o
= 2
L THE DELICATE BALANCE OF TERROR
_CCCU Albert Wohlstetter '
©
C
@)
S
» P-1472
Q
5 .
S 6 November 1958
L Revised December 1958 -
5 L e
o
£
(@)
<
I3
o
@
C
(@)
Z
@
2
©
S
S
2
B
<
o)
o
-]
@)
) .
Reproduced by

The RAND Corporation ®© Santa Monica e California

.

The views expressed in this paper are not necessarily those of the Corporation



Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

P-1472
11-6-58
-l

THE DELICATE BALANCE OF TERROR

. Albert Wohlstetter

I. INTRODUCTION

Thé first shock administered by the Soviet launching of Sputnik has almost
dissipated. The flurry of statements and investigations and improvised responses
has died down, leaving a small residue: a slight increase in the schedule of
bomber and ballistic missile production, with a resulting small increment in our
defense expenditures for the current fiscal year, a considerable enthusiasm for
space travel, and some stirrings of interest iri’the't.eaching of mathemetics and
physics in the seconda;ry schools. Western defense policy has almost returned to

the level of activity and the emphasis suited to the basic assumptions which were

- controlling before Sputnik.

- One of the most important of these assumptions -- that a general thermonuclear
var is extremely unlikely -« is held in common by most of the critics of our defense
policy as well as by its proponents. Because of its crucial role in the Western
strs.teg} of defense, I should like to examine the stability of the thermonuclear
balence which, it is generally supposed, would make aggression irrational or even
insane. The balance, I believe, is in fact precarious, and this fact has critical
implications for policy. Deterrence in the 1960's will be neither inevitable nor
impossible but the product of susteined intelligent effort, attainable only by
continuing hard choice.  As a major illustration mportaht both for defense and
foreign policy, I shall treat the particﬁlarly stringent conditions for deterrence
which affect forces based cloée to the enemy, whether they are U.S. forces or those
of our allies, under single or joint control. I shall comment also on the inade-

quacy as well as the necessity of deterrence, on the problem of accidental outbreak

R .

' *
of war, and on disarmament.

*I want to thank C. J. Hitch, M. W. Hoag, W. W. Kaufmann, A. W. Marshall,
H. S. Rowen and W. W. Taylor for suggestions in preparation of this article.
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1I. THB PRESUMED AUTOMATIC BALANCE

I emphasize that requirements for deterrence are stringent. We. have heard so
much about the atomi¢ stalemate and the receding probability of war which it has
produced, that this may strike the reader as something of an exaggeration. 1Is
deterrence a .neceasa.ry consequence Oof both sides having a nuclear delivery cepa-
bility, and 15 all-out war nearly cbsolete? Is mutual extinction the only out-
came of a general war? This belief, frequently expressed by references to Mr.
Oppenhaimér'a simile of the two scorpions in a bottle, is perhaps the prevalent one.
It is keld by 5. very eminent and diverse group of pecple -~ in England by Sir
Winston Chruchill, P. M. S. Blackett, Sir Jobn Slessor, Admiral Buzzerd and meny
others, in France by such figures as Reymond Aron, Genmeral Gallois and General
Gazin, in this country by the titular heads of both parties as well as almost all
writers on military and foreign affairs, by both Henry Kissinger and his critic,
James E. King, and by George Kennan' as well as Mr. Achesoﬁ.. Mr. Kennen refers to
American concern about surprise attack as simply .obsessive ,*and many people have
drawn the consequénce of the stalemate as has-Blackett, who states: "If it is in
fact true, as most current opinion holds, that. strategic air power has abolished
global war, then en \irgent problem for the West is to assess how little effort
must be put into 1t to keep global var abolished.”  If peace were founded firmly
on mutual terror and mitual terror on symmetrical nuclear powers, this would be, es
Churchill hes said, "a melancholy paradox”; nonetheless a most comforting one.

Deterrence, !;ovever, is not automatic. While feasible, it will be much harder

to achieve in the 1960's than is generally believed. One of the most disturbing
features of current opinion is the underestimation of this difficulty. This is due ,

partly to a misconstruction of the technological race as a problem in matching

George F. Kennan, "A Chance to Withdraw Our Troops in Europa-, : Hgﬁ
gizme, February 1958, p. bLl.

. ™p. M. 8. Blackett, Atomic Weapons and East-West Relations, Cambridge Univ.
Press, 1956, p. 32.
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striking forces, partly to a wishful analysis of the Soviet ability to strike

first.
Since Sputnik, the United States has made several moves to assure the world

(that is, the ememy, but more especially our allies and ourselves) that we will
match or overmatch Soviet technology and, specifically, Soviet offense technology.
We have, for example, accelerated the bember and ballistic missile programs, in
particular, the intermediate-range ballistic missiles. The problem has been
conceived as more or better bombers -- or rockets; or Sputniks; or engineers.

This has meant confusing deterrence vwith mtehglpg or exceeding the enemy's

-~ ability to strike first. Matching weapons, however, misconstrues the nature

of the technological race. Not, as 1s frequently said, because only a few bombs

owned by the defender can make aggression fruitless, but because even many 4might
not. One outmoded A-bomb dropped from an obsolete bomber might destroy a great
many superscnic Jets and ballistic missiles. To deter an attack means being
able to strike back in spite of it. It meens, in other words, a capability to

strike second. In the last year or two there has been a growing awareness of

-the importance of the distinction between a "strike-first"” and a "strike-second”

capebility, but little, if any, recogﬁit:l.on of the implications of this distinction
for the balance of terror theory.

Where the published writings have not simply underestimated Soviet capabili-
ties and the advantages of a first strike, they have in general placed artificial
constraints on the Soviet use of the cepabilities attributed to .them. They
assume, for example, that the enemy will attack in mass "over-the-Artic" through
our Distant Early Werning line, with bombers refuesled over Canada -- all resulting
in plenty of warning. Most hopefully, it is sometimes assumed that such attacks '
will be preceded by days of visible preparations for moving grgﬁqd troops.

Such assumptions suggest that Soviet leaders will be rather bumbling or, better,
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cooperative. These. are best called "Western-preferred-Soviet strategies."
Hovever atiractive it may be for us to narrow Soviet alternatives to- these, they

would be low in the order of preference of any reascneble Russian planning wer.

III. THE QUANTITATIVE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM AND THE UNCERTAINTIES

In treating Soviet strategies it is important to comsider Soviet rather
than Western advantage and to consider the strategy of both sides éumtitatiwly.
The effectiveness of our own choices will depend on a most complex numerical
interaction of Soviet and Western plans. Unfortunately, both the privileged and
unprivileged information an these matters is precarious. As a result, competent
people have been led into critical error in evaluating the prospects for deter-
rence. Western journalists have greatly overestimated the difficulties of a
Soviet surprj.se attack with thermonuclear weapons and vastly underestimated
the complexity of the Western problem of retaliation.

One ’intelligent commentator, Richard Rovere, recently expressed the common
view: "If the Russians had ten thousand warheads and' a missile for each, and
we had ten hydrogen bombs and ten obsolete bombers,”..."aggression would still be
a folly that would eppeal only to an insane sdventurer.” Mr. Rovere's example is
plausible because it assumes implicitly that the defender's hydrogen bambs will
with certaiﬁty be visited on the aggressor; then the demage done by the ten bombs
seenis terrible enough for deterrence, and any more would be simply redundant.
This is the basis for the common view. The example raises questions y even
assuming the deiiv,ery of the ten weapons. For instance, the targets aimed at in
retaliation migﬁt be sheltered and a quite modest civil defense could hold within
tolersble limits the damage done to city t;arsets by ten delivered bcmbs. But
the essential point is that the weapons would not be very 1ikely to reach their
targets. Even if the bombers were dispersed at ten d:l.fferent'é';tnts, and .
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protected by shelters so blast resistant as to stand up anywhere outside the
1ip of the bomb crater -- even inside the fire ball itself -- the chances of
one of these bmnbers-bs.urv;.ving the huge attack directed at it would be on the
order of one in a million. (This celculation tekes account of the unrelisbility
apnd inaccuracy of the missile.) And the damage done by the small minority of
these ten planes that might be in the air at the time of the attack, armed and
ready to run the gauntlet of an alert air defense system, if not zero, would
be very small indeed compared to damage that Russia has suffered in the past.
For Mr. Rovere, like meny other writers on this subject, numerical superiority
is not important at all. |

For Joseph Alsop, on the other hend, it is importent, but.the superiority is

on our side. Mr. Alsop recently enunciated as one of the four rules of nuclear var:
"The aggressor's problem is astronomicelly difficult; and the aggressor requires
an overvhelming superiority of force."" There are s he believes, no fewer than hoo'
SAC bases in the NATO nations alone and many more elsewhere, all of which would
have to be attacked in a very short space of time. The "thousands of coordinated
air so:;ties and/or missile firings," he concludes, are not feesible. Mr. Alsop's
argument is numerical and has the virtue of demonstrating that at least the
relative nurbers are important. But the numbers he uses are very wide of the mark.
He overestimatas the mmber of such bases by more than a factor of ten, and in
any cas'e, migsile firings on the scale of a thousand or more involve costs that
are by no means out of proportion, given the strategic budgets of the great powers.

Whether or not thousands are needed depends on the yleld and the accuracy of the

*Joseph Alsop, "The New Balance of Power," Encounter, May 1958, p. 4. It
should be added that, since these lines were written, Mr. Alsop's views have
altered.

L e

**';'he New York Times, September 6, 1958, p. 2.
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enemy missiles, sompthing about which it would be a great mistake for us to
display coenfidence.

