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ABSTRACT

This study examines the escalation rates and intensity levels of US/
USSR post-WW II confrontations in relation to the number of strategic nuclear
weapons available to these nations to determine if a relationship exists. That
is, have strategic nuclear weapons effected the rate of escalation or peak level
of intensity of the post-WW II US/USSR confrontations, éhe study concludes that,
while the role of strategic nuclear weapons has been insignificant in effecting
either the intensity level or escalation rate of US/USSR confrontations, stra-
tegic nuclear weapons are an important factor in the pursuit of cenfrontation
avoidance politics by the US and USSR since 1962, However, once a US/USSR con-
frontation becomes unavoidable and is enjoined, strategic nuclear weapons become
a tool of force employed within the conceptual framework of a confrontation
strategy. As this strategy involves ever increasing measures of escalation with
the goal of persuading the opponent to concede and begin the de-escalation pro-
cess, there is the ever present danger of miscalculation or misperception by
the actors and a resorting to the use of nuclear weapons with catastrophic re-
sults. Herein, lies the danger of nuclear weapons and the necessity for under-
standing their role and bringing them under control. This study provides the
reader with a better understanding of the role of nuclear Wweapons, Hopefully,

it will influence others to accelerate effotts to bring nuclear weapons under

effective control.
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INTHODUCTION

This research study represents an exsmination of the effect of nuclear
weapons on the escalation rate and intensity level of United States (US) and
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) post World War II (WW II) confron-
tations. The conceptual idea for this research developed out of the author's
interest and concern with the value of nuclear weapons as a component of the
nuclear deterrence equation. The destructiveness of nuclear wezpons 1s well
known, but their usefulness has been a matter of acceptance with little critical
analysis of their worth bteing conducted.

The study will endeavor to trace the historical evolution of tre nuclear
deterrence theory, illustrate the effect of nuclear weapons as a component of
the nuclear deterrence equation and measure the effectiveness of these weapons
in deterring the US and USSR from increasing the intensity levels of confron-
tations involving these nations. Chapter one is being devoted to an under-
standing of the historical development of nuclear deterrence as a strategic
defensive policy. The research problem is stated in chapter two and the rea-
sons for the problem being considered worthy of research are included.

Chapter three presents the hypotheses to be tested and chapter four
contains the research methodology and definitions. A summation of the research
results is discussed in chapter five and the study conclusions are presented
in chapter six. 1In an effort to maintain ease of reading for the main study,
the detailed research is included as annexes.

Annex A illustrates the effect of nuclear weapons as an active variable

in the nuclear deterrence equation and is considered by the author to be an

vi
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important part of the research effort. An understanding of the material cone
tained in this annex is a prerequisite for grasping the problem being studied.
The escalation rates and intensity levels of US/USSR post-WW II confrontations
are researched in annexes B ~ J with the number of strategic nﬁclear weapc1s
and delivery systems available to the US and USSR during each confrontaiion
being developed and summarized in annex K. Lastly, annex L contains the com-
puter operations used to compute the study results,

The ensuing study has been conducted from a careful study of numerous
sources, As far as can be ascertained, it is an original idea and, in this
sense, represents an effort to break new ground. It is, therefore, susceptible
to the dangers normally associated with a "first" try. These dangers, though
admittedly great, are not such that the study should be aborted, The need to
understand the effects of nuclear weapons is critical at this juncture of his-
tory and justifies encountering the dangers of breaking new ground.

The reader may find the material contained in the study detailed and
very technical at times, This fact is acknowledged, but defended on the grounds
that the subject matter itself is very complex and exceptionally difficult to
simplify. An earnest effort has been made to present the material in as simple
form as possible. It is the expressed hope that, after reading the study, the
reader will have a greater appreciation for the subject material and be moti-

g vated to conduct further study/research on the subject matter. If this occurs,
the sacrifices and efforts required to research, develop and compile the study

have been justified.

vii
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CHAPTER I

Nuclear Deterrence Theory Development

A. Introduction, A necessary prelude to meaningful research in the function-

ing of nuclear deterrence is an understanding of the historical development
of the theory. Knowledge of the underlying causes and events which affected
the nature and timing of nuclear deterrence thesory development is necessary
to place the research effort in perspective and connect it to United States
(US) and Union of Soviet Socialist Republic (USSR) post-war confrontations.
This chapter is devoted to establishing the necessary historical background
upon which the research effort will be based, i
Throughout history, weapon research and development has conducted a
search for the ultimate weapon which would provide unquestionable military
supremacy over an opponent, During their times, men thought that gunpowder,
the crossbow, machinegun and airplane represented the ultimate weapon. 3o,
it is not surprising when the US developed the atomic bomb and demonstrated
its effectiveness, as well as its destructiveness, at Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
that it was thought to be the ultimate wea.pon.1 Furthermore, its technical
complexity and the materiels required to manufacture it were so scarce that
it was widely believed that only the US possessed the ability to prodece it,
It was, therefore, not likely that the USSR could develop and use the atomic

bomb in the foreseeable post-World War II (WW II) time frame.

