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INTRODUCTION

fhe nuclear age ushered a belief that if a nuclear
nas wad ever fought there would be total destruction on
this planet, American strategic thinkers have been seiged
- with this problem of howfgbOp this general nuclear war f£rom
becoming a zeality from the earliest days of the atom bonb,
Bernard Brodie, who couvld justifyable be called the father
of the deterrence theory wrote, "full scale nuclear wars
" could be averted or deterred, but not raélly WonsaeoFear
of substansial retaliation would be the key to nuclear
poliéy. which would be to win wars, but to avert them,
Moreover, the only rational purpose in stockpiling more
nuclear weapons would be to ensure that they need not be

used in time of war-”l

Even beford the Soviet Union had exploded its first
bomb, the immense potential of the bomb had made strategic
thinkers realize its awesome power. Over a period of time,
despite the claims of small sections of the academic and
military community, the nuclear weapons were considered as
last resort, Deterrence was to be the bedrock on which

Amorican strategic policy was based, Though the US 4id not

1 Bernard Brodie, quoted in Robert C Williams, and
Philip Cantelon, eds,, The Amcrican Atom = A
Dogumentary Histoxy of Nuclear Policics from the

Discovery of Fission to the Present 1939-1984,
Philadelphia 1984), p.210.
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have a coherent strategic nuclear policy in the early
years of the atomic age, the "Massive Retaliation" doce
trine, enunciated by John Foster Dulles in 1954 was proof
of the validity of such thinkinge

Even before the Massive Retaliation doctrine had
been f£irmly enconsced as the aﬂficiél doctrine, it was .
criticized as not being credible. The main reason was
that the Soviets had caught up with the American with
respect to hydrogen bomb. However, their delivery cape
abilities were rudimentary and 4did not have the capability
to destroy the whole of America.  But the ability to
destroy even parts of America made some strategic thinkers
take the line, that to deter war on the American homeland,
a limited war be fought in the European sector. The
*Sputnik®’ boast further fuelled the limited war state-
gists because 1t was envisaged that a muclear stalemate
would make the Massive Retaliation doctrine incredible.
Hence to counter Soviet threats in all parts of the
world, there should be a range of options available for
all levels of escalation. Thus limited war got a further
impetus in US strategic thinking.

Under the Kennedy Administration, the Soviet threat
"was to be countered through the escalatory ladder, Ma-
Namara also tried to "rationalize® nuclear response to

Soviet threat with his "no-cities® doctrine, The



availability of technology also fuelled the limited

nuclear war concept. While the Americans were channelizing
the arms race into newer areas with the development of the
tactical and theatre nuclear weapons, the Joviets were
atili‘txying to improve the accuracy and yield»fmom the
ICBMs. They were a far cry from developing tactical nuclear
Wweaponss They tried to blunt the US lead in tactical and
theatre nmuclear weapons through political propaganda, that
no nuclear war could remain limited, And in this they
succeeded remarkably. The Americans after trying the dee
fence based systems like antieballistic missile defence eta.,
came to the conclusion that technology waé 5till not adve
anced enough to give the US a complete and foolproof shield
ageinst incoming missiles. This led to the ABM treaty, a
téeaty that resulted nore from the fallure of both sides
experiments, to produce defense haéed systemss The late
19693 slipped Americen strategiv posture from counterforce

and countervalue strategies to assured destruction.

However, with the Soviets steadily building up their
nuclear arsenal, the U3 again got caught 4n the whirlpool
of limited nuclear war., This time, however, there was a

Ehift in the battlefield, Now thgories started spewing forth

stenarios that a strategic war between the super powers was

not only to be a general war, With advancements in damage

limitation strategies and greater accuracies in weapons
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guidance mechanisms, counterforce was again a possibility.

The wheel turned a full circle in about a decade with
the critique of assured destruction both on grounds of mor-
ality and credibility by Albert Wohlstetter. This led to
Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger unveliling a new
addition to the US doctrine to make it more credible, From
1974, limited war becare an accepted part of the official
posture, Political crisis; the growth of tﬁgtﬁanservative
sentimeni.in the US, the post-Vietnam era, tﬁe growing
Soviet pQQer in Third World areas, the increasing might

of Secviet nuclear forces, and the 1na$ility of the US to
control situations beyond its borders_madelvs public wholew
heartedly in favour of militerization. This militarization
was to take place at the strategic and conventional levels,
It led to concepts like PD 59, and PD 18 which called for

creating more capabilities to mee€ the Soviet threat,

The Reagan Administration coming into power at a'time
when American power was considered to be at its lowest, made
militarization its immediate concern. ' This was to be done not
by increasing their own arseﬁals but by forcing the Soviet
Union into a costly confrontation in the arms race and also
by economic deniasl. The Ré%an Administration took advantage
of America’s position as a technology leader to attempt té
push the arms race into a new direction. I£ this policy

ever succeeded, defence not offense would become the kéy



stone of strategic policies of both the countries, The
Soviets would have to take part in the race in the fear
that by not doing so it would make them vulnerable to US
first strike attack,

Thus 1imited nuclear war has virtually become an
integrél part of US doctrine, ¥While the Sbviets, on the
our hand, deny that nuclear war could ever remain limited,
they are not slow in preparving for limited nuclear on the
other. Chapters II and IV would highlight this point,

Thug the object of this study i3 to try and undere
stand the evolution of the strategic doctrines of the two
super povWers. Also an attempt is made in Chapter IV to
bring to the forefront the influence of public opinion
makers, the public opinion itself and scademic experts on
the formulation of the doctrine of limited nuclear war,

It can be reasonably assumed that whenever thé Soviets

have caught up in térms of warheads, American public
opinion is made more hostile to the Soviet intentions to
gain support for new programmes that would ensure some kind
of lead or even a new direction in the arms race. Secondly,
the public opinion is also influenced on the nature of

the Soviet threat. This is dependent on the military bale
ance as perceived by the US officials and whether the
Soviets have tried to influence movements in Third World

countries,



Limited nuclear war, despite it being apparently
illogical, has been made a part of the US doctrine, while
the USSR prepares for it. It is this phenomenon that I

will try to unravel and analyse.



CHAPTER » I

THE EVOLUTION OF THE UNITED STATES
STRATEGIC DOCTRINE

The end of World War II saw the most revolufianary
development taking place =~ the exploding of Atomic bombs
over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The relations between
nations have not remained the same ever since. American
strategic doctrine came into beings, It had two motives -~
to contain Soviet power, which despite fluctuations, has
endured ever since, and gsecond, use the technological
revolution to support ‘containment' in the central zone
of interest-Wegtern EﬁrOpe and also around the globe. The
most striking thing about the advent of nuclear weapons,
despite their enormous cspabilities, is the clarity and
stability they have imposed on super power relationship.,
Without the awesome spectre of nuclear devastation, it is
less certain that peace would have survived confrontations
over Berlin, Cuba or the Middle East, The nuclear problem

did not freeze strategic maneuvour but constrained it,

According to Richard Betts, there is a persistent
tension in Western strategy which is the cause of the lack
of agreementyabout_how mich mileage should be got €from

nuclear weapons.l T111 recently, there was consensus in

1 Richard Betts, "Nuclear Weapons", in Joseph Nye Jr,

ed., The M?king of America's Soviet Policy, (New
Haven 1584 ¢ p¢97.
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official Washington doctrines that the primary function of
the US nuclear forces was to deter the Soviet threat either
to the United States, WHestern Europe or its allies around

the globe., With the advent of the Reagan Administration,
there has been a shift in the emphasis in US strategic doow
trine, While deterrence is still regarded as the cornerstone
of US policy, the actual propositions put forward by conser=
vative fdeologues who are in Government, or advice outside
of it, talk more aﬁout fighting a nuclear war over a pros
tracted pericd and win,

Historical Evolutio us

Rucle ctrines

The dramatic finale of World War II reinforced in US
military thinking that airpower had €finally come of age.
There was the belief that the heavy bormber was the single
delivery vehicle that had no truly effective defence against.
War began to be thoubht of in a different way. It was now
to be using "little® bombs to do the work of thousands of
blockbusters. In November 1945, in his Pinal Report to
the Secretary of War, General Arnold, the Chief of Ailr Staff,
stateds

"The influence of atomic energy on air power
can be stated very simply. It has made air
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power all important... the only known
- effective means of delivering atomic

borbs in their present state of develop-

ment is the very heavy bomberesess This

country.e.s Mist recognize that real secw

urityse.e in the visible future will rest

on our force to take immediate of fensive

action with overwhelming force, It must

be apparent tc the potential aggressor

that an attack on the United States would

be followed by an immensely devastating

air attack on him.* (2)
This was the first official statement on the future of
the US nuclear doctrine, Though it was the result of
the three wings of the US armed forces vying for greater
allocation of resources it was yet a significant statement
as to how the US would want to use the nuclear weapons over
which it had complete nuclear monopoly when this report was
being vwritten, The US military intelligence thoudgh aware
of the on going efforts of the Soviets in achieving the
same capability, had put the date for the first detonation
atleast 10 years away., Therefore, there was no need for
the US strategic planners to contemplate how they would
use the bomb against any enemy who also had it, But the

esgsence of the US thinking was basically to deter war.

The £irst exposition of any doctrinal formulation

2 General Arnold, quoted in Lawrence Preedman,
Evolution of Nuclear Strateqy, (London 1983) ,p.23,
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in U8 strategic thinking was made as 1ate‘as 1954 by the
then Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, who talked

of "Massive Retaliation.® He stated that "local defences
must be reinforced by the further deterrent,of-ﬂassive
Retaliatory power.3 Though the idea of.nassive Retaliation
was propounded in 1954, the idea itself emerged from the
germ of a 'New Look'! policy which tried to look at the
strategic question baged oﬁ largely economic considere
ations. The New Look was begun with the incoming Eisenhower
Administration 4n 1853, Not wishing to spend enormous
amounts of maney‘ﬁor defence 16 the fear of damaging the
national economy in the long tun, the Eisenhower Administre
ation decided that severdé budget constraints should be placed
on.tbe military in generale. In addition, the main effort
was to be made in the development of stretegic air power in

hopes of maximizing deterrence at minimun costu4

The strategic rationale behind the doctrine of Massive
Retaliation was based on its "great capacity to retaliate,

instantly, by means and at places of our own Gh0081ﬂGQ5

Thus
we find that the initial doctrine propounded was essentially

a military considerstion which stressed the importance of

3 Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, (Princeton
NoJ, 1959), ps248s

4 Ibid,, p»250.

5 M_" Pe 250,
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- seizing and retaining the strategic initiayive. Two points
héve to be kept in mind as to why a military consideration
was taken., Firstly, the Soviet Union, despite expgloding

the atom bomb in 1949, had not been able to pile up signi-
ficant stocks of such bombs giving the United 'States consi-
derable advantage in the nuclear stockpile., Secondly, while
considering as a military option, the US strategic planners,
proceeded'on thé premise that the geographic insularity
would be'maintained. . This resulfed from the belief that the
Soviets did not have any planes that could £ly intercontin-
entall?. Also the missile age, though envisioned, was pre-
dicted to be as far away as "25 years“.6 Thus deterrence
would be achieved by forcingfthe Soviet Union to consider

. the possibility that any local aggression they initiated"
might provoke a nuclear response by the US strategic air

power on cities in the Soviet heartland.

This doctrine, despite the assumption of US superiority
over the Soviet Union, had its critics who‘doubted it as a
-credible strategic doctrine on two fronts: the firgt was
about the rationality of the doctrine itself., The doctrine
was designed to deter the Soviet invasion of Western Europe.

This threat had assumed dangerous proportions in the American

6 L. Freédmah, n.2.. p.27c
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establishment, The mistrust that came about due to Soviete
American disagreement over Eastern Europe and Berlin, was
read as an attempt by the Soviet Union to spread its march
weatward and engluf the whole of Western Eurcpe under the
aspectre of communism, According to the critics the doctrine
was not strong enough for the Soviets to believe that the 7
Americans would actually use nuclear weapons and start an

all out nuclear war, They quote examples of the Korean war,
which preceded the Massive Retaliation doctrine. In this

war, the United States seized the strategic initiative, but
1t also sought to keep the war “limited“ by deliberately not
attempting to carry the war beyond the bounds of the Korean
peninsula. Another example quoted to “prove®™ its lack of
credibility was the Soviet action in Hungary in 1956 and

the "sabre.rattling® excercises in the Middle East and Berli%.

Another point ralsed was that for the United States
threat to bé credible, 1t would have to remain invulnerable
to retaliatory strikes by the enemy. By 1954, the Soviet
Union which was steadily building up its nuclear arsenals
had been able to project its power to attack the mainland
of the United Statess Between 1945«1949, such a posture

7 Re. Garthoff viet Milit oy A Histordonl
Analysis, (london ST 'pp.112-%1 .
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would have been considered.credible. However, now, with
the Soviets having rudimentary technology and one-way
bombers the notion of invulnerability was in doubt, The
United States could not emerge from such a confrontation

with the Soviet Union unscathed.e

According to Brodie this gystematic attempt by the
critics of Massive Retaliation to de-emphasize its impore
tance mostly belonged to the liberal establishment and
the Democratic Party. It resulted in a gradual move toward

the advocacy of the "tactical® use of lower yleld muclear
Qeapons as &-more believable response to lopalwgggression.g
“pothepr criticism that was brought against the strategy of
Massive Retaliation was that despite the claims that the U3
would inflict upon the Soviet Union its full range of
nuclear weapons, the fact was that the US did not have the
bombs or the vehicles which were invulnerable, to attack
the Soviet Union £rom the American continent. The B-36,
B-47 and B=29 bombers the workhorses of the US air power
had to be based in overseas bases in Britain and Western
Europe in order to be in range of the Soviet heartland,
Thus they felt that with gsuch vulnerabilities, the prepone

derance of U3 strategic superiority would not be a credible

8 R.Bonds, ed., The Soviet War Machine, (New York 1976),
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deterrent to prevent the Soviet Union from occupying

Western Furope, thus depriving thé US of its baaes.lo

By 1957, there was a change in the official position
of the US strategic policy. DYlles writing in Foreign
Affairg,announced a modification in the strategic doctrine,
The doctrine of Massive Retaliation gave way to & new Cone
cept celled “gradusted deterrence”s il Thus the concept of
limited was as part of the U3 doctrine finds mention in

ARG AT

this phase for the first time, Limited wvasr was to be
an instrument in the policy of containment. “Dulles, while
arguing for more flexibility in the US doctrine wrote:

However, the U3 has not been content to
rely upon a peace which could be preser-
ved only by a capacity tc destroy vast sege
ments of the human race. Such a concept
is acceptable only as a last alternativesss
In the future it may thus be feasible to
place less relaince upon deterrence of
vast retaliatory power. It may be possi-
ble to defend countries by nuclear weapons
so mobile, or so placed, as to make milie
tary invasion with conventional forces a
hazardous ;attempt. Thus...the nations
which are around the Slnc~Soviet perie
meter can possess an effective defense
against full scale conventional attack

and thus confront any aggressor with the
choice between falling or himself initi.
ating nuclear war against the defending
countryess®(12)-

10 Jonathan lockwood, The Soviet View of US Strateqic
Doctrine, (New York, 1983 e Delde ’

11 John Foster Dulles, "Challenge and Response in US

Policy", Poreiqn Affairs,Vol.36, No,1,0ctoberl957,
p». 30 » , )

12 Ibide, pedle
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This new idea that was proposed found adherents who
tried to justify the development in the U3 &ctrine as an
important step towards making the US threat more credible,
Henrylxissingér, who became the leading proponent of the
doctrine of limited war gave three justifications for it.
1 Limited war represents the only means for preventing

the Soviet bloe, at an acceptable cost, from overe

running the peripheral areas of Eurasia,

2 A wide range of military capabilities may spell the
di fference between defeat and victory in an all out
wars

3 Intermediate applications of US power offer the best
chance to bring about strategic changes favourable to
the United State5913 Thus Kissinger reasoned that
limited war provided the means for the US to enforce

its policy of containmgnt at an acceptable cost,

A reason why the change in the doctrinsl position was
effected is that Massive Retaliation as a credible policy
was becoming less and less effective against the enormously
growing Soviet capabllity to retallate againsgt US attacks
Under the Massive Retaliation doctrine,the US could respond
to limited acts of aggression only with either in action or
all out war, Massive Retaliation relfed primarily on the

13 Henry Kissinger, Nugclear weapons and Foreign gg;icg,
{(Hew York 1958), p.125.
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credibilty of the US threat to strike the Soviet homeland

in order to reduce the chance of local aggression ever occur-
#ing, which would permit the US to spend minimal amounts of
her resources on the strengthening of conventional ﬂorces.14
Once the Soviets had developed in intercontinental ballistic
missile capability, this threat was less believable because of
increased US vulnerability to retaliast#ion, An alternative ¢o
either waging all out war or simply doing nothing was needed

in order to strengthen US deterrent power,

Limited war emerged not as a reaction to Massive Retali.
ation, but as a part, a supplement to the doctrine ostensibly
to aﬁrengthen deterrence throﬁgh the Massive Retaliétion
doctrine, The development of a limited war strategy required
a wider range qf mi litary capabilities than the Massive Retslie
ation doctrine, While justifying the cause for a limited war
doctrine, its most prominent advocates failed to take into
account or ignored the fact that this doctrine also had snother
overriding concern, As Lawrence Freedman points out that by
having a doctrine that required all round growth of the military
capabilities, it was one way of curbing the economic sqeeze
that the American strategic programme had under gone; This
squeeze resulted in the three arms of the US armed forces

advocating doctrines that would justify greater apending for

14 M.W. Hoag, on local War Doctrine, quoted in Lockwood,
!’3.90, Ptlso '
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their respective forces. The air power doctrine of the

1940%s was an attempt by the Alr Force to gain more funds

for its Eorces¢15

How would they get the Congress to
allocate more funéa for satisfying all the segments of the
armed forces? Senator Arthur Vandenburg's advice to President
Truman was that the only way to get the money from the éongn
ress was to “scafe the hell out of the American people.”ls
The most common technique of generating a sense of c#ieis is
to invoke the spectre of adv&ncing communisme, This technique
was used by President Truman to justify economic aid to
Greece and Turkey in 1947. In explaining the need for the
economic aid programme, President Truman argued that the
United States would be unsuccessful "unless we are willing

to help free peoples to maintain their free institutions and
their national integrity against aggressive noves that seek

to impose upon them totalitarian regimes, This is no more
than a frank recognition that totalitarian regimes imposed

on free peoples, by direct or indirect aggreasion, undermine
the foundations of 1nteznational peace and hence the security
of the United States,">’

This was precisely the strategy used for advocating

15 L+Ffreedman, n.2, ps29.
16 Wwalter La Feber, Amergcag g%gggg, and the Cold War,
194523971, (New York, 1972}, p«45. _

17 Quoted in James Jones, The Pifteen Weeks, (New York,
1955) # Doe 2724
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the concept of limited war.y Khrushchev's boasts about the
burying of America under nuclear missiles wag taken as evi@e
ence that the Soviets had moved ahead of the Americans in
8trategic weapons, which would threaten US positions all
over the world and lead to the advance of international
communism, Thus the “"missile gap"”, inspite of the Eisenw
hower and Kennedy Administrations knowing that it was
patent bluff, was used to get more funds allocated so as to
ensure to all the wiﬁga of the armed forces a share in the

cake,

Kissinger even\arguea that growth in limited war cap~
abilities could provide victory even in the event of an all
out war. Since it was possible that a muclear exchange might
result in the exhaustion of the strategic stockpiles of both
sides, a premiumh would then be placed on other elements of

18 A dapacity

military power in order to decided the victor.
to wage limited war would, thercfore, be valuable in the event
of escalation to generél war as well as in fightihg limited
warse. This reasoning would subsequently provide the basis for
the even broader requirement of the doctrine of flexible
response., Thus the function of limited war was described
eloquently by Kissinger. It was to shift the risk of initi-

ating an all out war to the Soviet Union by using the US

i8 Kigsinger, n.12, p.l125.
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capability for Massive Retaliation as a "shield" against
Soviet initiation of nmuclear war. This would enable the
US to fight local actions on its own terms, inflicting local

reverses against attempted Soviet gaina.l9

It 45 surprising that experts like Kissinger again
failed.tn take into account the horrible effects of a general
nuclear war., The US Army excercises 'Operation Sage Brush!
and *Carte Blanche' in the 1950s, were evidence enough to
proof that even the use of limited nuclear weapons led the
‘umpires' in the war games to declare that life had ceased
to exist in the areas where these bombs were detonated,
Without any known defense mechanism against the Soviet threat,
the war scenarios that were evolved by Kissinger and other
advocates had no meaning, It would be mutual suicide,
Limited wars involved the imposition on oneself of limited
means in order to attain correspondingly limited goals. This
strategy become readily accepted in the US, mainly because
the thought of actually having to employ nuclear weapons in
an all out conflict had become an unthinkable praspect.zo
This doctrine as presented to the American public was shown
to be more humane than the Maassive Retaliation doctrine, The

Soviet Union was shown as the aggressive power whose challenge

19  Ibid,, p.127.

20 Brodie, ne«3, pps312~-314,"
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had to be met at every level to save freedom and democracy.
In attempting to do so, they agoloured the Soviet Union's
perception on war as what the Americans wanted them to do,
However, a close analysis of Soviet pronouhcements on limie
ted war (to be discussed in a susequent chapter) clearly
show that it was quite the opposites The Soviets viewed
that entire spectrum of nuclear war &s not being limited in
any éense. They 4id not distinguish between limited war and
general war and believed that any war which crosses the

nuclear threshhold would escalate into a general nuclear -war,

The advent of the new Kennedy Administration 1n‘the
United States, saw an energetic attempt towards giving the
US strateglc doctrine some degree of coherence and ration-
ality, Although the limited war feature was to remain the
centre point of the flexible response policy, vet new diree
ctions were attempted to be found by Rodert McNamara, the
Secretary of Defense. The principles of the doctrine'of
flexible response were formally declared by McNamara, in
a speech before the American Bar Association on February 17,

1962%1

However the real foundation of flexible response was
laid out by General Maxwell Taylor in his book, ,The Uncertain

Trumpet. In the January 1961 issue of FPoreilgn Affairs, General

21 J.E.Encdicott and R.W, Stafford Jr., eds,., American
Defense Policy, (New York 1977), p.72« —
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Taylor wrotek

What are the principles which nced to be asserted
and accepted as the platform for a new military
balance? The most obvious one, perhaps, is that
world conditions have changed drastically since
the adoption of “"New Look" in 1953 and its supp=
orting strategy of Massive Retaliation, and that
a new programme is needed which will take the
changes into account. Such a programme nceds to
be based on a flexible military strategy designed
to deter war, large or amall. and to assist the
West in winning the Cold War®, (22)

General Taylor, in his book The Uncertain Trumpet,

postulated a US need to have the capability to "react across
the spectrum of posasible challenge.” He felt it was necee
‘ssary "to deter win quickly a limited was as to deter general
wars. Otherwise, the limited war which we cannot win quickly
may result in our piecemeal attrition or involvement in an
expanding conflict.23 Taylor's motivation was also a more
sel f=gerving effort on behalf of the heretofore neglected Us
US Army. By formulating a strategic doctrine that basicaily
salds

2¢ is better to have moreof everything” he
could cause more attention to be given to
building up conventional forces as well, and
the US Army would be the chief beneficiary,{24)

It was MolNamara who further defined the need for "balanced

forces®s "As we develop a balanced, modern non-nuclear

22 Maxwell Taylor, "Security Will Not Wait", Foreign
ﬁffgirs. Vol, 38, No.2, Jamuary 1961, p.l?S.

23 General Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet, {(New
York 1959), peSe GO
@‘/""'\_\s‘:
26 lockwood, n.9, pel7. | E N
R . ' . » ’ b 1 . \‘7 )>
o - . 4 oy /8
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force, ready to move rapidly against aggression in any
part of the world, we continue to inhibit the opportunities
for the successful conduct of Khruschchev's *local wars!