Perhaps t.he first s-tép in dispelling the neerly umiversal optimism about the
stability of deterrenece would be to recognize the difficulties in analyzing the
uncertainties and interactlons between our own wide range of choices and the moves
open to the Soviets. On our side ve must consider an enormous. variety of strategic
weapons which might compose our force, and for each of these several alternmative
methods of basing and operation. These are the choices that determine whether a
weapens system will have any genuine capability in the realistic circ\msta.nces
of & var. Besides the B-4LTE and the B-52 'bombers which are in the United States-
strategic force new, alternatives will include the B-52G (a longer range version
of the B-52); the Mach 2 B-58A bomber and a "growth" versioz; of it; the Mach 3
B-f{O bomber; a nucleai'-powered bember pessibly carrying lengfrange air-to-surface
missiles; the Dynasoar, a manned glide-rocket; the Thor and. the. Jupiter, liquid-
fueled intermediate range ballistic misaiiea ; thg‘ Snark intercentinental cruise
missile H the Atla.s‘ and the Titen intercontinental ballistic missiles; the submarine-
launched Polaris and Atlantis rockets; the Minuteman, one potential solid-fueled
successer to the Thor and Titan; possibly unmanned bembardment satellites; and
many others vhich are not yet gleams in anyone's eye and some that are just that.

The difficulty of describing in a brief article the best mixture of weapons
for the long-term future beginning in 1960, their base requirements, their poten-
tiality for stabilizing or upsetiing the balance among the great powers,’ and their
iimpligationa for the alliance, is not just a matter of space or the cmstrafints of

isecurity. The difficulty in fact stems from some ré.ther ba.sié insecuritieé. These .

!matters are vildly uncertaein; ve are talking about weapens and vehicles that are
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Recently some of my colleagues picked their way through the graveyard of
early claims about various missiles and aircraft: their dates of availability,
costs and performance. These claims are seldom revisited or talked about:

De mortuis nil nisi bonum. The errors were large and almost always in one

direction. And the less we knew, the more hopeful we were. Accordingly the
missiles benefited in particular. For example, the estimated cost of ome missile
increased by a factor of over 50 -- from about $35,000 in 1949 to some $2 million
in 1957. This un;:ertainty is critical. Some but not all of the systems listed
can be chosen and the problem of choice is essentially quantitative. The complexi-
ties of the problem, if they were more videly understood, would discourage the
oracular confidence of writers on the subject of deterrence.

Scme of the complexities can be suggested by referring to the successive
Obstacles to be hurdled by any system providing a capability to strike second,
that is ’ to strike back. Such deterrent systems must have (a) a stable , "steady-
state” peacetime operation within feasible budgets (besides the logistic end

operational costs there are, for example, problem of false alarms and accidents).

They must have also the ability (b) to survive enemy attacks, (c) to make and
commmnicate the decision to retaliate, (d) to reach enemy territory with fuel

'enough to complete their mission, (e) to Penetrate enemy active defenses, that is

fighters and surface-to-air missiles, and (£) to destroy the target in spite of

any passive civil defense in the form of dispersal or protective construction or

evacuation of the target itself.

‘ HWithin limits the enemy is free to use his offensive and defensive. forces 80
as to exploit the vwealmesses of each of our systems in getting over any of;these
hurdles between peacetime operation and the campletion of a retaliatory strike.
He will also be free, within limits, in the Sixties to choose that _composi‘éicn of

"ITOTCe8 Tor orfense, and ror active and passive derense WAL Ehmé—ﬁfi as
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difficult as possible for the various systems we might select. As I stressed
earlier, much of the cgntgmporary Western confidence on the ea.se. of retaliation

is achieved by ignoring the full range of sensible enemy plans. It would be quite
wrong to assume that the uncertainties I have described affect a totalitarian
' a.ggressoi' and the party attacked equally. A totalitarian country can preserve
secrecy about the capabilities and disposition of his forces very much better than
a Western democracy. And the aggressor has, among other enormous advantages of
the first strike, the ability to weigh continually our performance at each of the

six barriers and to choose a precise known time and circumstance for attack which

will reduce uncertainty. It is important not to confuse our uncertainty with his.
The fact that we may nq*t". know the accuracy and number of his missiles will not
deter him; Strangely enough, some military commentators have not made this dis-
tinction and have actually founded their belief in the certainty of deterrence on .
‘the fact simply that there are uncertainties.”

The slender basis for Western optimism is displayed not only in the writings
of Journalists but in the more analytic writings of professionals. The recent
publications of General Gallois = parallel rather closely Mr. Alsop's faulty
nurerical proef that surprise attack is astronomically difficult -- except that
Gallois' "simple arithmetic,"” to borrow his own phrase, turns essentially on some
assumptions which are at once inexplicit and extremely optimistic about the blast

* ¥
‘resistance of his dispersed missile sites to enemy attacks from nearby.

. *This is not a new error: in an interview with the press on December 3, 1941,

‘Air Chief Marshal Sir Robert Brooke-Popham, Commander-in-Chief, Far East, for the
British forces stated, "There are clear indications that Japan does not know which

Wway to turn. Tojo 1s scratching his head." As Japan did not have a definijte .
ipolicy to follow, 1rrevoca.bly, s’aep by step, said Sir Robert, "there is a qea.ssurtng
'sta.te of uncertainty in Japan." O. Dowd Gallagher, Action in the East, Dou'bled.a.y, D. 9h

Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

*¥General Pierre M. Gallois , "A French General Analyzes Nuclear-Age Strétegr s
Bealitds, November, 1958, pp. 19-22, 70-T1; "Nuclear Aggression a.nd Nationail Suicide "

Wmmw&,w&

**3ee Pootnote on page 28.
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Mr. Blackett's recent book, Atomic Weapons and East-West Relations, illustrates

the hazards confronting & most able analyst in dealing with the piecemeal infor-
mation available to the general public. Mr. Blackett, a Nobel prize-winning

physicist with vartime experience in military operations research, mustered a

lucid summary of the public information available at the time of his writing on

‘weapons for all-out war. He stated: -

"It is, of course, conceivable that same of the facts have been kept so
secret that no public judgment of military policy can have any-great -
significance; in fact, that the military authorities have up their
sleeve some invention or device, the possession of which completely
alters the military situation. On reflection we can see that it is
fairly safe to disregard this possibility.™#

But unfortunately his evaluation of the use of intercontinental ballistic missiles

’agg._iggt._boinbei' bases shows that it was not at all safe to "disregard this possi-
‘bility." Only a-few pages further on, he said:

"It has recently been stated that some new method has been devised
in America by which the H-bombs can be made small encugh to be

_carried in an intercontinental missile. This seems very unlikely.™
Mr. Blackett?!s book' was published in 1956. It is now widely known that inter-
continental ballistic missiles will have hydrogen warheads, and this i:act s &
secret at the time, invalidates Mr. Blackett's calculations and, I might say, much
of his optimism on the stability of the balance of terror. In sum, one of the
serious obstacles to any widespread rational judgment on these matters of high
policy is that eritical elements of the problem have to be protected by secrecy.

However, some of the princ:.pal conclusions about de‘berrence in the ea.rly Sixties

can be fairly ﬁrmly based, and based on publ:l.c mfoma.tion.

*Blackett., op. cit., p. 4.

**Ibid., p. 53. -
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IV.  THE DELICACY OF THE BAIANCE OF TERROR
The most important conclusion runs counter to the indications of what I have

called "Western-preferred Soviet strategies." It runs counter, that is s to our
wishes. A sober analysis of Soviet choice from the standpoint of Soviet interest )
and the technical alternatives, and taking into account the ‘uncertainties that a

Russian planner weuld insure agsinst, suggests that we must expect a vast increase

in the veight of attack which the Soviets can deliver with little warning, and the

growth of a significant Russian capability for an essentially warningless attack.

As a result, strategic deterrence, while feasible, will be extremely difficult to

achieve, and at critical junctures in the 1960's we mey not have the power to

deter attack. Whether we have it or not will depend on some difficult strategic
choices as to the future composition of the deterrent force and » in the years
vwhen that force vis not subject to drastic change in composition, hard choices on
its besing, operations, and defense.

The bombers will continbe to make up the predominanb part of our force in
the early 1960's. None of the popular remedies for their defense will suffice --
not, for example, mere increase of alertness ,. the effects of which will be outmoded
by the growth of a Russian capability for attack without significant warning, nor
simple dispersal or sheltering alone or mobility taken by itself, or a mere piling
up of ihterceptors and defense missiles a.rox_mdSAC bg.ses». A complex of measures
is required. I shall have occasion to comment brieg;y;on the defects of most of
fbhese measures taken singly. let me suggest'-'at this point the inadequacy o;’ the
popula.r conception of the airborne alert -- an extreme form of defense by mobility.
‘l!he impression is rather widespread that one-third of the SAC bombers are iF the

air and ready for combat at all times. This belief is belied by the public record. .
[ A

L*See, for example, "NATO, A Critical Appraisal,” by Gardner Pa.tterson a.ndl

dgar 8. Furniss, Jr., Princeton University Conference on NATO,-Princeton,New Jersey,
June 1957, p. 32: “Although no one pretended to know, the hypothesis that one-third-
of the striking force of the United States Strategic Air Command was in the air at
all times was regarded by most as reasonable.”
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According to the Symington Committee Hearings in 1956, our bombers averaged 3
hours of flying per month, which is about four per cent of the average 732-hour
month. An Air Force representa.tive expressed the hope that within a couple of
years, with an increase in the ratio of crews to aircraft, the bombers would
reach 45 hours of f£light per month -- which is six per cent. 'This four to six
per cent of the force includes bombers partially fueled and without bombs. It
is, moreover, only en average, admitting variance down as well as up. Some
increase in the mumber of armed bombers aloft is to be expected. However, for
the current generation of bombers, which have pgen designed for speed and range
rather than endurance, & continuous air patrol for .cne-third of the force would
bae extremely expensive.