1Bernard Brodie, The Absolute Weapon, New York: Harcourt, Brace,
1 9’46, ppo 68"90.
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Be US and USSR Actions in the Immediate Post-WW II Period, The political,

economic and military atrength of the pre-wWww II European powers was greatly
reduced during the course of Ww II. As a result, a politicel vacuum was cre-
ated and the US and USSR emerged as competitors to fill it. As a practical
matter, post-WW II Eurcpe was divided into US, French, British and Soviet
spheres of’influence.g

The USSR used its large land army to fill the political vacuum and
consolidate/integrate its share of Europe into satellite nations. The US used
its smaller land army to maintain law and order in its share and jts economic
strength to facilitate economic recovery and to establish governments favor-
able toward the US, The US air capability, with the atomic bomb and means

of delivery, was thought to be an effective deterrent to further USSR expan-
g

sion,
Howeveir, the immediate pest-WW II actions of the USSR to consolidate
control over its share of European nations and expand its influence beyond
(i.e., Iran--1946, Greece--1947, Czechoslovakia-~1948 and Berlin--1948) made
it apparent that the Ww II policy of US/USSR collaboration no longer existed

and a more aggressive US policy vis-a-vis the USSR was required,

C. The Truman Administiration and Containment, The Truman Administration

adopted a policy of "Containment" in 1947 to counier the perceived expansionist

threat of communism (used during the immediate poat-WW I1 period as being

2Dean Acheson, Power and Diplomacy, Cambridge: Harvard University
Presﬂ, 1958’ pp. 2‘28'

3Thomal'K. Finlettsr, Foreign Policy: The Next Phase, New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1958, pp. 21-22 and Thomas X, fqnletter, Power and Policy,

New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1954, pp. 19-35.
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related to the USSR). The Containment Policy envisioned the firm use of US
military and economic strength anywhere in the world to check Soviet probing
attempts to expand its influence. The policy received the most persuasive
Justification from George K. Kennan, who supported the theory as an sppropriate
resporise to USSR expansion and hostility toward non-communist nations, Kennan
argued that the successful implementation of containment would not only check
Soviet expansion, but in doing 36, would also bring about a mellowing in USSR
attitudes and policies toward the outside world, Therefore, Kennan continued,
since communism is nece&sarily expansionist in theory, its containment will
eventually result in a less dogmatic ideology and the rise of less despotic
political leaders in the Soviet Union.h

Under the Containment Policy, the Truman Administration conducted the
Greek-Turkish Aid Program, the Marshall Plan, the NATO Pact, the Mutual De~
fense Assistance Program and the Mutual Security Program. Simultaneously,
the US also encouraged increased political, military and economic integration
among the western European nations. The primary goal of these efforts was to
make Europe impregnable against threats to its security from USSR expansion
efforts, whether these efforts were the direct application of USSR military
power or communist intrigue from within the nationa.s

The US military strength was linked to the defense of Europe by sta-
tioning of US military forceas in Europe under the NATO agreement. Maintaining
these forces in Europe represented an effort to sounter = theory which sug-

gested that WW II had begun because Hitler did not think the US would enter

hGeorge F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950, Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1953, pp. 107-128.,

ot SDextar Perkins, The Diplomacy of a New e, Bloomington and London:
Indiana University Press, 1948, FP. SE, L0-93,

3

s Rl e s i st S



the war. The US forces were, therefore, a trip-wire mechanism which would

ensure immediate US military involvement in Europe should the USSR invade

with conventional forcea.6

The USSR detonated its first known atomic device in August, 1949.

This evert, came as a surprise to US officials and resulted in:

= A realization that the cold war would ngt be
terminated in the near future and greater mili-
tary strength was required to enforce containment.

- Increased numbers of nuclear weapons and develop-
ment of larger yield weapons by the UsS,

- The initial development of a theoretical argument
for conducting war with less than total victory
83 an aim,

- A realization that the possibility of US forces
engaged in a war with nuclear armed USSR forces
was a reality and that it was necesnary to ir-
crease US military strength to meet this possi-
£ 258 70N

- Increased civilian interest in nuclear war and
initial _stages of developing a civil defense
theory.7

D. Xorea and Aftermath. The Soviet sponsored invasion of South Korea

by

North Korean forces represented the second real test of the US containment

policy (the 1948 Beriin Blockade is considered to be the first test) and ap-

plication of limited war concepts, Nuclear weapons were not used, nor was

the threat to use them made by the US Government despite arguments for their

use by General Douglas MacArthur. There was considerable argument within the

US that the attack in Korea represented a strategic feint by the USSR to draw

6Perkins, Op. Cit., pp. 79-80.

