to those
that have ratified the NPT and are not nuclear weapons staies.
Bui if the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies invaded West
Germany, could NATO use nuclear weapons against these 1n-
vading forces within West Germany? Could such weapons be
used against the forces in East Germany or in Poland or _u.uq
against forces in the Soviet Unioq, thereby making a Soviet-
American strategic gxchange more likely? Alternatively. moﬁa
American nuclear weapons be used against Chinese armics in
North Korea, in the context of a massive Chinese-North Na_”nma

invasion of South Korea? So that such ambiguous situations
would be avoided, 1 advocate that the policy be one of no-use of
nuclear weapons against states ihat do not have their own nuclear

ot have others’ nuclear weapons on their terri-

weapons and do n !
tory. This policy would encourage the removal of Soviet EE
}Emnnmnzcn_mmqinmﬁanm from the territory of other states; in

this regard, it is consistent with the recommended reduction of
American and Allied dependence on tactical nuclear weapons.

A Generagl No-First-Use Policy? An international arms con-
trol agreement that would formally codify a general policy not Lo
use nuclear weapons against any state, except in responsc to
nuclear attack, would be less desirable under the Second Regime
than the limited no-use posture just discussed. Less general forms
of no-first-use agree ments!9—such as enes Jimited to a geographi-
cal region or 10 opponents also subscribing to a :o-?m?cmn
_wamnwlléoin also be counterproductive. The problem is not of
verification; if another nation uses nuclear weapons, this will be
known. Bui unlike many arms control agreements, ahrogation oF
violation of a no-first-use pledge can have very seripus and im-

mediate cousequUences., While 1t may be potentially useful m.u_.. a
nation to subscribe to 2 no-first-use policy under some Clf-
cumstances (specifically, for the United States 10 announce such

15Fgr an analysis of several possible types of no-first-ase mqmzmnand-m. see
Richard H. Ullman, “Ng First Useof N uclear Weapons,™ Foreign Affairs, vol.

50, no. 4, July 1972, pp. 669-683.
129



WS 15685 F
R IBM BUSIMESS SUPPORT 914 945 2141 TO 312069543633 F. 26

Jud 13

NUCLEAR WEAFONS AND WORLD POLITICS

a policy vis-a-vis China),2® a broader, more inclusive ne-first-use
m.m_.m.nSmE would not have the same effect in stopping nuclear
proliferation as would an accord on no-first-use with respect only
to nE....:.."n_mmq states, since going nuclear would no longer expose
a nation to new risks. Indeed, since tactical and forward-based
:cn_.mma weapons would not be present in the prescribed Second
Regime, a no-first-use policy would prevail de facto. The United
mgﬁnm can make known its intention to use nuclear weapons only
in response to others’ nuclear weapons without signing a formal
mm_._mmz.ﬁﬁ that would eliminate first use as even an extreme
option, and therefore without reducing the uncertainty regarding
W&Em:nmu strategy that deters Soviet conventional aggression
in Europe.*!

Nuclear Weapons for Use by Non-Nuclear States  In 1975
Eﬁo.m Frye suggested a novel approach to curbing nuclear E.c:m
eration.?? He proposed that nuclear powers individually or jointly
mc,mamﬂnn that in the case of nuclear attackona non-nuclear state
this m.ﬂﬁn would be given immediate access t¢ nuclear weapons mcm
_‘nﬁrmﬂo.a in numbers and megatonnage comparable to those
used against it. Therefore, the non-nuclear state woull have no
need to acquire its own nuclear weapons, for it would have the
superpowers’ arsenals both as a deterrent to nuclear attack by an
m&nﬂmm@ and as a retaliatory force if the surrogate deterrent
failed. In requiring that pon-nuclear-weapons states depend on
surrogate nuclear weapons, this proposal might secm 1o run
no;dﬁa to the lesser rale for nuclear weapons integral to a Second
Regime. But the guarantee proposed here would be one of sucha
form that the state guaranteed would have little or no detailed
contact with, or planning for, nuclear weapons O7 their delivery.
The Frye proposal—by extending the superpowers’ nuclear de-

”__:M ﬁ”.u.m case, a bilateral no-first-use agreement could be tied to a Chinese
undertaking nol to deploy LCBMs or Lo other, more liti i i
e a1t political considerations.