On the other hand, it would be unwise to look for miracles in the new
veapons systems, which by the mid-1960's may constitute a.'c.onsiderable portion
of the United States force. After the Thor, Atlas, and Titan fhere are a number
of pramising developments. The solid-fueled rockets, Minuteman and Polaris,
promise in particular to be extremely significant components of the deterrent
force. . Today they are being touted as making the ‘problem of deterrence easy to
solve and, in fact, guaranteeing its solution. But none of the new developments
in vehicles is likely to do that. For the complex job of deterrence, they all
have limitations. The unvaryingly immoderate claims for each new weapons system
should make us wary of the latest "technological breakthroughs.” Only a very
short time ago the ballistic missile itself was supposed to be intrinsicelly
invulnersble cn the ground. It 18 now more gemerally understood that 1ts
survival is likely to depend on a variety of choices in its defense.

It is hard to talk with confidence about the mid- and late-Sixties. A

systematic study of an optimal or a good deterrent force which‘“éonsidered all
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the major factors affecting choice and dealt adequately with the uncertainties
woeuld be a formidable task. In lieu of this, I shall mention briefly why none
of the many systems ;@J;bb or projected dominates the others in any obvious
vay. My comments will take the form of a swift run-through of the character-
istic advantages and disadvantages of various strategic systems at each of

the six successive hurdles mentiened earlier.

The first hurdle to be surmounted is the attainment of a stable, steady-
state peacetime operation. Systems which depend for their survival on extreme
decentralizatien of controls, as may be the case with large scale dispersal
and some of the mobile weapens, raise problems of a;ce:mcnta and over a long
period of peacetime operation this leads in turn to serious political problems.
Systems relying on extensive movement by land, perhaps by truck caravan, are
an obvious example; the introduction of these en EuropeanArp;a.da, as is sometimes
suggested, would raise grave questions for the governments of éome of our allies. |
Any extensive inerease in the armed air alert will increase the hazard of
accident and intensify the concern already expressed among our allies. Some
of the ‘proposala for bombardment satellites may involve such hazards of unintended
bemb releasé as to make them out of the question.

The cost to buy and operate various weapons systems must be seriously
considered. Some systems buy their ability to negotiate a given hurdle -- say,
surviving the enemy attack -- only at prohibitive cost. Then the number that
can be bought out of a given budget will be small and this will affect the
relative performance of cempeting systems at various other hurdles, for example
penetrating enemy defenses. Soﬁe of the relevant cost ccmpafiaona s then,
are between competing systems; others concern the extra costs to the

enemy of canceling an additional expenditure of our own. For. g&gmple )
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some dispersal is essentiasl, though usually it is expensive; if the dispersed
bases are within a warning net, dispersal can help to provide warning against
seme sorts ofgttack; ‘since 1t forces the attacker to increase the size of
his raid and so makes it more lieble to detection as well as scmevwhat harder
to coordinate. But as the sole or principal defense of our offensive force,
dispersal has only a brief useful life and can be Justified financially only
up to a point. f‘or ageinst our cests of ceonstruction, maintenance and operation
of an additional base must be set the enemy's much lower costs of delivering
one extra wespen. Ard, in general, any fee.si'blp degree of dispersal leaves
& congiderable coneenﬁ’a.tien of value at a single fa.rset point. For example,
a squadron of heavy bombers costing, with their associated tankers and
penetration aids, perhaps a half a billion dollars over five years; might be
eliminated, if it were otherwise unprotected, by an enenw_iptercontinenta.l
ballistic missile costing perhaps sixteen million dollars. Afier making
allowance for the .unreliability and inaccuracy of the missile, this means a
ratio of seme ten for cne or better. To achieve safety by brute numbers in
80 mfavorable a8 competition is not likely to be viable economically or
politically. However, a viable peacetime operation is only the first hurdle
to be surmounted.

At the second hurdle -- surviving enemy offense -- ground alert systems
Placed deep within a warning net look good agaiﬁst e manned bamber attack, much
less good against intercentinental ballistic missiles, and not good at all
against ballistic missiles launched from the sea. In the last case, systems such
as the Minuteman, which may be sheltered and dispersed as well as slert, would do_
vell. Systems involving launching platforms which are mobile and concealed, such
as Polaris submarines, have particular advantage for surviving ';én_ enemy offense.
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However, there’is a third hurdle to be swrmounted -- namely that of making

the decision to retaliate and commmicating it. Here, Polaris, the combat air
patrol of B-52's, snd in fact all of the mobile platforms -- under water, on the
surface, in the air and above the air -- have severe pz:oblems. Long distance
communicatien may be jammed and, meost important, communicetion centers may be

destroyed.
At the Pourth hurdle -- ability to reach enemy territory with fuel enough

to cemplete the mission -- several of our short-legged systems have operational
problems such as ccordinaticon with tankers and.using bases close to the enemy.
For a good many years to come, up to the ﬁd-l960's in fact, this will be a
formidable hurdle for the greater pert of our deterrent force. The next section
of this article deels with this problem at seme length.

The fifth hurdle is the aggressor's long-range intercept@rs and close-in
missile defenses‘. To get past these might require large numbers of planes and
missiles. (I the high cost of overccming an ea.rlier obstacle -- using extreme
dispersal or airborne alert or the like -- limits the number of planes or missiles
bought, this limitation is likely to be penalized disproporticnately here.) Or
getting through may involve carrying heavy loads of radar decoys, electronic
Jammers and other aids to defense penetration. For example, wvehicles like
Minuteman and Polaris, which were made small to facilitate dispersal or mobility,
may suffer here because they can carry fewer penetration aids.

At the final hurdle -- destroying the target in spite of the passive
defenses that may protect it -- low-payload and low-accuracy systems, such
as Minuteman and Polaris, may be frustrated by blest-resistant shelters. For
example, five half-megaton weapons with an average accuracy of 2 miles might be
expected to destroy half the population of a city of 500,000, spread over
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4O square miles, provided the inhabitants are without shelters. But if they are
provided with shelters capable of resisting pressures of 100 pounds per square
inch, approximately 60 suc;h weapons would be required; and deep rock shelters
might force the total up to over a thousand.

Prizes for a retaliatory capebility are not distributed for getting over
one of these jumps. A system must get over all six. A serious study of the
competing systems in the late Sixties , as I stressed earlier, will have to
consider the fact that a sensible enemy will design his offense and his active
and passive defense so as to expleit the known ..vgea‘lmesses of whatever systems
we choose. This sort of geme, as anyone vwho has tr:i.ed it knows, is extremely

difficult to enalyze and necessitates caution in making any early judgment as

to the comparative merits of the many coﬁ‘xpeting systems. The one thing that
is apparent on the'basis of even a preliminary analysis is that getting a
eapability to strike second in the late Sixties means running a hard course.

I hope' these illustrations will suggest that. assuring ourselves the power
te strike back after a massive thermonuclear surprise attack is by no means as
a.utmfic as is v:l.d.ely_ believed. What can we say then on the question as to
whether gemeral var is unlikely? The most important thing to say perhaps is
that it doesn't make much sense to talk about whether general war is likely or
not unless we specify a goed deal else sbeut the range of circumstances in which
the choice of surprise attack might present itself to the Russians. Deterrence
is a matter of comparative risks. Hew much the Soviets will risk in surprise
attack will depend in part on the vulmerability of our future pesture. These
risks eould ba smaller than the alternmative of not striking.

Would not a general thermonuclear war mean "extinetion" for the asggressor

as vell as the defender? -"Extinction” is a state-that bedly nééd analysis.

l : — " 1
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Russian fatalities in World War II were more than 20,000,000. Yet Russia
recovered extremely well from this catastrophe. There are several quite
plausible circtmstanc.& in the future when the Russians might be confident of
being able to limit demage to comsiderably less than this number -- if they
make gsensible strategic choices and we do not. On the- other hand, the risks
of not striking might at scme juncture appear very great to the Soviets,
involving, for example, disastrous defeat in periphberal war, loss of key
satellites with danger of ‘revolt spreading -- possibly to Russia itself --
or fear of an attack by ourselves. Then, striking first, by surprise, would be
the sensible choice for them, and from their point of view the smaller risk.
It should be clear that it is not fruitful to talk about the likelihood
of general war without specifying the range of altermatives that are pressing
on the aggressor and the strategic postures of both the Soviet bloc and the
West. The balance is not automatic. First, since thermonucleasr weaspons give
an enormous advantage to the aggressor, it takes great ingemuity and realism
at any given level of nuclear technology to devise a stable equilibrium. And
second,. this technology itself is changing with fantastic speed. Deterrence

will require an urgent and continuing effort.