7John Foster Dulles, War or Peace, New York:

The MacMillan Company,
1950, p. 151,
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US military forces/strength into Asia, thus weskening the defense of Europe,
while preparing for an attack in Central Europe. US counter-actions to this
possibility took the form of a substantial increase in US forces in NATO, cre-
ation of a Supreme Allied Commander for Europe and naming General Dwight D,
Eisenhower to'that position, obtaining a commitmgnt of other ﬁATO nations to
increase their forces and the adoption of a "crisis year" concept for defense
planning.B

The concept of defense planning via "erisis year" justified an increas:
in the annual defense budget on the assumption that the years 1954/1955 would
be years of peak US/USSR crises and, that in order to prepare for these “crises

years," increased defense expenditures were required,

E. The Eisennower "New Look™", The Elsenhower Administration entered office

in January 1953 committed to ending the Korean War and taking a "new look" at
US military strategy. The "new look" replaced the "crisis year" approach to
defense planning with a "long-haul® approach which justified reduced annual
defence expenditures on the assumption that these expenditures would continue
indefinitely.”

Reduced defense expenditures represented a priority issue for the
Eisenhower Administration to permit channeling capital flow into US economy
rejuvenation efforts. Reduced defense expenditures necessaril& reqUi%ed a
reduction in US land forces which were reduced from 1,534,000 in 1953 to

900,000 in 1958.10 In an effort to offset the land force reduction, the

BAChESOH, 92. Cit', Bsnhﬁu

9Morton Halperin, Contemgorarf Military Strategy, Boston and Toronto:
Little, Brown and Company, 1937, pp. Ld=47.

10ACh63(m, OEI Citu, 51“62.
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administration sought to continue to contain communism (primarily the USSR,

but also included the People's Republic of China in Asia) via nuclear deterw
rence,

The British Government had accepted the concept of nuclear deterrence
as the basis for its military policy in 1952, The concept was based on the
assumption that the manned bember, capable of delivering nuclear weapons on
Soviet cities, would deter the USSR from aggression in Europe.1’ Thus, a
precedent had been established which the Eisenhower Administration could and
did follow, Accordingly, the US Air Force's capability to deliver nuclear wea-
pons and to defend the continental US against Soviet bomber attack was increased

as rationale to offset the army 's manpower reduction,

F. Massive Retaliation. The Eisenhower Administration's pelicy vis-a-vis

the communist world was formally described by Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles on 12 Janusry 195 as being one of "Massive Retaliation® with nuclear

weapons at a time and place of US choice, FEmphasizing the need for a "maximum

deterrent at & bearable cost," Mr, Dulles stated:

The Soviet Communists are planning for what they
call "an entire historical era," and we should do the
same. They seek, through many types of maneuvers,
gradually to divide and weaken the free nations by
overextending them in efforts which, as Lenin put it,
are "beyond their strength, so that they come to prac-
tical bankruptecy.™ Then said Lenin, "our victory is
assurred." Then, said Stalin, will be "the moment for
the decisive blow,"

We want, for ourselves and the other free nations,
8 maximum deterrent at a bearable cost,

The way to deter aggression is for the free communi ty

11Riohard Rosecrance, T fense of the Realm, New York and London:
Columbia University Preas, 1967, P d
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to be willing and able to respond, vigorously at
places and with means of its own choosing.'?

The massive retaliation doctrine was based on the assumptions that
the US was invulnerable to USSR nuclear delivery means and that it would deter
USSR expansion/aggression at all levels of intensity. During the course of
discussions concerning the doctrine, serious questions were raised as to US
intentions and credibility; e.g.,

- At what level of Soviet aggression would the US
initiate a nuclear attack on the USSR?

- Would the US endanger its own population in re-
sponse to an attack on India, Germany, Korea or
any other nation?
The deployment of the first intercontinental strategic bombers in the
Soviet military inventory in 1956 raised questions about the vulnerability of
the US population centers.13 The destructive power and technological advance-

ment of US nuclear capability vise-m=-vis the USSR was further challenged when

the USSR detonated a thermonuclear bomb in August 1953.1h

G. Criticism of Massive Retaliation. The feasibility and practicality of mas-

sive retaliation came under challenge from the democratic party, the army snd
navy, because of the Air Force's dominant role, and an emerging group from the

academic world, The emergence of a group in the scademic world to challenge

1

12Emtracted from a speech glven by then Secretary of State John Foster

Dulles on January 12, 195L before the Council of Foreign Relations. Speech is
published in Department of State Bulletin, 30, No. 791, dated January 25, 195k,

13’I‘he TU-95 (Bear) bomber, with a range of 7,800 miles, and the M-l
(Bison), with a range of 6,050 miles were first deployed as operational in 1954,
The Military Balance, 1973-197h, London: The International Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies, 1973, p. 70.

1“Arnold Horelick and Myron Rush, Stratgﬁég Power and Soviet Foreign
Policy, Chicage and London: The University of Chicago ?&eas, 1966, p. 17.
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the strategy is significant in that it marked the first time the intellectual
world had concerned itself on a large scale in the use of nuclear weapons, The
emergence was accompanied with a flourish of debates, articles, essays and hooks
to explore the implications of the doctrine and to develop alternatives.