22Fgr a more complete exposition of his scheme, see his article, "*How to Ban
the m.o:_.o” Sell 1t,"” Mew York Times Magazine, January 11, 1976, pp. 11, 76-79.
{As s customary, the article’s tifle was supplied by the magazine, not by the
author.) _
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nuclear states and thereby reducing the military
ical utility of nuclear weapens in regional

inhibit both the use and the spread of these
the principies of

terrence to non-

and power-polit

contexts—would

weapons and would therefore be consistent with

4 Second Regime.
Most commenis Ch the Frye proposal have ignored its dual

utihity, concentrating on its effectiveness in deterring the use of

muclear weapons rather than on its influence in preventing the

acquisition of these weapoens. The deterrent to the use of nuclear

weapons is of course significant, in that a nuclear weapons siate
ttack a non-nuclear state with impunity- But

could no longer a B
more important is the fact that a non-nuclear state, by acquiring

nuclear weapons, would immediately jose that access 1O ad-
vanced retaliatory puclear weapons which it was m:m_.muﬁmn be-
fore abandoning its non-nuclear status. This loss would be a very
major penalty for a first peaceful nuclear explosion; the fear of
losing the surrogate nuclear umbrella would undoubtedly be a
stronger Jdisincentive to the development of 2 nuclear explosive
capability than would the high cost of a weapons prograrm.

The Frye proposal has aroused criticism and disdain in about
equal measure, and there would be obvious political and technical
difficulties in implementing it, beyond the problems of defining a
non-nuclear state and distinguishing among those who may have
been responsible for the nuclear aitack. For instance, it must be
decided whether or not the non-nuciear states should provide
their own delivery systems for the surrogate nuclear weapons. To
have many aon-nuclear states of the world testing nuclear
weapons delivery systems would be only marginally compatible

with the aim of lesser dependence On nuclear weapons. Posses-
sion of effective nu clear weapons delivery systems might create
new incentives 1o acgquire the weapons themselves—an outcome

opposite 0 that sought by the Frye Eoﬁomm_lmﬁ_ should there-

fore be avoided. .
A more attractive alternative would be for the two major nir-

clear weapons staies to maintain some of theiv ICBMs in support
of their guarantee (0 non-nuclear states and to target them accord-
ing to the request of non-nuclear victims of nuclear attack. Unfor-
tunately, highly MIRVed ICBMs would be of little utility in this
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role, and .E.Emmms_: warheads seem excessive as well. Ten or
EE...E EEEmEm: I missiles {or $8-11 or §5-13 Ewmm:m.m on the
w_c..;mﬁ side] .8.:5 be fitted with a stock explosive of lower
Em_atrmm%. 10 __ﬁES_ﬁlﬂw such a guarantor force. In the Jonger
term, considering the modest number of nuclear weapons likely to
be needed for retaliation on behalf of non-nuclear states it éaﬂa
be useful for each of the two major nuclear powers 1o a:m,_a aforce
of, say, :E gsmall ICBMs, each weighing 10,000 pounds and
carrying a single nuclear warhead with selectable yield of 10, 30,

‘and 100 kilotons, Such forces, although on national territory

could m_u.ﬂnm?md? be supervised by a transnational group; such
supervision (¢.g., processing of pleas for weapons to be mm:_.,_.ﬂ.nn
according to the pledge) would help guarantee that retaliato

nuclear weapons were released to all non-nuclear victims of :m.q
clear attack, be they friend or foe of the provider of the _.En_nmg..
weapons. These extra weapons could even replace an equal
.En_&m.n of larger ICBMs under the SALT II ceiling, thereb

wnr.ﬁﬂ:m some modest reduction in overall nuclear momnn qu-ﬂ
H_M_%. u::m_&sm a more ﬂqmnz_nm_ too! for carrying out the guaran-
lee < uﬂmﬂnwwa sﬂﬂﬂﬂapﬂw in support of non-nuclear states attacked