V. THE USES AND RISKS OF BASES CLOSE TO THE SOVIETS
It may now be useful to focus attention on the specisl problems of deterrent
forces close to the Soviet Union. First, overseas areas have played an important
role in the past and have a continuing though less certain role today. Second,
the recent acceleration of production of our intermediate range ballistic
missiles and the negotiation of agreements with various NATO povers for their
basing a.nd.‘ operation have given our overseas bases a renevwed importance in

deterring attack on the United States -- or so it would appear'__.;{ first blush.
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Third, an anslysis can throw scme light en the problems faced by our allies in
developing an in«hiependent ability to deter a‘l.l-out attack on themselves and in

-‘l'his way it caﬁ cla.r:f.fy the much asgitated question of nuclear sharing. Finally,

oversees bases affect in many critical ways, political and economic as well as

military, the status of the alliance.
Let me say something to begin with about the uses and risks of basing SAC

bombers overseas, first, on the costs of operating at great range. Suppose we
design a chemically fueled bember with the speed and altitude needgd to penetrate
enemy defenses and we ‘want it to operate at a given radius from target without

refueling. The weight of such a bomber along with the cost of buying and

‘operating it will increase at a growing rate with the length of the design radius.

Or, teking a specific bomber with a fixed radius, the cost of extending its
rs.di;sﬂl;;;xwing and operating aerial tankers will also grov. _a.t an increasing
rate, with sdditienal air refuelings to extend radius. The state-of-the-art
during the past decade or so has been such that this has meant a drastic rise
in cost.s at distances less than those from bases well within the United States
to targéts vell within Russia. Or, leoked at another way, for a fixed budget
this means a smaller number 'of bombers capable of operating from far off than
from close in to Russia. Indeed, with the actual composition of our tanker and
bomber force only a small proportion ceuld be operated from the current conti-
nental United States base system to our Russian targets and back without some
use of overseas bases.

At the end of the last decade, overseas bases appeared to be an advan-
tageous means of achieving the radius extension needed by our short-legged
bombers, of permitting them to use several axes of attack, and of increasing
the number of sorties possible in the course of an extended ca.mg&.’&gn. With the

growth of cur own thermonuclear stockplle, it became apparent that a long
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campaign involving many re-uses of a large proportien of our bombers was not
likely to be necessary. With the growth of a Russian nuclear-delivery capability,
it became clea.z; that.'f;hiakvas most unlikely to be feasible.

Our overseas bases now have the disadvantage of high vulnerability.
Because they are closer than the United States to the Soviet Union, they are
subject to a vastly greater attack by a larger variety as well as gumber of
vehicles. With given resources, the Soviets might deliver on nearby beases
a freight of bombs with something like 50 to 100 times the yield that they
could muster at intercontinental range. Missi;lg accuracy would more than
double. Because there is not much space for obtaiﬁing varning -- in any case,
there are no deep-warning radar nets -- and, since most of our overseas bases
are close to deep vater fram which submarines might launch missiles, the
warning problem is very much more severe than for bases in the interior of
the United States.

As a result, early in the Fifties the U.S. Air Force decided to recall
many of ocur bambers to the continental United States and to use the overseas
bases éhiefly for refueling, particularly post-strike ground refueling. This
reduced drastically the v}ulnerability of U.S. bombers and at the same time
retained many of the adventages of overseas operation. For some years now
SAC has been reducing the mnnbgr of aircraft usually deployed overseas. The
purpose is to reduce vulnerability and has little to do with any increasing
radius of SAC aircraft. The early B-52 radius is roughly that of the B-36;
the B-47, roughly that of the B-50 or B-29. In fact the radius limitation

and therefore the basing requirements we have discussed will not change substan- :

tially for scme time to come. We can talk with comperative confidence here,

S~ .
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bééaﬁée the U.S. stgategic ‘force is itself largely determined sz'".’chis périod.
Such a force changes more slowly than is generally realized. The vast
majority of the force will consist of menmed bombers, and most of these will
be of medium range. The Atlas, Titan, and Polaris rockets, vhen available,
cen of course do witheut overseas bases. (Though it should be observed that
the proportien of Polaris submarines kept at sea can be made larger by the
use of overseas-based submarine tenders.) This is not true of the Thor and
Jupiter. But in any case, stra@egic missiles will be in the minority. Even
with the projected force of aerial tankers, this means that mest of our
forece, which will be ﬁanned bombers, cannot be.ﬁsed'at all in attacks on the
Soviet Union without at least seme use of overseas areas.

We might distinguish varying degrees in the intensity of such use.
(1) At ene extreme overseas bases could be simply places to land bomber crews
by parachute. (2) Or they might provide emergency la.nding- i;e;.cilities for the
bombers returning from target. (3) They might support the landing of tankers
after they have fuéled the bombers and so permit the transfer of‘larger
amounts of fuel. (4) They might be used to help stage the bombers back to the
United States (possibly to be turned around for another sertie). (5) They
might be used for staging bombers on the way to as well as from the target.
(6) They might support eme or two such "turn-srcunds.” (7) At the other
.extreme, they might support centinuous eperaticn up to the outbreak of the
zwar. The last of these types of use (involving continueus clese-in operation

%nd.exposure before the outbreak) is, of ceurse, the mest vulnerable. Fivﬁ

-jland six, which involve expesure intermittently only, amnd after the start of

!

%ar, are less vulnerable but nonetheless problematic. In the case of the |

L~ -
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first four, an attack on the base would not prevent the fulfil]méﬁt by the
bomber of at least a single mission of retaliation.

The essential point 1':0 be made is that to use the majority of our force
will involve at least minimal employment of overseas areas for the early
Sixties. In this period some U.S. bombers will be sble to reach same targets
from some U.S. bases within the original forty-eight states without landing
on the way back. On the other hand, some bomber-target combinations are not
feasible without pre-target landing (and are therefore doubtful). However,
most of the bombers in the early Sixties will require same sort of touch ,
down of the bomber or the tanker or both on the wa.y'back to the United States
after fulfilling their mission.

In this section we have been discussing what I listed earlier as the
fourth hurdle, the problgm of reaching enemy territory with fuel enough to
camplete the mission. This is clearly an important hurdle in the early
Sixties. But how important is it that the majority of the U.S. force of
strategic vehicles be able to surmeunt this obstacle? This depends essentially
on how well the rest of the force, which does not have range extension problems,
can get over each of the other five obstacles: for example, the problem of
surviving attack on the continental United States and penetrating enemy
passive and active defense. What I have said already will suggest that these

diffieulties are large enough to make one hesitate to throw away lightly a

capebility that might be obtained by scme form of radius extension overseas.

Some touch down overseas will remain useful to most U.S. bombers, which

will make up the greater part of the deterrent force in the early Sixties.

iOn the other hand, because these bases are within range of so large a

proportion of Russian striking pewer and subject to attack with“_"sg little l

notice, their use by bombers will be severly limited im form.
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What of the beses for Thor and Jupiter, our first intermediate range
ballistic missiles? These have to be close to the enemy, and they must of
course be operating bases, not merely refueling stations. (This is anme of
the many differences between the missile and the aircraft. Coptra.ry to the
usual belief, quite a few, though not all, of these differences favor the
aircraf£ as far as ground vulnerability is concerned.) The Thors and Jupiters
will be continuously in range of an enormous Soviet potential for surprise
attack. These installations therefore re-open, in a most acute ‘form, scme of
the serious questions of ground vulnerability that were raised about six years
ago in connection with our overseas bomber bases. The decision to station
the Thor and Jupiter missiles overseas has been our principal public response
to t.he Russian advances in rocketry, and perhaps our most plausible response.
Because it iavolves our ballistic missiles it appears direc*ply to answer the
Russian rockets. Because it involves using European bases, it a.pp-ears to
make up for the range superiority of the Russian intercontinental missile.

And most important, it directly :anolveﬁ the NATO powers and gives them an
element of control.

There is no question that it was genuinely urgent not only to meet the
Russian threat but to do so visibly, in order to save the loosening NATO alliance.
Our allies were fearful that the Soviet ballistic miasiles might mean that we
vere no longer able or willing to retaliate against the Soviet Union in cese of
an attack on them. We hastened to make public a reaction which would restore
their confidence. This move surely appears to increase our own power to strike
back, and also to give ocur allies a deterrent of their own, independent of our

decision. It has also been argued that in this respect it merely advances the

IR .
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inevitable date at %hich our “allies will acquire T'modern wea.pons of their own s
and that :lt widens the ‘range of Soviet cha.nenges which Eu.rope can meet. But we. |
must face seriously the question whether this move will assure either the ability
to retaliate or the deeisien to attempt it, en the part of our allies » Or ourselves. >
And we should ask at the very least whether further expansion of this pelicy will
buy as mueh retaliatory power as other ways of spending the censiderable sums
involved. Finally, it is important to be clear whether the Thor and Jupiter
actually inerease the flexibility or range of respense available to our allies.
One Justification for this meve argues that it'disperses retaliatory weapeons
and that this is the mest effective sanetion against the thermonuclear aggressor.
I have already anticipated this claim in my earlier discussien of the limitations
of dispersal. At this point, ‘however, it is useful to comment on cone variant of
the simple dispersal argument which is usuelly advanced in conmection with over-
seas bases, namely that they provide a widespread disperssl and this in particular
imposes insoluble problems of coordination. This: a.fgument needs examination.
There is ‘of course something in the notion that forcing the ememy to attack many
political entities- :anreases the seriousness of his decision. (However,
(ai—éi:is can't—'t;e very persuasively arsued as the Justification for the IKBMs
since they will edd few if any new political entities to our current manned
a:i.fcraﬁ; bage system which weuld have to be attacked by the Russians in order to
destroy our bombers; and, as we shall discuss, (b) where location in a foreign
country meens joint cemtrel, we may net be able to use the base in retaliation.)
There is nothing on the other hand, or very little, in the notion that dispersal
in several countries makes the preblem of destruction mere difficult in the
military sense. Dispersal to increase enemy force requirements does mot involve

sepa.ration by oceans -- jJust by the lethal diameters of enenw ‘nombs. And "the
- , . : . |
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coordination problem referred to is very widéi§7ﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁéistodd. ‘The critical part
of the boﬁber'ceordinatien problem depends esﬁééiéily,on the time spent within
warning nets réﬁher fﬁﬁn ;imply the time of travel, and warning, as I have
stressed, is diffieult to came by, close to the Soviets. Moreover there is not
very much differenece for the enmemy in the tésk of coordinating bomber attacks on
Europe and‘the eastern coast 6f the United States, say, and the job of coordinating
attacks on our east and west coasts. But the case of an enemy ballistic missile
attack is most dlluminating. These missiles are launched vertically and, so to
speak, do not care in which directlion they are‘told to proceed -~ their times on
trejectory are eminently calculable and, allowing a.cushion for failures and
delays, times of firing can be arranged for near-simultanecus impact on many
dispersed points, on Okinawe and the United Kingdom as well as on California and
Ghio. Moreever, it is relevant to recall that these far-flung bases, while
distant from each other and from the United States, are on the whole close to
the enemy. They require for their eliminaticn therefore a smaller expenditure
of resources on the part of Russia than targets at intercontinental range. For
clese-iﬁ targets the Soviets can use e larger variety of weapons carrying larger
payleads- and-with improved accuracies. |