Bernard Brodie published one of the first critical essays in November
1953 ‘n which he argued that it was not rational to think of conducting only
an unlimited nuclear war and that limited war, conducted with less than all-
available nuclear forces or with non-nuclear forces

s has a place which must be

congidered in developing foreign policy.15

A collection of essays prepared by the Princeton Center of Interna-

tional Studies was published in 1956 under the title of Military Policy and

National Security. Included in these essays wag one by William W. Kaufmann

which supported Brodie's sarlier line of thought that the US needed a capa-
bility to deter . aggression at all levels and should develop deterrence forces

16 Among these essays, Roger Hilsmann examined the actual con-

accordingly,
duct of nuclear war and began one of the first academic attempts to distinguish
between counter-value and counter-force targets (counter-force targets being
the enemy's nuclear capability, to include the delivery means, and counter-

value targets being the population in the enemy's homeland) and to look at the

tactics applicable for conducting ground war fought with nuclear weapons.17

15Barnard Brodie, "Unlimited Weapons and Limited War, " originally
published in The Reporter on November 18, 1954. Reprinted in Morton H, Hal~

perin, ed.,, Limited War in the Nuclear Age, New York and London: John Wiley
P‘l‘ﬁﬂﬁ, 1963, ppc 56"‘62.

"®illiam W. Keufmann, ed., Military Policy and National Security,
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 33?%, pP. 28-38, 257.

"Ibid., pp. $3-57, 60-72.
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The applicability of strategic nucleur w.«, ons tgvi%uer local aggression
in peripheral areas was challenged by Robﬁrtlﬁsgcod and Henry Kissinger.18
These authors stressed Lhe requirement for the US to possess military forces
appropriate for a response to aggression at all levels and supported the argu-
ment that tactical nuclear weapons have an applicable role in less than general
nuclear war. Kissinger went even further in considering the applicability of
tactical nuclear weaﬁons in his effort to examine how they might be used and
controlled to prevent a tactical nuclear war from expanding into a general nu-
clear war. He concluded that it might be possible to gradually escalate con-
flict intensity with acceptable risks and conduct simultaneous negotiations
toward concluding the conflict.

Bernard Brodie challenged the view that tactical nuclear weapons were
appropriate for all levels of war, arguing that too many people had concluded
that nuclear weapons should be used in local wars.19 While Brodie did conclude

that nuclear weapons may be appropriate in some local wars after careful and

thorough consideration, Thomas Schelling argued that the tacit agreement, of bel-

ligerents to refrain from introducing tactical nuclear weapons into local con-

Tlicts represents a natural threshold which facilitates keeping the conflicts jo~
cal and bringing about a successful negotiated conclusion acceptable to both 3ides.20
The wealth of criticism launched against the theory of massive retaliation

and the debates created by it had an effect on the Eipenkower Administration.

xgﬂobert Osgood, Limited War: The Challenge to American Strategy,
Chicago: University of Chicago ?;esa, 195 =0 ﬁ;g and Henry Rissinger, Nuclear

Weapons and Forelgn Policy, New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1957, pp. 17L=202, B

"7bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1959, p. 330,

20Thomaa Schelling, The Stratagy of Conflict, Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1960, pp. 53-80.




The requirements for, tactical nuclear warheads, a strategy for conducting local

wars and a larger conventional military force were acknowledged by Eisenhower.
The 1957 Soviet launching of the first earth satellite (Sputnik) was viewed
by many in the US as a technological advancement which challenged the US bomber
delivered deterrent and could conceivably place the continental US within range
of nuclear warheads dalivgred by missiles. As a consequence, the vulnerability
of the US population once again occupied a center arena of concern, and a debate
concerning civil defense requirements bagan to take place with renewed intensity.
As questions were being asked about population vulnerability and the
US launched an accelerated program to overcome the alleged missile gap, it was
tecoming apparent that the nuclear strength relationship of the two superpowers
was not constant and that the world was becoming increasingly vulnerable a8
nuclear power and delivery means increased and became more efficient. Several

conclusions became apparent:

- It would not be possible toc halt the spiral without
USSR cooperation/participation.

- The US population was becoming increasingly vulnerable.

- Both sides possessed the capability of conducting a
pre-emptive strike in an attempt to disarm the other;
therefore, an assurred second strike capability was
needed,

- The danger of a miscalculation or accidental launch/
detonation raised to an acute stage the possibility
of unintentional nuclear war.

- The vulnerability of the US nuclear force to a USSR
pre-emptive strike was directly relatgd to the
stability of the "balance of terror, ")

21Morton Halperin, Contamgorﬁﬁx Military Strategy, Boston and Toronto:
Little, Brown and Company, 1% Ts Pp. LB=55,




At this time, the focus of strategic thought criented on stabilizing
the balance of terror as a mechanism of achieving a peaceful world, Albert
Wohlstetter described the requirements of an invulnerable retaliatory force as:

+ « + & stable gteady-state peacetime operation
within feasible budgets; the capacity to survive
enemy attacks; to make and communicate the decision
to retaliate; to reach enemy territory, penetrate

all defenses, and destroy the target; with each phase
demanding technical pregnrations of very considerable
complexity and expense,?Z?