¥32
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Political and Military Utility to the
United States of the Second Regime

st described would be a posture of
restraini—one in which the United States in particular would
continue to possess auclear weapons in a dangerous world but
would seek above all to nullify the importance not of its own

weapens alone, put of nuclear weapons everywhere. Thus its

nuclear weapons would not only protect the United States against

destruction by the Soviei Union, they would also help protect
other, even nonaligned, if non-nuclear, nations againsi nuclear
attack. Continued United States retention of strategic nuclear
weapons would become much more acceptable to many nations.
The recommended posture could be achieved by the United
States acting alone. By limiting expenditures on its strategic force
and Hmiting the scope of what that force need and can do, the
United States would be able to avoid buying excess insurance for
a very narrow aspect of ifs national security. Such excessive
emphasis would lead to reduced security and also give the false
impression to the world’s less favored nations that the United
States felt it had an exclusive right to protect itself against the
threat of nuclear destruction. Reduced expenditures of human
and material resources on strategic systems might facilitate the
achievement of ather American goals in both domestic and
foreign policy- Even more important to the attainment of thisend
would be the introduction of & philosophy of purpose and a Sense
of proportion in the strategic sphere.
Having indicated above what nucl

i3

The Second Regime ju

gar and non-nuclear forces
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wollld be required of the United States in this Second Regime and

i:m”.ﬂc sture should be taken regarding their use, we may ask how
well it all works.

PERFORMANCE OF THE REGIME IN WESTERN
CONFRONTATION AND ALLIANCE RELATIONSHIPS

[n 1977, NATO military leaders seem generally persuaded that
the enormous waste of resources associated with the lack of
ﬂw_.ama_mm:o: in weapons production should be curtailed, that
nafional logistic support forces should be replaced by Ew.&,ﬂ.
forces, and that a great increase in theater force effectiveness
.SE.H.H be achieved through new organization and a proper intro-
duction of new technology: precision-guided munitions and
ﬁn_._._”%m. cruise missiles. But little has actually been done in these
nEmE_. areas because of a lack of agreement on how to go about
achieving these goals. Therefore, it is necessary to summarize
here W.S_.q the recommended Secoend Regime might work in vari-
ous circumstances, in order to foster the consensus required for
its implementation.

‘NATOremains a military alliance whose forces are intended to
prevent a mznmmmmm:_ Soviet or Warsaw Pact invasion of Western
m.“:m.a.u.nm. During periods in which NATO"s non-nuclear capa-
bilities and readiness were not clearly adequate to repel, and
_wn_.mm.owm. deter, a Warsaw Pact invasion, NATO has _.n:m.u on
_‘_.__,Em:nwm-m:ﬁﬁ:mm tactical nuclear weapons. (Although in war-
nime some British and more recently some French nucleay
weapons would also be employed.) While no consistent doctrine
for the use of these weapons has been formulated, NATO has
been wmmmaa_mv_w confident that the {osses to the Warsaw Pact
resulting from the use by NATO of its theater nuclear weapons
or from the vse of American forward-based and strategic _Enwnmm
mn._,nmm_ would far outweigh the gains to the Warsaw Pact from an
invasion of NATO territory.

}:r.o:mr the wealth, workforce, and technology of NATO
countries are adequate to support a conventional force capable of
defeating Warsaw Pact forces in conventional military combat,
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Western economic competition and other aspects of intra-alliance
relations have led the NATO countries to prefer dependence on
nuclear weapons to deter conventional aggres sion. Butan equally
effective and perhaps more credible way to deter a conventional
mvasion would be to show its military infeasibility; the conven-
tional forces prescribed above would give NATO an additional
layer of deterrence, A nuclear deterrent would still remain to
NATO if the conventional deterrent failed, but improving
NATO’s ability to stop the invasion by actua} use of its non-
nuclear forces would make a nuclear response—the use of United
States-based strategic nuclear weapons under the proposed
share-release arrangements——an option of last resort rather than
the only real option.

Some critics object that giving NATO a highly effective an-
titank force, one capabie of stopping a Soviet invasion without the
use of nuclear weapons, would lead te Soviet nuclear attack on
NATO rear areas and cities. But this objection ignores the capa-
bility of the Soviet Union to take that step in any case and the fact
that it is deterred from doing so (now} by the NATO ministrategic
force of forward-based systems and {in the proposed Second
Regime) by the United States-based strategic arsenal. To opt for
a weak conventional defense so that the Soviet Union may win on
the battlefie!ld without having to resert (0 nuclear weapons is no

solution te the problem.