The ;;;;;ng éppositeness of an overseas-based Thor and Jupiter as ;n answer
to a Russian intercontinental ballistic missiie stems not so much from any
careful analysis of their retaliatory power under attack as from the directness
of the comparison they suggest: a rocket with a rocket, an intercontinental
capability with a base at closer range to the target. In this respect the ready
otpimism on the subject reflects the basic confusion, referred to at the beginning
of this essay, as to the nature of the technological race. It conceives the

‘problem of deterrence as that of simply matching or exceeding -the aggressor's

l - r— . ———— e e e - - {
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capability to strike first. 'K—Eﬁ-i'i:}isin_g_ proportion of' the debate -on defense
policy has betrayed this confusion. Matching technological developments are
useful for prestige, and such demonstrations have a vital function in Preserving
the alliance and in reassuring the neutral powers. But Propaganda is not enough.
The only reasenably certain way of maintaining a reputation for strength is to
display an actual power to our friends as well as our enemies. We éhould ask
then whether further expansion of the current programs for basing Thor and

Jupiter 1s an efficient- way to increase American retaliatory power. If overseas

bases are considered too vulnerable for manned _bombgrs s> will not the same be
true for missiles?

The basis for the hopeful impression that they will not is rather vague,
including a mixture of hypothetical properties of ballistic missiles in which
perhaps the dominant element is their supposed much more rapid, "push-button”
response. What needs to be conmsidered here are the response time of such
missiles (including decision, preparation, and launch times), and how they
are to be defended. '

The' decision to fire a missile with a thermonuclear warheaed is much harder
to make than & decision sin:pl;f to start a manned aircraft on its vay, with orders
to return to base unless instructed to continue to its assigned target. This
1s the "fail-safe" procedure practiced by the U.S. Air Force. In contrast, omce
@ missile is launched, there is no method of recall or deflection which is not
subject to risks of electronic or mechanical failure, Therefore such a decision
mist wait for much more unambiguous evidence of enemy intentions. - It must and
vill take a longer time to make and is less likely to be made at all. When
more than one cowntry is involved, the joint decision is harder still, since
thers is opportunity to disagree about the amblguity of the evidé;;ce s 88
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well as to make sepe..;'ate considerations of national interest. The stmcture of
the NATO decision process on much less momentous matters is camplicated, and it
should be recognized that such complexity has much to do with the genuine concern
of the various NATO powers about the danger of accidentally starting World War III.
Such fears will not be diminished with the advent of IRBMs. In fact, the mere

widespread dispersion of nuclear armed missiles raises measurably the possibility

.

of accidental outbreak.

Second -- the preparation and launching time. It 1s quite erromeous to
suppose that by centrast with manned bombers the first IRBMs can be launched
almest es simply as pressing a button. Count-down procedures for'early missiles
are liable to interruptien, and the cryogenic character of the liquid oxygen fuel
1imits the readiness of their respense. Unlike JP-4, the fuel used in jet baombers,
1liquid exygen cannot be held for long periods of time in these vehicles. In this .
respect such missiles will be less ready than alert bombers.

Third -- the warning available. My previous comments have suggested that
wa.ming,a.gainst'both manned bamber and ballistic or cruise missile attack is
most difficult overseas in areas close to the enemy. But this is related also
to a fourth problem, namely that of active defense. The less warning, the more
difficult this problem is. And the problem is a serious one, therefere, not
only against ballistic missile attacks but, for example, against low altitude or
various circuiteus attacks by manned aircraft. T S b

Ancl finally, pa.ssive defense by means of shel‘ter is more difficult given

the larger bomb yields, bet*ber aecuracies and. Jarger ferces available to the
Russians at such close range. And if the press reports are correct, the

installations planned do not contemplate bomb-resistant ehel‘befs. If this is

so s 1t should be takén into account in measuring a.ny a.ctual corrtribution to the

e ——— e e
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United States mtgliétory pover. ‘V::Iv.e.v_igd as a éénirifbu;tion tdi .deterring all-out
attack on the United _Sj;ate_s then, the Thor and Jupiter bases seem wnlikely to
compare faveorably with other elternatives. If newspaper references to hard
bargaining by some of our future hosts are to be believed, it would seem that
such negdtia:biens have been conducted under misapprehensions.on both sides as to
the benefits to the United States.

But many proponents of the distribution of Thor and Jupiter -- and possibly
some of our allies -- have in mind net an increase in U.S. deterrence but the
development of an independent capability in each of several of the NATO powers
to deter all-out attack against themselves. This would be a useful thing if it
can be managed at some suppertable cost end if it does not entail the sacrifice
of even more critical measures of protection. But aside from the special problems
of Jjoint centroi, which weuld affect the certainty of response adversely, precisely
who their legal ewner is will not affect the retaliatory power of the Thors and
Jupiters ome way or the other. They weuld not be ‘able to deter any attack which
they ce\;ld not survive. It is curicus that many who question the capability of
American overseas bases (for example, our bomber bases in the United Kingdom)
simply assume that, for our allies, possession of strategic nuclear weapons is
one with deterrence.

It remains to examine the view thet the provision of these weapons will
broaden the range of response open to ou.r ellies. The proponents do not seem to

regard an eddition of ca.pa.bility for NATO at the all-out end of the spectrum as

Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

the required broadening, but if they do, they are faced with the question

previously considered: +the actuality of this all-out response under all-ocut
attack. Insofar as this view rests on the belief that the intermediate range

ballistic missile is sdspted to limited war, it is wide of the’ mark The 1n-'
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a.ccura.cy of an IRBM réquires high-yield wa.rhea.ds, and such a combination of in-
sceuracy and high yield. » while quite appropriate and adequate against unprotected
targets in a general war, would scarcely come within even the most lax, in fact
reckless, d.éfinition of limited war. Such a weapon ié inappropriate for even

the nuclear variety of limited war, and it is totally useless for meeting the
wide variety of proveocation that is well below the threshold of nuc;l.ear response.
On the éther hand, though a contribution of American aid, it may not be without
cost to the recipient. Insofar as these weapons are expensive to operate and
support they are likely to displace a conventional capability that might be
genuinely useful in limited engagements. Mofe important, they are likely to be
used as an excuse for budget cutting. In this way they will accelerate the
general trend toward dependence on all-out response and so will have the opposite
effect to the one claimed.

Nevertheless, if the Thor and Jupiter have these defects, might not some
future weapon be free of them? Some of these defects, of course, will be overcome
in time, Solid fuels or storable liquids will eventually replace liquid oxygen,
reliabilities will increase, various forms of mobility or portability will become
feasible » accuracies may even come down to regions of interest in limited wars.
But these are all years away. In consequence, the discussion will be advanced if
a little more precision is given such terms as "missiles" or "modern" or "advanced
veapons.” We are not distributing a gemeric "modern" weapon with all the virtues

of flexibility for use in ‘a wide rafige of attacks and inwﬂ.nerability in all-out

iwa.r. Finally, even with advances in_ the state-of-the-a.rt on our sid.e ’ it will
fcontinue to be hard to maintain a deterrent, and even harder close in 1m<3.exJ the
enemy's guns then further off. Some of the principal difficulties I have sketched

Laill remeain and others will grow. This is of particular intere§t‘ to our allies
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who 4o not have quite the same freedom to choose between basing at intercon-
tinental and point-blank range. The characteristic limitations of "overseas"
basing concern them since, for the most part, unlike ourselves, they live
"overseas."