Wohlstetter's theory was followad by Osker Morgenstern, who argued

' 7
that it was in the interest of the US for both the US and USSR to have invul-

nerable strategic nuclear forces. He further suggested that the development

and deploymeni of seaborne missiles represented the most logical weapon system

for this purpose.23

Bernard Brodie presented the requirements for an invulnerable retali-

atory force as:

A real and substantial capability for coping
with local and limited aggression by local application
of forces; and provision for savipﬁ life on a vast
scale if the worst came to worst,?

Herman Kahn's book, On Thermonuclear War, took the discussion one step

further and looked at what should be done in the event of nuclear war, Kahn

concluded that:

. - There would be a significant number of survivors
in a nuclear exchange and that the number is
directly related to the type of attack and availe

i able protection,

QQAIbert Wohlstetter, "The Delicate Balance of Terror,” printed in
Foreipm Affairs, January 1958,

‘Z‘d
!
i
§ ‘2305kar Morgenstern, The Queation of National Defense, New York:
% Random House, 1958, p. 75,
i 2bprodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, Op, Git., pp. 294-297.
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- That the US should develop the capability to
choose among its range of options in response
to a nuclear attack and not be confined to a
pre-determined reaction.

Kahn's theory emphasized that it is possible to control nuclear
strategy and to suit a nuclear force to desired ends. This could well be to
influence the enemy rather than destroy him.25 In approaching the use of nu-

clear power as he did, Kahn attempted to bring the "unthinkable" down to and

examined it in "thinkable" terms.

H. The Kennedy Administration and Flexible Response. President Kennedy's

Administration éssumed office in 1961 with the benefit of the theories dis-
cussed above being available for consideration and use. President Kennedy
selected Robert S, McNamara as Secretary of Defense and solicited and raceived
the active support of the academic community in developing his foreign policy.
Kennedy had campaigned for the Presidency on a platform of correcting the
shortcomings in US conventional military capability and the alleged "migsile
gap'" with the USSR.26 Accordingly, the administration immediately initiated
efforts to build a credible conventional force with particular emphasis being
placed on unconventional warfare, Concurrently with this, an invulnerable second
strike nuclear force was established to ensure that a condition of minimum nu-
clear deterrence existed. The goal was to develop nuclear forces capable of
selectively retaliating against enemy nuclear forces rather than against his

citles after withstanding a nuclear first strike. In theory, it was hoped to

25Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1960, pp. 301-302,

26Johh F. Kennedy, The Strategy of Pegce, New York and London: Harper
and Row Publishers, 1960, pp, 33-L5,
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give the enemy a strong incentive for not attacking Us cities.27

McNamara realized that submarine launched nuclear missiles represented
the most practical means of achieving an invulnerable minimum nuclear deter-
rence cspabllity and accelerated deployment of the "Polaris" submarine for
this purpose.28 The administration wrapped its military policy into a strategy
of "Flexible Response," which is essentially what Herman Kahn had discussed

in his book, On Thermonuclear War. In regard to nuclear weapons, the flexible

response strategy argued that strategic nuclear functions were not limited
only to that of deterring war, but must include the ability to fight and es-
tablish military superiority in any war in which they are being used. The
forces necessary to support flexible response must be designed to permit their
controlled use in retaliating against selective targets during a nuclear war.
The object being to select the target (i.e., missile bases, population, indus-
trial capability, etc.) to force the opponent to end the conflict on terms
. favorable to the U2 i
| This represents one of the more advanced strategies for prevention
and conduct of nuclear war developed to date and is based on the premises that:
- Deterrence may fail,
: ~ The number of lives lost in a nuclear war will
} vary depending on the targets attacked, type of
weapons used and the availability of adequate

protection and sufficient warning to permit the
use of the available protection.

} ngilliam Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategz, New York: Harper and Row,
19611) pp' 51-560

Buid) pligs.

9Maxwell Taylor, The Uncertain Trumpet, New York: Harper and Row,
1960, pp. 145-147.
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- The need to limit damage would constitute a
major wartime objective. This can best be
achieved by attacking the enemy's nuclear
delivery means and providing active/civil
defense,

- By avolding nuclear strikes on the enemy
population and holding a nuclear reserve
for this purpose, should the enemy strike
the US population, an incentive is provided
for him not to attack US cities.

- The US will have an interest in a post-
thermonuclear world and, therefore, it is
desirsble to terminate such a war on terms
favorable to the Us,30

McNamara described the strategy to the House Armed Services Committee as:

+ + » the United States has no alternative but

to ensure that at all times and under all circum-
stances it has the capability to deter. In this
age of nuclear armed intercontinental missiles,
the ability to deter rests heavily on the existence
of a force which can weather a massive nuclear
attack with little or no warning, in sufficient
strength to strike a decisive counter-blow. This
force must be of a character which will permit
its use, in event of attack, in a cool and
deliberate fashion and always under the complete
control of the constituted authority,3!