It 4s tempting to conclude that our conventional forces
will leave us to compete with communism in the peaceful
sphere of economic and social development, where we can

compete most ef fectively"ozs

McRamara was following the Taylor proposition of
meeting the spectrum of threat when he proposed that to
counter the "Communist insurgency" there was to be a pro-
posed strategy of “counter-tnsurgencg®. While the flexible
response was still taking state amther powerful cross
current was blowing in the Pentagon, There was a movement
by "systems analysis® schoel who were looking for a more
"organized" approach to plamning military force level ree-
quirements, particularly for strategic forces. Their gosl
was to devise a theory that would provide a Quantitative
answer to the question "How much is encugh?”. This pro-
duced a clash between thg flexible response doctrine which
tended to push the requirements for strategic forces upwards,
and the cost effectiveness calculations of the systems

analysts, which pushed such requirements downwarda.26

25 Endicott and Stafford, 8.20, pe73.

26 Ibide, pe73.
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Flexible response which had itz testing ground in
Indo~China, was to provide the idesl condition for its
success. However, Indo-China far from justifying flexible
regponse, turned out to be a setback to American strategic
doctrinal propositions. It died a quicker death than antici-
pateds In the following years, though the main festures of
flexible response were retaihed,'the important difference
was that netions under attack would have to bear the main

burden of providing manpower.27

While expounding the doctrinal propositions of
€lexible response, Hclamara also devised several strategic
nucleaxr concepts that have been able to influence the U3
nuclear doctrine long after flexible response Q;sggéeared
from the scene, These concepts were-counterforce, damage
limitation, assured Middirtiction and escalations Counterforce
as a concept was introducéd hy,mcﬁama£¢~at bis now forous-
Ann‘ﬂzbmr speech in Migyggan on’June'la, 1962, The‘cancepts
of damage limitation and assured destruction were explained '
by him in statements before the Committee on Armed Services
and the Sub-Committee on Department of Defense of the Commiul ’
ttee on Appropriations, US Senghe. 89th, Congress, lst session,
February 24, 1962.28 The concept of escalation was given its
theoretical birth by Herman Kahn in his book "On Escalations

Metaphors and Scenarios“. Though this last concept was never

27 IOGRWGOd, n§9' polei

28 Endicott and Stafford, Ne20., pp+76=77,
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6ff1c1a13.y a part of US strategic doctrine, it did havé _
influential supporters within the successive Administtations
which raised Soviet suspicious that w.the ‘'escalation model’
of Herman Kahn could be employed by thevUS strategic forces
in which case the object was to make nuclear war rational,
and winnable, Hence the Soviets reacted to it harshly, The
principal feature of this work was the 44 step "esc&lation
ladder" which ran through the gamut of levels of conflict
from the "pre crisis manuevouring"” to the ultimate paroxysm
of violence, called the "spasm war", Herman Kahn who was
carlier with the RAND Corporation left it in 1965 to form
the Hudson Institute. He could be considered the high
priest of the "classical st;ategy“ which the Reaéan Admind-
stration is following todays |

While outlining the counterforce strategy, McNamara
was to emphasize that with such a strategy the US and NATO
had “ovérall nuclear strength adequate to any challenge
confronting it“}and that this strength not only minimizes
the likelihood of major nuclear war but makes possible a
strategy designed to preserve the fabric of our societies,

£ war should cccgr.”zg The essence of the counterforce

stategy, in McNamara's words is that "the US has come to

29  Endicott and Stafford, n.20, p.74.
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the conclusion that, to the extent feasible, basic military
strategy in a possible general nuclear war should be appro-
ached in much the same way that more conventional military
operations have been regarded in the pasts This is to say,
principal mintaxy‘ objectives in the event of a nuclear war
stemming from a majJor attack on the alliance, should be the ..
destruction of the enemyfa military forces, not hig civilian
pOpulaticn.“SQ There were two 1mportadt implications of the
counterforce strétegy as outlined by MoNamaras. The mdre
significant of the two implications was that the United
States would initiate a "pre-emptive" strike on Soviet
nuclear forces in response to a "major attack on the allie
ance® and not merely as & response to a surprise attack on
the United States, Given the opposition that this implice
ation had, subsequently, references to f£irst strike were
played down in favor of 8 retaliatory posture. It was
obvious that the Soviets viewed counterforce with alarm,
believing that the Americans are changing their doctrinal
structure from deterrence to war fightings A second strike
in this doctrine would be of no use as there would only

be empty silos to hit in return for an attack by the enemys
Thus the obvious implications, despite it being played Gown,

was that counterforce strategy was making the Uslthink about

30 Ian Clark, Limited Nuclear War, (London), p«152,
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the unthinkables A second implication of this concept was
"oity avoldances” It meant that targeting of civilian
population centres was not an end in itself, It would

be the result of a possible escalation £rom a controlled -
and 11mited nuclear exchange that cities would be hit,
Counterforce as a significan§ dominant concept remained
only briefly and by 1964 the qoncepts of damage limitation
and assured destruction began to gain prominence in US
strategic doctrine, However it must be added that despite
counterforce emerging briefly as the dordnant theme in US
strategic posture, it never lost its appéal on the theore=
tical level. It had powerful proponents and eventually

by 1975 it found itself back into the US strategic doctrinest

McNamara ocutlined the concepts of assured destruction
and damage limitation in his speech before the Senate
Committee on Armed Services in February 1965, "“The first
- of these capabilities required to deter potential aggressor
we call "assured destruction” i.e. the capability to
destroy the aggressor as a viable society even after a wvell
planned and executed surprise attack on our forcess The
second capability we call “damage limitation” i.,e, the
capability to reduce the weight of the enemy attack by both

31 R.Bgnds, The US War Machine, (New York 1978),
p.ﬁ -
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offensive and defensive measures and to provide a degree
of protection for the population against the effects of

nuclear detonations.“32

When both these concepts are
looked at with regard to counterforce and war avoidance,
we find contradictions. Yhen the damage limitation appe
roach is linked to counterforce, it resembles more of a
war f£ighting doctrine, which is based on the ability to

survive a nuclear war.

The second concept of assured destruction led to
war avoidance that relied on the threat to be able to ine
flict "unacceptable damage"™ on the Soviet Union, The
rationale behind the adoption of the assured destruction
-capacity was due to two reasons., PFirsly, diven the influ~-
ence of the systems analysts in the Pentagon, the asgsured
destruction concept meant that it would be more cost effe
ective and cheaper to implement than a nﬁclear war fighte
ing strategy. With the concept, McNamara outlined what
constituted "unacceptable damage." He defined it as "the
capability to destroy one-quarter to onee-third of the enemy's
population and about two thirds of the enemy's industrial
capacity.” This was obviously a retreat from the initial
definition of assured destruction, which was the ability

*to destroy the enemy as a viable society.“33

32  Endicott and Stafford, n.20., p.75.

33 Iockwood, n.90' poZD-‘
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A second implication was that with the growth in the
Soviet argenals, they had achieved parity by 1969, which .
forced the US to discard both damage limitation and counterw=
force. Both sides had made attempts towards evolving gome
attempts at limiting the damage to the populetions However
It was not successful, It wpuld not only require vast sumg
of money but at the same time give no extra significant
shelter to the populstion, Consequently, counterforce could
not survive ags a concept without damage limitation, The
assured destruction strategy would later evolve into the
doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction., The assumption behind
this doctrine was that "both sides have the same general
strategic assumptions.,” From this followed the reasoning
that "our assured destruction problem is the other sides Gam
mage limiting problem and our damage limiting problem is their
assured destruction p:nblem.“34 Thus we £ind that the decade
of the 1960s saw the US nuclear strategy making a gradual
_ transition from the war fighting oriented strategies of couw
nterforce and damage limitation to the war avoidance strategy
of mitusl assured destruction by the late 1960s and early
1970s, | o

| The US nuclear doctrine underwent another change with
the Nixon Aﬂminiatration. On February 17,1972 Defense Secre-
,tary‘Melvin Laird formally outlined the new tenets of this
doctrine. He stateds

34 Bonds, N304, p.61=~62,



29

"successful implementation of the strateqgy
of realistic deterrence is, I believe, the
most difficult and challenging national
security effort this country has azver
undertaken, This is 50 because we must
move forward in an environment of virtual
balance in the strategic nuclear field, and
in the period of vigorous Soviet military
expansion at sea, on the land, in the air,
and in space. In addition, we must pursue
our goal with due regard for the influences
of today's other constraining realiticse
realities which I will talk at some length,
He outlined these aspects of the defense

strateqys
1 The US would keep 811 of its treaty commitments,
2 The U3 would ‘provide' a shield if any nuclear power

threatened the freadom of a nation allied with the
US or of a nation whose survival the US considered
vital to its security.

3 In cases involving ‘'other types of aggression' the US
would furnish military and economic assistance when
required and as appropriate. The US, however, would
"look to the nation directly threatened to assume the
primary responsibility of providing the manpower for

its defense.35

The policy of realistic deterrence emphasized a shift
from counterforce/éamage limitation/escalation to deterring
a strategic nuclear war between the Soviet Union and the
United States. PFor theatre nuclear and other conventional
conflicts, the US would share the burden of deterrence with

i1¢s allies. Deterrence of communist insurgency wars was to'

35 Endicott and Stafford, n.20., pe+79.
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be the main responsibility of the country being threatened,
with the US providing only logistical support except in
those cases where the US believed a vital intereat was at

stake, 36

The shift was evidenced in U5 strategic pélicy because
of certaln €factors that affected the US both internally
and externally. At the atraeegip level, the US through this
change in policy tacitly acknowledged that the Soviet Union's
military “catch up"” hed reached a stage where they had
"rough parity” with American strategic forces not only in
terms of the total warheads and megatonnage available to
them but also with respect to technological advancement in
making these doomgsday weapons. An example of this technoe
logical catch up was the MIRVing of delivery vehicles,
Kissinger haé noted that the US d;d not include MIRVed
capability in the terms of SALTI because of intelligence
reports that the Soviets would require atleast "ten years
to perfect this technology.” However, the Soviets managed
their own system of MIRVed technology only three years

later.37

A second factor for this change in policy was
due to the Vietnam quagmire that the Americans had got
stuck in., With increased spending on conventional forces,
and facing grbwing anti=involvement protests in the United

States, the Administration was forced to take into account

36  Ibide, pe79-

37 ﬁenry Kissinger, The White House Years, (New York)
p02690
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L]

the political consequences and reduce overseas committment
with respect to military aid and physical US presence in

allied countries.

A third factor scould be the declining popularity
of Nixon, who came to the White House on a message of gettw
ing America out of Vietnam through “peace with honour®.
Thus counter 1nsufgency that charactefized the Vietnam
involvement was no longer a valid justification for "keep=

ing the boys" there. N

With the Soviets catching up on the Americang, ate
least for the moment, the U3 doctrine saw this vital shift,
In fact the offical policy of the US strategic doctrine has
been finely attuned to the growth of the Soviet arsenal,
In the 19503, the Soviet strategic programme being in its
infancy, led the Americans to talk.of'Massive Retaliation,
The propenderance of American power was overwhelming,
However, the Khrushchev bluff, and concrete advances in
Soviet strategic forces made the Americans again shift
their policy from one that wholly depended on Massive
Retaliation to one that keeping the 3oviet threat in ming,

‘talked of fighting small wars that»could be controlled and
won, This was an attempt to movevin a direction in which
they perceived the Soviets lagged hehind.'viz. technological
advances, By making smaller muclear warheads; the US

wanted to theart 3oviet advances in heavy ICBM development.
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By 1964, as the Soviets again caught up, the Americans ree
emphasized their policy of mutual assured destruction and
talked of the concept of "parity". By 1969, the poliey

was one of "essential equivalence®., Thus MAD was projected
as the official doctrine with a new term added to it, "crisis
stabllity“g38 Thus the doctrine of MAD presumed that the

US must have a second strike capability to deter an all out
attack, on US sgtrategic force with the objective of "provide
ing no incentive for the Soviet Union to strike the US £irst
in a criais.“Bg In a décade the American strategic doctrine
had turﬁed a full circle from Massive Retaliation to MAD both
emphasizing targeting on cities to deter possible Soviet
advances. However, there was one difference in the two
strategies, While Massive Retaliation was to be used for all
- attempts by the Soviet Unicon to gain territory and influence
at the cost of the US, MAD focussed on the strategic aspect
of super power relations. Though counter force and damage
limitation were given up as officilal doctrines, the US 4id
maintain force structures that could be used if the doctrine

ever came back into vogue,

There was a significant section of the American acae
demic community that questicned the dootrine of MAD, It
argued for counterforce as these experts felt that the US

38 Lockwood, N«9., pe.2l.

39 Endicott and Stafford, ne20., p.80.



33

did not have a significant capablility to destroy Soviet
misailé silos, Also the Soviet civil defense programme,
which was set up by the Soviets, not because they believed
that it would reduce casualties in the event of a general
war, but basically to reassure it population that it was
taking efforts to save lives in case the “American imperi-
alists decide to attack the Soviet Union®, came in for

criticism,. These two points were raised to criticise MAD,

A newer set of concepts for a strategic doctrine
resulted with James Schlesinger becoming the Secretary of
Defense, In 1975, he outlined the main tenets of the new

strategic posture that the US would follows

1 A capability sufficiently large, diversified, and
survivable so as to provide us at all times with
high confidence of riding ocut even a Massive sure
prise attack and penetrating enemy defenses, and
with the ability to withhold an assured destruction

reserve for an extended peéeriod of time,

2 Sufficient warning to insure the survival of our
heavy bombers together ﬂith the bomb alarm gystems
and command~control capabilities required by our
Natgonal Command Authorities, to direct the_emplcy#
ment of the strategic forces in a controlled, selece

tive and restrained manner.

3 The forces to execute a wide range of options in rese
ponse to potential actions by an enemy, including
a capability for precise attacks on both soft and
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hard targets, while at the same time minimizing

unintended collateral damage.

4 The avoidance of any combination of forces that
could be taken as an efﬁofﬁ to acquire the ability
to execute a first strike sttack against the USSR,

8 An offensive capability of such size and composition
that all will perceive it as in overall balance with

the strategic forces of any potential opponent.

6 OEfensive and defensive capabilities and programmes
that conform with the provisions of current arms
control agreements and at the same time facilitate

.thé conclusion of mo}e permanent treaties to control

- and if possible, reduce the nuclear arsenals, "0

It was a return to the 1950s war £ighting strategy
although this new doctrine contained new elements viz,
launch on warning, and defensive shields against in coming
missiles. The theme came back into vogue because techno-
logical advances were achieved by the US military industry
in producing the Minuteman, Polaris, enhanced radiation
weapon, and having smaller artillery shells that had muclear
tips which could causes destruction in local areas and

help the advancing US armies in clearing the enemy troop

40 M 9087-88.
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concentrationgs This advance in technology made the US
strategic thinkers give it political justification so as
to make the new horrendous scenario a possibility. Schelse

inger addreased this question when he saids

"Threats against the all forces, to the extent

that they could be deterred by the prospect of

nuclear retaliation, demand both more limited

responses than destroying cities and advanced
planning tailored to such lesser responses,

Ruclear threats to our strategic forces, whee

ther limited or large scale, might well call

for an option to respond in kind against the

attacker's militaty forces, In other words,

to be credible and hence effective over the

range of possibility contingencies, deterrence

must rest on many options and on a spectrum

of capabilities to support these options."(41)

Thus the USSR was again perceived of as a power that
was geing to act irrationally in starting a war, To take
account of their apparent‘irritionélity the US would have
to make plans'that would take into account all the possie
bilities of conflict that exist, Actually, the personal
beliefs of Schlesinger, who, while at RAND wrote on limited
war, and the pressures of technological advances in the
armament industry forced this change on US policy. Politi-
cally the relations had yet to sour between the super powers.
Angola Mozambique and the Horn of Africa vwere still in
their initial stages of Soviet and proxy help, The US saw
this Soviet move without protesting, but later on used the

alarmist signals of Soviet aggressiveness to justify war

41 Ibigg; ‘n.%_Q_.. Ps85.
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fighting doctrines and the theory of linkage.

It is also interesting that Schlesinger referred to
the formerly discarded concept of damage limitation, partie
cularly within thé context of a war fighting scenario if
deterrence falleds Although the assured destruction strategy
wag still in use, it was no longer an arbitrary measure of
population fatalitles, Instead, it was to be a guage in
terms of postwar political objectives that were relevant to
a nuclear war, Deterrence was now a function of poste-war
political objectivesy mainly, a reduction of the enemy's
ability to recover quickly from the effects of a muclear war

and to attain a superior political—military position.42

According to Bonds, the main reason for this shift in
US strategic policy occurred because of the continous growth
of the Soviet nuclear forces, and their steadfast rejection
of the notion of mutual assured destructién.Gs This is the
typical argument given by the proponents of the Schlesinger
doctrine., The Soviet public pronouncements have repeatedly
stressed the fact that in nuclear age there cannot be control
over the actions of war, These experts also admit that very
little literature exists on the SBoviet position of fighting

a limited war, yet they see this lack of literature as cover

42 Lockwood, n.9., ps24.

43 ﬁ;Bcnda, Ne30a, peb6.
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up of the real motives of the Soviet military doctrines.
They point to the existence of Soviet tactical migsiles
like Fnégman and Scud which could also be equipped with
DUCIQ&E‘MiBQileSQ Thus by giving political colouring to
Soviet motives, the US military establishment is asble to

Juatity increased spending on newer weapons,

The logic hehiqd the Limited Nuclear Cptions was twow
folds Firstly, it was designed to introduce more flexibility
into the ava;lable range of options for the use of strategic
nuclear weapons so that in a crisis the President could
theoretically order nﬁhé selective use of nmuclear weapons
on military targets 1nlthe USSR, Secondly, .the-purpose of
war was to strengthen the overall aredibility of the US
deterrence strategy, which was though to have been erodéd
by continued reliance on all out nuclear response as emboe

died in the concept of MAD,

With the firing of James Schlesinger by President Pord,
in 1976, the Limited Nuclear Options were sidetracked. The
hiatus in US strategic doctrine was rectifiqd,by the Presid-
ential Directive 59 of Jimmy Carter announced in August 1980,

Presicdential Directive 593
in a speech to the Naval War College, on August 20,

1980, Defense Secretary Harold Brown laid down the Carter

Administration's new concept of muclear strategy: “The over-



38

riding concern of US strategic nuclear forces is to deter
nuclear war, for which three requirements mist be met.

‘Pirst, we must have strategic nuclear forces that can absord
a Soviet first strike and still retaliate with devastating
effect. Second, we must meet our security requirements and
maintéin an overall strategic balance at the lowest level
and most stable level. Third, we unst have a doctrine and
plans for the use of our forces (1£ they are needed) that
make clear to the Soviets the hard reality that, by any
course leading to nuclear war, they could never gain an
advantage that would outweigh the unacceptable price they
would have to paye. The ability of our forces to survive a
surprise attack is the essence of deEEfrence.“44 To Brown,

PD 59 was “a codification of previous statements of strategic
policys. PD 59 took the same essential strategic doctrine
and restated it more clearly, more cogently in the light

of current conditions and current capabilities."45 (Further
detaills on PD 59 as » strategic warfighting doctrine are given
in Chapter IV,) Suffice it to say, that this doctrine was
another loéical step in the evolution of US strategic

doatrines,

The eadvent of the Reagan Administration in the United

States, has led to newer areas being opened up for scrutiny

44 The American Atomt A Documentary History gives clear
policies from the Discovery of gission the presentew

1939.1984, (Philadelphia 1984), p.221.

45 Stewart Menual, "Changing concepts of Nuclear War®,
Conflict Studies, No,125, December 1980, p.de



39

and i1t seems likely that they would go further than the
Carter Administrétion'’s notion of warfighting deterrence,
Ronald Reagan has come into the White House with the
thesis that a "protracted nuclear war" is possible and
that in the eventuality of a war, US nuclear forces must
prevail and 2y be able to force the Soviet Union to cease

hostilities on terms favourable to the 03.46

In the past decade, American striategy, force planning
and employment policy have 31l moved in the direction of
warfighting deterrent posture, War fighting has become the
conventional wisdom which has evolved during the Presidencies
of Hixon, Pord Carter and Reagans This new position of War
winning®™ is most prominently associated with the writings of

Colin 8, Gray.®’ |

The shift from counter value to counter force strategy
reflects the advances in weapcn technology, increase in accw
uracy of delivery systems and use of nopnwconventional scurces
of defence e.g. Strategic Defense Initiative, By again
stressing on the‘superioiity factor in relation to the
Soviets, the Reagan Administration is trying to channelise
the competitibn into fields where the Americans are far

superior. By improving missile accuracy, guidsnce systems etcs,

46 Robert C, Gray, "The Reagan Huclear Strategy®,
Arms Coptrol Todays, Vol.13., no.2, March19s3,
PDe 1=3, 9«10, :

47 see Colin S, Gray and Keith Payne, “Victory is Possible”,
Foreign Policy, no.39, Summer 1979, ppe.l19-27,
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~ the Americans have created the belief that technology
could dictate the course of the next nuclear war between'
the US and the Usén. Here again another rationale for
re-emphasizing counterforce strategy is that most of the
advancements that have taken place have been a result of the
enormous amounts that have been spent on Research and
Development in the 1970s. Hence for the vast expenditures
borne by private organisations there has to be the expecte
ation of orders for such products, So the doctrine emphe
asizes in a way in which these new weapons ate allocated
funds by the Congress. FOr the Congress to allocate funds,
there has to beva scare eﬁfeét“ on the American people

ag a whole, This is done by protraying the Soviet gains
as expensionist in nature and thet this would result in
communism engulfing the whole of the Third vorld, if the
US camnot stop the Soviets, They are also depicted as a
dictatorship that has no belief in the credibility of the
US strategic forces. Hence force planning of US arsenals
have to be done "to meet the entire spectrum of risk",
Nuclear weapons become an integrel part of the US military
options. The useability of the nuclear weapons 1s rated
high, Propenents of such a strategy like Albert Wohlstetter

and Herman Kahn, questioned American reliance on deterrence
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and pointed to the eventuality of nuclear war.48

ribhlatetter attacked deterrcnce on the grounds that it
would not be able to itself remove the danger of accidental
outbreak or limit the damage in case deterrence mfalled,
Kahn was more explicit, asserting that forces for deterrw
ence might not suffice and that the US had to prepare to
f£ight a nuclear wars By having options for any contingency,
the Soviet Union would be deterred, This doctrine also
calls for strategic superiority which has political signie
ficance, "America'’s perceptions of their country's relative
standing, (and) perceptions of others ees rest in partess
upon the éssessmenbs of the state of strategic muclear
balance, Nobody knows, with any confidence, how a World
War I1II would terminates.... But every body knows which way
the balance is tending and this ... contribution to a
constriéting of American freedom of foreign policy action,”49

Thug the strategic nuclear policy followed by the
Reagan Administration seems to be an extension of the coune
tervailing strategy inaugurated by the Carter Administration.
This doctrine would mean more of a fighting stance than PD
59 in view of its explicitlylstatéd goal of winning a proe
tracted nuclear war, The Reagan approach ts nuclear stra-
tegy has been sgpelt out by Richard Halloran in the New York K
Iimes, “The US must have a capacity to render ineffective

48 . Albert Wohlstetter, "The Delicate Balance of Terror®,
Foretign Affailrs, January 1959, pp.221-234,

49 Colin S. Gray, The Sgviet American Arms Race, (New York
1976' p. 1330
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the total Soviet and sllied military and political power
structure through attacks on the political and military
leadership and associated control facilities, nuclear and
conventional military forces and industry critical to

military power,

"It is essential that the US possesses nuclear forces
that will retain throughout a protractéd conflict and after~
ward the capability to inflict very high level of damage
against the industrial and economic base of the Soviet
Union and her allies so that they have a strong incentive
to seek conflict termination short of an all ocut attack

on US ¢ities and economic assets,

"Command and con;rol'facilities must be improved to
a point where they are capable not only of "supporting
controlled nuclear attacks over a protracted period” but
of maintaining links with those SLBM forces which would be
held in reserve throughout the conflict."? The Defense
Guioanoe allegedly states that should deterrence fail and
strateglic nuclear war occur, the US must prevail and ):me“"!;‘)<L
toc force the Soviet Union to seek earliest termination of

hostilities on terms favourable to the US»S1

50 R&chard Halloran, “Reagans' Nuclear 3trategy”,
(New York Times, May 30, 1982. '

51 Robert Gray, ﬁ¢45, PeFe
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Cali.n»»S. 'Gr'ay has argued that the US nuclear policy needs
a strategy in the sense of specific political objectives
to .ba achleved in ware In his view, nuclear strategy is
"a combination of counterforce offensive targeting, civil
defense and ballistic missile and air defense.,s{to) hold
US casualties down to a level compatible with national

survival and recovervy. u52

This in short has been the evolution of US miclear
strategy since the dawn of the nuclear age till the Reagan
Administration which through its coni:rovers.tal *Stars Wars®
programee s trying to give the defense oriented strategy
a new character of ”affensefdefensa“.m This strategy is
bound to have repurcussions on the level of the strategic
balance. The exact naturc would only be determined by the

passage of time.

52 Colin S, Gray and Keith Payne, n.46, peida2?,

53 Time, June 23, 1985, pa.6.



Chapter - XX

-

THE EVOLUTION OF SOVIET NUCLEAR DOCTRINE

This chapter would discuss various aspects of Soviet
military thought, the strategies that they have adopted to
counter American threat perceptions and how this has. evolved
into a doctrinal framework.

At the outset it mist be made clear that both the super
powets use certaln concepts and words that have totally qzef..
erent conotations in their respective countr'ies. An example
of such antithetical perceptions and meanings is the very term
*military doctrine™s In the United States, this is a very
flexible word. It means different things to different people.
There is national Goctrine, allied doctrine, Army doctrine,

Alr Porce dootrine and tactical nuc:leér: doatrine. In contrast,
in the Bo0viet Union, there i3 only one and that is the official
Soviet military doctrine. This dogtrine is defined promulgated
and worked out in conjunction with the ﬁolltziaal leadership.

it represents their guidance to the ' , ) X £
war.z‘ The best exponence of the guidance of Soviet rnilitary

dogtrine is found in the classic "Military Stratequ®™ by Marshal
Sokolovskiy. It statess

military doctrine is the expression of the
accepted views of the State regarding the
problems of political evaluation of future war,
the State attitude toward war, a detesmmination

Joseph Douglass Jr.,

1 Soviet The Nuclear Offensive, (Washington DC,
576 S'.i PeOe -CEfenalve
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of the nature of fubture war, preparation of

the country for war in the economic and moral
sense and regarding the problems of organization
and preparation of the armed forces as well as

the methods of waging war, Consequently, by
military doctrine one should underatand the system
of officially approved, scienti ﬁ.call based views
on the fundamental problems of war.(

. A military doctrine is worked out and determined by the
political leadership of the State, This in effect mesns that
the vanguard of the Soviet State, the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union and ﬁ:s Central Committee work out Soviet military
doctrine, This promulgation can be found in books like
Marxismeleninism on War and the Army, Me .
of Military Theory and Practice, and Qffiger’s Handbook.
According to Joseph Douélass, military doctrine in the
Soviet Unilon 1s a part of the Scviet military thought, mse

other component is military science. Hhile the doctrine is

used to prepare the country for war, it alsc identifiles the
nature of war, and the priority tasks and problemas Military
science i3 a unified system “of knowledge on the preparation
and conduct of armed conflict in the interests of the defense
of the Soviet Union and other Socialist countries against aggrow
ssion®s Within military sclence, atrategy is the most important
3

element.” Also the interaction between and differences in

military doctrine and military saience a:ée important. While

2 V.D.Sc;kclovakiy. Soviet Military Strateqy, trans.,Rand
Corpe,He.Dinnerstein, L«Goure, and T.Wolfe, Englewood
Cliffa. NOJO‘ 1963; pﬁsa.

3 Jogeph Douglass, Nils Pelle
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military doctrine guides military solence, military doctrine
also is developed using the conclusions of military acienam‘
There are also three vit-.al differences between the doctrine
and science as perceived by the Soviets. Pirstly, military
science focusses on the past, present and mmre, while doctrine
is pointed to the present and immadiate ﬁ:tmmg ’bhat is to

« -fomsee the nat,ur.e of var and the pmbable enémy 1n order to
provide guidance to military scilence regarding the a?uzrse to
follows Secondly, “doctrine being developed and accégtea by

the State, 13 a single system of views and a g(zide eolxh‘cﬁion
free from any partiaular subjective views and e}aluatiaﬁs.
Inherent in science, in its development, is the struggle ‘)‘6&2’
opinions. In the system of military theories which compride
science there may be several different points of view,
different scientific ideas, and original hypotheses which

3

are not selected by doctrine for practical application and they”
thereby do not acq\iire the character of official State views a
on military questions”s 5 The difference between military
doctrine and military science with regard to official accep~
tability has to be clarified at the outset because there is a
prevailing view in the US strategic commnity according to

which all articles that appear in Soviet journals are either

4 VQD.Sokolmskiy, Soviet Militaxy ﬁgfggegg e, trans
gaggiet Past Scott, 3rd, 1968 ed.,, (New York 1973;.
) » E ) ‘ ‘
5 S,Ne Kozlov, m?&rg&_@ggi_m, trans,, (Moscow 1971),

U3 Alr Porce, Foreign Technology Div
1971, p.ils,‘ gy ision, AD 733.207,
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distortions or propagands not toc be taken seriously enough,
but at the same time being good enough to be quoted to show
the Yreal views" of the Soviet military doctrine., It is to
be admitted that any discussion asbout national security

is limited but by no means is it banned from public cire
culation, There certainly are differences in perceptions
and strategy as enunclated by different pover groups. They
cannot be held as offical views just begause they are atred,
Thelr primsry function 13 to inform members of the Soviet
armed forces about the weapons systemsy organization,
strateéy and tactics of probable opponents and thelr own

response to it,
Soviet Percegggogg and Responses to
Inpegialist” Threat:

Perceptions among nations are not just a product of
the present state of reléions between them but they are
accumilated views that each country has of the other during
their cow-habitation as sovereign States. Hhen we view
Soviet perceptions of the American threat we have to keep
this vital fact in mind,

The birth of the Soviet State itself brought about a
harsh reaction from the Western powers. They perceived the
creation of an ideological State, whose ideology openly
talked of the “irreconciliablility® of two oﬁposing social

systemg, War was ¢to be an instrument to assist the Socialist
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forces in bringing down the edifice of "imperialism”, To
this . the Western powers reacted with open support to the
“white army"” made up of pro-royalists in their effort to

| destabilise an inherently dangerous regime. Over the years
this singqular fact has been burned into the consciousness
of the Soviet citizen.