It follows that, though a wider distribution in the ownership of nuclear
wespons may be inevitable, or at any rate likely, it is by no means inevitable
or even very likely that the power to deter an all-out thermonuclear attack by
Russia will be widespread. This is true even though a minor power would not
need to guarantee as large a retaliation as we.in order to deter attack on
itself. Unfortunately, the minor powers have smaller resources as well as

poorer strategic loca.tions.* A miltiplicity of such independent retaliatory

*General Gallois argues that, while alliances will offer no guarantee, "a
small number of bombs and a small number of carriers suffice for a threatened
power to protect itself against atomic destruction.” (Réalites, op. cit.,

P. T1.) His numerical illustrations give the defender some 400 underground
launching sites (:Lbid., P. 22 and The Reporter, op. cit., p. 25) and suggest
that their elimination would require between 5,000 and 25,000 missiles -- which
is "more or less impossible” -- and that in any case the aggressor would not
survive the fallout from his own weapons. Whether these are large numbers of
targets from the standpoint of the aggressor will depend on the accuracy, yield
and reliability of offense weapons as well as the resistance of the defender's
shelters and a number of other matters not specified in the argument. General
Gallois is aware that the expectation of survival depends on distance even in
the ballistic missile age and that our allies are not so fortunate in this
respect. Close-in missiles have better bamb yields and accuracies. Moreover,
manned aircraft -- with still better yilelds and accuracies -- can be used by
an aggressor here since warning of their approach is very short. Suffice it
to say that the numerical advantage General Gallois cites is greatly exaggerated.
Furthermore, he exaggerates the destructiveness of the retaliatory blow against
the aggressor's cities by the remnants of the defender's missile force -- even
assuming the aggressor would take no special measures to protect his cities.
But particularly for the aggressor -- who does not lack warning -- a civil
‘defense program can moderate the damage done by a poorly organized attack.
:Finally, the suggestion that the aggressor would not survive the fallout from
:his own weapons is simply in error. The rapid decay fission products whic}:g
Ia.re the major lethal problem in the locality of a surface-burst weapon are not
§a serious difficulty for the aggressor. The amount of the slow decay products )
|strontium-90 and cesium-137, in the atmosphere would increase considerably :
more than the amounts that have been produced by the rather large.number of

| g
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powers might be desirable as a substitute for the p;‘incipa.l current function

of the alliance. But they will not be easy to achieve. Mere membership in

the nuclear club might carry with it prestige, as the applicants and nominees
expect, but it will be rather expensive, and in time it will be clear that

it does not necessarily confer any of the expected pr:wileges enJoyed by the
two charter members. The burden of deterring a genera.l var as distinct from
limited wars is still likely to be on the United States and therefore, so far
as our allies are concerned, on the alliance.

In closing these remarks on the special px_'qblems of overseas bases, it
should be observed that I have dealt with only one cﬁ' the functions of these
bases: their use as a support for the strategic deterrent force. They have
a veriety of military, political and economic roles which are beyond the
scope of this paper. Expenditures in connection with the construction or
operation of U.S. bases, for example, are a form of economic aid and,
moreover, a form that is rather palatable to the Congress. There are other
functions in a central war where their importance mey be very considerable.
In case det.errence fails, 'they might support a counterattack which could
blunt the strength of an enemy follew-up attack, and so reduce the damage
done to our cities. Their chief virtue here is precisely the proximity to

the enemy which makes them problematic as a deterrent. Promixity means

megatens already detonated in the course of testing by the three nuclear
powers. This might for example, if nothing were done to counter it, increase
by many times the incidence of such relatively rare diseases as bone cancer

and leukemia. However, such a calamity, implying an increase of, say, 20,000
deaths per year for a’'mation of 200,000,000 is of an entirely different order
{from the catastrophe involving tens of millions of deaths, which General Geillois
contemplates elsevwhere. -And there are measures that might reduce even this
effect drastically. (See The RAND Corporation Report R-322-RC, Regort on g

Study of Non-Military Defense, July 1, 1958.)

~
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shorter time to target and possibly larger and more accurately delivered
weapons -- provided, of course, the blunting force survives the first

attack. This is not likely to be a high confidence capability of the sort

. we seek in the deterrent itself; but it might make a very real difference

under some circumstances of attack, particulerly if the enemy attack were
poorly ceordinated, as it might be if the war were started by an ac;:ident.
In this case the first wave might be smaller and less well organized than
in a carefully prepared attack. The chance of even some of our unprotected
planes or missiles surviving would be greater. - :-Moreover a larger portion of
the attacker's force would remain on base, not yet ready for a following
attack. Using same portion of our force not in retaliation but to spoil the
follow-up raid by killing or at least disrupting the matching of bombers with
tankers, bombers with bombers, bombers with decoys, and bombers with missiles
could reduce both the number of attackers reaching our defenses and the
effectiveness of their formation for getting through. It would be a fatal
mistake to count on poor planning by an aggressor, but, given the considerable
reduction in damage it might enable, it is prudent to have the ability to
exploit such an error.

One caution should be observed. A force capable of blunting a poorly
started aggress;on and equipped with information as to enemy deployments,
might idesproy a pooriy protected enemy strategic force before the latter got
s'éa:rfed. " Missiles placed near the enemy, even if they could not retaliate ,
would have a potent capability for striking first by surprise. And it might
not be easy for the enemy to discern their purpose. The existence of such

a force might be a considerable provecation and in fact a dangérous one in

N
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the sense that it wé’uld; place a great burden on the deterrent forcé which
more then ever would have to guarantee extreme risks to the attacker --
worse than the risks .c-::f waiting in the face of this danger. When not coupled
with the ability to strike in retaliation, such a capability would suggest --
erronecusly to be sure in the case of the democracies -- an intention to
strike first. It would tend to provoke rather than to deter general war.

One final use for our overseas bases should be mentioned, namely their
use to support operations in a limited war. Their importance here is both
more considerable and likely to be more lasting then their ;.ncreasingly
restricted utility to deter attack on the United States. Particularly in
conventional limited wars, destructive force is delivered in smaller units
anii, in general, requires a great number of sorties over an extended period
of time. It is conceiveble that we might attempt the intercontinental
delivery of iron bombs as well as ground troops and gx'on;nd-suppon elements.
The problem of intercontinental versus overseas bambers is mainly a matter
of costs, provided we have the time and freedom to choose the composition of
our force and our budget size. But there would be enormous differences in
costs between distant and close-in repeated delivery at a given rate of high
explosives.

I hope that my focus so far on the critical proﬂlem of deterring central
war has not led the reader to believe that I consider the problem of limited
war either unimportent or soluble by use of the strategic threat. Quite the
.:contra.ry is the case. In fact it would be appropriate to say something abqut
Ti'bhe limitations as well as the necessity of strategic deterrence in this a.s;

|

iwell as other connections. But first let me sum up the uses and risks of

}

. ; i
lbases close to the Soviet Union. These bases are subject to an attack |
. {
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delivering more bombs with larger yields and greater accuracies and with less
warning than bases at intercontinental range. Whether they are under American
command, or completely within the control of one of our allies or subject to

Joint control, they present the severest problems for the preservation of a

deterrent force.

VI. THE INADEQUACY OF STRATEGIC DETERRENCE, AND ITS NECESSITY

The inadequacy of deterrence is a familiar story. Western forces at the
end of the var were larger than those of the Soviet Union and its satellites.
We demobilized much more extensively, relying 6& nuclear weapons to maintain
the balance of East-West military power. This was plausible then because
nuclear power was all on our side. It was our bomb. It seemed only to complete
the preponderance of American power provided by our enormous industrial mobili-
zation base and to dispense with the need to keep it mobiliiéd. It would
compensate for the extra men kept under arms by the East.

But the notioﬁ of massive retaliation as a résponsible retort to peripheral
provocations vanished in the harsh light of a better understanding here .a.nd.
abroad that the Soviet nuclear delivery capability meant tremendous losses to
the United States if we attacked them. And now Europe has begun to doubt that
ve would make the sacrifice involved in using SAC to answer an attack directed
at it but not at ourselves.

The meny critics of the massive retaliation policy who advocate a capability

to meet limited aggression with a limited response are on firm ground in suggest-

;ing that a massive response on such an occasion would be unlikely and the threat
to use it therefore not believed. Moreover this argument is quite enough to
make clear the critical need for more serious development of the power to méet

. |
1imited aggressions. Another argument, which will not hold water and which! is
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in fact dangerous, is scmetimes used: Little wars are likely, general war
improbable. We haxfe -seen-that thls mistakes a possibility for its fulfillment.
The likelihood of both general and 1ittle vars is contingent on what we do.
Moreover, these probabilities are not independent. A limited war involving the
maj§r powers is explosive. In this circumstance the likelihood of general war
increa.ges palpably. The danger of general war can be felt in every local
skirmish involving the great powers. But because the balance of terror is
supposed, almost universally, to assure us that all-out war will not occur,
advocates of graduated deterrence have proposed to fix the limits of limited
conflict in ways which neglect this danger. A few of the proposals seem in
fact quite reckless.

The emphasis of the advocates of limitation hes been on the high rather
than on the low end of the spectrum of weapons. They have talked in particular
of nuclear limited wars on the assumption that nuclear weapons will favor the
defender rather than the aggressor and that the West can depend on these to
campensate for men and E.onventioi:al arms. Perhaps this will sound reminiscent
to the reader. These are, evidently, our tactical nuclear bombs. I am afraid
that this belief will not long stand the harsh light of analysis and that it will
vanish like 1ts predecessor, the comfortable notion that we had a monopoly of
strategic nuclear weapons and that these only completed the Western.and,
specificaliy, the American preponderance. I know of no convincing evidence that
tactical nuclear weapcns favor the defender rather than the aggressor if both
sides use such weapons. The argument runs that the offense requires concentration
and so the aggressor necessarily provides the defender with a J:ucrative atomic
target'. This ignores the fact that, in a delivered nuclear weapou itself, 'cl;_e
offense has an enormous concentration of force. The use of nuciear weapons in

limited wers might mske it possible for the aggressor to eliminate the existing
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forces of the defender and to get the war over, reaching his limited objective
before the defender or his allies can mobilize new forces. Like all-out nuclear
var it puts a premiumon ;urprise and forceé in being rather than on mobiliza-
tion potential which is the area in which the West has an advantage.