McNamara remained as Secretary of Defense in the Johnson Administra-
tion until 1968. The two additional factors he added to deterrence strategy
were the employment of Multiple Independently-Targeted Re-entry Vehicles (MIRV)

! and recommendation that a limited anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system be de-

ployed as a deterrent against a possible nuclear threat from China.32

30

31Extracted from a statement made by McNamara before the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services on February 23, 1961 printed by the House of Repre-
sentatives, Authorizing Appropriations for Aircraft, Missiles, and Naval
Vessels, Washington: USGFO, 1962,

2Kaufmann, Op. Cit., pp. 156-158, 162,

Kaufmann, Op., Cit., p. 51-52,
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I. The Nixon Administration and Realistic Deterrence. The Nixon Administra-

tion entered office in January 1969 committed to the pursuit of an enduring
peace based on a strategy for peace which was structured on three interrelated
principles; (1) strength, (2) partnership and (3) a willingness to negotiate.BB
The military policy was explained by Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird as
one of "Realistic Deterrence." The goal of realistic deterrence is to dis-
courage and ultimately to climinate the use of military force as a means for
one nation to impose its will on another.

Whereas President Kennedy's rlexible response strategy included the
capability for effecting assured destruction on an enemy even after an all-
out surprise nuclear attack, realistic deterrence developed this thought one
step further in the concept of strategic sufficiency. President Nixon ex-
plained this concept in his 1972 report to congress as:

Our forces must be maintained at a level
sufficient to make it clear that even an all-ocut
surprise attack on the United States by the USSR
would not cripple our capability to retaliate.
Our forces must also be capable of flexible
application. A simple "assured destruction"
doctrine does not meet our present requirements
Tor a flexible range of strategic options. No
President should be left with only one strategic
course of action, particularly that of ordering
the mass destruction of enemy civilians and
facilities, 3l

In his discussion of strategic sufficiency before the Senate Armed
services Committee in 1973, Mr. Laird described the objectives ol the concept

as including:

33Richard Nixon, US Foreign Policy for the 1970's, Shaping a Durable
Peace, Washington: USGPO, 1973, pp. 5-13.

3k

Extracted from Richard Nixon, US Foreign Policy for the 1970's: The

Emerping Structure of Peace, Washington:  USGPO, 1 v R T S
15




Maintenance of an adequate second-strike
capability to deter an all-out gurprise attack
on the US strategic forces.

Providing no incentive for the USSR to
strike the US in a crisis,

Preventing the USSR from gaining the ability
to cause considerably greater urban/industrial
destruction than the US could inflict on the
USSR in a nuclear war.

Defense against damage from small aftacks
or accidental launches.

Force design to permit strategic alternatives
available for use depending on the nature or
level of provocation. This means having the
capability to carry out an appropriate response

without having to necessarily resort to mass
urban and industrial destruction,

When the Ford Administration entered office in August 1974, President
Ford committed his administration to continue the foreign and defense policies
of the Nixon Administration.36 As far as can bhe determined, the Ford Adminis-
tration has not altered any of the Nixon defense policies. There has not been
any announcements to the contrary, nor has the administration's actions indi-
cated otherwise, This, then, concludes the development of US nuclear deterrence
theory developments as of August 197k, A follow-on refinement of realistic
deterrence appears to be occurring in the form of the present Secretary of De-
fense James.R, Schlesinger's retargeting program. However, this concept is

in the formulation phase and it has not been "operationalized" as strategic

BBStatement of Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird before the Senate
Armed Services Committee on the 1973 Defense Budget and FY 1973-1977 Program,
National Security Strategy of Realistic Deterrence, Washington: UsGPO, 1972,
p. 22.

jésernard Gwertzman, "Ford Promises That He and Kissinger Will Continue
Nixon’s Foreign Policy," New York Times, August 9, 197L, p. L.
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policy.37 For these reasons, it is not being included in this study.
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37For a discussion of this development see the September 11, 1974 re-
port presented by Mr., Schlesinger to ‘the Committee on Foreign Relations. This
report is printed in, Committee on Foreign Relations, Briefing on Counterforce
Attacks, Washington: USGPO, 1975, pp. 21 and 22, Also see Facts on File,
Vol. 3L, No. 1733, January 26, 1974, p. 50 for further discussions.
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CHAPTER 11I

Statement of the Problem

A. Introduction. Whereas Chapter I discussed the historical development of

US nuclear deterrence strategy, this chapter is devoted to:

- A discussion of the functioning, components
and phenomenon of nuclear deterrence

- A brief review of the development of confron-
tation strategies

~ Stating the research problem
- Summarizing the need for this research effort
In this manner, this chapter serves as a transition from historical develop-

ment to the present and orients the reader on the speciflec problem to be

researched,

B.  Functioning of Deterrence. As inferred in Chapter I, the concept of de-

terrence represents the present US strategic defense strategy in relation to
the USSR. Deterrence essentially means to discourage a potential opponent
from pursuing a course of action by presenting him with a very high probability
of counter-actions, which will effect him in a negative manner to a greater
degree than will the gains he can expect to achieve by continuing to pursue

the action. US Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford explained the use of de-

terrenice by the US in 1969 as:

« + « the only realistic policy we can pursue

at this particular juncture is one of deterrence,
In other words, we must be prepared to maintain
at all times strategic forces of such size and
character, and exhibit so unquestionable a will




sy
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to use them in retaliation if needed, that no
nation could ever conceivably deem it to its
advantage to launch a deliberate attack on the
United States or its allies,'