As George Kennan, former US Ambassador to the Soviet
Union was to observe,® The Soviet regime has always been
marked by a whole series of characteristics that complicated,
and were bound to complicate, its relations with the West,
Some of these were inher’ited."s He goes on to say that the
estrangement with the West has .always been there since the
time of the Grand Duchy of Moscow, whiah wvas eternally "suspie
cious of the heretical foreigner®. However, the Russian Revo
lution, occurring in the sgony of the Pirst World War, intensie
fied this estrangement as a rosult of substituting é'“mntant
ideological antagonism for the onetime religious abhorrence
of the West, and discovering a new form of dangercus heresy in
the Marxist vision of ‘-:;?ampitetl.i.sm“«"y

Given the Soviet experience in the Stalinist purges and
the devastations of the Second World War, the Soviet regime as
it regainced its vitality was marked by a relatively high sense

6 George K;mnan, *The State of US-Soviet Relations®,
The g;ggagi NMuglear ngFgg Versus Security, ed,
n Prins \London, 1984), p.13l.

7 Ibid., Pe 131.
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sense of insecurity. It has resulted in a tendency to ovérdo
its military strength and is unduly sensitive to the slightest
influence or involvement of outside powers in regions just
beyond its borders. With such an imprint of histb::y etched
into its consciousness, they have come to view the US ag a
“dedicated” enemy of the Soviet Union. Their perceptions are
coloured by these memories they hold of the Western countries.
However it should be moted that the centrality of the United
8tates in Soviet foreign policy should not be exaggersted.
Dealing with other items was also crucial though the US oscupied
the top position on Soviet foreign policy agenda. Other consie
derations that Moscow had was the consolidation and maintenance
of its hold over Eastern Europe and the troubled Chinese
connection. Nor was it going to sacrifice its advantages in
the Third World to gain greater American recognition and

cooperation. 8

Another perception that the Soviets have always entertained
about the United States is the feeling of being threatened and
victimized. This feeling stems right from the end of the war.
Por the Soviets, the bloddy victory achieved over Germany was
in part a vindication of the Marxist-Leninist ideology and at
the same time the beginning of a search for acéceptance by the
United States of equality as a world power for the Soviet Union,

8 Dimitri K.Simes, "“Soviet Policy toward the United States®,

in Joseph 8.Nye Jr., ed., The Making of America's Soviet
Policy (New Haven, 1984), p.291.
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However, the US policy of containment was unacceptable to
'~ Kremlin, which felt that this was another attempt on the part
of the “imperialist® power to lgmit its freedom for geopolitical
manoeuvre and challenge to the legitimacy of the MarxisteLenie.
nist promise of world revolutions It also felt that it was an
‘attempt by the capitalist powers to put the Soviet Union into
a straitjacket, and attampt to reduce its hold over East Europes
This challenge to its own perceived sense of security and intere
national ambitions by the Western powers led by the US made |
the USSR take a fundamentally adversarial attitude towards
the 5599 | |

Other factors that led in part to the helghtened sense
of ingecurity by the Soviets was that wartime cooperation came
to a standstill and the Americans through the Marshall Plan
and Truman Doctrine attempted to restrict Moscow's momentum in
East Europes. Alsé it must be remembered that the Americans
held monopoly over the atomic bomb which according to Soviet
suspicion, was intended to threaten and to blackmail the USSR,
Pinally, the Soviet Union realized that the end of World War
II brought about a fundamental change in the leadership of the
imperialist world. Britain and France were overshadowed by
the U.S., which through its global powereprojection capabilities
would become the Soviets main challenge in the continents of

ng’mna (Seauxity in the Ruczear ‘Ageand the Ponay
Washington) Moscows Politizdat, 1980, quoted in
Dimitri Simes, n.8, p.292,
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Africa and asia.’® Politicelly, the Soviets view the US and
NATO as a “"dedicated, implacable, devious, and sometimes
confused threat; Ikperialists are dedicated enemies of the
Soviet Union®.1l '

Geographically, the Soviets perceive the threat to be
very nears HNATO is dn one border and the Pegple's Republic of
China on another, To the Soviets, NAIO has two centrest
Pederal Republic of Germany and the US. The Soviets perceive |
West Germany to be a hotbed of tension and militarism in
Burope:. They are extrenely wary of the West Germans being
the falerum of NATO gpesponse in Eumpe."z Congequently they
.peroe.tva that any attack on the Soviet Union gnuld come
through NATO, Given the concept of "extended deterrence® as
enunciated by the United States, tﬁe Soviets do mﬁ regard any
strategic conflict as happening independent of its NATO
alliess. Théy feel that NATO's internal tensions will make
the Waghington axis stronger leading to a more likely probabe
| ility of war taking places. They alsc believe thét surprise
will be the most likely strategy followed by the US and its
NATO allies when they attack the Soviet Union. The only

10  Marshall DeShulman, Stalin's Forelgn Policy Reappraiged,
'New York, 1969), ppe264=266.

11 William T.Lee, “Soviet Perceptions of the Threat and
Soviet Military (}apabintiea" in Graham D.Vernon, ed.,

¢t Perc n P (Washington D.C.,
1981 » Peb6Be

12 Colonel D,Ivanov, "The hotbed of Militarism and Tension
in Europe®, Military Thought No«7 (1967), pp.73=77.
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remedy that the Soviets believe in, according to their deglaw
ratory policy is preemption. FPFailing which retaliate, It

is mter;-estzng to note that these two themss in Soviet military
thought have remained unchanged since the advent of the nuclear
ages This has been so, despite the fact that the Unh:ed
States over the last two decades has tried to integrate into
its doctrinal (of£ficial) propositions escalatory trends prioe
rily to assure the Soviet Union of its intentions. The raison
d' etre for preemption in an age wiaep both powers are equipped
with overkill capacity is defeated,

Soviet fears of the People’s Republic of China go far
beyond China'’s currently modest capabilities. They fear more
geographically and ethnically the vulnerable and exposed
borders in the Central Asia and Siberia to Chinese inaursions.
In the longer run, the Chinese muclear cepability, also has
special concerns for the Soviets. This fear when coupled with
the possibility of an entente between the United States, a
pragmatic China and Japan cause it nightmares. At the same time,

the Soviets view Japan as an ecqually serious threat.m

With regard to Soviet perceptions about the Third wWorld,
three observations gan be made, Firstly, beyond the US/NATO/Chins,
Japan axis they do not perceive any serious threat from any
other countrys. ,Seeondly, théy are as much concerned as the US

on the proliferation of nuclear weapon making technology in

13 William Tslee, n.ll, pe«72.
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the Third Worlde Thirdly, there iz a tacit understanding
between the super powers that Third World conflicts should
not lead to super power confliot in their homelands, Thug
the Soviets have been careful in dealing with the inevitable
connection between their behaviour in the Third world and
their relations with the United States.l®

Military Perceptions

It must be pointed out at the outset that the range of
a4 £ferences in attitudes toward war is not as great in the
Soviet Union as in the US and seabn&ly, the Soviet view of war
is different from the American view of war., In the Soviet
Union, war and the threat to its national segurity are both a
first hand memory for many older citizens and an on going
publicizing effort on the part of the SBoviet Government to let
those who did not see thé horrors of war not to forget that
security of the homeland is the most patriotic duty for every
Soviet citizens It also helps to justify any increased épending
on military preparedness. Due to this experience-cumepolicy
there 48 a broasd spectrum of support for the Kremlin's leadere
ship in building and maintaining military power.m Thus for
the people of the Soviet Union war is al#rays a very real

14  Dinmdtri Simes, n.8, p.309,

15 An example of keeping the horrors of war alive was the
naming of two "hero-cities® in the 1970s. Novorossiysk
in 1973 and Tula in 1977 received this award, called
by Brezhnev "the highest award of the Motherland®,
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possibility and hence policies of the Soviet Government

that purport to avoiding war are accepted by a wide section
of the population. To i@n Booth, there is also another aspect
to the emphasis on military prepardness. The Bolsheviki in
1917, inherited a rich militery tradition. As the new State
was created out of chaos ensuing from the War, militazry power
became basic to Soviat rule., Also patterns of previous his.
tory impinge directly on the societal values thet the Russians
hold, Martial values were predominant ones at several impore
tant junctures. There was a tradition of wedring uniforms

nl6 "Traditional insecurity produced

and developing weaponary.
by invasions of Mongols, Poles, Swedes, French and Germans,
and pride in great Russian campaigners like Kutuzox and Surve
orov, made Russians more receptive to a positive role for the
military tn in society. The roots of s deep sense 6£ inferi-
ority wikh respect to the "outside™ world were firmly embedded
in the Russian psyche, a seige mentality evolved, and a
millennuim of Russian history testified that any outward proe

| Jections of Russian influence were possible only.frnm a

poaition of strength¢“17

Ever since the inception of the Soviet State, military
force has been integral to Soviet rule, Civil war, foreign

16 Ken Booth, "Soviet Defense Policy” 4in John Baylis et,

al, Contemporary Strategy: Theories and Policies,
(New York 1975), p.74.

17  Steve F.Kime, "The Soviet View of War®, Comparative
: Stgatgg!, v°1q2a. NQ.3¢' 1980; p.51i
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military intervention, economic chaos and famine, called for
the military to play a supporting role to the new Republic.
With the military becoming the bagk bone for the exiastence of
the fledgling State, its le}aders particularly Lenin and later
on Stalin subdued it to the 'diktats’ of the Communist Party.
The réilitnry from now on became an important support of the
{deology and strategy adopted by the political leadership but
was contrclled by the CP3U through the system of political
commissarse. As Steve Kime put it, “The very legitimscy of the
Commnist .?am of the Soviet Union became inextyicably intere
twined with the achievements of Soviet military pbwer. =18

Thus from the Soviet point of view the history of the last
sixty yvears has been one in which the people, the militapry and
the Party acting as one to surmount incredible obstacles and
attempt to emerge victorious..s Soviet military power is the
primary medium in which patriotiam and the Joviet form of rule
are mixeds. As Marshal A.A.Grechko, former Defense Minister of
the Soviet Union said, "The War provided a convincing demonste
ration of the mighty power o£ the Socgialigt State and the
politica) system, 19 |

This particular en&uringh legacy of the 8¢viet State has
to be kept in mind when one discusses the Soviet views on the

nuclear arms race and security. Thelr view of deterrence is

18 Ibid., Pa S4.

19 AJA.Grechko, med Fo , jot Sta
(tbscow, 1974} , Pe74s
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very one sided. They believe that deterrence is something they
have to foz'ce' to the US and NATO because they perceive that the
West is always looking for ways to attack them, Put in another
way, it means that deterrence is less sgtable if the Soviets
are militarily inferior, it is somewhat stable when there is
parity and more stable when there is military superiority. As
James Regton noted, |

The Soviet attitude toward the question of

a military balance also interested menbers

of the US team in Vienna. 'Thay seem o have a

different ides of what’s a proper balance than

we dog one US delegate saids ‘They may feel

that 4f NATO hasg enough power to repel a Soviet

invasion of Western Europe, that is an irmbalance,

And they feel the same way about the strategic

balance. {20)

The Soviet military policy perceptions are basically
derived from the military doctrine and strategy for the nuclear
ages Except for modifications of certain tenets, the objectives
of Soviet military power have been relatively astsble over the
last two decades. To the Soviets there are three objectives
for the Soviet military in the nuclear age, The first objectw
ive is to deter a US/NATO attack. They place a premium on
militaxy securdity. The second being o acquire a ¢otal miliury
and economic posture sapable of fighting and winning a nuclear
war should their policy of “"peaceful co=existenae® fail, The

Soviets, it seems, obviously plan fbr survival and victory

20 James Regton, "Watching Mr.Brezhnev in Viemna®,

Haghington Pogt, 26 June 1599,
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in the nuclear age. This has led to many of its critics
challenging the very peaceful intent of Soviet military doctrine.
They claim that. én the one hand, the deiet‘s have always
claimed that there cannot be any victors or vanquished in a
nuclear exchange, get thelr doctrinal propogsitions always take
account of the fact that in case of atdack they must not only
retaliste but gain victory over their opponentss A typical
c;:»rmient- on Soviet retaliatory postures is “The Russian mind
understands ‘mutual assured destruction' for it.s political
utilitys it is simply not good military strategy. w2l The third
objective is to a;:hieve *superiority" over the enemy by fielding
larger numbers of more effective weapons. The argument that
the Soviets are engaged in the search for superiority is
buttressed by quoting assertions from within the Soviet defense
establishment that a nuclear war can be wons 22. Firstly, such
. .assertions argnot‘ common, moreover the politico-military
leadership has asserted from time to time that the primary
function of the Soviet forces is to deter a general rmaiear war
rather than fight and win one.?? Jukes is of the opinion that
the primary function of the two alliance systems is to deter
war and 4if unsuccessful in deterring it, win it,

Assertions by the professional military leadership of any
country is usually related to the winning of a hypothetical war.

21  Steve P.Kime, n.l17, pe57s

22 A frequent article cited is by Colonel Rybkin, "Kommunist
~ Vooruthennykh 511" (Armed Forces Communist) September 1963,

23 Examples are numerous, like Leonid Breghnev speech in
, g_z;m% and ] 19 Japuary 1977. Quoted in
Geoffrey Jukes, "Soviet Strategy® in Strateqv ang Defenge
ed.Desmond Ball (Sydney, 1982),p.188.
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After all that is what the troops and weapons are for. Also,
according to Jukes, in most countries, including the Soviet
Union, the decision whether or mot to initiate a war is a
political act, not a military one, though the military would

be consulted for assesﬁing- capabilities, It is inconceivable
~ that the views of the middle ranking officers on the ‘winnabi-
lity® of a nuclear war would be crucial in the Soviet decision
making process. It is basic to the position of both major
alliances that nuclear war, if it cennot be averted, can be
won, and assertions of the need for Wegtern military superiority
in order to ensure the winning of such wars as canmot be
prevented pass almost without guestion to their wisdom.24 The
major Western powers are at present engaged in immaaing'
thelr defence exbenai.tum with a view to retaining their
military superiority they see as having been eroded. “It is
only commonsense to asgume that the Soviets are as worried
about potential Western superiority as the West is about
potential Soviet supariority".zs

As Benjamin Lambeth concedes, given the material on
Soviet military doctrine, it is dlfficult to discern any authe
oratétive pattern of thinking and acting in a crisis situation,
He also feels that the rhetoric of "winnability" of nuclear war

24 s (Paris), 18419 July 1981,

25 Seoffrey Jukeg, n.23, p.1B89,
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is for other reasons. "It serves the important purpose of
desoribing and explicating Soviet operational conceptsas

educate she Soviet Officer éorps. Justify Soviet military
programmes in the inte:"nal bureaucratic and budgetary areng.s.e.
at best (this material) offers a rough portrait of Soviet
thought about the probable character of a future nuclear war‘”.zé

There could be three distinct phases in the process of
evolution of a Soviet strategic doctrine, The first phase coine
cided roughly with the end of the Second World War and lasted
till the death of Josef Stalin in 1953. This was characterized
by a stagnation in Soviet military thinking. There were two
reasons offered for this surprising lack of undeéstanding of

the nuclear age. One reason was that since the Soviets initially
| did not possésa the atomic weapon and élen after 1949 they had
very limited capability to manufacture "crude" devices, they
did not feel the need to change their already enunciated strae
tegy which they had sdopted during the course of the Second
World War. A second reason which in the event of the circume

stances was more probable was the overshadowing presence of

Stalin on the Soviet stage.

26 Benjamin Lambeth, "On Thresholds of Soviet Military
Thought*, in William Taylor, Steven Maaranen and Gerrit

Gong, Lexington, Mass, eds., WW
Sonflict in the 1980's3, (Lexington, Massft 1984), p.174.
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mr:.i.zig this period all commentaries in Soviet publicse

tions dealt with a reiteration of the lessons of the past war
and a continuous exposition of what came to be known as Stalin's
"pemanenﬁly operating factors™ of war. Stalin's view waa

that war was a massive social phenomenon in which the strength
‘of two or more societies were pitted against each other, Since
‘war waé_ a social phenomenon, it followed that it was subject

to the laws that governed the development of society itself.
Within such a context, Stalin claimed, the permanently operating
factors would decide the outoome of the war, and not such
sgransitory® factors as surprises These permanently operating
factors were “atability of the rear, mrale of the army, the
gquantity and quality of divisionsg, the armament of the army,

the organizational ability of the army aommanders"a”

It was obvious that Stalin was referring to the concept
that the superior side was the one which had the permanently
operating factors. However in the muclear war, superiority
of the permanently operating factors was of secondary value
as the quality of war had undergone basic changes. 1In the
Soviet Union, Stalin's ideas served ¢to prohibit any public
discuasion of foreign military thought on & serious basis, This

situation was true till 1954.28 There have been many versions

27  H.s,Dinerstein, Mar and the Soviet Union (New York,
1959). PDs 5‘570»

28 R.Gartho £¢, |
1958) ¢ 9;70.

(New York,
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as to why Stalin refused to discuss foreign military strategy.
The one host plausible was put forward by Henry Kissinger

and R.Bonds. They felt that Stalin perceived the need to steer
the Soviet Union through a period in which the US had virtual
nuclear monOpdly. This he intended to do by publicly downe
playing the significance of the,nuclear_weapon and instead
emphasizing those elements of Soviet power in which they had

29 Anothér view that emerged was that

the biggest advantages.
Stalin in order to counter act the nuclear monopoly was trying
to make the Soviet land armies an effective "counter weight"

to US strategic air power. BY holding Western Europe hostage,

the USSR had & credible deterrent against the US advantage.3°

The second phase in the evolution of Soviet strategic
doctrine begins with the death of Stalin in March 1953, It
was for the first time that Soviet military strategists were
openly able to air their di fferences about the permanently
operating factors of Stalin. The first step towards a
reappraisal was taken by ngof General N.A,Talensky in Sept-
ember 1953 when writing in the Voennaia Mysl' talked about
the possibility of "decisive defeat in a limited time of one
or another Opponenti’31 This was the opening salvo which began
29 Henry Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreian Polic

(Garden City, N.Y::T3§ET:—SEf83:53:-_33§:~§g;—§%§3§é5

ed., The Soviet War Machine (New York,1976), p.202.

30 Tom Wolfe, Soviet Power and Furope, 1945-1970 (Balti-
more, 1970), ppe32-35.

31 H.Dinerstein, n.27, p.4l.
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a critical reappriasal of Soviet military doctrine and which
ended three years later in rejecting Stalin's concept of perw
manently operating factors as ""0:‘!.(3-»faaeasl'ul.orw.-cil"«32 Yet, there

- was a Gistinction in perceptions of the two super powers

about the nature of the atom bomb, While the Americans
éonsidered it to be the.absolute‘bomb. the Soviet strategists
felt that it could aid in achieving decisive results. > This
posteStalin period saw the emergence of a debate within the
 strategic community on how much emphasis should be placadl on
the use of nuclear weapons. Ranged on one side were those who
believed that heavy reliance should be placed on miclear
weapons as a means of achieving decisive results on the battle-
field. On the other sgide, were fhcse who claimed that

"weapons of mass destruction not only require mass armed forces

but require their inevitable increase,">?

This period also saw changes that took place in the
armed forces doctrine, in which replacements weps sought to
reduce heavy concentrations of manpower, which were potenti-
ally fatal in the muclear age with much higher concentrations

of fire power and mobility per man, a re-examination of the

32 Ibid., p.53-54. _
33 R, Garthoff, n.28., p.76=78.

34 Ibid,, p.79%
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naval programme which resulted in the almost complete
cessation of naval construction for four yesrs from 1957 and
resumption of a construction programme on & much reduced
scale but with a great deal more innovativeness in design,
incluvding the £irst use of gas turbine propulsion in large
warshipse. The period was alsc marked by widesﬁreadnintrnu
duction of missiles of various types into both the submarine
and surface forces. To the traditional "element® forces of
land, sea and air were added two “"mission oriented" armed ser-
vices, the Alr Defence of the Homeland (PVI Strany), set

up in 1955, and following the introduction of strategic rock-
ets, the creation of autonomous Strategic Rocket Forces

(SRF) in late 1959.%° Another change attributed to the
dootrinal development was that of the Soviet estimation ¢f
the value of strategic surprise. The initial contentions
were sonmewhat inconsistent simultaneously claiming the prie
macy of the permanently operating factors while also suggeste
ing that a surprise attack with nuclear weapons might deter
mine the course, and possibly the cutcome, of the entire
wa:.Bs By May 1955, this lssue wasg resolved with the edito-
rial of Voennala Mysl' gtating that " the task is to work out

seriously all sides of this question and above all

35 Gs Jukes, n.23., p.l186,
36 He Dinerstein, n.27., p.183,
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elaborate ways and means of warning of surprise attack by
the enemy and of dealing to the enemy pre~emptive blows on

37 Thusg

all levels - strategic, operatibnal and tactical.
the Soviets had settled on the adoption of a pre-emptive strike
strategy to be used in the event that an attack by the US
appeared imminent.. The doctrine officially enunciated by
Khrushchev was one of "limited deterrence”, which relied on

a modest number of intercontinental ballistic missiles tare-
geted on Ameriahn cities, with a much larger force of medium
and intermediate~range missiles and bonbers targeted on

Europe.38

The third phase of the doctrinal développent that has
shown a relatively stable outlook came p up in the 19603,
It could be divided inte two main periodsy (1) the period
leading up to Khrushchev's ocuster in 1964 from the initial
enunciation of hisg strategic doctrine in January 1960 and
(2) ¢he Brezhnev-Kosygin period of doctrinal development
to 1970. The first period differed f£rom the second signific-

antly in doctrine and force requirementse

Khrushchev made his new doctrinal declaration on
January 14, 1860, which along with the then Defense Minister

Malinovsky®s declarations, placed ita main emphasis on the

gz Jonathan S.lockwood, The Soviet View of US Strategic
Doctrine, (Now Brunswick 1983), pe30a '

38 N.3.Khrushchev, Khrushchev Remembers, ed., Strobe
Talbott, (Boston 1970), pe5i7e
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decisiveness of nuclear weapons in a future war. Its main
implication was that any aitempta by the US at limited armed
confliots would not succeed, and that all wars between the
capitalist and socialist camps would quickly eacalate to an
all out war.ag There are some experts who €feel that the
“single option™ strategy of the Soviet Unfon was only one
such strategy. They contend that the Soviets never categorie
cally denied the possibility of limited wars ever taking place,
According to Leon Goure one Soviet military analyst conceded
that *limited wars have occurred in the pasty they may also
occur in the £uture.“40 The evidence of this proposition is
too £ragmentary to be able to say with certainty that the
Soviets really believed in the concept of a limited exchange,
Their public pronouncements have always been to the contrary.
There are many 1ike William Scott, who believe that the basic

Lthrust of the Soviet Military doctrine thqugﬁopt the 1960s
" has always been centred around the notion of the primacy of
nuclear weapons. He feels that sineé the ﬁeclaraﬁion.cf a
doctrine usually precedes actual deployment by 10 years, the
large Soviet nuclear forces of today are actually the result
of decisions made at the beginning of the 19609.41

39 R, Bonds, Ne29., ps208.

40 Leon Goure, Soviet Limited War Doctrine, Santa Monica,
Calif, RAND P=2744, May 1963, p.3d. : ,

41 W,P,5cott, "Soviet Military Doctrine and Strategys
Realities and Misunderstandings”,_ Strateqic Review,
Vol.3, No.3, Summer 1975, p.60-62, ’
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Hith the ouster ofl Khrushchev in 1964, however, there
were some modi fications in doctrine, although the nuclear
emphasis remained ﬁnaltered. The Soviet doctrine began move
ing away from the assention that war between the gapitalist
and socialist States must inevitably escalaté to general nucle
ear war., To lockwood, this has been evidenced by the fact
that Soviet journals and 1mpcktaﬂt persona;ities made a refer-
ence to it, According to the Soviet journal Voennaia Mysi',
“CQnaéquently, according to the means of conducting war fare,
considergtion is given both to nuclear and non-nuclear, and
according to its scales-world and local." Marshal Grechko, in
a speech to the All-Army Conference of Young Officer's in
Novenber 1969 said, "Much attention is being devoted to the
reasonable combinationvof_nuclear rocket weapons with perfected
conventfional classic armaments, to the capability of units
and subunits to conduct combat actions under nuclear as well as
non=nuclear conditions. Such an approach ensures the high
combat capabilities of the troops and their constant readiness
for action under conditions of variously shapped ciruumatances.42
It is clear from this collection of views that the Soviets
over the decade of the sixties Geveloped the doctrine that would
take into account at two ends of the spectrumt: the general
nuclear war and conventional war, The important aspect of this
thesis was that the Soviets never explicitly talked about any
kind of limited nuclear wkchange that would result from an

42  lockwood, n.37., pe33
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ascalated conventional war. They thought of war as confined |
 to certain areas which could be conventional. But they refused
to play along with the Western rules of the game of escalation
and that too on Western terms., They have always publicly
pronounced that any escalation from a conventional war would

only to a general nuclear war,

A theme that has remained constant throughout the 19608
has been the role of surprise and Soviet pre-emptive strataéy.
The Soviets have always declared that the best way to achieve
survival and win a nuclear exchange is to prempt the enermy ﬁbrce%
once they sre convinced that the énemy is going to attack the
Soviet Union, It should be noted thét the Soviet capabilities
in the 1960s for launcheonewarning cepabilities was not adequate.
The best example of the strategy of precemption is found in
Sokolovskiy's Military Strategys "pogstibilities exist in averte

A surprise tack a onstantly g 1 Present means of
reconnaissance, detection, and surveillance can opportunely
disclose a significant portion of the measures of direct pree-
paration of a nuélear attack by the enemy and in the very first
minutes locate the mass launch of missiles and the take off of
aircraft belonging to the aggressor and st thé right time, warn
the political lesdership of the country about the impending
dangers Thus, possibilities exist not to allow a surprise atteck
by an aggressor, to deliver nuclear strikes on him, at the

right time.43

43 Sokolovskiy, Ne2., P«280,
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There has been divided opinion about the real intentions
of the Soviet war fighting capability and intentions. Ranged
on one side are those who believe that the Soviets do have a
war fighting strategy and on the other are those who are wille
ing to believe the Soviet contention that thermonuclear war
is dangerous for the survival of man. The hardliners notably

Colin S, Gray and Keith Payne draw attention to an article by
Lieutenant Colonel E.Rybkin in the September issue of Kommunist
Vooruzhénnykh 311, In this article Rybkin eschewed the posi~-
tion that the non-utility of nuclear war as an instrument of
State policy on the ground that "an a priori rejection of the
possibility of victory is harmful because it leads to moral
disarmament to a diasbelief in victory, and to fatalism and
passivity.” Gray and Payne claim that Rybkin writing in the
Kommunist Vooruzhennykh 5i1, (a military theory journal
published by the Main Political Administration), was in fact
“with the approval of the CPSU Central CotmifEée.- With this
they contended that the Soviet strategic thinking on general
nuclear war wag.diﬁﬁerent from the US view that believed in

the mutual assured destruction model,

On the other side were analysts like Roman Kolkowicz
and William Z2immerman who thought that this article was an
aberration on the side of militarcy, rather than evidence of

a consensus within the Soviet military. They, instead quote
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Mgjor General Talensky who in the May 1965 issue of
International Affairs wrotes”

there is no more dangerous illusion that

the 1dea that thermonuclear war can still

serve as an instrument to politics."(44)
To counter this argument the hawks contened that for Rybkin
0 have gaid otherwise wQuld have been going in opposition
to the ideclogical assertions of many Soviet analysts that
a future nuclear war would result in the final destruction
of capitalism, thus implying the survival of the Soviet Union
and the triumph of Socialism. Thus according to ﬁybkin. the

Soviet nuclear war fighting doctrine implied thate
1 A nuclear wap is possible.