The replacement of NATO's theater nuclear weapons by ad-
vanced non-nuclear forces would not be a concession to the
Soviet Union or to budget cutters but a means of improving
NATO’s deterrent and war-fighting posture. NATO's present
flexible response strategy carries with it the danger of unwanted
escalation to strategic exchange—a deterrent to Soviet aggres-
sion, perhaps, but a serious problem to N ATO once conventicnal
forces were actually engaged in combat. Moreover, nuclear
weapons in the European theater are yvulnerable to capture or
preemptive destruction and so should not be relied upen exclu-
sively. One may well believe that the United States involvement
is guaranteed more by the presence of American troops in West-
ern Europe (which would be retained under the Second Regime)
than by the possibility of Soviet capture of American tactical
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nuclear weapons. Finally, aircraft capable of delivering both con-
ventional and nuclear weapons ought not be risked in their con-
ventional role if their nuclear capability is not to be lost; the
precision-guided cruise missile of 600-mile range would be a
highly capable replacement for more expensive and vulnerable
fighter-bombers in performing some conventional missions.

PERFORMANCE OF THE REGIME WITH RESPECT TO
ZDZ-EEOHH_E,H STATES

A central element of the proposed Second Regime would be the
principle of no use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states
that have no nuclear weapons on their territory. Since a nation’s
acquisition of nuclear weapons wouild entail the forfeiture of the
guarantee under this principle, the regime should help prevent
both the use and the acquisition of nuclear weapons in currently
non-nuclear regions. And it would also prevent the nuclear in-
volvement of the superpowers in conventional wars between their
respective allies. For example, if North Korea attacked South
Korea without the _...manmwmz&: of nuclear-armed Chinese or
Soviet troops, American help to South Korea would have to be
limited to conventional weapons, with or without American
troops. In such circumstances, it is hardly conceivable that nu-
clear weapons would be either necessary ot useful anyway, so the
recommended regime cannot be said to undermine security
guarantees between nuclear and non-nuclear powers. Shoutd the
Chinese or Soviets aid the North Koreans by deploying troops
with nuclear weapons on North Korean territory, the policy of
no-use against non-nuclear states would no longer consirain the
United States, just as the dispatching of American troops with
nuclear weapons to South Korea would vitiate any Soviet no-use
pledge. Even in these circumstances, the actual use of nuclear
weapons by either side would probably still be deterred by a
reluctance to be the first country since 1945 to use nuclear
weapons and by the fear of nuclear response by nuclear powers
allied with the other side. Buta formai policy of no-use of nuclear
weapons against states with no nuclear weapons on their territory
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would be a more reliable mcmamﬁmn .E mHM no puclear weapons were

introduced, much less used, in Korea. .
m{wﬁgwﬁm more interesting is the E,nmnla_nm Second WWEEJM
effectiveness stopping the spread of nuclear immwa_ﬁm. :mw_.,am
testing its first nuclear weapon, & :ou._.._._:n_mmq nation E.u.m g0
securs against muclear atiack by the major nuclear powers _E oW
of their policy of no-use against non-nuclear states. It wou

have available 10 it advanced American and Soviet nuclear

jati i itory by any
r retaliation to a nuclear attack on :....,._. terrt
e | were Haﬁ_mam:ﬁm and

other nuclear power if the Frye proposal .
institutionalized. But if unyelieved secunty concerns Or a n_mm”ﬂm
for nuclear-weapons status impelled it to constroct mﬂ.n ﬁnm&w
nuclear weapom, the nation would no jonger benefit trom

SUpErpOWers’ no-use pledge, and it would no longer have avail-

able to it on demand modern nuclear weapons for retaliation to &

nuclear attack either by a neighbor of by one of E..u superp og.%; .
In other words, the country's naticnal security would be ﬂ-
duced if it were o obtain puclear weapons. Whether or not the

protection should be restored if the country subsequently re-

nounced its nuclear weapons would be a matter of ﬁc:nw nwaﬂmw m
o
as would the e

guestion of whether the United States and t :
Union should take additional measures—such as economic or
political sanctions—10 €nsure

that proliferants suffer
peacetime as weil as in wartime. In any case, the propesed Sec-

ond Regime would have a strong antiproliferative impacl.
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Paths to the Second Regime

Although its benefits would be enhanced by international arms
limitation agreements, the prescribed Second Regime, as has
been stressed above, could be achieved largely by actions of the
United States (or the Soviet Union) alone. What would happen if
Administration and Congress became simultaneously convinced
of the desirability of such a Regime?