This means possessing the capability of absorbing a coordinated, sur-
prise nuclear first sirike and having a sufficient number of nuclear weapons
survive to inflict unacceptable damage on the attacker. In theory, this will
preclude a rational, deliberate, pre-planned attack. Thus, it is important
to note that deterrent forces prevent undesired actions and are offensive in
this respect. Conversely, defensive forces function to reduce the enemy's
capability to inflict damage. The differences between nuclear deterrent and
defensive forces are further discussed by Glenn Snyder in his book, Deterrence
and Defense_.2 For purposes of this research work, it is sufficient to note
that deterrent forces are offensive means used in a defensive modus operandi
to deter a potential attacker by threatening him with a credible capability
of inflicting unacceptable damage.

It follows that nation A can expect to possess a deterrent capability

in relation to nation B, if nation A has:

- any form of control over nation B's present
or prospective value inventory

- the capability to communicate a credible threat
or promise to decrease/increase the value
inventory

- the ability to convince nation B of the intent
to fulfill the threat or promise if nation B
undertakes an undesired action

TStatement of Secretary of Defense Clark M, Clifford, The Fiscal Year
1970/17L Defense Program and 1970 Defense Budget, Washington: U.S, Government
Printing Office, 1967, p. L].

2@19nn H. Snyder, Deterrence and Defense, Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1961, pp. 3-8.
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As siated earlier, deterrence is a function of cost versus expected
gains. Then, the object of deterrence is to reduce the probability of an
enemy attack, by convincing the potential enemy that his losses will he greater

than expected gains.3

C. Components of Nuclear Deterrence. Strategic nuclear weapons constitute

but one part of the full deterrence equation. Deterrence includes the ability
to communicate a credible intent, will and capability to the opponent, the
perceptions of both nations toward each other, national values, the level of
unacceptable damage, risk versus the expected gain, ideologies, and restraint.
A conceptual model of nuclear deterrence is illustrated in Figure 1.

This model depicts the major components of nuclear deterrence as con-
sisting of conventional military forces, a command and control system, nuclear
hardware and nuclear software items. These components are discussed below.

(1) Nuclear Software. Nuclear software consists of the unac-

ceptable damage threshold level and available passive defensive measures.h

Both of these variables are affected by the vulnerability of the population
and the national will and intent of a nation. 1In discussing national will

and intent, Lieutenant Colonel Robert B. Strain, USAF, stated:

The image of a nation and the degree of
firmnes:s it might evidence are derived from
national charsacter and psycholegy, the per-
sonalities of the leaders, the past conduct
of the gevernment, its position on the use of
weapons, past decisiveness and public Support
of governmental policy. Seriousness of intent
or determination can be measured by the content

Jsnyder, Op. Cit., pp. 12-16.

hSae Annex A for an in-depth discussion of unacceptable damage.
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Figure 1

A Conceptual Model of Nuclear Deterrence5
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In addition to the discussion contained in this chapter, the dis-
cussion in Annex A provides the reader with additional information on the
dynamic effects of these variables.
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of the threat and the extent to which the
lssue behing the threat is vital to the
threatener,

National ideologies and perceptions will affect the manner in which
nations view and interpret the actions of each other. In his essay, "Soviet
Risk-Taking and Crisis Behaviour: From Confrontation to Coexistence, Hannés
Adomeit concludes that the competing "Communist" versus "Democracy" ideologies
has had a major influence in US/USSR interpretations, actions and counter-
actions, Adomeit states "that policies have been based on perceptions of the
opponent as much, if not more, than on actualitiea."?

Ralph White reviewed USSR actions in the post-WW II period from a
Soviet point of view and concluded that most would have to be considered as
being defensive in the Kremlin. He further concludes that these same actions
are considered very offensive from a Western point of vieu.8 In his study of
"Soviet Reactions to Changes in American Military Strategy," Kenneth Whiting
concludes that the "Soviet reactions to US changes and innovations has been
to develop weapons to neutralize the US advantage."9 The USSR actions are,
therefore, considered defensive in the Kremlin and offensive in the West., 1In
concluding, it is sufficient to state that what appears to be a plus for one

opponent normally represents a minus for the other opponent,

6R0bert Strain, “Deterrence and Arms Control: Toward a Common Goal,"
Maxwell Air Force Base: Air War College, 197L, p. L3.

7Hannes Adomeit, "Soviet Risk«Taking and Crisis Behaviour: From Con-

frontation to Coexistence," Aldelphi Pa ers, No. 101, London: The International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1973, p. 8.