2 If nuclear war is possiblem, it should be fought to
achieve victory.

3 Correct capabilities and strategles make {t possible
to attain victozry.

4 Adherence to mutual assured destruction deprives the
Soviet strategic fiorces of their political and military
utility and gives the US a free hand in the conduct of

limited wars,

However, the Soviet public statements have revealed that
they do not believe in the utility of nuclear war as an instrue
ment of politics. Secondly, the hawks tend to forget that

such a proposition has only been made in journals. No

44  N,Talensky, "The Late War: Some Reflections", Interg-~
national Affairs, No.5, May 1965, p.1S.



70

important Soviet leader has made'any such assertion. Thirdly, -
while allowing for debate on strategic issues in the US,

these "guperhawks" do not believe that it could exist in the
Soviet Union,

The development of the Soviet strategic doctrine during
the 13605 thus conteined elements of continuity from the 19503,
mainly the continuing emphasis on the importance of surprise .
and a premptive strategy with the objective of victory in the
event of general nuclear war, fhe decadle of the 196035 was
further characterized b§ a ghift in emphasis following the
ouster of Khrushchev from a single option strategy relying on
é “minimum deterrence” posture to a doctrine that recognized
the need for greater flexibility in military capability across
the spectrum of conflict, and, therefore, called for a greater
buildup in conventional as well as nuclear capability. The
decade was especially marked by the rapid growth of $aviet»
strategic foreces to the point that by the end of the aécade
they matched the US forces in rough parkty. The Soviets in{
the ensuing decades would perceive this development as
decigive in terms of its effects on the evolution of US
strategic doctrihe;qs ,
Through the ‘1970s and 1980s the Soviet doctrine has

been one of nuclear war avaidanceﬁpﬁmrfightihéy war survival,.

45 Jonathan, Lockwood, ne37, pe36.
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Belief in deterrence is implicit in the Soviet strategic
doctrine but more importantly it is not treated as seperate
from a warfighting/war survival doctrine. The assumption
vnderlying this doctrine is that better prepared the Soviet
armed forces are to fight and win 3 nuclear war, the more
effective they will be as a deterrent to an attack on the
Soviet Union.45 Another aspect ¢of the Soviet strategy is

the concept of civilian defense. There have been two views

as regards this prograomme., On the one hand, it is argued

that civilian defense is morg of a propaganda exercise to
assure the population of the country that the Government is
taking adequate steps to see that at least part of the popule
ation could survive in a nuclear holocaust, It has more moral
boosting and propaganda purposess On the other hour are

those who believe that the civil defense programme could be
considered rore as a part of the stratégy, Hence the undere
pinnings of éoviet strategy are not the stéategic triad as

in the United States but the strategic quadrad. They sce civi)l
defense as an implicit part of the Soviet nuclear war£ighting
strategy which has too, the notion of survival. They feel

the Soviets reason that an increased Soviet war survival

capabi lity increases the credibllity of Soviet deterrence by

undermining the fundamental tenet of US strategic .doctrines
that of being able to threaten the Soviet Union with assured

destruction.47

46 | L.Goure, F.,Kohler and M,Harvey, The Role of Nuclear

Porces in Current Soviet Strateqgy, Coral Gables, Fla,,
1975' p.‘ 47’

47 Ihidg. poﬁg
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Another aspect of the Soviet doctrine that has shown
continous acceptabllity since 1955, is the role of pre-emptive
strike as the best means of maximizing the chances of survival

in s nuclear war and thus attaining victory.

Thus we £ind thet despite the power changes that have
taken placé within thé Kremlin, there has been a remarkable
consistency in the Soviet strategic doctrine even after the
death of Stalin, Some modifications were introduced primarily
as a result of technological changes in the arms race, but its
effects on official doctrine have not been tco widespread., The
Soviets still believe in deterrence and have publicly stressed
the fact that in the nuclear age there cannot be any victors

or vanqguished,



CHAPTER « IIIX

POLITICAL AND TECHNOLOGICAL EFFECTS ON
SUPER POWER 3 NUCLEAR DOCTRINES.

Adversarial rcelations between the two super powers
has been evident since the end of World War II, Both the
powérs have tried to use agreements to their own advantage
by interpreting them differently angd have used crisis and
international problems to justify their own military build-
ups. While looking into these proklems which faced both
super powers and how they have responded to them, we would
have to divide the post World War II period into four dise
tinct phagses. 1949«1972, 1972«1977, 1977-1980, onwards.
These phases should be looked at differently because each
contained certain incidents that have coloured the over ail
nuclear balance and have moved the epicentre of the deterrence
theory from Massive Retaliation to assuted degstruction to

-~

war fighting/war survival,

The £irgt phases
19491972,

This phase could well be marked as a period of dominant
US superiority, though the Soviets continued their reientless
march towards "rough parity® with the US, The evolution
of the US mclear doctrine in the early years of the nuclear

age was guided by the internal disputes that were taking place
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in the Uslarmed forcess All the wings favoured the strategy
that suited and benefitted thelr own wing most. The Soviet threat
was used to justify this trend. An example of this would be the
A r Force, which clamoured for a counter force capability using
the Berlin crisis of 1948 to show aggressive intentions, The
army favoured more conventional defense spending to "deter"

the Soviet threatel

Even after the detonation of the Soviet nuclear and
thermonuclear bomb, the American perceptions did not seem to be
overly affected by these events. The reason was that the US
held complete and overwhelming superiority in terms of payload
and delivery vehicles., The Sovit conventional threat in Europe
was éought to be deterred through this preponderance Of power,
By 1955 however, the picture began to changee. The continued
build up in Scviet forces, the costly war in Korea and the
escalation of conflict in Vietnam made the US perceive Soviet
behaviour with significant consequencess In the US, the first
signs of "incredibility of deterrence” were noticed., According
to Betts, this was inevitable because democracy requires
public awareness of danger to allocate more resougces to defense

pxogrammes.z Another tendency that proved counter productive

1 Richad Betts,"Nuclear Weapons®,
p+108.

2 Ibid,., polﬁga
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tothe Soviets and helped to spurt the US military posture

was the officlsl Soviet declarations that exaggerated their
strength rather than their vulnerability. In 1955, the
Soviets deceived US observers of an air parade by having Bison
bcﬁberé fly over, out of sight and back again. ereating an
11lusgion that they had far more Bisons than they actually 444,
This supported the revised US intelligence estimates that

provoked the "borber gap® scareqa

Another example was the "migsile gap” bluff that Nikita
Khurshchev tried to pull off, that gave the Kennedy Administe
ration the fuel to launch an unprecedented ~ build wp
of US nuclear forces. The political rhetoric helped fuel
threatening perceptions of each other. For the Soviet Union,
in period of clear nuclear inferiority, the advances made by
the Americans had to be countered through the projedtion of
bioated Soviet strengths For Khrushchev it was essential as
he had yet to consolidate his power. The Americans seized this
opportunity and justified not only the doctrinal adjustments
that were made in the strategic policies but also the spurt
in weapons building programme. Throughout the sixties, Vietnam
was used as an event toc gaein more allocations for the military,
Howédver, during the Srezhnev era, the Soviets algo.launched
into a massive build up of strategic forces. The humiliation
of the Cuban missile crisis had to be averted forever, By

1972, both sides had run their course of militarisations. Both.

3 Ibidi. p. 1100
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had domestic problems which required them to come together
to deflect growing cirticism of the existing policies. Thus
a period of hostility that lasted from 1949 ended in 1972
with detente.

1972-1977s

This period saw the high point of detente with severpal
bilateral and multilateral agreementé being signed between
the major actors. SALT-I, a statement on “Basic Principles
of Relations” and the Four Power Protocol on Berlin were
among the notable events that started this phase. Trade
between the US and USSR ilumped to over $3 billion. Major
Conferences on Security and Cooperation 4in Europe and Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions in Europe were announced, 7The

"air was rich with the promise of detente,"4

| A decade later, relations had feached a record low,
and the Americen President was denocuncing Soviet "tyranny,
repression, aggression, atrocities and the most massive

Soviet build up of military power in history."s

The US
itzself has embarked on its largest military build upe.
There was tension in Europe over the Polish orisis, the
gas pipeline sanctions issue and the peace movement that
Qas challenging the Alliance decision to deplay Cruise and
Perching missiles‘in Europe. The CSCE and MBFR meetings

'haé,virﬁually come to a& halt and Reagan viewed SALT-II® as

4 Samuel Huntington, “Renewed Hostility", in p.265,
5 The Washington Post, June 18, 1982, p«l.
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fatally flawed", But he decided to observe the limits of
BALT-II on an informal basis., Suddenly confrontation was the
order of the day.

There were differing perceptions on how to view this.

- entire periocd. Some viewed that the ultimate reality in

relations between the super powers i3 necessarlly competitive
and the accods and euphoria cf post 1972 wéeesupefieial,
“unreal and largély a product of American misperception of the
fundamental nature of the relationship,E Others viewed it
some what di£ferently. They argue that despite all the
rhetoric and gestures of 1983, the underliving reslities were
not different from what they had bcén ten years earlier.
Both had agreed to observe the ufiratified SALT~II limits, new
negotiations were launched on intermediate and strategic
weapons. Technology was ermbargoed but . grain wasg traded,
the Soviets had not ;nvaded Poland and US marines were not
sent to Central Amerlca. These two arguments beczme the
principal focal points of thé'aepuhlicen and Democratic parties

respectively.7

To Samuel Huntington, US-USSR relations should be viewdd
in "terms of regular osaillations or cycles in policy and

relationships. The res pursulit of one set of policy goals

6 S. Huntington, nN,és, D266,
7 Ib& dg 2, De 266,



78V
through one set of means generates results, reactions and
frictions that then lead to the development of different
policy goals and means: the pursuit of these then produces

a return toward ones similar to those of the first f,ﬂ'xase."8

The major reasons for the receding of the relations
between the US.USSR were 3 1, The continuing across the board
Soviet military buildup during the 19603 and 1970s coincide
- ing for seven years with a real decline in US military
spending. 2. The extension of Soviet-Cuban military influe
ence in the Third wWorld, most notably in Angola and Horn
of Africda, 3., A growing conservative doﬁéstic political trend
that was the single most significant feature of American
politics during the 1970s and that was fueled with respect

to foreign policy by reaction to the US defeat in Vietnamcg

 These currents interacted with and reinforced each
other to wash away the foundations of detente, In all
probability none of the above currents by themselves could
have ganefated the hogtility wave. The Soviet military builde
up went on for over a decade after Cuba without bheing noticed
in the U3 threat perceptions. What caused ﬁhese winds of
hostility in the first ' place? The growth of the cone
gervative trend in America was a result of the contradictions
that arose in the development of the American welfare State
of the 19608, there was the siow disintegration of the New
Deal political coalition, there was persistent inflation
fuelled in part by Vietnam, the oil shocks of 1973, the

8 ivid, 267, also see Samuel Huntin &me ’
WW CartbE ss 1981
9 S<Huntingten, nadaa p.268 .
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revival of religicus fundamentalism in the US like Jerry
Palwell's Moral Majority, all had a natural reaction that

led to the hardeneing of the US stance on Soviet intentions.

On the other hand, the Soviet build up represented

" a rationalization and generalization of earlier Soviet'efforts.
There was a feeling that the time had come for the Soviet

Union to be an equal partner in global status and Soviet
efforts in Angocla, Horn of Africa and Mozambique represented

this effort, é&l these seemingly loose causes coalesced to

generate the hostility wave,

The core of detente wés‘the'perceived mutual interests
in trade and amms control., The Soviets wanted an access to
Western technology, while the US business men were looking to
ﬁhe large untapped market. The US was tryihg €0 rope the
Soviets into the "international system" by increasing trade.
Which would not only enhance the Soviet stake in stability
but also give the US leverage to activate the opening up of
the Soviet Union to gradual reforms '° Both sides felt that
they would gain from arms control as it would regularize and
limit competition, Also the Soviets saw in SALT a formal re-
cognition by the US as a truly global power. This was in some
measure due to the relatively stable "assymetrical balance®
between the two super powers. It seemed to provide a

secure underpinning for arms limitation agreements. The weakness

10 Henrg Kissinger, Years of Upheavel, (Boston 1982),
p.23 .
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of detentelay in what it meant to each super powers For the
Americans it meant the continuation of the exlsting military
balance, while the Soviets deemed tc sssume that it meant the
continuation of the prevailing trends in that balance., While
the Americans assumed that the Soviets would not use detente
to exacerbsate conflicts in international trouble Spots,vthe'
Soviets assumed that detente was incompatible with Western
"interfercnce” in internal affairs such as treatment of
dissidents in the Soviet Union or linkage of trade with Jewish
emdgration. |

The October War of 1975 between Israe)l and Egypt was
the £irst major event to highlight the weakness of detente,
Though attempts were made by both sides toc maintain momentum
in trade and arms cbntrol. the antagonisms and confrontations
¢f other sreas started to impinge on detente, The Soviets
were becoming increasingly concerned with the us attempts to
push forward human rights and Jewish erigretion, the Americans
on the other hand, sensed Soviet complicity in Eqypt starting
the October War. The Soviet threat to introduce troops into
the Middle East was taken by hawks in America as sign of US
weaknegs and growth of Soviet power, with the Angolan exeercise,

two years later refuvelling these concerns.

American policy in this period saw two contradictory
strains, While on the one hand, they tried to keep up the
image of detente through negotiations on arms control and by

promoting trade, they reacted indifferently to the changing
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military balance. The Vietnam debacle made the US adamantly
oppose Soviet projection of power in Third World States, and
wanted tb use local military action to sﬁop this tide, While
the US Administration was willing to take action to stop
Soviet influence in Vietnam and Angola, the US public copinion
showed that generally Americans were unrilling to use Aﬁerican
troops to defend other éountries. Even Congress was affected
by this mcod and opposed anything that sméck@é of intervenw
tionism through thecuse of American troops. Thus, in action
in Indo~China in 1973 and the cut eff in financial and milie-
tary aid to Angolan rebels in 1975 were the result of such

a fortress America mood.

While the Congress cut off ald to stor Soviet advancew
ment in Third World aréas, it alsc heppered the progress of
detente when it linked Jewish emigration to trade with the
Soviets., By 1976 the public opinion was still) against the
strengthening of militery forces, The Administrstion realize
ing the end of detente became more concerned with the “"unfavoure
able trends in military - particularly the strategio-balance®,
This led to & ree-ovaluation of the chiet programmess The
Soviet budgetary increases strengthening of its conventional
forces, and the acquisition of a blue water navy by them were

viewed as major sources of tension, On the strategic level,

vy . i WG LD R

the Jeployment of new generation of ICBM's and the Soviet



82

MIRVing capability raised the spectre thatthe Soviets were
moving ahead of the US,

All this led to a reappraisel of the Soviet military
effort, To justify their own viewpoints, many US academics
talked of the earlier estimates as being underatated; In 1974
Albert Wohlstetter, felt that US intelligence had failed to
prediat the rate and size of Soviet ICBM build up of the’lsﬁooll
In 197576, the CIA upped its estimates of Soviet spending on
defence from 6=-8% to 10-15% and it also said that the USSR
spending exceeded US military spending by 20 to 40%.32
Accusations were made that the Soviets were violating the SALT
accords. A systematic effort was being made by the opponents |
of detente to halt the seven year decline in real defense
spending in the US, The US Adminigtration was divided ower
this igsue, While Kissinger wanted to stick to detente and |
some arms control agreement, the Defense Secretary James
Schlesinger wanted to use the Soviet threat to strengthen

US military posturé.za

Though public opinion in the US was still in favour
of detente, the traditional liberal public philosophy was losing

11 A.tbhlstetter, "Is There a Strategic Arms Race?™
Foreiqn Policy, No.l5, Summer 1974, p.3.

12 New York Times, October 23, 1975, pe29.
13 S<Huntington, n.4, pPa373ﬁ274t
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rits intellectual fervoure. Lyndon Johnson's Great Society
programmes were facing reaction. The final US defeat in
Vietham in 1975 cleared the way for a resurgence in conserw
vative nationalistic reaction in foreign affairs, The
Strategic Surveyreported that a "general detente fatigue® was
prevading the Wests The foreign policy of Kissinger now
came under increasing fire, which made the US Administration
accept rhetoric in foreign affairs that virtually disassocia=
ted with the detente process.

7w

The coming of the Carter Administration signalled two
powerful currents thét took the wind out of the gails of
detentes. Firstly, on the ideological side, Carter being
outside the mainstream liberal Democratic party, was increae
singly pressured by the more moderate elemnfits of the
Democratic party were denied Government posts. Hence he came
under attack fromiie left, while the right made up oOf conserw
vative Republicans had formed themgselves into the "Committee
on Present Danger® (CPD), This group consisting of Paul
Nitze, Max Kampelman and Eugene Rostow 4 started a vigorous
campaign for an enhanced US military effort and a SALTwIX
treaty more favourable to the US, There was also €fire from

the neowtonservatives who were associated with jofirnals

like the Public Interest, Commentary and New Republjc. While
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the CPD focussed primarily on the Soviet build up, the neow
conservatives attacked the Soviet repression and expansion
with particular emphasis on the Middle East.

The Administration’s political vulnerability was
reinforced by 4ts fallure to counter the Soviet~Cuban milie’
tary expansionism in the Horm of Africa, the highly publicie
zed decisions on weapons like the Bel bonber and the neutron
bom. Another set of incidents that has an even more serious
set of repercussions in creating an impression of weakneass
and irresolution in U3 policy were the four States that "were
lost® due to internal developments, The 1978 Afghaniétan
goup that brought in a Soacialist government headed by Noor
Monammaé Taraki, the June 1978 goup in South Yemen that
brought it closer to the Soviet bloe, the toppling of the.
Shah of Iran in Pebruary 1979 and the Sandinista victory in
Nicaragua in July 1979 All these were perceived as American
tdafeats' though it was clear that they were the result of
internal contradicéions in their societles that had no known
Soviet involvement, Thus the intellectual initiastive was
seized by the conservative opinion mskers and this 1nteracting
with the seeming ambivalence and wishy washiness of the US
Administration produced major changes in US public opinion.
By June 1978, a majority of people in the US wanted a stronger
line againat_the Soviets and increased military spending.

By 1979 the post-Vietnam syndrome had faded out giving way to
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the feeling that the US lagged behind the Soviet Union in
military strength and overall influence in world affairs.

Thus the first three years of the Carter Administrae
tion were plagued by a continuous Soviet military build up,
Soviet-Cuban military intervention in the Horn of Africa,
the 'loss' of four countries to governments less friendly
to the US, an escalatihg attack on detente from the influential
public opinion makers and £inally a public opinion that was
becoming increasingly anti-Soviet and pro--defense.l4 His
administration was beget with differences on the nature of
the polioy choices to counter these threats. While Bregezenski
favoured a stronger line agailnst the Soviets, Vance wanted to
be more accomodating in the approach to the Soviets. Presiden~
tial Directive 18 of 1977 showed the deep divisions within
the Administration, It was the dilenma between competition
and cooperation that ultimately brought grief to Carter's
foreign policy, which began & downward slide towards an arms
build up. Yet, Carter it would seem, had understood this
dilemmas In a speech to the Georgia Institute of Technology,
he said that US-USSR relations are "a mixture of cooperation
and competition®, Tha Us must not “let the pressures of
inevitable competition overvhelm possibilities for cooperation,
nor let cooperation blind us o the realities of competition®.
As President, he "had no more difficult and delicate task than

14 Ibid. 2 P» 278,
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to balance the tym".‘ls Thus despite the two opposing pressue
res, Carter, 4id not become fully committed to one side or
the other, Nor did he formulate a policy that would be imple~
mented without changing it in mid-courses This inconsistency
whether it was with respect to the B«=l, MX or the NHATO two
track policy, led to.'the belief that Carter was indecisive
and not strong enough to take on the Soviet challenge., It
gave additional fuel to the opinion makers who were advocating
an unidirectional foreign policy of arms build up vj.s-a—vis |
the Soviet Union, |

With sagging ratings in the public opinion polls,
Carter towards the end of the third year, realised that tough
anti-Soviet talk meant good politics. With the trend sweeping
America, such a move would be welcomed by the public aﬂd
there would be greater support for development of new weapons.
Fiscal year 1979 saw US defense gpending increase in real terms
by 3,9%. The development of the B-1 bonber was cancelled,
the MX and Cruise were aspproved, the Persian Gulf came in
for greater scrutiny and the creation of the Rapid Deployment
Porae (RDF) was envisageds In this period the ch:;resa was

favourably disposed towards the Carter planss

15 Jimmy Carter,Address, Geo Ingtit Tech R
(Atlanta Georgia) February 20, 1979, quoted in S.
Huntington, fed, p«280.
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While the Congress and the public were favourably
disposed towards American show of strength, the Carter Admi-
nistration did not prewent the spread of Soviet influence in
Third World countries militarily. They stood on the periphery
watching the unfolding of events in the Horm of Africa and
414 not respond militarily to the Vietnamese invasion of
Kampucheas This too, led to intensified criticism of the
Carter Administration.

1978 Onwardsg

1979 marks an important landmark in the history of
super power relations. The fallure of Carter to define a
successful policy of containing Soviet influenea in the Third
World led to criticism from hard line opponents, The Iranfan
hostage crisis and the failure of the Americans to do anything
about it, the Soviet brigade controversy in Cuba and finally
the Soviet invasion of Afghenistan led to the disappearance
of Certer's two track policy'1§e. of competition and cobper-
ation with the Soviet Union. SALT~II though signed in the
middle of the year was in txoﬁble in the Congress. Senator
Sam Nunn of Georgla summed up the gtate of relations succintly,

*Je have come to the end of an era.“la

l6 Sam Nunn, gquoted in Huntington, ne4, p.283.
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It marked a beginning in relations between the super
powers that brought rhetorical exchanges to new ﬁeights and
advocated a philosophy that called for greater military
l;apending, aggressive diplomacy and alid and cooperation with
»;éllies on the basis of ideolegys, There was remarkable contie
ﬁuity between the Carter Adminigtration of 1980 and the '
incoming Reagan Administration. Military budgets went by a
whopping 4«5% over earlier sanctions that were around 3%
spending in real terms after taking into account inflation.
On arng control the Administration backed away from talks and
started negotiating only when they felt that they had suffie
cient military powers. The economic linkage of Klasinger gave
way to econordc warfare with the Soviets under Reagan,. | It
was to be used as a weapon to weaken the Soviet strength than
change the Soviet behaviour. With respect to ald for insure
gency the Reagan Administration moved away from the Carter
| Administration policy of benign neglect and started funding
. Afghan and Nicaraguan rebels to "bleed the Soviets®. Grenada,
théugh a publicity campaign was an attempt at portraying
Americen power in distant areas, Hostage to the whims of small
time dictators, was not to be met by rastraint any more.

The Libyan action in April 1986 was to prove this policy.

With Reagan, the neo=conservative winds are blowing
strong. The political environment will dictate how much bellie
gerence would be practised bythe Reagan Administration.
Competition would remainthe key word in supoer power relations,
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Military balance would not be dictated by parity or essen-
tial equivalence but by technological nuclear shperiority@

The Soviets would react to this ﬁith continuing build up of
its military strengthes They would also ugse the propaganda
machine to reduce the winds of hostility'by offering deals

to the Americans that are more than equal in bargain, This
would be to break the neow~conservative ploy of showing the
 Soviets as a belligerent and an evil empire. Except in
Afghanistan, they would remain on the periphery waiting

rather than risking political confrontation with the Americans.

Political Pepceptions in Super
Power Relations

In the United States, the role of the academic commue
nity in trying ¢o analyse and conclude the nature of the |
Soviet threat has important political significances. The
academic community by virtue of its free association with
Government has been accorded a voice in the highest councils
of Government, All politicians in thelr quest for political
office try to eke out a specific position on super power
relations. This is usually done with the help of academics
and thelir view pointg. All American Adminigtrations have
made utmost use of this mutual exchange of views between aca-
demics and politicians to define a policy towards the Soviet
Union. This policy has strategic implications, which result

in elther newer theories of warfare coming up as part of the
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official doctrine or the continuation of 0ld models ofi
doctrinal propositions being supported.