First, the United States would take the recommended unilat-
eral actions, which would serve equally well in the First Regime
as in the Second. Deing this would entail more rational and less
wasteful attitudes toward national defense. Of immediate utility
would be the infroduction of elementary point defenses for the

short-term protection of potentially vulnerable Minuteman
1CBMs, replacement of the B-1 bomber program with deploy-
ments of cruise missiles on cargo-type aircraft giving a less vul-
nerable and more capable force, and cancellation of the Trident
submarine program while the long-range Trident k missiles were
heing retrofitted onto Poseidon submarines to enlarge the older
ships’ operating range and, hence, reduce their vulperability to
Soviet antisubmarine warfare efforts.? Together, these three
actions would guarantee the survivability of ail three arms of the

American deterrent triad even if the present escalatory trends in

Soviet strategic programs accelerate. If the Soviets do, in fact,

23The Trident submarines (rot the Trident missiles}— aside from their exces-
sive cost—would not necessarily increase the invulnerability of the sea-based
deterrent, Because Tridents carry 24 rather than 16 SLBMs, fewer Tridents
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develop a silo-killing capability, the further unilaterai American
responses recommended above could be undertaken.?*

While unilateral actions would suffice in protecting the
American deterrent, the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks with
the Soviet Union should still be continued, since international
arms control agreements would enhance both the stability and
legitimacy of the Second Regime. Republican and Democratic
leaders should not aliow SALT to be used as domestic political
capital, but rather they shouid give SALT the high priority that
national security concerns and limited budgetary resources war-
rant. Early objectives of the talks should include obtaining a
forma! agreement codifying the principle of not threatening the
strategic offensive force of the other side and negotiating a limita-
tion on missile test rates, with a complete ban on MIRV tests. A
comprehensive nuclear test ban could aiso be negotiated in SALT
and then made available for accession by other nations.

In Europe, American tactical nuclear weapons would be with-
drawn, to be compensated for by an apgressive program of mod-
ernizing NATO's non-nuclear capabilities, with greater reliance
on tactical cruise missiles, land and sea mines, theater surveil-
lance, and advanced command and control capabilities. Strategic
nuclear weapons based in the United States, with flexible target-
ing options and shared-release authority, would stand as last-

resort suppott for the conventional forces in place of American
tactical and forward-based nuclear weapons. Major changes in
organizatien and staffing would be required for efficient use of the
new capabilities.

than Poseidons could be deployed, assuming SALT ceilings on strategic weap-
ons launchers remained in force, and the detection and destruction of a single.
larger Trident by the Soviet ASW flect would mean a 50 percent greater reduc-
tion in United States strategic forces than would the destruction af one Poseidon
or Polatis.

s4Greater reliance on the bomber and submarine-bazed deterrents; deploy-
ment of rapid-start capabilities for strategic bombers; deployment of in-flight
command armfdisarm capabilities on Minuteman to permit a launch-on-warning
strategy. replacement of the M1R¥ed LCBM force with a large force of smalier,
single-warhead 1CEMs; eic. Sece pp. 9598,
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Having itself decided that such a course would be preferable to

a continuation of NATO's present posture, the United States

would have to persuade the other members of the alliance. A
concrete display of the American determination to do more than
compensate with advanced conventional forces the EE%@EE of
its tactical nuclear weapons would be key 1o convincing the
Western Eurepeans that the United States was no less noEEEmn
to Buropean security than in the past. With 9._.:, promises. the
Europeans might decide to depend more heavily on their own
nuclear weapons to polster deterrence against Sovict provoca-
tion. With positive evidence of continued United States commit-
ment, the Buropeans wonld be inclined to follow the lead of their

ally in developing adequale conventional defense for NATO.