I am inc]:ined to believe that most of thbée who‘ relyon ﬁac‘hicai;ﬁcl.e;r
weapons as a substitu't.:e for d.i.spar':l.ties in conventional fo;'ces have- in general
presupposed ﬁ cooperative Soviet attacker, one who did not use atomic weapons
himself. ﬁere again is an instance of Western-preferred Soviet strategies, this
time applied to limited war. Ironically, according to reports of Soviet tactical

exercises described in the last few years in the miiitary newspaper, The Red Star,

atomic weapons are in general employed only by the offense, the defender apparently
employing Soviet-preferred Western strategies.* The symmetry of the optimism of
East and West here could be quite deadly. |

Whether or not nuclear weapons favor the West in limited war, there still
remains the questic_at'; of whether such limitations could be made stable. Korea
illustrated the possibility of a conventional limited war which did not become
nuclear;, though fought in the era of nuclear weapons. It remains to be seen
whether there are any equilibrium points between the use of conventienal and
all-out weapons. In fact the emphasis on the gradualness of the graduated
deterrents may be misplaced. The important thing would be to f£ind some disconti-
nuities if these steps are not to lead too émoothly.to general war. Nuclear
limited war, simply because of the extreme swiftmess and unpredictability of its
moves, the nécessity of delegating authority to local cammanders, and the possi-
bility of sharp and sudden desperate refersals of fortune, would put the greatest

strain on the deterrent to all-out thermonuclear war.

- -

* ’ - -
. .1 am indebted to.an unpublished paper of Mr. Constentin Melnik for this
reference. L
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For this reascn I believe that it would be eppropriate to emphasize the’
impertance of expandi_pg a conventional capability realistically and, in partiecular,
research and development in nen-nuclear modes of warfare. These have been
financed by pitifully small budgets.. Yet I would conjecture that if one comsiders
the implications of modern surface-to-air missiles in the context of conventional
var in which the -attacker has to make many sorties and expose himseif to recurring
attrition, these weapons weuld look ever so much better then they do when faced,
for example, with the heroic task of knocking down 99 per cent of a vave of s
say, one thousand nuclear b‘cmbérs. Similarly,.advances in anti-tank wire-guided
missiles and anti-personnél fragmentatien weapons, which have been mentiened
from time to time in the press, might help redress the current balance of East-
West conventional forces without, however, removing the necessity for spending
more money in procurement as well as research and development.

The interdependencies of limited and total war decisiens meke it clear that
the development of. any powerful limited war capability, and in particular a
nuclear one, only underlines the need, at the same time, for insuring reteliation
against all-out attack. An aggressor must constantly weigh the dangers of all-out
attack against the dangers of waiting, of not striking "all-sut.” Sharp reversals
in a limited war can increase the dangers of waiting. But finally there is no
question at this late date that strategic deterrence is inadequate to answer .
limited provocatien. |

Strategic deterrence has other lnsdequacies besides its limitations in
connection with limited war. Seome of these concern ailr defense. The peower to
deter a rational all-out attack does not relieve us of the responsibility for
defending our cities in case deterrence fails. It should be said at once tha.t.
such a defense is not a satisfactory substitute for deterring 'a:careftﬂ.ly pla'nned

surprise ‘attack since defense against such an attack 1a‘extraofdir:1a:rily difficult. '\
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I know in fact of no high confidence way of avoiding enormous damage to our
cities In a war initiated by an aggressor with a surprise thermonuclear attack.
The only way ofv p.'t'e'\.r¢=_~;r.l::1.ng~ such demage with high confidence is to prevent the
war. But if we could obtain a leakproof air defenée » many things would change.
A limited wer capability, for example, would be unimportant. Massive retaliation
ageinst even minor threats, since it exposed us to no danger, might be creé.ible.
Deterring attack would also net be very important. Of course if both sides hed
such defenses, deterrence would net be feasible either, but this again would be
insignificant since strategic war would be relg_.'l:,ively harmless -- at least to
the targets on both sides if not to the:attacking véhicles. It is a curieus
paradox of our recent intellectual history that, among the pieneers of both the
‘balanece of 'terror theery of autematic deterrence and the small nuclear weapon
theory of limited or _tgctical war were the last true believers in the possibility
of near perfect defense -- which weuld have made deterrence infeasible and both |
it and the ability to fight limited war unimportant. However, in spite of the
periodic announcements of "technological breakthreughs," the goal of emerging
unsca:bhéd from e surprise thermenuclear attack has gotten steadi]y more remote.

On the other hand, this does not mean that we can dispense with the defense
of ecities. In spite of deterrencé a thermenuclear war could be tripped by
accident or miscaleculation. In this case, partieularly since the attack might
be less well planned, a cambination of spoiling counterattacks and active and
passive defenses might limit the size of the catastrophe. It might mean, for
example, the difference between fifty million survivers and a hundred and twenty
million survivers, and it weuld be quite wrong to dismiss this as an unimportant
difference.

If strategic deterrence is not enough, is it really necesg‘g,'ry at all?

Many sensitive and serious critics of Western defense policy have ‘expressed



Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

TP
11-6-58
=3
their deep dissatisfaction with the strategy of deterrence. Moreover, since

they have almost all assumed a balence of terror making deterrence mearly

effortless, their dissetisfaction with deterrence might very well deepen if
they accept. the view presented here, that deterrence i; most difficult.
Distast.e- for the product should not be lessened by an increase in its cost.
I must confess tﬁa‘b the picture of the world that I have presented is unpleasant.
Strategic deterrence will be hard. It imposes some dangers of its own. In any
case, though a keystope of a defense policy, it is emnly a part, not the whole.
Thé. eritics who feel that deterrence is "benkrupt,” to use the word of one of
them, scmetimes say thet we stress deterrence too mich. I believe this is quite
wreng if it mesns that we are devoting too much effort to protect our power to
retaliate, but I think it quite right if it means that we have talked too much
of a strategic threat as a substitute for many things it cannot replace.
Mr. Kennan, for example, rejects the bomb as salvation, bﬁt explicitly grants it
a sorry velue as a deterrent. (In fact he grants it rather more than I since in
his poliey of diseﬁgagemen’o it seems that he would substitute a threat something
like that of messive retaliation for even conventional American and English forces
on the Continent.)

On the wheole, I think the burden of the criticism of deterrence has been
the inadequacy of a thermenuclear capability and frequently of, what is not really
deterrence at all, the threat to strike first. But it would bev a fatal mistake
to confuse the inadequacy of strategic deterrence with its dispensability.
Deterrence is not dispensable. If the picture of the world I have drawn is rather
bleak, it could nonetheless be cataclysmically worse. Suppose both the United
States and the Soviet Union had the power to destroy each others'! retaliatory
forces. and scciety, given the opportunity to administer the opening blow. In

.

this case, the situation would be something like the old-fashioned Western gun



Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

Blihe
11-6-58" .
-3_8.:* e
duel. It would be extraordinarily risky for one side not to attempt to destroy
the other, or to delay doing so. Not only can it emerge unscathed by striking
first; this is ;bhe on&& waiy it can have a.reasonable hope of emerging at all.
Sueh a situation is clearly extremely unstable. On the other hand, if it is
clear that the aggressor too will suffer catastrophic damage in the event of
his aggression, he then has strong reasen not to attack, even though he can
administer great damage. A protected retaliatory capa.bAility has a stabilizing
influence ﬁot only in deterring rational attack » but also in offering every
inducement to both powers to reduce the chance .qf accidental detenation of war. '
Our own interest in "fall-safe" responses for cur rétalia.tory forces illustrates
this. A protected power to strike back does not came autcmatically, but it can
hardly be stressed teo much that it is worth the effort.

There are many other goals for our foreign as well as our military policy
which have great impertance: the strengthening of the alliance and of the
neutral povers, ecenomic development of the less advanced countries, negotiations
to reduce the dangers of dellberate or accidental outbreak, and some attempts to
settle the outstanding differences between the Eaest and West. These other
obJjectives of military and foreign policy are important and many of them are
vital. But an unsentimental appraisal suggests no sudden change in prospect and
in partieular no easy removal of the basic East-West antagenisms. Short of some
hard-to-manage peaceful elimination of the basic antagonisms, or a vast and
successful program of disarmement, it weuld be irrespensible to surrender the
deterrent. But in fact progress in disarmament toe will be made easier if it

is complemented by a defense against aggressien.
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VII. DETERRENCE, ACCIDENTS AND DISARMAMENT

A deterrent strategy is aimed at a rational enemy. Without a deterrent,
general war is viikel:f.' With it, however, war might still occur. This is one
reason deterrence is only a part and not the whole of a military and foreign
policy.

In fact, there is a very unpleasant interaction. In order to reduce the
risk of a rational act of aggression, we are being forced to underteke measures
(increased alertness, dispersal, mobility) which, to a smaller extent but still
significantly, increase the risk of an irrational or unintentional act of war.
The accident problem, which has occupied an im.:x.'ea.singly prominent place in
newspaper headlines during the past year, is a serious one. It would be a
great mistake to dismiss the recent Soviet charges on this subject as simply
part of the war of nerves. In a clear sense the great nmltiplication and spread
of nuclear arms throughout the world, the drastic increa.seb in the degree of
readiness of these weapons, and the decreese in the time availsble for the
decision on their ;Jse must inevitebly raise the risk of accident. Though they
were not. in themselves likely to trigger misunderstanding, the B-47 accidents
this year at 8idi Slimane and at Florence, South Caroclina, and the recent Nike
explosion (of which an Army c;fficer in the local command said, "A disaster
which could not happen did.") suggest the problem. And they are just a
beginning. ' |

There aremny soi'ta of accidents that could happen. There can be
electronic or mechanical failures of the sort illustrated by the B-LT and
Nike mishaps; there can be aberrations of individuals, perhaps, quite low
in the echelon of command; and, finally, there can be miscalculations on

.~ .