The doctrine of limited nuclear war is very much
embedded in the political view points that the Administration
have held, It is not thé only 'gutiding outline on policy fore
mulations for a limited war strategy, other inputs like the
technological progress public opinién (which we have just dis-
cussed) and international factors also play an important part.
Thus we £ind that the nature and type of threat the Soviet
Union is represented with, has & lot to do with the Adminigtre
ation, While the Republicans have a specific view of the
Soviet threat, the Democrats too, share specific, albeit
di£fering thoughts,

The present view of the nature 02 Soviet threat held
by the Reagan Administration believes that the Mutual Assured
Vulnerability model was formulated without consideration of
the differences in US and Soviet strategic thought, Also the
baaiq motives of the Soviets for seeking influence and

securing their borders wsre different from the existing
| accepted versions of a decade ago. It believes that the
Soviet expansion after World War II of its frontiers was more
a realization of the cherished goals of the Czars, They
have a deep set and historically well founded concern about
foreign military invasions. As Malcolm Toon, former Us
Anbassador to the USSR sasd.'“ceﬁturieg of invasions from
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both East and West have left thelr mark on the out look of
the Rugsian people and its rulers“.17 They feel that this
"seige mentallity” is further intensified by the strong
emphasis on Marxist-Leninist ideology, on the inevitable
hostility of the capitalist powers toward the Socialist States
and by the Soviets own repeated warnings about the dangers

of capitalist encirclement.ls Thus Soviet perceptionsg are

an amalgam of traditional Russian and Marxist~Leninist ele-
ments. They both have tendencies towards an expansionist
forelgn policy. This according to them answers the questién
as to why the Soviets moved into East Europe and recently

_ into Afghanistan. Near obsession with defense has provided
a powerful impetus for the accumulation of military power
and for the steady expansion of Soviet political and military
control beyond the nations political frontiers, They were-
motivated by what some observers have called a Quest for
"absolute security”. The Soviets for over 60 years accorded
the highest investment priority to defense. In addition they
have sought to establish and enlarge a territorial buffer
bebween themselves and their prospective énemies. They view
Soviet military power having snother function - that of
promoting their State 1ntereata.19

17 M.Toon, in Us Congress, quoted in Daniel Kaufman et

8l. eds., US Na S - A Pra
Analysis, (Lexington, Mass: 1985), p.40.
18 Ibide, pedO.

19 Ibid. » Po 45,
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These proponents have criticized the “convergence
theory” which was to have increased contacts with theSoviet
Union to draw them more closely 1m:a’ the "world community via
the establishments of an 1ncréasingly complex” web of entanw
glementa® with the West. It was argued that the convergence
theory would lead to the Soviet Union moderating its foreign
policy. They rejeat this view point because the Soviet Union
emerging as a status quo power would go against the grain
of Marxist~Leninist i1declogy that see the world in two hostile
camps.go They argue that the Soviet Union despite the nuclear
age, is committed to a foreign policy that is inimical to
Hegtern der‘mcraeies. The Soviet support for national libegw
ation wars is viewed by these experts as proof of the willinge
ness of the Soviet Union to intervene politically and militae
rily in the affairs of other countries and feel justified in

doing so. 21

In thelr view, the Soviet emphasis on change in the
military balance is the reason for the acceptance by US
foreign policy of peaceful meﬂsﬁence. They interpret peace=
fu)l coexistence as the imposition of unilateral restraint
imposed on American foreign policy and the use of military

20 Keith Payne, ﬁ‘.&lﬁ?&.&?&.ﬂ_& US-USSR Re
(Boulder Gol, 1982 ¢ % D824 Slations
21 IPiGe, p,B?.
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force == thus freeing Soviet EOreign policy from Western
opposition. Thus the Soviet foreign policy is supported by
military power to play a specific role in inhibiting Western
opposition. "The nuclear and missile potential of the Soviet
Union and of the entire Socialist community cancels out
imperialism's opportunity to use its war machine to obtain
any political advantages, thus explaining the apparent para-
dox that imperialism’'s military arsenal grows up by the year,
while the power factor of its foreilgn policy is increasingly
depreciateds In fact the imperialist powers have not sucow
eeded in employing the threat or use of arms ¢o achieve any
of their aims, whether in Vietnam, in Cuba or Angola or in
scores of flashpoints over the last few deeades.'zz

A deeper investigation of the tenets of the Soviet
foreign policy according ¢o its critics would reveal that
it does not reflect a State which is committed to maintaining
stability or status quos. They point cut to Soviet extensions
into the Horn of Africa Angola'énd Afghanistan as ™an attempt
to create conditions favourable to the evolution of the class
struggle®s2> With its awesome build up in military strength,
the Soviet Union 43 willing to defend not only "“the Socialist

Motherland and commonwealtheses but also progressive forces

22 V.Kortunov, "Socialism and International Relations®,
- in Internations) Affairs, (Moscow), No.10, October
1979, 90450

23 Payne, n«20, p.llOo
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far removed from traditional areas of Soviet concern.,® Thus
they féel that the US counter measures in terms of embargoes
and restraints on trade and cultural contacts will have little
validity in constraining extended Soviet political and military
activities,?4 |

Another significant aspect that the proponenté of the
far right point out is the concept ofipolitical effect of the
strategic balance., It is the accepted Soviet noticn that it
was due to their strategic build up starting from the 1960s
that altered the correlation of forces and forced the US to
re-evaluate its foreign policy and tone down its aggressive
designs, While the US has always attempted to delink from the
Clausewitzian phraso, that war is the continuation of politics
by other means, the Soviets see a relationship between the
character ofthe strategic balance and regional political
contexts. Thus the change in the correlation of forces has
forced the US to step down from its position of strength and
follow a more circumgpect foreign policy. All this, according
to Payne, shows that the Soviet views, declaratory postures
and their actions are in direct contrast to the assured vulner-

ability reasoning on which the US deterrence policy is based.zs

24 Barry Blechman, Stephen Kaplan, "US Military Porce

as a Political Instrument®, Political Science Quarterly,
94, No,2, Summer 1979, pp.193-209.

25 Payne, n.20, p«lll.
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The character of the Soviet foreign policy forces the US

to prepare for an active competition over the politicoe
economic orientation of vital national interest in distant
regionses The US must be smcesaful in contesting the Soviet
efforts to change the international order to the detriment
of the Wests |

| The eastern liberal establishment has always consise
tently contested this "militarized” version of US-Soviet
relations, and the inherently ruthless image that is attri-
buted to the Soviet leadership. They ariticize the image
that the Soviet leadership has in American public image.
This image is thats (1} the source of tensions flows automaw
tically from the nature of the Soviet regime that confronts
the U3y (2) the leadership is a grouﬁ: of men already dominae
ting and misruling a large part of the world and motivated
only by a relentless determination to bring still more pecoples
under their dominationy and (3) only by tﬁe spectre of a
superior military force that includes the ability to use nuce
lear weapons, could these men be "deterred”" from committing
all sorts of acts of aggression or intimidation with a view
to subjugating other peoples and eventually congquering the

world. 26

26 George Kennan, "The State of US-Soviet Relations @
Breaking the Spell®™, in Gwyn Prins, ed., w
Nuclear Weapons Versus Security (London, 1982),

PP 128-129,
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The Soviet regime, according to these experts like
Kennan, Bundy, McRamara, Carroll, etc., has always been marked
by a whole series of characteristics that complicated relations
with the Weat, Many were inherited and many were the prcduct-
of the misconceived intentions attributed to Stalin. They
claim that the regime is marked by high sense of insecurity.
This has a tendéncy to overdo i1ts cultivation of military
strengths Due to its historical memory it is unduly sensitive
to slightest influence or involvement of outside powers in
regions just beyond 1ts‘1engthy borders. And it hasg a passion
for secrecy that is interpreted in the West as trying to hide
£hings for destabilizing the West,

As for the influencee-seeking in the Third World, these
experts admit that the Soviets are engaged in the gearch for
influence and authority in the Third World, But their methods
are not different from those employed by all major powers
including the US, They point out that this search for influence
has not met with constant success and they have faced with
failures in Egypt, Somalia and the Middle East, Then there
13 the phenomenon of the "dual personality that the Soviet
regime presents to the resident foreigners the facade that is
composed of people - often amiable and charming people =
authorized to associate and communicate with the outside world:
and, behind that persgsonality, of whose inscrutable attitudes
and intentions the foreilgner is never quite sure, and which tar

that reason probably incurs more suspicion than it deserves.'27

27 Ibid., 901310
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The Soviet leaders have sought to exploit their
growing military power for foreign policy purposes. Peaceful
coexigtence has remained centrel to Soviet thinking. Khrushchev
in 1956 declared that war between capitalgsm and Socialism
was no “longer fatalistically inevitable®. War also was less
probable because the Soviet Union was in a position ¢o prevent
an attack on itself or its allies from the West.27a These‘
considerations have been the main impetus in Soviet thinking
on the reasons for detente, According to David Holloway, the
Soviet Union does not have all the answers for the questions
posed by nuclear weapons and nuclear ware This view contrasts
with the conservative idea that the Soviets have a pre-deter-
mined objective and nuclear waapons:have been carefully calli-
berated intothe calculations for undermining Western stability.
The Soviet leaders have "regarded nuclear weapons both as
instruments of war and political pressure, ahd as the potenw
tial agents of catastrophic destruction. This duality 1s
evident in the Soviet adceptance of the objeative reality of
the relationship of mutuval assured destruction and in the

simultaneous preparation for nuclear wara'za

While the conservatives have attributed an enormously

large percentage of success in the Third World to exploitation

27a N,Khrushchev, gggughchgg Remembers, trans, and ed.
V S.Talbo!:, (Boaton. 1970 ’ p.251¢

28 David Holloway, "Soviet Policy and the Armsm Race",

in Gwyn Prins eds., The Cholce s Nuclear Weapons Versug
Security (London), p.125,
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of military power for political purposes, the eastern libemil
establishment contends that it has met with only parsial
success. They cite the examples of the fallure of Khrushchev‘s'
missile diplomacy as it provoked the U3 to embark on a massive
build up of strategic forces., Under Brezhnev, the continued
growth of Soviet power undermined detente and contributed to
"4ta collapse and the Soviet foreign policy has not met with
any extraordinary suécess in the Third World as is counte-
nanced by its rightist critics, The changes in Government
that took élace in the four counﬁries viz., Afghanistan, Yemen,
Nicaragua and Ethiopia were largely due to internal contradic-
tions of the earlier regimes rather than overt Soviet

aupportgzg

Ag far as the leadership of the Soviet Union is concer-
ned, liberals like Kennan argue that "leadership however
complicated its relations with the West may be, does not want
a major war --that it has a serious interest in avoiding such
a war, and will, given a chance, go quite far together with
ug to avoid it. The term interest does not mean, in this case,
an abgtract devotion to the principle of peace as a moral
ideal. It means a consciousness on the part of these men that
certain of the thiﬁgs they most deeply care about would not be
served by Russia's involvement in anothér great war, Anyone
who tries to put himself in the position of the Soviet leaders
will at once recognize the force of this point. Even 1f they

29 Ibid. 2 Po 127.
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gshould be as evily motivated as they are sometimes seen to

be, these men are not free agents, wholly detaehéd from the
mani fold comp;exieies and contradictions that 1nvar1abiy go
with the exercise of vast power. They constitute the governe

ment of a great cauntry.'aa

He goes on to further argue that the preservation of
peace 13 not the only common sphere of interest between the
US and USSR, They both are industrial powers and have a
growing number of common problems. Among them sre the environ-
ment, the consequences of nuclear war and many other problems
of the industrial age which will regquire internationsl colle
aboration, Jugst as the US is5 affected by the revolution in
comnunications, education, organization of 1ife, "human
spirit and human £iber®, the 59viet Union is no less affected
by this revolution,

- Thus we find that the two strands of thought in the
US have largely supported the quest of successive administe
rations in formulating their policies. The complex interplay
of factors that determine relations with the.Saviet Union
have thelir ideological roots in the view points put forvard
by experts. The division are clear in these two approaches,
The conservative elements traditionally backed Republican

governments, have been the hardliners who tended to view

30 . GuKennan, n.26, p.132.
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the Soviet Union from the politico-military balance in the
world. Any change in the status quo is seen by the US as
Soviet aggression tryihg to upset the balance, The.Democ:éts
on the other hand, have tried to focuss on &1 €ferent inter-
pretations leading to a far more broad based interaction
with the Soviet Unions As Georgi Arbatov, writing in Foreion
Affairg, said, that when the US was the doﬁinant power in
the world it was regarded és revolutionary, trying to ring
the Soviet influence in their homeland itself, Now with
the USSR catching up in military strength, the Us is status
quoist while the USSR 1s regarded as being revolutionary trying
to upsget the tranquil of international relations for its

own benefit.sz

Techno) cal Imperativ

The drive towards greater accuracies, technical refine-
ments, damage limitation and survivability of fixed installae
tiong have had perennial concern-bn the future of strategic
balance., 8uch refinements have inevitably led to ogourrence
of counterforce strategies., Throughout the nuclear age both
the US and USSR have consciously pursued & number of advanced
technology programmes and assoclated support systems projects

intended to provide alternative options to a purely assured

31 H,Trofimenko, ®"Soviet Union, America and the World",
Foreiqn Affairs, Summer 1981, p.l1434.
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degtruction strategy - technologies which permit counterforce
targeting, damage limitation strategies and a greater nuclear
warfighting capability. With the iQtroduction of new technoe
iogies older doctrines have come under attack as not being
credibly enough to eounter such new weapons. The first such
charge was with the launching of the Sputnik. It suddenly led
to the belief that the nuclear superiority of the West was
undermined and mgssive retaliation was not credible enough to
deter a Soviet threat. The proponents of limited war felt
that their case was strengthened. "The £irst effect of the
Sputnik on American policy has been to emphasize the thermo-
nuclear stalemate and to strengthen the case for supplementing
or replacing massive retaliation by limlited atom war ~ and for
giving tactical atomdc weapons to America’s allies® wrote Dennis
Healey then MP.32

By 1957, the desire for US superiority was still strong.
But there was a growing fear of Soviet superiority, in which
case due to vulnerability, a balance of terror was preferable,
There was concern over an offense-defense duel, fuelled by
persistent technological innovations. This was viewed with
gloom because the prospect of an wnending arms race drfven
by the prospects of moments of terrifying weskness ags wvell as

moments of transitory superiority was worrying. Henry

32 Dennis Healey, quoted in L.Pbeedman, The Fvolution of
Buglear Strateqgy {London, 1982), P+ 155,
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Kissinger articulating these fears wrote, “Technology is
volatile. The advantage of surprise can be overwhelming,

The forceseinwbelng are almést surely decisive«atleast in

all out war, A major cause of instability is the very rate
of technological chénge. Every country lives with the n;ghtn
mare that even 1f it puts forth its best efforts its sﬁrvival
may be jeopardized by a technological breskthrough on the
part of its opponant.”33 George Kennan also warned of the

hagards of a technological races

. The technological realities of this competition
are constantly changing £rom month . to month
and from year to year. Are we to flee like haunted
crnatures from one dofensive device to another,.
each more c¢ostly and humiliating than the one
before, cowering under ground one day, breaking
up our cities the next, attempting to surround
ourselves with elaborate shields on the third,
-concerned only to prolong the length of our lives
while sacrificing all the values for which it
might be worth while to liwe at all.(34)

Technology and stability are not synonymous. Technoe
logy would mean three things that were destabiliaing to the
arms races firgt the abllity to launch a sudden disarming,
counterforce attack taking ouvt more offensive weapons than
were belng used to execute the éttack. Second, the sbility

o block an incoming miasile attack with active defenaive

measures and third civil defense measures made strong enough

33 = Henry Kissinger, "Arms Control, Inspection and
Surprise Attack®™, Porelan Affiadrs, xuxviii, 3 April
1960, p.557.

34 George Kennen, W‘Mmm.mwew

York, 1958)., p.54.
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to absorb an attack.>> The Gaither Report, presented to the
National Security Council in 1957 depicted that an ABM defense
would be the most unsettling possibilities of the arms races
Defensive characteristics like the "fortress concept", mobie
lity of weapons, survivability of command, communication and
control facilities wefe ail destabilizing elements that would
1eéd to greater emphasis on counter force and limited war
strategies upsetting the international balance»of terror as
it extsted. |

Agcording to Desmond Ball, it was the development of
highly accurate bélliatie missile re~entry systems, low yield
nuclear weapons, of controlled response command and control
* systems that have led to the concept of fighting and surviving
a limited nuclear.war-as The Soviets have been testing inter-
ceptor satellites, killer satellites which are geared to
destroying American lower altitude photographic reconnaissance
and electronic intelligence satellites, while the US has
responded with a number of programmes designed to improve the
gurvivability of its satellite systems.37 Development in
guidance systems, in engines, warheads and accuracy on both

gsides have made the possibilities of a limited nuclear war more

35 LeFreedman, ne32, p.l6S,

36 Desmond Ball, ®The Puture of the Strategic Balance",
St;ategy and Defense sAustralian Essays, (Sydney, 1982),
Ds 9.

37 Ibide. p.BO.
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probable, All these technological developments are clearly
moving in an igentifiable direction « the enhancement of
counterforce capabilities, damage limitation strategies,
strategies of limtted war fighting options and even first
strike possibilities.

The integration of these enhanced capabilities for coue
nterforce targeting and éontroiled'hucleér exchanges into the
national strategic policy have been most explicit in US
doctrines. The National Security Study Memorandum (NssM) 169,
approved by Nixon in 1973, the Policy Guidance for Employment
of Nuclear Weapons and Asgociated Nuclear Weapons Employment
Policy (NUWEP) and further refinements spelled.out in PD=59
are examples of the US aécpting technological refinements and
improvements t& strategic docértnes. These developments in
strategic doctrine were largely determined by the technologie-
cal developmenﬁs of the 19703, The ability to ;, target a
wide range of military installations, including those hardened
to withstand thousands of pounds per square inch of blast over
pressure and the ability to conduct carefully delimited
gtrikes was made possible by theAdevelopment of accurate,
multiple individually targeted warheads and real time survel-
llance, retargeting and communications capabilities. These
technological developments not only created the strategic
possibilities but in fact proved irresistible to the national
security establishment, Despite the personal scepticism
with which President Carter and Defense'Secretary Brown viewed
the possibility of limited and controlled counterforce
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operations, neither was prepared to forgo the possibilities
that technology offered and thus deny theméalves the potential

options and flexibility it offered.®

The Soviets, too, despite professing that no concept
of limited or ébntrolled response is possible in a nuclear
war have made moves towards integrating the new developments
in their force structures, For example the silos of the SS-17,
88«18 and 85=-19 have been hardened to the value of 6000 p¢s¢i§9
The SS=16 and SS=248 ére part of the attempt by the Soviets
to give thelr land-based missiles more mobility and consee
quently more survivability., They have increased their G3I

facilities and -strengthened them,

Thus technological developments have led to the
improvement in counterforce capabilities, damage limitation
strategies and escalation control policies., We find that the
doctrine of limited nuclear war has an intrinsic relationship

with technological developments,

38 Desmnﬁ 3311‘ n¢36‘ 9.930
39 Ibid,., p.84-



Chapter « IV

THE DOCTRIRE OF LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR
SUPER POWER PERCEPTIONS

There i3 a tendency to assume that the concept of
*Jimited® war emerged only in the 1950s as a logical sequential
development to the *magssive retaliation” doctrine of John
Foster Dulles. However, this is not so. It began asbout the
time, when the United States had Just begun acquiring atomic
weapons as part of itaireSponse to a possible Soviet invasion
of Western Europe. "The notion of developing tactical nuclear
weapons eses developed quite early. The first theoretical
studies in the area of 'limited nuclear war'! began in 1948...
at the California Institute of Technology‘ff There is, however,
no doubt that the father of the contempo:aertheoriea of
1imited war was Colonel Basil Liddel Hart. His approach to
1imited wa& came as a result of his whole philosophy and from
looking at the pragmatical exigencies of the times. He
believed that with the advent of the nuclear age, there would
be suffiéring and disruption of normal life to an unimaginable
extent in case a war broke out between the ataﬁic poweré.

Hence he felt that wars should be limited. To avoid the
unpl easant incident of nuclear catastrophe, Liddel Hart felts

it is not impossible that a reaction from
the disorders of the past thirty years might

Tactical Nuclear Weapons n Eu:o p&an Perapectives P
(London, 1978), p.10. _



107

see a twentieth-century revival of reason
pufficient to produce self control in war.(2)

Liddell Hart's critique of total war predated the atomic
age, and, the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings only confirmed

his worst fears, He wrote,

when both sides possess atomic power, *total
warfare' makes nonsense, Total warfare
implies that the aim, the effort, and the
degree of violence are unlimited, Victory
is pursued without regard to the consequenw
CeSsee Any unlimited war waged with atomic

wer would be worse than nonsenset it would
be mutually suicidal.(3)

By the time Dulles had delivered his “magsive retaliation®
speech Hart was repeating his earlier stand only more elbe
quently,

would any responsible government, when it
came to the point, dare use the Hebomb as an
answer to local and limited aggression? sese
To the extent that the Hebomb reduces the
likelihood of full scale war, it increases
the possibilities of limited war pursued by
widespread local aggressione... the value of
strategic bonmbing forces has largely disappe
eared ~ except as the last resort.(4)

‘Meanwhile on the other side of the Atlantic, American theore-
ticians like Bernard Brodie soon began giving the rationale

for the adoption of limited war strategies. Even within the

2 Quoted in Ian Clark, Limited Nuclear HWar (New Jersey,
1982) F ] p. 1480

-3 Quoted in Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear
S__tm (Londono 1982); p.99.

4 B.H.Liddell Hart, Deterrent or Defence (London, 1960},
7?4!23&
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US bureaucratic politics, ideas sbout the use of nuclear

- weapons for tactical purposes were being spawned. Partly
these new ideas were for the funding by the US Government

for research of new weapons. The classic debate that emerged
in Washington amongst the scientific community was between
two schools ~ one representea.by the Hungéi&an born sclientist
Edward Teller, gho_argued'fog the development of the “super®
hydrogen bomb, and the other school lobbying for the develop-
ment and manufacture of smaller tactical nuclesr weapons,

led by Robert Oppenheimer, The General Advisory Committee,
whose Chatirman was Cppehheimer, stated’ in its controversial
report of 30 October 1949, (along with‘the'recommendation
against the crash development of the hydrogen bomb); "an
intensification of efforts to make atomic weapons avallable
for tacticsl purposes...“s By the 19508, Teller himgelf

had changed his position and became an advocate of the limited
use of tactical nuclear weapons, bellieving that they would

do no more damage to "the face of the nation than conventional
weapcns“os They also promoted the cause for “"small® and

"clean® nuclear arms £or limited nuclear confrontations.

With the acquiaitibn of atomic weapons by the Soviet
Union, the prevailing view was that war now would lead to

5 H, York,

super Bomb (San Francisc:o. 1976) , p.152.

6 E.Teller and A.Brown, The nggcz of Higgshima {London,
: 1962) Pe2Bl.
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destruction for both sides. Howéver, the concept of limited
nuclear war had still its powerful proponents. William
Kauffman in 1956, edited a collection of essays "Military
Pold nd National Security® which stressed the importance
of credibility. He felt that if the United States was
unable t0 respond to even minor threats with the policy of
retaliation, because of the Soviets own ability to respond
on a massive scale, then any threats it cared to make with
regard to less than total provocations would not be taken
seriously. "If the Communists should challenge our sincerity
and they would have good reasons for daring to do so, we
would either have to put up or shut up. If we put up, we
would plunge into all the immeasureable horrors of atomic
ware If we shut up, we would éufzer a.seriouslloss of
prestige and damage our capacity to establish deterrents
against further Communist expansion'.7

Others like Bernard Brodie argued that the lessons of
the Korean experience demolished "the basis for the glib
axiom that all modern wars must be total, and demonstrated
conspicucuslg*~some of the major constraints necessary to

keep war 1imitea*.® what these constraints were, Brodie has

7 w-"-11=‘~am‘ Rauffmang, ed.. W&m&m
urity (Princeton. 1956) , pPpe21, 24=5,

8 Bernard Brodie, "More about Limited War®, World Po)itics,
Vol.X, October 1957' pollZQ
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not spelt out. Also, Brodie missed the point that unlike the
present day scenarios of limited war being fought on the
homelands of the super powers, the Korean experience was in
a geographically limited area that did not directly impinge,
on the homeland of the super powers. By 1957, the focus of
debate shifted in favour of the limited war theorists in the
United States. They began to concentrate on the credibility
factor in the deterrence doctrine of the United States, the
precise strategy that the West should adopt, and the form of
warfare that would offer the greater possibility of keeping
a war limited, in the sense of avoiding an all out nuclear
exc;hange.9 Two theorists were able to popularize the cause
of limited war., Henry Kissinger with his book, Nuclear Wéagong
ggd Foreign Policy and Robert Osgood with Limited War

Challenge to American Strateqy. Kissinger in his book,

advocated the virtues of the limited nuclear war option vis-a=-
Vis the "sole" reliance on Massive Retaliation., The basic
premise of Kissinger's effort was that there has to be “"a
maximum number of stages between peace...and total wat.“lo

- By this, Kissinger was implying thaf weapons must have political
utility and should allow for choices between two extremes. To

put his idea in a capsule form, he wréte:,

“"We should leave no doubt that any aggression

9 Igén Clar¥, n.2., p.149-150.

10 Henry Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy,
(New York' 1957); 90136.
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by the Communist bloc may be resisted with
nuclear weapons, but we should make every
effort to 1limit their effect and to gpare
the civilian population as much as possible,
wWithout damage to our interest, we could
announce that Sgviet aggression would be
resisted with nucelar weapons 1£f necessary;
that in resisting we would not use more than
500 kilotons explosive power unless the
enemy used them firsty that we would {ise clean”
bormbs with minimal fallout effects for any
larger explosive equivalent unless the enemy
violateéd the understandingsy that we would not
attack the enemy retaliatory force or enemy
cities located more than a certain distance
behind the battle zone or the initial line

of Gemarcationy that within this zone we
would not use nuclear weapons against cities
declared open and so verified by inspection,
the inspectors to remain in the battle zone
even during the course of military options."(11)

Osgood, on the other hand, tried to establish the
theoretical and historical justifications for the doctrine
of limited nuclear war, He felt that its printcipal justifin '
cation "lies in the fact that it maximises the opportunities
for the effective use of military force as é rational instru-
ment of policy.“12 He too, like Bernard Brodie felt that
the Korean war had been fought on right principles, and was
proof of the possibility of a limited contest between the
two guper powers, but thought that it was inadequately
explained to the American public. Thus he concluded that there
was a failure in American policy between the national pblicy
and its military power. He felt that limited war options

would be able to lend more credence to the strategy of

i1 m 90231-0232.