Offsetting the costs of preparing for conventional nm%nnmm and

another possible incentive to acceptance of the American view
would be the opportunity for increased weapons amwn_awama
and manufacture in the individual N ATO countries which a major

reorganization and reequipment program would ﬂ.:uim_n. m.:nr a
program could promote the long overdue stapdardization of
ugh competition for

weapons production within the alliance thro
NATO-wide supply: standardization would have a purpose,
sather than being a make-work scheme. A coherent }Ew:nw:
plan fora Second Regime posture may be just what is nmnfuwa to
restore direction and military capability to NATO. Building a
modern force with a new, more rational purpose would u_B.{En an
opportunity O revitalize an alliance that has been mﬁﬂmﬂnm from
political disunity, military inefficiency , and a sense ..um :..H.n_mé:nn .
Would the Soviet Union exercise similar restraint in response
to Amesican initiatives? Would it join in the praposed agree-
ments? 1 believe it would, because it is in the Soviets' national
gecurity interest ic do so. The Second Regime prescribed here

wonld put an end 10 the situation in which the continuing display

of American technical virtuo sity—whereby the United States has

repeatedly gained putative cadvantages’” in strategic capabilities

(silo launch, undersea launch; multiple reentry vehicles; MIRVS;

strategic cruise missiles; flexible, miniaturized &m.ﬁ.m— computers
for missile guidance, etc.)—has compelled the Soviets to follow

suit, at a iremendous cost 10 the strained Soviet econoimy, with
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this imitation by the Soviets, in turn, spurring some in the United
States to urge further improvements because the Soviet Union is
**catching up.”” A consistent American policy of restraint would
strengthen the hands of those in the Soviet bureaucracy arguing
for a similar rationalization of Soviet strategic programs and, per-
haps, of those advocating reductions in Warsaw Pact forces,*

But it is important that the Soviet Union join in the proposed
agreements for reasons of national security and not because it is
offered incentives— economic, political, or otherwise— outside
SALT. No such incentives can be as persuasive as true national
security interests; they only complicate the negotiating process
and induce delay while one side tries to obtain more and the other
to give less on these non-security-related incentives.?®

How ought the United States respond should the Soviet Union,
for reasens of its own, choose to build what are, in Washington’s
opinion, excessive forces? The United States government should
patiently explain to its citizens, its allies, and the rest of the world
that there is no way it can Keep a sovereign nation from wasting its
resources, that the sensible American response is simply to main-

 tain its own ability to fulfill the imperatives of its chosen doctrine

of deterrence {which does not depend on the size of the Soviet
strategic force), and that ins tead of a wasteful counter build-up,
the United States is employing its limited resources to maintain its
usable military strength, to build its society, to help and protect its
allies, and to assist friendly, less-developed nations in solving

their internal problems.
The only circumstances under which the United States should

esp dmittedly, it is probably quixotic to expect Warsaw Pact reduclions at a
time of a conventional build-up in NATO. In any case, the Warsaw Pacl
farces® lniernal security function in Eastern Europe would likely prevent sub-
stantial reductions there.

28] particular, the question of trade advantages and credits for the Soviet
Union should not be made contingent of progress in the SALT negotiations.
The Soviet Union should be treated like any other wealthy advanced nation,
with commeree left to suitably regutated private business firms on the American
side. United States government SUPErvision would be required to gnsure thal the
overt monopoly power of the unified Soviet governmental and commercial
seclors was appropriately limited and that sirategically sensilive goods were not

exported.
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abandon a Second Regime posture would be the nnEo_..:n,E: by
the Soviets of ABM systems of such advanced designandimn m.snr
numbers that the Soviets could repel any attack by En American
strategic offensive force. Butno ABM system with this cap .m_u:_E
is known or anticipated, and the 1972 ABM treaty commitis :..5
United States and the Soviet Union not to deploy such asystemin
e. Moreover, even ifan effective ABM technology mg.ca
it would be naive to believe that one side could EmE.SE a
monopoly on such technology. Ultimately, there is nothing 0 the
dynamics of S0 viet American relations to comp gl the two nations
to perfect and deploy such systems, since :._ww EQE_& destroy ?n
stability of whatever nuclear regime prevailed without offering

offsetting benefits.