Source: http://www.albertwohlstetter.com | PDF courtesy Jonathan Pett Miller

P-1472
11-6-58. '
4o~ .

- . e — am . | e——— ¢ aa e -
-

the part of governments as to enemy intent and the meaning of ambiguous signals.

(With the rising noise level of alarms on the international scene and the
shortening of the time available for such momentous decisions, this possibility
becomes more real; with the widespread distribution of nuclear weapons with
separate national controls, it is possible that there will be separate calcula-
tions of nationel interest. These could indicate a cause for all-out war to
some nation doing the calculating which, from our standpoint, would be quite
inadequate. That is, from our standpoint, a "miscalculation.”) '

What I have said does not imply that all deterrent strategies risk accident
equally. The contrary is the case. One of the principles of selecting a
strategy should be to reduce the chance of accident, wherever we can, without
a corresponding increase in vulnerability to a rationa; surprise attack. (The
problem of obtaining warning of a surprise attack, deciding 6n a response and

commmicating the deéisien == which last is especially acute for the mobile

:systems -- would be very much easier if we did not have to be concerned with

both goals: to deter a rational act of war and to reduce the chance of its
happening by accidept.) This is the significance of the recently adopted

"fail-safe" procedures for launching SAC whicn came to tne public notice in
connection with the UiN. debates last May. Such a procedure requires that

_bombers » flushed by some serious yet not unambiguous warning, retwrn to base
unless they are speeifically directed to coéntinue forward. If the alarm is
false, the baombers will return to base even if there is a failure in radio
;cemunications. If the alarm was in respomse to an actuel attack and some i

iradio commmnications sheuld fail, this failure weuld mean only a small ™ ~

bercentage diminution of the force going on to target. The importance of s'ruch

™ e
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a procedure can be grasped in contrast with the alf;efhative. The alternative
was to launch bombers on their way to 'target with instructions to continue
unless recalled. Here, in case of a false alarm and a failure in communica-
tions, the single bomber or handful of bombers that d-id not receive the message
to return to base might, as a result of this mistake, go forward by themselves
to start the war. Of all the many poor ways to start a war, this would be

perhaps the worst. Moreover, when one considers the many hundreds of vehicles

involved, the cumulative probability of accidental war would rapidly approach

certainty with repeated false alarms. Or the planes would have to be kep
grounded until evidence of an attack was una:hbig.uoﬁs- == whiceh would meke these
forces more vulnerable and, hence, such an attack more probable. A fail-safe
procedure extends the period for final commitment.

While "fail-safe" or, as it is now less descriptively called, "positive
control” is of great importance, it by no means eliminates the possibility of
accident. While it cen reduce the chance of miscalculation by governments .
somewhat by extending the period of final commitment, this possibility none-
theless remains..

The increased readiness of strategic forces affects the disarmement issues
and therefore our allies and the neutral powers. Here it is important to
recognize the obsolescence of some of the principal policies we have enﬁnciated
before the U.N. The Russians, exploiting an inaccurate United Press report
which suggested that SAC started en masse toward Russia in response to frequent
ra.da.r ghosts, cried out against these supposed Arctic flights. The United 'States

response and its sequels stated correctly that such flights hed never been !

undertaken except in planned exercises -- and moreover would not be undertaken

in response to such high false-alarm rate warnings. We pointed out the ess;bntia.l
[
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role of quick response and a high degree of readiness in the protection of the
deterrent force. The nature of the fail-safe precaution was also described.

We added, .however, to cap the argument, that ~1.:‘ the Russia.ne'were really
worried about surprise attack they would accept the President's "open skies"
p‘ropoaal. This addition, however, conceals an absurdity. Aerial photography
would have its uses in a disarmament plan -- for example, to check an exéhange
of information on the location of m& bases. However, so far as surprise is
concerned; the "open skies" plan would have direct use only to discover attacks
requiring much more lengthy, visible, end unambigmus preparations than are
likely t})day.* The very readiness of our own strategic force suggests a state
of technology which outmodes the "open skies" plan as a counter to surprise
attack. Not even the most advanced reconnaissance equipment can disclose an
intention from 40,000 feet. Who can say what the men in the blockhouse of an
IdBM bese have in mind? Or, for that matter, what is the final destination of
training flights or fail-safe flights starting over the Pacific or North Atlantic
from staging areas?

The actions that need to be taken on our own to deter attack might usefully
be complemented by bilateral arguments for inspection and reporting and,
possibly, 1imité.tion of arms and of methods of operating strategic and naval
air forces. But the protection of retaliatory power remains essential; and the
better the protection, the smaller the burden placed on the agreement to limit
arms and modes of operation and to make them aubject to inspection. Relying

*Aerial reconnaissance, of course, could have an indirect utility here for
surveying large arees to determine the number and locatlion of observation
posts needed to provide more timely warning.
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on "open skies" alone to prevent surprise would invite catastrophe and the
less of power to retaliate. Such a plan is worthless for discovering a
well prepared attack with ICBMs or submarine-hunghed missiles or a routine
mass training flight whose destination could be kept ambiguous. A tremendous
veight of weapons could be delivered in spite of 1it.

Altheugh it is quite hopeless to look for an inspection scheme which
would permit abandonment of the deterrent, this does not mean that some
partial agreement on inspection and limitation might not help to reduce the
chance of any sizeable surprise attack. -We should explore the possibilities
of agreements involving limitation and inspection. But how we go about this
will be conditioned by our appreciation of the problem of deterrence itself.

The eritics of current policy who perceive the inadequacy of the strategy
of deterrence are prominent among those urging disarmsment négotiations, an
end to the arms race, and a reduction of temsion. This is a paramount
interest of seme of ocur allies. The balance of terror theory is the basis
for some of the more light-hearted suggestions: if deterrence is automatic,
strateglic weapcns on one side cancel those of the other, and it should be
easy for bvoth sides to give them up. So James E. King, Jr., one of the most
sensible writers on the subject of limited war, auggesta* that weapons
needed for "unlimited" war are those which both sides can most easily agree
to ebolish, simply because "neither side can anticipate anything but disaster”
from their use. “Isn't there enough stability in the 'balance of terror'," he

asks, "to Justify our believing that the Russians can be trusted -- within

*Jemes E. King, Jr., "Arms and Man in the Nuclear-Rocket Ere,” The New
Republic, September 1, 1958.
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accep’ﬁcna:ni;: limits -- "l':émébanddh the weé;ﬁen; ﬁioéé .'utj.iliﬁ.r :L; ..;enfined to the
threat or conduet of a wer of annihilationt'?"’ z

Indeed 1f there were no real danger of a rational attack, then accidents |
and the "n-th" country’problem seem the only problems. In fact, they are very
prominent in the recent literature on the subject of disarmament. As I have
indicated, they are serious problems and some sorts of limitatien and inspection
agreement could diminish them. Almost everyocne seems concernmed with the need to
relax tensiecn. However, relaxation of tension, which everyone thinks is good,
is not eésily distinguished frem relaxing one's guard, which almost everyone
thinks is bad. Relaxation, like Miltown, is not an end in itself. Net all

danger comes from temsicn. The reverse relation, to be tense where there is

danger, is only rational. TIf there is to"be ‘any prospect of realistic and useful

_agreement, we must reject the theory of automatic deterrence. The size and

degree of protectien of our retaliatory forees in any limitatien arrangement
would in geced part. detemine the size of the foree that a violater would have
to hide. If the agreed-en force were small snd vulnerable, no meniterable
scheme would be likely to be feasible. Mest obvisusly “the abolition of the
weapons necessary in a general or *unlimited' war" weuld offer the mest
insuperable cbstacles to an inspection plan since the violater cculd gain an
overwhelming advantaé‘e frem the cencealment of even e few weapons. The need

for a deterrent, in this coennectien too, is inéradicable.

VIII. SUMMARY .
Whet can we say then, in sum, on the balance of terror theory of automatic
deterrence? It 1s a contribution to the rhetoric rather than the logic of war
in the thermonuclear age. In suggesting that a carefully planned surprise

attack can be checkmated almost effortlessly, that in short we may resume our
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desi pre-Smaik s1eep, 14 14 vyong snd its mearly vmiversal acceptance is
‘terribl; dangerous.” Though deterrence is not enough in itself, it is vital.
There are two principallpoints. 5

First, even if ﬁe can deter gex‘:x%;al'war by a strenuous and continuing
effort, this will not be the whole of a mili'bary; much less a foreign policy!
Such a poliey wauid. not of itself remove tﬁ‘e da.:iger of accidental outbreak
or limit the damage in case deterrence failed, nor would it be at all adequate
for 'crises on the periphery. Moreover, to achieve deterrent balance will
entall some new risks requiring insurance -- in any case, seme fereign policy
reorientatien.

Second, deterring general war in both the ea.rl& end late Sixties will be
hard at best, énd hardest both for ourselves and our allies wherever we use
forees based near the enemy. .

A generally useful way of ceneluding a grim argument of this kind weuld be
te affirm that we have the reseurces, intelligence and ceurage to make the
correct _decisisns.,_ That is, of course, the case. -And there is a gocd chance
that we will do se. But perhaps, as a small aid toward msking such decisions
more likely, ve should centemplate the pessibility that they may not be made.

They are ha.r@, invelve sacrifice, are affected by great uncertainties, concern

. matters in which much is altogether unknown and much else must be hedged by

secrecy; and, abeve all, they entail a new image of ourselves in a world of

persistent danger. It is by no means certain that 'we shall meet.the test.

o - —— et — - v rm— -