12 Robert Osgood, Limited Wars Challenges to American
. Str (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1957), p«18.
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deterrence, and make more options Opeh to American strategy
formulators that would be proportionate to the nature of the
threat {t perceived., In this way there would be a far better
correlation between the ndlitary power of the United States
and 1ts national policy, giving far more decisive results

in favour of America. In essence what these two foremeost
advocates of the limited war, said was,® the prerequigite

for a policy of limited war is to reintroduce the political
element into our concept of war fare and to discard the
notion that policy ends when war begins or that war can have

goals Gistinct from those of national policy;”la

All the major theorists of the 1950s like Brodie,
Kaufmann, Kissinger and Osgood believed that "the one basic
proposition which must be established in the minds of men i€
progress i1s to be made towards resolving our terrible military
dilemma is thiss limited war must mean also limited

objectives.“14

To have limited objectives in a war which is
1imited in 4ts scale of destruction must also per have a
symmétry between the two belligerents in capabilities and
intentions. But by the 1050s there was little doubt that

i£f either super power tried to attack the other, the resulting
clash would be anything but limited ware The proponents of
the limited war to buttress thelr theory of symmetry in

intentions and capabilities drew up an assumption that the

13 H.Kissinger, Nel0s, 90248:

14 Bernard Brodie, “Unlimlted Weapons and Limited War®,
The Reporter, 1 November 1954, quoted in Lawernce
Freedtnan. Ne 3.; p9103.
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Soviet Union would be behind any trouble~sulwersion, civil
wgr or attempts at overthrdwing legitimate Governments.which
'had pro-Western orientations. It was assumed that by being
in actual control of the individual conflicts they would be
parties to settlements and negotiationse. With these kinds
of intentions “given® to the Soviets it alsc called for "their"
récognisance of the need to accept restraints, "The basic
assumption for this kind of conflicte-and it one that éppeats
to correspond accurately with reality undef existing condi..c
tions is the accumption of a calculating individual with a
multiplicity of values, aware of the costs and risk as well
as advantage and capable of drawing significant inferences

from symbolic acts.*ls

The.Soviet response to limited war was that there is
no such thing as a limited nuclear war-given the magnitude
of destruction, and if there was to be a nuclear .attack
upon the Soviet Union, the Soviets would preempt such an
attack by launching a maasive nuclear attack upon the United
States. Given this declaratory policy of the Soviet Union,
it is unlikely that the 3oviets would have got into individual
conflicts with the same motive that was gscribed to them,
Limited war in the 19th ¢ Century had low ideological content.
However, the 1950s were witnessing a period in which alliances
and enmitiecs were fragile. The ideclogical argument between
the East and West was considered fundamental and the positions
were irreconcil able. It was not the symmetry of intentions
and cépabilities, but tﬁe possibility of mutual destruction
-that provided the incentive for restraint.

i5 James King, "Limited War®, Army, August 1957,
L. Freedman, nq3o' p0104.
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Another difficulty that pointed to the inadequacies
of the thoerizing of 1950s was: what objectives were moderat

enough ermit eventual compro ' t_worthy enough to ime

i

Limi ted war required? If only a restricted amount was to be

achieved and -  the stakes were small, would the effort be
justified? I£ the stakes were high, could both the super
powers be able to restrain themselves after an initial exchange
éf attack? The fact remsined that as 1on§ as the object of

a limited nuclear was was not to destroy the Soviet Union,
%here would always be another day when the c¢risis would erupt
%ending the two sides into ancther destructive war, If the
object was to destroy the Soviet Union, then it would not be
1imited, as there would no victors, A limited war in the

Cold wWar era was to be fought for victory to éhange the Cold

War balance.

To Lawrence Freedman, the use of tactical nuclear
weapons was in part generated due to the pressure from the
budgetary constraints in the United States. However, he adds
that there were also proponents in the intellectual community
who wanted them, For instance, Bernard Brodie who sayst

"whether or not was can relinquish strategic

bombing as a way of war, we can hardly afford

to adjure tactical use of such weapons without

dooming ourselves and allies to a permanent

inferiority to the Soviet Union and statellite-
armies in Europe.”

krodie was under the assumption that the Soviet nuclear wespons
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programme was in its infancy and that it would be not before
the end the decade of the 19505 that the Soviets would have
tactical weapons. There was also an implicit belief that
such weapons helped the defender in case of an attack, It
‘had proponens in the United Kingdom as well. Pe.M.5,Blackett
and Denis Healey felt that an army equipped with tactical

weapons could hold back an army many times its size.

Henry Kissinger tried to develop a comprehensive
doctrine of the limited nuclear war, By taking the sea
warfare model, Kissinger felt that limited nuclear war could

gﬁme fought *in which self=contained units with g;;:;ﬁkireu
poWer gradually gain the upper hand by destroying their enemy
counterparts without physically occupying teeritory or
establishing a front-iine.” With this strategy Kissinger
hoped that nuclear warfare would be restriéted to small units,
they would be away from pqpulation centres, and the targets
being small they would not be worthwhile for the enemy to
attack with rapidity, He also thought that being self-
contained they would not be subject to the pressures that
emanate from land warfare models which require lines of
supply which could be hit. By keeping cities-away'from
the scene of attack, they could, Kissinger felt, be saved

and the war would remain lim&ted.lﬁ

i6 Kissinga, Ne10., D« .
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However this strategy was grossly inadequate as it
failed to take into account certain perceptions and other
‘factors. Firstly, Kissinger, by making the cities the main
focus, which was to be kept out of attack by the enemy was
presupposing that the Soviets would follow their rules
of war. Soviet pronouncements however, pointed exactly to
the opposite. They clearly sald that they would not abide
é@by the rules framed by the United States. Hence-tire -basic
purpose of Kissinger's strategy would not be achieved, The
supply lines for the sea warfare model of Kissinger would
be replaced by other requirements which could be held hostage
by the enemy. To protect the sea based delivery systems there
would have to be support for these ships. Hence the logistical
problem was still there, William Kaufmahn. reviewing Kiss-
inger's work emphasized the implausibility of civilians
surviving a limited nuclear war with as much ease as in a
conventional war. %in his version of warfare," airmen do not’
get panicky; and jettison their bombs, or hit wrong targets,
"mi.ssiles do not go astray, and heavily populated arease
whether rural or urban~ do not suffer there by, Surely this

is wiahful thinking,“17

The US Army at this time conducted two war game

"'ﬂ! BREY I o

" excercises- 'Operation Sage Brush' in Louisiana, US, and
*Carte Blanche® in West Germany. In Operation Sage Brush,
seventy bombs of 40 kilotons yield were enough for the umpires
to mﬁ¢ﬂt3re that all life in the State has ceased to exist,

17 Wwilliam Kaufmann, "The crisis in military affairs",
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In Operation Carte Blanche, 355 devices ,ere detonated over
West Germany, which even ywithout residual effects left 1.7 millioc
Germa2ns dead, and 3.5 million wounded. This kind of dest-
ruction could hardly be called "limited” although the means
employed in proportion to the arsenals‘of US at that time
were considered limited. Three considerations shouldlﬁe kept
in mind when the actual use of tactical nuclear weapons is
contemplated. First, 1£ they were of essentially defensive
nature, as its doctrinasl proposition states, then fheir
use would be of little significance in regaining lost ground,
as it would expose those parts of the territory captured by
the enemy from becoming a nuclear battle ground leading to

unprecedented destruction. Obviously, the use of such weapons

in the reality of the situation could be contemplated in areas
that were desclate, not strategic to the defending super power,

which leaves only the continent of Asia and Africa as likely

ooa e F -

places wherc this confrontation can take place,

Secondly, the locsl consequences of the effects of the
limited use of nuclear weapons would have to be taken into
account. The simulated studies made in the case of Operation
Carte Blanche would make the local leadership nervous about
their possible use. This could lead to strong resistance for
their actual use, Thirdly, with regard to actual tactics

employed by the armies on the battlefield, simulated exercises
" have demonstrated that in the 'fog of war' one's owns troops

would be leaderless and supply lines would be disrupted due
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to contaminatibn;le

With the préliferation of possible ways of fighting
a limited nuclear war, ironically, it saw the older advocates
turning away from the concept itself, An example is Kissinger.
Towards the last years of the 19503 he started placing more
emphasis on conventional defence capasbilities to supplement
the existing nuclear threét. This did not mesn that limited
war in American strategic community has ceased to exist. There
were justifications for its use, as the era of U3 superiority
with regard to massive retaliation was over, the Soviets had
built up a massive counter attacking arsenal capable of
hitting all targets in the 03.19 Two important theorists began
having a aignificant’impact on the American strategic comm
nity. Thomas Schelling put forward the role of bargaining
in limited wars and talked of the nature andvpossibiliﬁies
of tacit agreements. It was the result of interéction with
the game theorye. The other scholar, who also had a profound
impact on the intellectual community was Herman Kahn. He put
forward the idea that nuclear war does not mean apocalypse.
He had a forty four layered escalatory ladder each having a
recognized degree of destruction. 1In short, he was trying
to sell to the American people the idea that a limited

nuclear war could be fought, won and have survival for the

ise T.N.Dupuy, "Can America fight a 1imited Ruclear War?"®
m Spring. vs 1) p.32~

19 Ian Clark, n.2, p.lSl.
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American peOple¢2°

The advent of the Kennedy Administration in the phite&
States brought forth the debate on American nuclear strategy
to a new highs It began with the McNamara doctrine espousing
the cause of "limited counter force® or "no-citiesP®. This
appeared during 1961-62. Though it was only a transient
doctrine fading out qn;ckly} ;ts impcrtance lay in the fact
that it laid the seeds for a "richer harvest in the 1970°s®,2}
The "no-cities” doctrine was more of an attémpt tb‘cieate
conventions in nuclear war limitation. He tried to reason
that limitations as they appeared in traditional conflicts
could also be applied to nuclear war. He outlined this policy
in his Ann Arbor speechs

The US has come to the conclusion that, to

the extent feasible, basic military strategy

in a possible general nuclear war should be -
approached in much the same way that more
conventional military operations have been
regarded in the past, - That i3 to say, principal
military objectives... should be the destruc-
tion of the enemys military forces, not of his
civilian population.(22)

McoNamara was arguing for mutual restraints in fighting a
limited nuclear war. Thomas'schelling in his book, Arms and

20 Thomas Schelling spelled out his ideas on bargaining
in his book, The Strateqy of Conflict (Cambridge,
1960) , Herman Kahn put forward his escalation ladder
thesis in his books, On _Thermonuclear War (Princeton,
1960) and Thinking About the Unthinkable (London,1962).

21 Ian Glark. Ne2, 9.3.52‘

22  Henry AJKissinger, The Troubled Partnership (New York,
1965}, p¢99- ,
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Influence, goes further by saying that for McNamara, thresﬁcld
for an escalation to general nuclear war need not be a major
attack on the military installations, A limited war could be
fought with more destruction and yet remain limited, He was
of the opinion ghat "restraint could make sense in any war,
of any size...“zs Here again, as ;n the case of other doote
rines that preceded the "no~cities" and the ones that were

to follow it, there was an attempt made at understanding the
Soviet position with regard to war. Soviet compliance,
Soviet military thought and reciprocity was only thought in
terms of a mirror image. An example of this thinking was that
it would be in their interests as well as ours to try to
1imit the terrible consequences of a nuclear exchange. By
building into our forces a flexible capability, we at least
eliminate the prospect that we could strike back in only

one way., namely, against the entire Soviet target system
including their cities. Such a prospect would give the
Soviet Union no incentive to withhold attack against our
cities in a first strike., We want to give them a better

alternative,uz4

“Plexible Response® doctrine emerged as a reaction to
Massive Retaliation on the ground that the United States
ability to maintain the credibility of an all out nuclear

23 Thomas Schelling, A..r_rzmm__m&ss (New Haven,
- 1956) P p.l62.

24 William W.Kaufmann, The McNamara Strateqy, (New York:
1964) , pPPe92=3, '
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threat had reached its limits. In the Ungertain Trumpet
Maxwell Taylor wrote of Dulles, "I hope that some military
solution would eventually be found to permit lessened depenw
dence on Massive Retaliation“.zs Flexible Response meant that
the United States would withdraw Dulles's Massive Retaliation
as the main deterrent to Soviet frontal aggression and would
aubstitute a mixed threat consisting of possible conventional
resistance, possible use of tactical nuclear weapons and
later strategic retaliation. The point when it would go
nuclear was an uncertain variable to complicate the enemy's
problem by denying him pre-knowledge of US strategic inten.
tions. Thus the deterrence formula evolved under‘flexible‘
response had three ingredientss (1) the threat of a quick
successful conventional response to enemy aggressionp {2)thé
threat of a restrained nuclear attack within the theatre of
combat if conventional forces should fail to hold back the
enemyr (3) the threat of retaliation by strategic nuclear
forces i1f events in the threat should continue to deteriorate?®
The retargeting that occurred in response to the doctrine

of flexible response, was embodied in the Single Integrated
Operation Plan (SI0P). This plan has been integral to the
doctrinal position of the United States even during the
heyday of the Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) theory, To

25 Maxwell Taylor, quoted in Gerald Garvey, Strategy

and the Defense Dijemma (Lexington, 1984), p.l3s
26 Ibide, pells , VSN
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Richard Bettg. this was proof that “emphas%s on nuclear
warfighting and deterrence based on aounger—military-Options,
as opposed to countervalue, has fluctuated,.. but it has
never been abandoned‘.27 The basic guldelines for the strate-
gic doctrines that were initiated during Robert McNamara's
term as Secretary of Defense were derived from the critique
of the strategy of "massive retaliation®, which was later
articulaﬁed by Senator John Kennedy during his Presidential
campaign, Kennedy predicted,

Their (Soviet) missile power will be the

sheld from behind which they will slowly, but
surely, advance « through Sputnik diplomacy,
“limited brush £ire wars, indirect noneovert
aggression, intimidation and subversion, internal
revolution, increased prestige or influence, and
the vicious blackmall of our allies. The periphery
of the Free World will slowly be nibbled awayess
Each such Soviet move will weaken the Westy but
none will seem sufficiently significant by itself
to justify our initiating a nuclear war which
might destroy us.(28)

McNamara perceived this important change in policy
with the belief that the President should not be forced into
a general nuclear war due t0 the lack of alternatives._a
Prestident could also be reduced to passivity, 1f he did not

want to start a self-destructive war and at the same time

have no options to meet the threat. McNamara was intent on

27 R.K,Betts, "RNuclear Peace 3 Mythology and Puturology®.

Journal of Strategic Studles, Vol.7, No,1, May 1979,
\ ppa91m2.
28 John F.Kennedy, The Strateqy of Peace, (New York,1960),

DPDe 378,
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creating options that would preserve "for as long as possible
as wide a range of cholce as possibles..when the choice had
to be made, it could be tuned to the circumstances of the
moment.‘z9 The reason for this ghift from the Dulles' policy
was sttalghtforward. Since Dulles' time there had been a
declining 4interest in tranaﬁérm&ng any war into a nuclear
contest. It was no longer arguable that the US would enjoy
 any significant advantages in such a contest. The entire
McoNamara strategy had its critics who argued that any kind
of war plan to avoid damage required both sides to think in
the same ways This was not to be, as the Soviets had always
plugged the line that war could not be ;1m&ted and 1ta.desb-
ruction minimized, Also the doctrine rested on the assumption
of first strike, though publicly it was not stated as sﬁch,
This could be seen as an aggressive or suspicious move by
their adversaries. They would react to it which would lead
o an unbridled arms race, The West Europeans were concerned
alsos The McNamara doctrine streased the need to combat
Soviet threat with conventional forces. The West Europeans
were more concerned with the nuclear options. The concept
of "extended deterrence" rested on American ability to use
nuclear weapons in defence of Europe. Critics like Thomas
Schelling talked of the role of "burning bridges® in emphae
sizing a commitment to stay in the fight. Creating an option

could be seen as making allowance for moments of weakness,

29 Lawrence Freedman, ne.3, p«232,
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Thus the doctrine of “city avoidance" had its powerful
eritics who doubted whether it could stand the test of time.

The main features of the dogtrine weres there would
flexibility, discrimination and control 1n.target1ng. Regere
ves would be maintained and US command and control facilities
would be protected and those of the Soviet Union algo would
be spared. "The options created allowed for attacks ranging
from those against the Soviet retaliatory forces, through air
defense installations digtant from cities, to those near
cities, to command and oqptrol systems, to an alleout “spasm®
attack.“ao McNamara also talked about approaching nuclear
exchanges in terms of bargaining, “We may seek to terminate
a war on favou;able terms by using our forces as a bargaining
weapon « by threastening further attadk.‘sl McNamara realized
that anvaar would have to be determinated somehow = short
of destruction, the only way of terminating it would be
~ through the political process which would involve bargaining.
This strategy had three other distinct drawbacks « £irstly,
the very purpose'oﬂ the new strategy created an impression
that there was a c¢lose link between counter force attacks}
and first strike, which meant that it would have to be a
declisive surprise blow, to disarm the enemy and put him at
the attackers mercy. This constituted not a strategy that

30 Ibids, p.235.

n Robert McNamara, "Defense Arrangements of the North
Atlantic Community®, Department of State Bulletin 47,

July 9, 1962, pp;G?-B.
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would deter war but increase the chances of war. Morton
Halperin pointed out that such a strategy in the eventuality
of a conflict envisages to attack the enemies strategic
forces which are vulnerable, military targets or economic
targets not close to population éentres. Here the problem
of discerning which of these targets asre most relevant to
Soviet intermediate and stra;eg&c attack could lead to a
mlscalceulation that‘ccula lead to_esaalat10ﬂ¢32 A éhird
reagson being that the incentive to target strategic forces
for purpogses of damage limitation, wouid not be distinguished
from a first gstrike attack, This would lead to an escalation
into a strategic war, The influence behind this attack of
damage 1imitation being the fear that desplite sll the
options - conventional and nuclear = a geheral nuclear war -

could not be ruled out.

Though there was retreat from the doctrine of adding
flexibility to American strategic options, a powerful section
of the American strategic community believed in the variety
oé‘seenarioa described to effectively limit a nuclear war
short of full scale destruction and also maintain flexible
options. The post-City Avoidance doctrine was a period in
which the Mutual Assured Destruction Doctrine (MAD) held
gways. In part this change came about as a realization in USs

official circles that the Soviets in this post-Khrushchev

32 Morton Halperin,"The "No Cities" Doatriae“ Rew
Republia, October 1962,
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phase had launched on a massive programme to bulld missiles.
The painful and humdliating retreat from Cuba in 1962 made
them achieve thig programme with single minded zeal, The
result was that by 1965-66,it was assumed in the West that
the advances in the Soviet missile armoury were big enough
to threaten Western society completely. Hence the MAD parae
digm was adopted,

The wheel had turned a full circles The Mutual Assured
Destruction Model was again cbming under Lhcrenaing attack
£rom those who favoured the notion of flexibility in the
strategic doctrine of the U3, However two new factors were
responsible for this renewed emphasis. Firstly, the drive
of technology had impelled in the strategic thinkers the
belief that deterrence is unsatisfactory when based upon "un-
usable® weapons. Advocates of this line were William Van
Cleawe and Roger Bammett who saw detdrrence as a product of
capability and credibility. "“The greater the capability to
use nuclear forces in a rational and non-apoclyptic manner/
faghion, the greater the crédibility~and thus the strength

»33 Secondly, a President was openly talking

of deterrence,
about the need for new options rather than being presented
with all or nothing choices. Albert Wohlstetter argued on

these lines too, saying that a policy of MAD which i3 a pciiéy

33 William Van Cleave and Roger W,Barnett, “"Strategic
Adaptability", Orbis, xviiis 3 Autumn 1974, p.655.
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“of unrestrained, indiscriminate attack on Russian eivilians,
executed without reserve, with no attempt to induce restraint
in the Soviet leadership, can serve no purpose of State under
any circumstances. If MAD means a policy of using strategic
force only as a refiex to kill populations it calls for a
course of action under every circumstance of attack that
makes sense in none. Attécking it even more trenchently,
' 5§‘commented. "not even Ghenghis Khan tried to avoid military
targets and to concentrate only on killing civilians“.34
Thus the debate on counterikforce sérategy was whether the
purpose of strategic policy was war-avoidance or alternatively,
the creation of the capacity for war «~ fighting. This dualism
was characterized by J.Garnett as "limited war strategies were
advanced as = a response to two quite different pressures.
First they developed because 1f deterrence falled, men wanted
an alternative to annihilation, and second, they developed
because many believed that the ability to wage limited war
enhanced aeterrence.“35 This view was supported by Albert
Wohlstetter and Geoffrey Be%t. who maintained that the
pursuit in restraint in war is suéportive of restraint in
recourse to war, and as such, the two goals are complementary

rather than antagonistic.36 This barticular thinking towarda

34 Albert Wohlstetter, "Threats and Promises of Peace:
Europe and America in a New Era®, Orbis, Winter 1974
p.1133 and 1127.

35 J.Garnett, in Baylis et al. Contemporary Strategy,
(London, 1975), pp.116-117.

36 Geoffrey Best, Humanity in Warfare (London, 1980),yj
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nuclear war had its opponents too, Foremost among them were
those who criticized this approach on the ground that thinking
about the conduct of limited war might well hasten its initi.
ation, Barry Carter denounced the counter-force option

because "the Administration's promotion of the option and its
general public advocacy of a counter force strategy might

have a pervasive, i1f subtle, tendency to reduce the inhibitions
against the use éf nucledr weapOne‘.37 Oﬁher leading scholars
who were against this option were Wolfgang Panofsky and

Herbert Scoville. Scoville wrote,

The initiation of nuclear war at any level
is a digaster that is more likely to happen
if national leaders can fool themselves into
bellieving that it might be kept small and
that they might come out the victors.(38)

James Schlesinger becamg Secretary of Defenae in
President Nixon's Administration in 1973, Taking advantage
of a study commissioned by the National Security Council in
Arril 1971, called "strategic objectives®, schleéinger took
this unique opportunity to turn théary into practices. By
January 1974 he was able to publicly state that there was
a "change in the strategies of the United States with regard
to the hypothetical employment of central strategic forces®.

37 Barry Carter, "Nuclear Strategy and Nuclear War®,
Scientlfic American, May 1974, p.30,
38 Herbert Scoville, "Flexible Madness", Foreign

m Spring 1974, p.175,
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He characterized this change as having a wider objective

viz. as wide a range of nuclear options, from the very

small to the very large.'and that the blas was on the develop-
ment of the smaller strikes which were to be counterforce
than the counter-city model, This was intended to reduce the
chances of uncontrolled escalation and "hit the meaningful
targets with a sufficient accuracy~yield combination to destroy
only the intended target and to avoid widespread collateral
damage.® Contingencies were also made to include accidental
acts, the escalation.from conventional warfare to nuclear
resort, a challenge to “a nuclear test of wills" by 1ll-
informed or cornered and desperate leaders" involviﬁé the
nuclear equivalent of “shots across the bow",

Its critics attacked on three pointss the unreality
of the belief that nuclear war could be controlleds 1f it
were believed that nuclear war could be controlled at tolerable
levels of damage this could increase the risk of premature
use of these weaponsgy and renewed stress of counter force
options could raise the fear of f£irstwstrike ambitions, introe
ducing the danger of an arms race and jeopardize SAhm.39
Bernard Brodie questioned it in a different ways he termed
counter-force as “"strategic fiction®" and questioned whether
“expanding the President's military options is always a good
thing®, because of the burden it put on his "wisdom™., The
eritics were quick to realize that the central problem of

39 Le.Freedman, n«.3, p.379.
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1imited war was one of policy relating to ends and means
aﬁd not of administrative f£iat, that the theorists hgdv
resorted tos Kolkowicz has pointed out that national trade
itions also play a part in the views that the Americans hoid
about limited controlled war. He locates this teﬁdency in
the main springs of American 1nte11ec£ua1 thought and tradie-
tions - “the roots of modern American strategic theofy and
doctrine lie in the scientific spirit of the Enlightenment
énd in the optimistic tradition of the more regent period
“which envisaged man's ability to control, manage and order
conflict by rational scientific and technological meana“,4°

The new mode of warfare as enunciated in the Schlesinger
Doctrine required some sort of Soviet connivance as it takes
'tuo to keep a nuclear war 1im$tea. However, the Soviet
public pronouncements were hostile to this conaaptu Soviet
military thought had a diametrically opposite view on the
nature of limited war. There was some indication of Saviei
planning on the possibilities that a nuclear war could ocour
and containing it before it engulfed the Soviet Unione As
the Soviet strategic doctrine stresses on victory the American
perceptions of avoiding collateral damage either of military
installations or enemy population did nct have the same
- priority in the Soviet thinking, Nor did they perceive the
idea of withholding forces in order to allow time for negotiaw
tions to be attractive. Their view was that military force

40 R,Kolkowicz, "On Limited War® unpublished Conference
paper, quoted in Ian Clark, N«2, p.160,
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was the result of the breakdown of diplomacy. They'have
constantly stressed on the belief that once a nuclear war
has broken out the object is to give the enemy a crushing
rebuff, Colonel Sidorenko's The Offensive dealt with this
agpect at length,

As the decade of the 708 moved on, the Schlesinger
Doctrine was made increasingly inoperative as'its critics
noted that temptation to gain military advantage in the attack
would not keep the war limited. The Doc¢trine had three basic
levels of escalation: aid to conventional forces engaged in
major f£ighting, probably in Europe, destruction of remaining
enemy strategic forces to limit further aamage; attainm@nt
of effective military superiority at a particular point in
the escalation ladder. To attain each of these would require
sizeable strikes.