any cas
emerge,

BUILDING SUPPORT FOR A SECOND REGIME

Domestic Sources of Legitimacy It is m.Hn..om_ a lruism that
foreign policy, diplomacy, and military activity are sup ported by

the citizenry if they are recognized as being in the nm:ﬂsm_

interest. Particular policies or activities could be s0 recognized

either directly {when they are simple and m:.w:. .nﬁui_u;:.un to
the national defense is obvious and strong) or :.E:.mn% Ew_dzmr
citizen support for public officials BEE. than for their policies m_ﬂm
se). In setting a criterion for legitimacy In 2 democracy , one cou

require support for policies by:

1. Average citizens who are not well informed and who have not

given much thought to the subject
3 Average cihzens, if they would take Em time to study the
publicly available information on the subject

3. Average citizens if they were given the opportunity o study
. not only the p tion but also secret

ublicly available informa
jnformation pertinent to the decision .
4. Only by those Eownmaoq_m:@. trained to deal with the subject

The breadth o_.H. popular acceptance required to sustain policy
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varies from one political system to the next. Ina democracy such
as the United States, planning for and authorization of most
governmental activities must have fairly broad support; a policy
can be considered legitimate if it is accepted by citizens in cate-
gory 2 or at least category 3. A policy approved only by those
professionals in category 4 would not generally enjoy legitimacy.
In more centralized, elite-dominated political systems such as
those of France or the Soviet Union, support from category 4 has
been regarded as a sufficient source of legitimacy.

Over the years there have been demands in the United States
that the criterion for legitimacy be raised to category 1, i.e.,thata
policy must be supported by a majority of citizens, including the
uninformed. But it is clear that a complex modern society must
rely on a specialization of function, if not of training. It is not
possible for every citizen, even the most dedicated and intelli-
gent, to vote on every decision important to the nation; he or she
would have no time to understand all the issues. In our represeil-
tative government, citizens elect to Congress individuals who do
not necessarily have the relevant background to address every
issue, but who can, through an apportionment of responsibilities,
concentrate on an acceptable number of issues; if these elected
individuals are truly representative (even randomly chosen, act-
ing with responsibility delegated by their constituents), then
complex policies can be regarded as legitimate under category 2
or 3, depending on the degree of access to secret informaticn
given responsible Congressional com mittees. Thus, a representa-
tive democracy provides a mechanism to ensure that only those
policies will be adopted that would enjoy the support of the
majority of ordinary citizens, if they were provided with the
relevant information.®?

Global Sources of Legitimacy Although most of the actions

*TLacking specialized training, as do the highest officials in the Exccutive
branch, representatives benefit from access to specialists of varying views ona
given policy—i.e., consultants with immediate access to classified information.
The support by representatives for that poticy must, of course, be bas ed on their
evaluation of the validity of siatements by these specialists and technicians.
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advocated here for maximizing American security can be taken
by the United States unilateraily, the endurance of the ﬁ_._un.omnm
Qecond Regime depends on the actions of others, ﬁmn_.mim_.__ﬂ
with regard to nuclear proliferation. Many people and nations 1
the world wish the United States ill; they cannot all be won to
America's ideology, let alone to America’s support. But others
can and will support American actions that mn?ms_um the goals of
order, justice, and equity of owﬁaﬂnaﬂ in an imperfect (but
improving) world. Halting nuclear ﬁ_ﬁ_,wﬁm»_g Ec&.n WEEQ
these goals, and it is for this reason—in mm&ﬂc: 1o ._En.ﬂof:m
American security directly—that the prescr ?un. regime E.nc_n_
downgrade the impertance of nuclear weapons m international
life. A Second Regime would make it clearly to the advantage of
non-puclear states not 1o acquire nuclear weapons. E.amﬁ n.mﬂo:m
would come to see the United States and the Soviet Union as
antagonists whose declining stocks of nuclear weapons were a
burden they bore, somewhat unwillingly, for the benefit .ow the rest
of the world, putting their nuclear weapons at the disposal of
others to deter nuclear attack, but not using them 8. defend
against non-nuclear attack or to coerce non-nuclear nations.