Under Gerald Ford the dootrine of limited nuclear war
did not see any refinements. Though the counter force strategy
remained a part of the US military doctriﬂe, there was not
ndch movement towards converting theory into practice. Bﬁt
the question on how to use these weapons of mass destruction
in war in a controlled way still nagged Pentagon officials
and academie¢s, Even the Carter Administration £a¢e&'this
dilemma. |

Jimmy Carter came into the White House with the avowed
aim of doing'away with nuclear weapons. In the beginning he
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toyed with the idea of minimum deterrence. He even dismissed
the notion of limited nuclear wars In 1979, Secretary of
Defense, Harold Brown said,

counter force and damage limiting campalgns
have been put forward as the nuclear equie
valents of traditiona)l warfare. But their
proponents find it difficult to tell us that
what obgctives ap enemy would seek in laune
ching such campaigns, how these campaigns
would ehd, or how any resulting symmetries
could be made meaningfuls(41)

However, despite this disavowal of the idea of a 11m1ted4
nuclear strike, the influence of the Schlesinger Doctrine was
pervasive in the Pentagon. Using thé argument that there was
nothing in #he development of the Soviet force structure

to suggest that they completely ruled out limited nuclear
encounter. The key innovation that appeared wasg the induction
of strikes against political and economic targets rather than
solely against military targets. What emerged out of this
thinking was the Presidential Directive 59 which was approved
by Jimmy Carter in July 1980, The whole exercise was to
improve deterrence by 1mproving the US capacity for a prolonged

but limited nuclear wars

The so called "Countervailing strategy"” also known asg
PD 59 which was signed by President Jimmy Carter on 25 July
1980 has been portrayed as a “significant shift in the US
nuclear policy away from MAD towards a doctrine based on the

41 'Harold Brown, Depar Defense Annua, t
FY 1980, pa76.
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capability and intent to fight « and win « a. limited nuclear
war fought through the medium of counteraforce/poiht target
exchanges., However, PD 59 does not itself represent a radical
shift in American targeting policy. It is rather, the result
of several years of study within the Pentagon and NSC,..
beginning with the Bixon Administration. This preoccupation
with the rigidity and inadequacy of American strategic policy
was expresaed in Pebruary 1970 by Nixon in his state of the
world message to Congress. “Should a President in the event
of a nuclear attack, he left with the single option of
ordering the mass destruction of enemy civiliens in the face
of the certainty that it would be followed by the mass
slaughter of Ameriaans?“42

Studies were underway that led to the signing of the
National Security decision memorandum 242 by Nixon on 17
January 1974, 7This was supplemented by the promulgation of
the policy Guidance for the Employment of Nuclear Wespons
which was signed by then Defense Secretary'James—Schlesinger
on 4 April 1975, which in turn led tc a new Single Intew
grated Operational Plan (SIOP-5) which took effect on 1 Jane
uary 1975, The general purpose of this serles of reviaiona
was indicated in the Department of Defense Annual Report for
FY 1975s |

42 Robert Q.Williams and Philip C.Pantelon, eds., The
American Atom - A entar £N
Policies ' =

1939~1994’ ShITogeiohior 1980); o237
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what we need is a series of measured responses
to aggression which bear some relationship to
provocation, having prospect of terminating
hostilities before general nuclear war bresks
out and leave some possibility of restoring
deterrence, (43)

Following the Nuclear Targeting Planning Review of 197778,
PD 59 continues these themes, arguing for greater targete-

ing of military assets {soft and hard), war fighting industry
assets; ané pﬁlitical and C3 centres, In thise sense, there
18 a new emphasis on the first three general targets of the
SIOP -~ Soviet nuclear forces, conventional forces, military
and.golitiaal leadership centres at the expense but not to
the exclusion of the fourth set - the Soviet industrial

and economic base. It must be recalled that fully 50% of
the 40,000 targets of the SIOP remain dedicated'to NOMNe

nuclear force targets.44

The MAD doctrine was de-emphasized when it became
clear that the growth in Soviet capability and the costs =
fiscal and political -~ involved in maintaining a capacity for
nuclear victory were‘unsupportéble. Soviet military targets
remained in 810P, however, with a capacity for sole attack
of these within the confines of existing technologye The
Countervalling strategy knvolves multiplication and refine-
ment of limited nuclear options using “extant computer

43 D ent of Defense R FY 1975, pe46.
44 Robert C.Williams et al. eds., n.42, p.234,
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capabilittes and multiple targeting memories®, there'is
nothing inherent in the policy which is radically at
variance with the prior evolutions in BEmerican doctrine.
At best the tone and context of the announcement may have

significant impact.

Accor&in§ to Williams, PD 59 must be seen as part
of the response of the Western Alliance to growing concern
for the credibility and flexibility of the U3 nuclear
guarantee in Central Europe. In this connection, the philo-
gophy behind the PD 59 is similar to that embod;ed in NATO
LRTNF decisions and refinements in the tactical nuclear
weapons area, designed to strengtheq the fabric of deterrence
by increasing the number and strength of ladders in the eso-

alation process.

In this sense according to Williams, there is a
general support for such a strategy within Europe, which is
to be contrasted with the antagonism which greeted efforts
during the McNamara period td institute somewhat similar
policies at the nuclear level, This refiects increased concern
in Western Europe over perceived Soviet advances at the
intercontinental and Euro-strategic levels, which have potene
tially obfuscated traditional European fears that war may be
waged in Europe while preserving Soviet and American homee

landsge. 45

45 Ibide, pe228.
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Thus the countervalling theory is the reflection of
the following tenets of the deterrence theory: 1) Deterrence
is best preserved by some measure of proportionately in
response which maintains the credibility of the threatened
use of nuclear forces by meeting each threat with roughly
the same level of response, It 1s necessary, therefore, to
develop & capability and policy which does not leave signi-
ficant 'gaps in strategic forces or policies for thelr use
which can be politically or mutarily_exxaloited by the
enemy., Another object of the limited nuclear war dootrine
is to indicate to the enemy the capability and willingness
to respond at levels, less than all out war, so as to deny
the enemy his objectives. Thus it was seen t6 be moré
rational and controllable which would include some kind of
strategic bargeining into nuclear war, Thus PD 59 was thought
to enhance credibility of the US exténded deterrent in Europe.

Although elements of PD 59 have characzt:erized major
concerns with and modi fications to, American nuclear doctrine
since 1970, a series of recent developments in the strategic
environment have provoked greater interest in the development
of limited war strategiess (1) improvements in Soviet conven
tional and Euro-atrafzegic capabilities (35-20's, Backfire
bomber) which simultaneously pose the perceived danger of a
capability for military and polltical pressute in the area
and heighten anxie'cy over the credibility of the US nuclear
guarantee. 2) peripheral conflict involving the USSR partie
cularly in the Persian Gulf£/South West Asia regiong
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3) growing Soviet strategic capabilities which through a
combination of numbers accuracy, yield and throw weight,
indicate atleast a theoretical capability to destroy virtu.
ally the entire American land based missile force. PD 59
while largely a response to these developments, may also
have been intended to variouslys 1) counter Republican critie
clsm of the Carter Administration defence polic?y 2) serve as
a signal to the US3R that the US is willing doctrinally to
meet Soviet cépabilities on their own terms; 3) act as a
general signal in the post Afghanistan environmenty 4) and
pave the way for significant upgfading of American limited

war option capabilities.46

The technologies that would peceive a push from PD 59
and which are perceived to be needed for any radical improvee
ment in American capabilities to conduct 1imdted nuclear war
options includes 1) the MKA=12A re-entry vehicles whcsé
&eﬁloyment on Minuteman III and possibly the MX and/or Trident
D=5 misgiles would be necessary to pose a significant threat
against Soviet 383 18/19 ICBMs. 2) Trident D=5 SLBMa which
¢ould be used against hardened command and control bunkers
and Soviet ICBMs like the S5-17; 3) MX development in sufficient
nunbers to enéure survivability; 4) a manned penctrating
bomber which could be used for follow up strikes against point
targetsp; 5) improved US command and control facilities and
procedures along the lines of the PD 53 and 58; 6) developments

46 Ibidtc Pe 230,
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in ballistic missile defensey 7) and increased production
facilities for strategic nuclear materials and such special
materials as tritium required for war head production which
are currently in short supplyr significant increased in
produation will be required for new weapons.

The entire shopping list that PD 59 provides makes
up for the decades of haggling that has left the Pentagon
without getting all that it wanted., All indications point
to the fact that PD 59 calls for upgrading of US argenals
using the bogey of Soviet threat both to the American maine
land and other areas of vital interest to the United States.
Thus PD 59 was more of an arms acquisition programme built
‘up by the Carter Administration using the disturbed political

conditions existing between the two super powers,

Apart from this huge shopping list that the Pentagon
has provided for, there are other difficulties that PD 59
faces with respect to its limiting nucleér wars It is diffi.
cult to see how a controlled nuclear war can take place i€ the
capacity for that control is eliminated. PD 59 states that
one of the objectives of America's new countervailing |
strategy 1s to knock out Soviet political command and control
centres. Secondly, political command and control facilities |
are hardened and dispersed on the Soviet side with their
location-uﬁknown or such that there are s¢ many plausible
locations for actual leadership location th&t there would

not be enough warheads to target them all. Thirdly, such
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-facilities as are known are located with major population
centres, this would obviously hamper attempts at limiting

the conflicts Fourthly, significant casualties may be expected
“£rom any American attack against Soviet economic or military
assets e.ge. a very limited strike against 10 Soviet refiner-
ies and storage centres could 1eéd to 1.5 million facilities.
Démege levels, combined with inevitable difficulties in éttadk
assessment might m&ié identi fication of limited strikes

di £ficult « perhaps provoking an all out Soviet response

and provoke serious doubts as to how "limited" strikes of this
sort would ben perceived, even assuming accurate attack asgsegsw
‘ment. By merely identifying the need for .sufficiens forces
and flexibility for limited war prosecution, PD 59 does not

indicate an upper limit for such strikes,*’

Apart from official Washington that 9pelis out the
doctrines that the United S8tates would uge to deter war,
there are at the two ends of the spectrum of American strategic
thought groups of academics who feel that the current mtrategy
thought groups of academics who feel that ﬁhe current strategy
followed by the United States is either not strong enough
or that the US doctrine is based on the dangerous delusion
that victory in the nuclear age is possibles The far right
posieion'in American strategic thought is represented by the

47 L.Hagen, "PD 59 and the Countervailing Strategy,

Continuity or Change"? Depar of National Defense,
Canada, Project Report No, PR 10, (Ottawa, 1981),

quoted in Williams et al, n.42, p.233.
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neo~conservatives who have gained ascendenay with Ronald
Reagan becoming President and the other side is repréaented
by the eastern establishment liberals or "arms éontrollers‘
who have strong leanings towards the liberal wing of the
Democratic party in the Ud,

~ While discugaing the doctrine of limited nuclear war,
it would be apt to try and follow the rationale for their
respective beliefs, desplte competing claims from the other

side that they are “naive®” or “bizarre®.

The advent of the neo=conservatives to the forefront
of the debate on "winning® a limited nuclear war has to be
credited to the Reagan Revolution, that characterized a
belligerent and more hardline approach to world problems,
It was the reaction to a decade, of what they perceived
*surrendering® American superiority to the Soviets. The
far right position advocates have been active ever since
the evolution of the U3 strategic doctrine began. Its high
priest was Herman Kahn, who formed the Hudson Institute, and
with his book, On Thermonuclear War, rationalized the concept
of war in the nuclear age in the minds of the American public.
its present day advocates include Colin S.Gray, Richard Burt;
Richard Pipes and Kelth Payne.

| To these strategic experts.'even the PD 59, by far
the mogt bold approach taken to "winning" a nuclear war, does
not go far enough. Their basic argument is that even "appen=
ding a flexible targeting concept to the mutual vulnerability
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parédigm des not prbvide an adequate solution to the selfe
daterrénce dilermay and the most recent U3 declaratory policy
stemming grom the PD 59 does very little per se to correct
the fundamental inadequacy of American strategic thought?,%®
According to Payne, the "war fighting" oriented declaratory
pélic:y of PD 59 will not solve US self~deterrence unless it
involves a commitment to effective damage limitation and
damage denial, which PD 59 does not address itself to.

The proponents of this position feel that in the event
of a counterforce exchange between the super powers, the
Americans would not gain any thing because they feel that
America would not survive the resulting escalatory processs
"Threatening the Soviets with a counter-political control
deterrent as i1s the orientation of PD 59 may wéll be to
,thréaten what the Soviets "really" value. However, an
American President should have no interest in executing
that threat unless the US could discipline the Soviet gtrae-
teglc response, survive the conflict, and ensure the possie
bility of a relativelly more acceptable postwar world ordex.‘g

They feel that while the US declaratory posture is
to deny the Uésn a "theory of viotory® it is however conspi-

cious by its absence about US chance of survival and the

48 Keith Payne, Ni
. {Boulder, Colorado.

49 Ibid. # Po 194,

15682) s p.158e



142

attainment of political objectives. It is also felt that
augmenting US and Allied conventional forcgs in distant
regions is not likely to compensate for withdfawing the US
nuclear umbrella. They reason that US nuclear forces have
been stationed in the European theatre to offset the geogré
aphical advantage that the USSR holds and also, they realize
that to beef up the conventional forces, the amount would be
Vaétronomical having very little political advantagés. Thus
they argue that any concept of}deterrence must be adequate
to meet Soviet threat, that is credible, across thé spectrum
of threat. They argue for a more balanced approach to offense
and defenses This line of feasoningis taken from Herman
Kahn, who in his book @ Thérmonuclear War, said that irres-
pective of the provocation that the USSR projects, it would
be irrational for the US to engage in a gtrategic nuclear
escalation, unléss they had made preparations to survive the

~ Soviet threat.so

According to Henry Rowen, there was an emphasis on
damage limitation in US declared policy prior tc the Assured
Vulnerability model of the 1960s. He contends that the Kennedy
Administration sought to provide a clear di fferentiation in
the targeting options on cities and military bases, and sought
to limit damage to the Americén homeland through civil defense

50 . Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, (Princeton..1961).
Pps132-133,
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programmes and counter-force targeting plans.51 They quote
MoNamara's speech at Ann Arbor to provide the essential thrust
to thelr strategy.

The US has come to the conclusion that to

the extent feasible, basic military strategy

in a possible general nuclear war should be

approached in much the same way that more

conventional military operations have been

regarded in the past."(52)
In short, they believe that the capability to deny victory
"to the opponent while protecting US socletal assets is
considered the most effective means of deterring the Soviet

Union,

To paraphrase Colin S. Gray, the key concept of the
classical strategy (as the neo=conservatives call it) is

‘escalation @minance', Escalation dominance means that the

meys should provide an effective deterrent across the spectrum

of threat because it could credibly threaten to "up the

ante" in response to a limited provocation, The Soviet

Union would be forced to decide whether to risk a not increw
dible American threat to escalate regardless of ﬁhe level of
Soviet attack. In short, escalation dominance would provide
Soviet leaders with an overvhelming incentive to prefer cone
ciliation rather than escalation in any conflict where deterrence

can operate. Unlike Assured Vulnerability or Flexible

51 Henry Rowen, "The Evolution of Strategic Nuclear
Doctrine® in Laurence Martin ed., _Strategic Thought

in_the Nuclear Ade, Baltimore Md., 1979, p.145.

- 52 ReMcNamara, Payne, n.48,. p.198,



144
Targeting, the classical strategy approach to deterrence
is predicated upon the capabllity to pursue a noneguicidal

process of war termination if war occurs and proceeds to

a miiitary decision-ss

Rebutting the claim made by its cirtics that the
classical strategy has callous disregard for the number of
lives lost in the event of a nuclear war, it states that
classical stritegy is not an advocacy of the acceptability
of war, it is 8 recognition that deterrence can fall, and
in that event, the most important objective would be to

save l,ives.s4

Thus yhe forae posture that the ciassical strategy
envisages would entail a coutiter political/military dete-
rrence threat yia a heavily counterforce targeting pelicy,
and a survivable hard target kill capabllity complemented
by both active and passive defenses i.e;'air defense,
ballistic missile defense and civil defense.ss They also
talk about incorporating high energy laser or particle
beam technology in the Ballistic Missile Defense(BMD),

53 Colin 5.Gray, "Nuclear Strategy: A case for a Theory
of Victory", International Security, 4 no, 1, Summver

1979, p.145.

54 Herman Kahn, “Some Comments oh Controlled War®,
Limited Strategig war,(New York 1962), p.143,

55 Philip Klass, “Ballistic Missile Defense Tests Set",

Aviation Week and Space Technoloqy 112, no.24, June
16, 1980.
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Survivability would be a critical characteristic of the
offensive capablilities in such a force posture, Survive
ability would be essential in denying the Soviet Union any
expectation that'it‘¢ould achieve its primary cbjective
of changing the correlation of forces decisively in a preerpe
tive attacke. Denying the Soviet Union its requirement for
fyictory” should provide an effective offensive deterrent
threat, and a balanced approach to offense and defense should

render that deterﬁent credihleuss

The other end of the spectrum consists of those
experts, former diplomats and military officers, who believe
that the refinement of policies and scenarios of nuclear
warfighting would only lead to the possibiiity of increased
use of nuclear weapané. They decry the advocacy of prepare
ation for “ratonal®™ nuclear warfare.57 Leon Slcss, who
once headed Jimmy Carter's Nuclear Targeting Policy Review
for the Department of Defense feels that “the-emyhasis'has
shifted from the survivability hecessary to assure that we
can launch a single preplanned strike to the endurance and

involve a series of nuclear exchangeaa”sa

56 Payne, n.48, ps199. _
57 The extreme advocacy for such pregarations is found
in Colin 8.Gray and Keith Payne, "Victory 4is Possible"

FPoreign Policy, No.39, Summer 1980, pp.lde27,

58 Leon Sloss, "Carter®s Huclear Policy s Gofng from
MAD to Worse? Nos Its evolutlionary not revoluticnary,
aims to strengthen deterrence", los Angeles Times,
August 31, 1980.
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Accérding to Rene'lou- is Beres, the current US
strategic nuclear policy rests on the assumption that the
Soviets might hawe something to gain by launching a limited
first strike attack on the US or its allies. This assumption
overlooks the fact that the Soviets do not share the American

view on controlled nuclear conflict.sg'

Secondly, the reason advocated for a limited astrike
capability is the Soviet willingness to use these weapon
firgt. I£ theilr object 1s to attack first, the Soviet must
be in a position to effectively destroy possible American
ICBM';, which according to Sidney Drell, testifying before
the Senate Sub—committee on Arms Conérol. would have to |
launch an attack that would lead to approximately 16.3
million Americen fatalities. Even a counter-force assault
of this magnitude would still allow for US ICBMs to constie
tute an assurdly destructive retatiatory force. Given the
prospect for retaliation, the SGvieﬁs in the first place
would have no incentive to lauhch a counter=-force attack

upon the US.

Paul Warnke, former Director of the US Arms Control

and Disarmament AgJency has stated,

59 Louis Rene Beres, "Tilting towards Thanatos s
. America'’s Countervalling Strategy®, in -’ Klaus

Knorr eds, Power, Strateqy and Security, (Princeton,
1983), p.83.
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scenarios for limited strategic exchange
between the two countries are inherently
implausible. Any Soviet attack that would
leave untouched the majority of our strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles would be an act of
insane provocation., To have even a theoreti-
¢al chance of taking out our more than 1000

~ land based ICBMg, the Soviets, would have
to launch 2000 to 3000 accurate warheads of
high yvield. This could hardly be described
88 a limited nuclear war, It would

deserve and would receive atleast ejjuslly
massive response. (60)

Another point on which the arms controllers attack

the present policy is the perception they have of the Soviets

being deterred by the threat of limited American counter-

force reprisals than by the threat of overwhelming total

retaliation, All military journals of the Soviet Union have

made i1t clear that the Soviet Union would not play the

strategic game with US rules. They have made it clear that

once the nuclear threshold has been crossed they would

retaliate with all out nuclear war.s1 Bernard Brodie observed,

Soviet commentary on the limited war thinking
emanating from the West has thus far been

uni formly hostile and decisive, ESpecially
derided has been the thought that wars might
remain limited while being fought with atomic
weapons, (62)

61

62

Paul Warnke, "Carter's Nuclear Policy s Going from
MAD to Worse? Yes: The Revision of U3 strategy
implies a Belief in Limdited War®, los Angeles Times,
August 31, 1980, - -

On the earliest articles that appeared on the subject
was by Col.VeMochalov and Maj.V.Dashichev, "The smoke
screen of the American Imperialiasts®, Red S

December 1957, quoted in louis Rene Beres, “Tilting
Towards Thanatos] p.84. .

Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Migsile Ade,(Prince-
ton, 1959), p.322.
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Even a contemporary Sovietologist Richard Pipes has character~.
izeé,the Soviet position, ®In the Soviet view, a nuclear

war would be total..ssldimited nuclear war, flexible response,
escalation, damage limitation, and all the other numerous
refinements of US strategic doctrine £ind no place in its

Soviet counteryart...aa

The classical strategy statés that there must be war
survivable/damage limdtation for deterrence to have credie
bility. Thevaant renewed copmdtment on BMD, Civil Defense
and continuing reliance on nuclear first uge, These American
intentions to place a large percentage of Soviet strategic
forces in jeopardy would make the deterrence that exists
in the main due to the survivable and enduring retaliatory
capability, tenoué, which could provide the USSR with a heighe
tened incentive to strike f£irst. A counter-force capability
is likely to serve only the éountry that strikes first. Used
in retaliation, counter~force targeted warheads would only

hit empty silos.

The other aspect of PD 59 which has come in for gharp
criticism is "to destroy the ability of the Soviet leadership
- to continue to exercise political control over its éomestic
and ‘colonial' territory - either by killing the leadership
itself making it impossible for the leadership to communicate

63 Richard Pipes, "Why the.Soviet Union Thinks it Could
Fight and Win a Nuclear War", Commentary, Vol.é64,
July 1977.
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with its subordinates, or by destroying the means by which
the leadership’s orders are carried out“-64. Such a rationale
would go against the possibility of preserving the progpects
for limited, controlled nuclear conflict,

The Reagan Administration's funding to implement the
“orisis relocation capability" has also come in for criticism,
Rather than strengthen deterrence by'demohétrating US prepare-
dness, plans for crisis relocation maj underscore Soviet fears
of an American f£irst strike. Even if large scale civilian
' evacuation plans were workable, and if a government directed
civilian exodus several days before a nuclear war would not
degenerate into chacs, a Soviet nuclear attack could still

dgbm\virtually every American.

Louis Rene Beres attacks the notion that nuclear war
could somehow be endured or “won®, With a great deal of
scientific and medical evidence that now exists, the unanimous
conclusions of all experts is that nuclear war a$ any level
would have intolerable consequences, The United States
National Academy of Sciences published a éeport in 1975
called "Long Term Worldwide Effects of Multiple Nuclear
Weapons Detonations® which predicted "a horrendous calamitys

64 Jeffrey Richelson, "The Dilemmas of Counterpower

Targeting®, Comparative Strategy, 11, No.2, 1980,
Ppe226-27,
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a hypothetical exchange invelving the detonation of many
nuclear weapons. In the worst case conside:ed. about one
half of all nuclear weapons in current strategic arsenals
viz. 500 to 1000 weapons of yleld 10 to 20 megatons each see
are exchanged among the participants. No report can portray
the enormity, the utter hormr which must be fall the targeted

areas and adjoining territo:ies.“es

The Office of Technology Assessment of the U3 Congress
after studying the effects of "limited” nuclear exchanges
éaﬁe t& thé conclusion that the effeats would be "enormous®.
The impact of a small attack on economic targets would make
"economic recovery possible, but the economic damage and

social dislocation would be immense,"

America's counterforce strategy is based on the assumpw
tion that the Soviet first strike will be limited, Hence the
need to have a second strike capability. But the declared
poiicy of Soviets has slways advocated an all out nuclear
strike in case war breaks out, The Soviets are fully aware
of the fact that if they do not destroy as many American
ICBMs as possible they would be inviting retribution €from
the Americans, S0 why would they in thé first place strike
with limited means. The credibility of the case against

65 Philip Handler, Term Eff Mu

21Q_E22lsﬁ%.ﬂﬁﬁngnﬂ.EESQﬂékiﬂnﬁw National Academy of
Sciences, Washingtcn, August 1975),
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1imited nuclear war was underscored in March 1982, by a five
day war game played by American command authorities. Codew
nated "Ivy League® the game represented ﬁhe first time in 25
‘years that the US command structures and communications systems
that would be used in nuclear war were given a complete
exercise, According to a report by the Streat Jo .
the exercise began with the assumptions of rising internatio-
nal tensions and both the USA and USSR began mobilizing for
ware After Soviet attacks on American forces overseas, war
was declared, a US ship was sunk in the North Atlantic, and

US troops overseas were attacked by troops using chemical
warfare. The President then ordered a “low-level® nuclear
retalistion and the war escalated to uncontrolled dimensions.
After a 5000 megaton missile attack on the US, the game ended
with the killing of the president and his successors, resulting

in worldwicde ubliteration.ss

The Soviet fears of an American first strike might
also be self-.fulfilling. Such fears might occasion their own
adoption of launcheon~warning strategies; expanding the risk
not only of accidental war, but also of preemption by the
US . To Beres, American strategy "rather than strengthen
deterrence.., will inevitably increase the likelihood of nuclesr

66 "US Reportedly Tried Practising Docmsday War®, The
Wall Street Jourpal, March 26, 1982,
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war with the USsR,S?

Another criticism of the advocates of the limited
nuclear war strategy is that they are prone to stress weapons
effects on the enemy. They have not been merely as thorough
in describing what might happen if the enemy respanded‘with
tagtical nuclear weapons. They have also ignored the effects
a twomsided exchange will have on people, industry and
society. Michael Howard has made this trenchant criticism

of Western nuclear strategys '

works about nuclear war and deterrence normae
1ly treat their topic as an activity taking
place almost entirely in the technological die
mention. From their writings not only the
soclio~political but the operational elements
have quite disappeared. The tedhnological
capabilities of nuclear araenals are treated

as being decisive in themselves, involving a
calculation of outcome so complete and discrete
that neither the political motivation for the
conflict nor the social factors involved in ftsg
conduct indeed the military activity of fighting-
are taken into accnunt.(68¥

Bares questions the political validity of the countere
vailing strategy “the policy's plan to secure Soviet ‘good
behaviour' by the threat of engaging in a nuclear war ig a
unique case of the augmentum ad baculum. This appeal hc.
force 18 not only intrinsically unrelated to the merits of

67 louis Rene Beres, ckd Sisyph a'sg

Countervalling Strateqy, (Lexington Fass, 1983),
Ds2le
68 Michael Howard, “The Forgotten Dimensions of Strategy”,

Foreign Affairs, Summer 1979, p.575.
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the‘desired course of Soviet conduct it is also destined

to fail®, He further questions the attempts to piay to the
american public. "so. manipulation of public opinion for
domestic political considerations. Hare the correctness

' or reasonableness of the policy is defended by an emotional
appeal "to the people" for sustaining defense expenditures
of $ 1.6 trillion over 5Vyears ag patriotic duty, Describing
the massive build up of Soviet strategic forces as proof
positive of their aggressive designs Ronald Reagan hag told
the American people that the Soviets "will lie, cheat and
commit any orime” to further their objectives. This eppeal
to the gallery seeking widespread asaent to a conclusion
about our nuclear policy that is unsppported by valid

n69 "US insecurity rises with the dollars we

,argumente s
impute to the Soviet military effort. But in actual fact
Soviet expenditures are not knowns The US intelligence
community reconstructs the Soviet miliﬁary budget by asking
'what would it cost to buy the Soviet defense establishment
in the Us at US prices?'. Our intelligence analysts pretend
that the Soviets procure their tanks from GM and they pay

their Us volunteer wages to their conscripts.“7°

Rear Admiral Eugene Caroll USN (Retd.) speaking for

the Center for Defense Information expressed apprehension

69 Beres, ns 679 Po 27
70 Re
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that "the move away from the concept of nuclear deterrence
to nuclear warfighting, coupled with the Administration's
strong anti-Soviet rhetoric and TNF modernization program

ss+ i85 increasing the risk to nuclear war in the world®.’}

Finally Michael Howard, summing up the dilemmas of
the US strategic policy of fighting a nuclear war said,"When
I read the £flood of scenarios in strategic journals about
fir st strike capabilities, counter-force or counte\rvalling.
flexible response, escalation dominance and the rest of the
postulates of nuclear theology I ask myself in bewilderments
this war they are describing what 1s it about? The defense
of Japan? Access to the Gulf£? If so, why is this goal not
mentioned and why is the strategy not related to the progress
of the conflict in these regionas? But if 1t is not related
to this kind of specific object, what are we talking about?
Has not the bulk of US thinking been exactly what Clausewitz
described «~ gsomething that, because it is divorced from any

political context is pointless and devoid of sense?"‘n

The Soviets since 1955 have always said in their

declaratory statements that it is impossible o use nuclear

71 Quoted in Bex‘esg n.ﬁ?. p.S.

72 Micheal Howard, “0n Pighting a Nuclear War,
Ww&g 5' N°Q4' Spring 19810 9070
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_weapons on a limited tactical scale because of their highly
_destructive nature. Major General N.Talensky writing in
January 1855 against NATO's “trip-wire® strategy involving

. the use of tactical nuclear weapons, argued that the very
nature militated against the likelihood of their being used

on a tactical scale-va

They have always believed that the use of nualear
weapons in a limited nuclear war may escalate into their use
on the strategic levele To quote Major General N. Talensky
again,

the present development of the means of

atomic attack makes it possible to strike
powerful blows acrosa ocCeans as well, Conge=
quently, the American atomemaniags have no
grounds for considering that if they preciw
pltate atomic war, the territory of the US
will remain invulnerable. In a war against a
strong adversary, it is impossible in our days
to count on striking blows at the enemy without
‘being subjected to his counter blows, which
might be of greater impact.({74)

American experts have tended to see Soviet pronouncements as
propaganda statements either to hide their own shortcomings
in migssiles with regard to accuracy, or use such scateménts
to make the US public dissuade the US Government from initiae

ting limited wars for the suppression of "so-called wars of

73 Maj .Gen.N.Talensky. quoted in T.Wolfe, Soviet Power

and Europe, 1945.1970 (Baltimore, 1970}, pp.144~145.
74 N.Talensky. "Atomic and Conventional Arms®, Int
ational Affairs (Moscow) No.1, January 1953, P29,
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national liberation or from preparing to defend Soviet initiated

1¢aal wars-“75 _

i
The most prominent statement by a Soviet leader on the

;/question of uncontrolled escalation was by Nikita Khrushchev

| iehe while addressing the Supreme Soviet in January 1960,
dismissed limited wars as “nonsense®, He clearly stated that

~if war with nuclear weapons was initiated against Communist

; céuntries, retaliation would be “"deep in the belligerents

" territory®. Thus Khrushchev placed primary emphasis on a
posture of minimum deterrence, The Soviets have always been
fearful that the United States is using limlited conventional
wars as a preparation for unleashing a total nuclear war
against them, "“The theory of local war is a magk designed to
conceal the preparations for totsl war and to justi fy the use
of nuclear weapons in the struggle against the peoples who
have unfurled the banner of national liberation®.’® American

strategic experts of the far right have tended to view such

Soviet statements to prove that although the Soviets realized

that the lack of credibility of massive _rétauation made

1imited war a safer means of enforcing the containment strategy

for the US, ideological constraints prevented the Soviets

from making public speculation on this pcint.”