It is reasonable to expect thata rational, Emwm:.qmn American
effort to delimit the role of nuclear weapons within E.o existing
system would eamn support from the E&oﬁﬂ_ of the nations om._EM
world. Since it would be possible and desirable for ._En Unite
States t¢ MOVE toward the m_.mmnzwnm,_ m@naan. Regime largely
through its own actions, it would be :._m_uvqoﬁ:mr.w to make Em
achievement of successive SALT wmjmnamuﬂm i:r En m?:ﬁ
Union a prerequisite to American actions 1o rationalize ils mmm.
fense programs and policies. The dev n_om.E.n:H ,a.._._n_ nmE@B@nM V]
“hargaining chips”* for the SALT =.wm&_mﬂcam E.Enqn.?wm unde-
sirable because they can weaken American security, will increase
defense costs, and may make the United .mﬂm._nm more E_:nqw,_u_m
to manipulation by Soviet bargaining tactics 1 SALT. Atten Ew
to American defense needs and using the ﬂwmaasﬁnnnm_ mnmn_.z

Regime posiure asa framework for modernizing m.:m rationalizing
NATO would seem 1o constitute a good foundation for progress
in SALT, and better insurance against the failure of SALT than
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penditures. The Soviet Union has no rea-
e expenditures, pecause it can certainly
e Soviet political system.

the threat of massive ex
son to fear such massiv
match them, given the nature of th

BASESFOR COMPARISON OF THIS SECOND REGIME WITH
THE FIRST AND THIRD REGIMES

desirability of alternative nuclear

American evaluation of the
done on the basis of the following

regimes for the 1980s should be
criteria:

. The security a given regime provides to the United States (the

principal agent in shaping the nuclear future)

- The stability of the regime, that is, its ability to prevent nuclear

war and subnuclear conflicts that could lead to puclear war
. The degree o which the regime slows or prevents nuclear

proliferation

» The degree 10 which the regime advances
opportunity and of reward in the world

« The degree to which it preserves the benefits 10 all‘nations of
certain unequal aspects of the international order

. The regime’s cosi 10 the United States

. The probability that the regime could actually te achieved,
given the realities of the international system

the goals of equity of

Considerable discussion has been devoted in the texi to how
the prescribed Second Regime would satisfy these individual
criteria, aside from ihose concerning the advance of equity of
cﬁﬁonﬁﬁf and of reward, and the benefiis of inequality. Of
course, the recommended Second Nuclear Regime would not in
itself solve the problems of the presently poor nations, but it
would redirect the nuclear strength of the United States and ihe
Soviet Union toward an explicit role jn protecting non-nuclear
nations and away from threatening such nations. The beneficial
elements of inequality of which 1 write are those which allow &
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rich nation a surplus of talent and energy., enabling it t© develop
which, when sold or copied, can ben-

technologies and products
efit the rest of the world, together with a surplus of wealth which
transfer for consumption but by

can benefit other nations not by

enabling them to contribute to global well-being ina like manner.
The lesser role that would be given {0 puclear weapons in super-
lations would not necessarily have a direct and positive
ip or cooperation, but it would

permit mankind to exisi more confident of survival, its spirit fi reed

for more constructive activity. A lesser role for puciear weapons

would not, however, insure that this gpirit is not directed toward
destructive non-nuclear military adventure and ideological
crusade.

- The Third Regime as presented in this volume—2a regime in
which nuclear weapons would be totally Eamnl_umn and denu-

clearization enforced by an international mccn_.uama\ammg be
atisfying most, if not all of the

superior to & Second Regime ins
chievable. Butits low probability ofever

above criteria, ifitwerea
the last criterion—rule it out as o realistic goal

being achieved—
toward which to strive in the 1980s.
iternative 1O 2 Second Regime, aside
discussed under the

The only achie¥ able a
from the undesirable sirategic deterioration

irst Nuclear Regime. 1
w:ﬂ_ﬁ_.amom mmncmﬁ_ﬂﬁwmwf

title of the Fourth Regime, is the current, F

pelieve this essay has shown th

cost, contiribution to :o:ﬁ_d_..ﬁm..wmo:_ and advancement of global
equity, the proposed second Regime would be superior tO the
First Regime, and the obstacles to its achievement could be

surmounted.

power 1€
offect on Superpower friendsh
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