75 R‘Garthoffa

76 ﬁ. '-l‘alensky. “Military Strategy and Foreign Policy“.

77 Lockwood, The g%;gt View of Strategic Dogtrine, (New
Branswick, 1983}, p.68. ' '
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The Soviets have always believed that the US attempts
to move away from the doctrine of massive retaliation to
limited wars was based onithe belief that the change was
forced dué to the qualitative shift that occurred in favour
of the Soviet Union. Though Soviet commentators never
delinked the massive retaliation doctrine from the new termie
nologies like “graduated deterrence®, "limited wars" etc.,
there was no doubt that they perceived the need for newer |
dogtrines because the Soviet nuclear arsenal had become bigger;
and hence the American homeland was as vulnerable to Soviet
attack as would be the continent of Euwropes Hence ghey
tried to channelize, their militery-technical® superiority
into limited wars., Colonel Konenenko, wrote in the July 1958
issues of International Affairg, "It is not for nothing that
American publications of all kinds are paying more attention
to the idea" of "limited®, ”locai“ and "little® wars, trying
even to create the impression that a major world war c¢an be |
replaced by a series of "littles" wars, thus preventing mili-
tary operations from touching American so0il ..g'The fear that
the capitalist system would collapse as a result of a total
nuclear war s the main reason for the interesgt in "iittle”

wars. Henry Kigsinger, the American military writer, writes

_ that 'the fear
that an all out thermonuclear war might lead to the disinte
gration of the social structure offers an opportunity to set
1imits to both war and diplomacy’.’S

78 Cblonel Konenenko, “President US Military Thinking

and the Arms Drive", International Affairs, No,7,
July 1958, pp.17-18
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The Soviets viewed flexible response whose ultimate
goal was to unleash a total nuclear war against the Soviet
Union. Flexible response envisions the uge of limited nuclear
wars as a preparation for unleashing such a war. The first
edition of Marshall Sokolovskiy's Military Strateqy reflected
the Soviet view 0f flexible response. "They are agraid to
take the initiative in unleashing a nuclear war, since this
would be disadvantagecus from the political standpoint and
extremely dangerous from the mdlitary standpoint. The whole
point of their plans in this regard is to uge nuclear weapons
in the course of expanding local conflicta, particularly at
eritical momentsy in order to alter the situation (locally)
in their favour. They expect to be able to limit the employ=-
ment of nuclear weapons to their satellites and to defend
their own territory, atleast at the beginning of the war, from
a erushing nuclear blow. Thig ig the essence of thelir aggre-
ssive plans to initiate a new world war s using local wars and
conflicts, w79 As before with the doctrine of Magsive Retaliw
ation, the Soviets again emphasized that it would not be
possible for the US to lay down the rules for waging limdted
nuclear or conventional wars. "Any wai', 1£ the imperialists

launch it, has a tendency to escslate into an unlimited war*,80

79 Lockwood, n;?"g p.84_¢
80 Ibids s peBS.
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Another theme that the Soviets sbréssed in the opposition to
fiexible response was the impossiblility to distinguish between
military targets and populated areas in the employment of
tactical nuclear weapons. They also maintain that the nature
of flexible response is essentially no different from that

of massive retaliatione.

The use of having optionsg in responding to the Soviet
threat made the Soviets wary of US designs, particularly in
the Third World where both powers were trying to consolidate
their gains for spheres of influence. The flexible response
doctrine would mean that 3oviet threat would be countered |
through appropriate means depending on the nature of the threat.
This war fighting ability in the US doctrine 4id worry Soviet
experts, Hcﬁever. the Soviets plugged thelr propaganda line
that the change in doctrines came sbout as a result of the
changes in the strategic balance in favour of the Soviet Union.
By the time the flexible response ddctrine camé into force
the U3 was far asheed of the Soviets in ICBMs, both megéton
and accuracy wise, The Soviets viewed this talk from "a
position of strength® as trying to impose upon the Soviet
Union restraints.

McNamara's concepts of no-cities, counter~force and
launch on_warning came in for scathing attack on the grounds
that since the U3 counter-force strikes would not be able to
destroy all the Soviet missiles it would be ineffective,

Relative superiority would have no meaning as long as both
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sides possess an assured capacity for “crushing® retaliation.
It can be observed that the Soviet views on nuclear war
though being remarkably consistent have changed over a period
of time, resuliing from improvements in their own technoloe
gies and accuracy and their inferiority vigs-aevis the Us,
An example of this would be the Cuban Missile crisis. The
Soviets wanted to emplace IRBMs in Cuba olwiously to reduce
'the'time span in threatening the US mainland., It also was
a reflection on the sophistication of their ICBMs. That the
Soviets withdrew méant that they realized that the American
attempts to use nuclear weapons as political leverage had

wo:ked-al

The Schlesinger Doctrine came in for étandard Soviet
criticism., Apart from earlier arguments, they introduced a
new line of tﬁidking that the US waa‘striving to derive
unilateral advantages from the limited nuclear options
through a lowering of the nuclear threshold. This new argument
has to be seen from the results of the decade that had passed.
The Soviets in the decade 1964-74 had been sble to improve
their nuclear arsenals enormously. They viewed SALT»I more
as a result of growing Soviet-power and the achievement of
Boviet parity with the US than as an integral part of the
desire on the part of both sides to improve relations., With
the introduction of the Schlesinger Doctrine they perceived

81 mckmd; no77p p.162.
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that the US was trying to upset the rough parity that exigted
betweén the two powers and seek unilateral advantages,
Mezhdunarodnala Zhisn, the Russian language version of
International Affairs, wrote in May 1975, "In substantiating
the need for the strategy of ‘retargetiny, the US military
theoreticiasns assert that the US possession of the ability

to wage 'limited® nuclear wars intensifies 'deterrent' eoffect
and strengﬁhens international staﬁilityb But in reality

this theory, which preaches the permissibility of the usge of

. nuclear weapons leads to an erosion of the differences between
conventiona) and nuclear wars and creates an illusion of the

legitimacy of a war in which nuclear missile means are used”, 22

The initial Soviet response %o PD 59 was alohg the
lines of thelr reaction o previous US strategic docotrine: the
US was once again trying to break out of the strategic impasse
that had been forced upon it by the growth of the Soviet
strategic power by de¥ising 3 "new" strategy which the US
believed would bring victory. Major General Slobodenke

writing in the January 1981 issue of Internstional Affairs
sald,

The material base for the elaboration of this
gtrategy is provided by the development and
sophistication of diversgse new arms systems in
the US, with which itz government circles hope
to achieve military superiority over the Soviet

82 Ibids, pel1d3.
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Union. This once again outlines the extreme
danger stemming from the arms race, which is
continwusly being whipped up be aggressive
imperialist forces, since the stockpiling and
sophistication of weapons do not increase
security but on the contrary as the "new
nuclear strategy" demonstrates, incresse the
threat for all the people throughout the
world. (83)

Thus the Soviets believe that limited nucleer war
bagically 4is an attempt by the US to break out of the “"parity"
forced upon it by the Soviet Union. For this, ever since the
19508 they have tried to evolve new strategies to overcome
this “catcheup” game by the Soviets. The Soviets have been
£irmly consistent that the attempt by the US to ﬁu:ae its
rules of the game for a limited nuclear war on the USSR would
be unacceptable., Politically, the Soviets by playing to the
sensibilities of the public at large have.benefitted the
most by sounding the more rational of the two. However,
despite the absence of pronouncements on limited war fighting,
except for the article by Colonel Rybkin, there iz no doubt
that the Soviets have made contingency planning for a limited
wars The development of tactical nuclear missiles like Scud
and Frog are indications that the Soviets do take the US
doctrines seriously while planning their strategy. In the
last decade they have increasingly talked about limiting
wars to spheres. Thus they believe that war can be fought at

83 A.8lobodenko, “The Strategy of Nuclear Adventurism®,
International Affairs, January 1981, p«26.
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two levels, conventional and the nuclear both mutually exclue
sive of éach other, These, however, are fragmentary gleanings
of Soviet operational plans, But they are evidence enough to
suggest_that though the Soviets call any'limited war options
as irrational, they have certainly made plans in the event of

such war taking place.

~ The advent of the Reagan Adminigtration has brought in
newer dimensions to the whole question of limited ware With
thevespousal of damage limitation/war survivability and the
basic research into defensive weapons and defensive shields,
the Soviets are teking limited war seriously enough to have
their own research in defensive veaponsgs But again publicly
they are criticizing the Reagan Administration for taking
such steps. which threaten to destabilize the existing
"parity" between the two powers. The Reagan Administration
is trying torengage the Soviet Union in a costly arms race,
s0 that "detente would not subaidize Soviet excesses in their
own couhtry*. The technological advantage is being used by
the Reagan Administration for political purposes and the
Soviets seem keen to stop this technological race with public
propaganda.



CONCLUSION

In tracing the evolution of the strategic doctrines
and in particular the concépt of limited nuclear war gere
tain basic impulses that create thesge doctrines are dise
cernible, Even though the super powérs publicly professed
aim 15 to avoid war by preparing for it, it has not resul-
ted in any reduction of tensions. On the contrary, with
the continous build up in military arsenals and the ever
present technological and weapons refinment, the threshe
holds for the outbreak of nuclear war have been reduced
dramatically. The concept of limited nuclear war, with
its emphasis of fighting one, over a protracted period
has led to the sharpening of the conflict between the two
super powerss The possibility of first strike has not
reduced but increased tensions, The US position to use
nuclear weapons to prove Wegtern creﬁibil&ty could turn
a potentially contentious area dispute into a limited
miclear war, which rationally cannot stay limited and this

escalation would mean the end of 1ife on our planct.

The basic impulses that have led to this frightening
exposition of the will to use nuclear weapons on a limited
scalé are six fold.(» The first cause to lesd to the developw
ment of the concept of limited muclear war in the US has
been the "credibility® factor, The U3 in the early 1950s

held absolute superiority in the fileld of nuclear weapons.
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To put this advantage to optimum effect, they used it as
threat to stop Communist advancement., Hence in 1954 when
John FPoster Dulles inaugurated the dcctriné of Massive
Retaliation, the preponderance of nuclear power waé to

be used to deter Soviet aggressive designs, But within

a few years of the enmunciation of the doctrine it came
under criticism because such é threat was not conceilved as
credible enough to deter Soviet advancements in remote
areas., The basic reason for this changed line of thinke
ing was the improvement in Soviet nuclear retaliatory
capacity, Hence, the primary question to be asked wasi
would the US allow itself to be destroyed in return for
stopping Communist advancement in a remote area? It is
with this increased Soviet capability that the proponents
of limited nuclear war got their boost. They argued for
a "graduated deterrence” so as to make the US threat more
credible and capable of responding to the Soviet threat in
accordance with its intensity. Through the lsate 1950 till
the mid~-1960s the limited war concept he1§k~way, bringing
in its wake, various refinements in strategy. HWith the
Kennedy Administration, the Soviet threat was to be met
“across the spectrum of possibilities?, By this it was
thought that US muclear retaliatory capacity would have far
more credibility in resisting Soviet sggression without such

a deterrent war escalating into a general war,
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2, An early and consistent .feature of the US military
has been the emphaéia on making the armed forces cost effe
ective. This is a typical problem for democracies, where
the Government is not only responsible for the nations
security but also in equal measure £br'ohher developmental
and societal projectss The tug of war for allocation:is

a peraistent feature. Born out of this battle, nuclear
weapons were thought to be far more cost effective than
maintaining a conventional defense of such a size, that
would deter the Soviets, When the nuclear stalemate came
about by the mid=1950s8, there was one section of the acadee
mic community that ingsisted on a strengthening of conventional
defense, so that the Soviet threat could be met effectively
and the nuclear threshold remain high enough to keep the
balance of terror intact, But there was another group

of academics in the Pentagon, who looked at nuclear wespons
as not only a more potent threat but alsc cheaper to build 
and maintain. This problem led to refinements 4in US
strategies and funding of weapons development programmes
that gave limited nuclear war concept a further boost, This
has been a perennial problem for NATO too, The reluctance
of NATO countries to increaée their defense spending by 3%
in real terms every year has met with stiff opposition from
the public and legislatures, Therefore NATO's conventional
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threat has to supplemented by tactical and theatre muclear

Weaponse

3. A corollary to the above mentioned point is the nature
of’thréat perceptions that the Soviet Union presented., To
gain increased support for military, the Soviet threat is
deliberately as imminent, of evil design in trying to capture
the “free world" under the quise of Socialism, Such gyste-
matic propaganda either by the Government or by its academic
supporters leads to Congress sanctioning more funds for
military research and weapons procurement, This too, has
contributed to the growth of the doctrine.of limited rmuclear

Warle

4. Pourthly, the role of the experts in the academic
community in the U5 cannot be underestiﬁated for championing
the cause of limited nuclear wars. These experts by provie
ding logically reasoned thinking, try and convViride - and:
they have succeeded=the public opinion and decision makers
on the advantages of - fighting a limited nuclear war, 3Since
a nuclegr war has not been fought, 1t would be difficult

to assess how such "rational® and "controlled” responses,
which its advocatéd’argue for, can remain under the control
of the decision making body in the event of & nuclear war.
Many studies have come up aconcluding that even the accepw

table damage that the limited war advocates accept would be
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so horrendous that it is inconveivable that life on earth
could ever recover from such a limited attack, Despite
these difficulties the prOponénts like Herman Kahn, Robert
Osgood, Colin S, Gray, Richard Burt and Richard Pipes still
argue for a limited nuclear war strategy that would be the
result of a rational decision, which would help the US
overcome the USSR in the final ana;ysis and bring about a
change in the enemy government, more in conformity with
American interest! For this they are willing to sacrifice
20 million American lives., § &

5. Technology 1s the . mainspring on which the refinement .
of gtrategies takes pléce. Technology has a self-generating
momentum, This momentum increases the temptation to put

to0 use such weapons in the operational docﬁrine. Techno—
logical refinements have led to more accurate weapons, which
have more yield, which are having smaller but more powerful
engines to carry it to longer distances. Technolegy has
also lowered the threshold of the cutebreak of nuclear war
by making weapons for all kinds of situations, 7The cone

| tinous upgrading of technology on both sides has a destabilize
ing effect as superlority is transitory leading to more |
deadly and refined versions in weapons systems, . Limited
nuclear war is a product of two aspects of technology-the

action-reaction syndrome and the selfegenerating momentum,.
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6 Finally ideology has played its part in the growth

and development of tbe concept of limited nuclear war,
Adversarial relations have always tended to take a darker
picture of the enemy's intentions, The enemy has always
been ascribed with evil intentions of destroying the coune
try and gain supermacy. However, such perceptions have
undergone a qualitative and quantitative change in the nuclear
age. In thé pre-nuclear age, ideology though important was
not the sole determining factor. Nor were the weapons of
death capable of so much destruction. The nuclear age has
witnessed a confrontation between the ®free world” and the
“Comrunist world¥ as ﬁhe Americans prefer to put it, or
“Sociélism“ yersus"decadent capitalism”, as the Soviets refer
to its The ideological content has spilt over into the
nuclear weapons race, Thus a justification for developing

Ster and more potent nuclear weapons is to deter and defeat

either of the ideologies, This ideological confrontation has
helped the doctrine of limited nuclear immensely.. The pro-
ponents of limited nuclear war have argued that such a concept
is in line with the Clausewitzian definition of war and politics,
Thus politics cannot be delinked from war. If this has to
happen ideology and political state of affairs must influence
military Soctrine. Thus given the intentions of thé opposing
forces, a limited nuclear war capability must be made availe
able to win the war and achieve political ends, With the

deterioration in super power relations £rom the mid 1970s,
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such an extreme view has come into vogue not only in maine
stream American politics but in the successive Administrations.
In the last year of Carter's Administration PD 59, a war fighte
ing strategy was evolved and the Reggan Administration has
carried it further on the pretext that "a window of vulner
ability” exists in American nuclear forces, It has led o
building up of America'’s strategic forces and using techno-
logy to drive the arms rece in the reverse direction, All

this stemsg £r9m the "extreme"® view that the Reagan Administe

ration holds of the Soviet government and its intentions,

These in brieﬁlare the motives that have led to the
evolution of the concept of limited nuclear war. Any single
facﬁor is not solely responsible for its growth, Rather it
i3 the interaction and inter dependence of all these factors

that have produced the concept of limited nuclear war,

The concept of limited muclear war, despite all its
iogical premises su ffors from a number of f£ailings that in
the event of an unleashing of nuclear war, it would not remain
linited, The €irst question i3 can such wars be sufficientlyv
contained to produce specific effects and reduce other effects
substansially? The fact of the matter is that the most ‘
impressive characteristic of all the scientific studies of
.the impact of nuclear war cannot accurately assess the extent

of the damage in case a limited nuclear war is unleashed, The
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Office of Technology Assessment of the US Congress in its

reparts "The Effects of Nuclear War" said,"”

the effects of a nuclear war that cannot
be calculated are atleast as important
as those for which calculations are
attempted.” (1)

It also.said that the impact of "small® or “"limited®

nuclear attack would be "enormous". This report was the
mosé comprehensive study made in the US which took into
account the range and magnitude of attack in various cases
~from single cities to counterforce targets and political and
economic targets. The number of deaths varied from 200,000
to 160,000,000. This fact alone bears testimony to the

uppredictability of the effects of a nuclear war.

The forms of limitation, as proposed by the advocatés of
limited nmuclear war, would become irrelevant in contemﬁorary
warfare. Codes of military etiquette and chivalry which
depend for their sustenance upon cosmopolitan norms, perceived
mutuality coordination with the enemy swould be inapplicable
in present day conditions,2 Examples of American conddct
"in a limited nuclear war such as put forward by Morton

Halperin wrote, ¢s .

1 Office of Technology Assessment, US Congress, The
Effects of Nuclear War, (Washington 1979), pPe3s

2 Ian Clark, Limited Nuclear War, (London 1982), p.224.
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Jimiting & central war may depend on both

sides believing that limitation is poessible

and that the other is likely to reciprocate

restraint. The US should continue to emphe

asize that the changes it is making in its

strategic posture are relevant to the limi-

taton of centralwarsess
The US might also spell out even more explicitly its commite
ment to particular kinds of limitations by stating more
clearly than was done in the McNamars speech that we would
not target cities unless the Soviets do 30, and we might
privately suggest to the 3pviets that they seperate these
two types of targets so that city destruction would not become
necessary.”3 Such an action would require reciprocity from
the ﬁoviets. But the Soviets have stated consistently that
they would not play by Western rules of the war and that they
& not believe that war onge it crosses the nuclear thresh-
hold could remain limiteds The other reason as to why the
Soviets would not accept limited war are, that may be in their
calculation the politicsl and technological difficulties are
simply insurmountable. Also as Soviet ideologi insists that
the wars actually fought by the Soviet Union are necessary
and ﬁbereﬁore’just wars, With such under pinnings of moral
and ideological fervour, the rationsle for restricting the
military effort must inevitably be obscured, Another reason
put forward by Bracken is thats

By intentionally operating some of its forces
near the West German urban zones, the Warsaw

3 Morton Halperin mited Wa
(New York, 1963, H1;:"'‘ii:‘%‘“‘g‘‘4‘a"gg''blm‘,‘ﬁ“"“‘gg. o7, .
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Pact would be manipulating the threat of
massive oollateral damage.... In fact, a
- & t -

explcit NATO' 8 atempt to engae in a conte

rolled battlefield nuclear war, for if miclear

weapons were used in this scenario, NATO

would be forced to fire on its own cities and

population, (4)

Another argument against limited nuclear war is what
Paul Warnke, former Director of the Arms Control and Dige

armament Agency said in the New York Times, “deterrence is

always weakened by any strategy that seems to contemplate

a limited nuclear war®.’ The editorisl comment of The Times
(London) while criticizing PD 59 gaid that “the most familiar
one is that by making the US nuclear force easier to ‘u'se'it
makes it more likely to be used. n6 Thus it becomes obvious
that with greéter precision in weapons gystems, seleative
nuclear options are designed to reduce the risk of war by
increasing the threat of ft. wWhether this is possible as

part of a deterrence theory is not questionable but impossible.

Selectivity in targeting waes supposéd to be introduced
by the new doctrines in order to reduce the damage to

4 P.Bracken, "Collateral damage and Theatre Warfare",
Survival, September-October 1980, p.205, quoted 1n
Ian Clark, nN+2, pp.221w222.

5 Paul Warnke, New York Times, August 17, 1980.

6 The Times, September 4, 1980,
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civilian centres. However, Schlesinger clearly refuted this
‘point when he said, “The shift in targeting policy s+« does not
mean that we are pointing missiles away from cities to military
targets.,. we mst continue to target cities.*’ This indicates
not the abandonment of m, bu£ its displacement in time. It
is to postpone MAD and reinstate it as the orthodoxy of a ware-

time rather than of a peace time atrategy.

The momentum of technological developmmﬁs' and brute
acquisition of weapons systems is another problem in limiting
nuclear waf. With MIRV ed technology, aoquisition of theatre
nuclear devices and more availability of nuclear warheads
targeting policy has been affected, As G.Treverton wrote, "with
more and more nuclear weapons, the US reached a point in 1974
where even the all out "assured destruction retaliation would
have sent some 70% of the warheads against military not civilian

or economic targets."a

Another aspect of technology momentum
was brought out by Robert Ellswerth. While discussing the
Schlesinger doctrines, Ellesworth wrote, "4t is not a "new
Nixon strategy® which requires enormous numbers of new, highly
accurate warheads. The contrary is the case: 11: is the enormous

pumbers of new highly accurate warheads which require a »new

strétegy."’g
7 J.SChlesinger, quoted in lan Clark, nNe2, p«226¢
8 G.Treverton, quoted in Ian Clark, n.2, p.227.

9 R.;ghard Ellsworth, Letter to New York Times, Januéry 25,
1974,
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Despite personal scepticism, the officials in the US
government are not sble to control the drive 65 new weapons
from gaining entry into US forge structures. An example of
this is5 the statement cf Defense Searetary Harold Brown, who
earlier had defei:ded PD 59 and the concept of limited muclear
wars But now in an interview to ABC, he said, “nuclear strikes,
a nuclear strike on the US, even though we retaliated initia=
lly 4in a limited way, would probably escalate ultimately to an. .

allout nuclear war, ~10

There has also been a fundamental shift f;:'oun the Schlew
singer doatrine to the PD 59. While the Schlesinger doctrine
was offered as a new look in US strategic policy even though
it contained the limited counter.force options of American
strategic practice, the PD 59 on the other hand, was envisaged
as "not & new strategic doctrine « it is not a radical departure
from US gtrategic policy over the past decade or so", But in
essence it made a fundamental change in the targeting policy - '
that of targeting the enemy's . political and military control
centres, This targeting policy itself takes the wind out of the
argument that in g umited miclear war, control must be mainte
ained by both sides so as to avoid escalation. With the PD 59
targeting policy the destrugtion of USSR political and military

10 Of ficial Text, US Embassy, New Delhi, August 20, 1980,
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control and commnand centres would lead not to a cbntrol of the

s &
nuclear war but an escalation of it/ general war,

Another problem in the event of a limited muclear war
starting is how to end it? PD 59 nor its following policies
offer any enlightenment on this subject. As Hamlé Brown maine
tained in the ABC interview, "in our planning we have not
ignored the problem of ending the war, nor can we ignore it
in the event of the war*.3! Yet the entire PD 59 does mot
elaborate how such a war could be tiérminated,

Merci fully despite the plethora of theories that have
come about on limited nuclear wat. no war has been started,
Hiroshima and Nagaseki are our totality of nuclear experiencee
Any war in the future would bring upon us catastrophic events
yet unseen, The stakes are high and the dangers mafifold, We
would have done our task no better than to avert such an event,
The nuclear bomb is a fact and we have to live with it, Limited

nuclear war is a theory and it should remain that way.

i1 Ibid.
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