8Ralph White, "The Genuineness of Soviet Elite Fee: of US Aggression, "
printed in Bobrow Davis, ed., Weapons System Decisions, New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1966, Chapter 8,

g

Kenneth Whiting, "Soviet Reactions to Changes in American Military

Strategy,” Maxwell Air Force Base: Air University, 1965, p. 32.
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National values are affected by ldeologies. Communist "Marxist"

ideology stresses the importance of the state over the individual and the

eventual, inevitable conflict with capitalist 1mperialism.1o Soviet leaders

have frequently voiced an intent to overcome the West. These actions have
emphasized the eventual domination of communism over democracy and resulted
in considerable mutual suspicion and mistrust.“
The risks of an opponent's reaction, as compared to expected gains,
is an important variable which must be considered in the nuclear deterrence
equation. 1In discussing this variable, Glenn Snyder stated:
The problem for the deterrer is to make
sure that his military posture and threats pose
greater costs than gains for the aggressor, and
make sure that this threat is believed.12
in discussing threat, risk and credibility, Robert Strain stated that,
"for the threat to be effective, it must be credible in the eyes of the de-
terred, and he, in turn, must calculate that the risk of loss in a particular
venture exceeds the gain he might accrue."13
Population vulnerability directly affects the national will and intent
of a nation., In considering this variable, it is useful to visualize population

vulnerability as existing on a continuum with invulnerability at one extreme

| and complete vulnerability at the other end., A nation that is invulnerable

10
For a discussion of the role of ideologies see, the collection of

readings contained in, "Impact of Ideology on National Strategy," printed by
the Command and General Staff College, Leavenworth, 197L.
i

1)For a discussion of USSR discussion of communism versus democracy,
see Kenneth Whiting, Op. Cit., pp. 1~26.

X
TREL.
3 % 12Glenn Snyder, Op. Cit., p. 29.
' % "SRobert Strain, Op. Cit., p. 11.
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in relation to another nation can normally be expected to demonstrate a strong
will a;d intent during any conflict with the opponent. This has beenvquoted

in the Kremlin as one of the reasons accounting for US firmness during the

1961 Berlin confrontation.1h

At the other end of the population vulnerability continuum where a
nation is completely vulnerable, there appears to be two courses of action
that may be taken during conflict with an invulnerable nation. A nation could
either resist and hope to achieve favorable results despite the relative vul-
nerability or it could capitulate to the stronger nation. The degree of
vulernability existing between these extremes can be expected to result in a
similar variation in the demonstration of national will and intent.

From this discussion, it becomes painfully apparent that one cannot
quantify or predict the direction that national will may take with a high assur-
ance of aaztccux*acy.?S However, it is possible to argue that this variable is de-~
pendent on the efficiency of early warning, dispersion and available civil
defense programs. As a population becomes more dispersed and the effectiveness
of its civil defense programs and early warning increases, its vulnerability
to an enemy nuclear attack decreases. Vulnerability is further decreased if
the number of incoming nuclear warheads can be reduced. This factor is directly

related to the effectiveness of the available air defense system.16

1hFor an excellent analysis of this, see Urs Schwarz, Confrontation

and Intervention in the Modern World, Dobbs Ferry: Oceana Publications, Inc.,
1970, pp. 6061,

15F'or a discussion of national will and its role as an element of na-
tional power, see the collection of readings prepared by the Strategic Studies
Committee at the Command and General Staff College entitled, "National Will:
Key Element to Power," 1974,

16Hermnn Kahn, On Thermonuclear War, Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1965, pp., L2850,
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(2) Command and Control System. The ability of a nation to

receive a surprise nuclear attack and respond with unacceptable damage on the
attacker represents a basic US assumption of nuclear deterrence: Unless the
response 1s pre-planned and automatic, this requires that a functioning com-
mand and control system, capable of assessing the situation and developing/
executing a measured response, survive any surprise attack, Herman Kahn dis-
cussed the importancg of the command and control role in nuclear deterrence

in his book, On Thermonuclear War, and concluded that, the presence of an effec~

tive system is not only essential, but, that its absence detracts from nuclear

stability.17

(3) Conventional Military Forces. One of the basic criticisms

of the "Massive Retaliation" theory was that it failed to provide for a less
than nuclear response to Soviet aggression. This would permit the USSR to
"nibble" at US interests with the US being forced to do nothing or respond
with nuclear weapons. The presence of a credible US conventipnal military
response functions to deter the USSR from sponsoring/pursuing aggression at
the lower levels., The presence of a credible USSR conventional military force
nas a similar effect on US policies. Both nations recognize that a local con-
ventional conflict involving US and USSR military forces could very easily
escalate into a nuclear war. In discussing the role of conventional military
forces for deterrence, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird stated:

+ « « our general purpose forces must be such

43 to convince potential enemies that they

have nothing to gain by launching conventional

attecks.,

+ « « To deler conventional aggression, we
and our allies together must be capable of

"kahn, Op. Cit., pp. 167-188, 163, 171, 17k, 182.
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posing unacceptable riasks to potential
opponents. We must not be in a position of
being able to employ only strategic weapons

to meet challenges to our interests. On

the other hand, having a full range of options
does not mean that we will necessarily limit
our response to the level or intensity chosen
by an enemy. Potential enemies must know that
we will respond to whateveg degree is required
to protect our interests,!

Glenn Snyder states i1 as:

« « « the modern balance of power takes a
"mixed" form. Any conventional military
attack by one nuclear power against the
interests of another nuclear power creates 19
a risk of nuclear reprisal of some kind e .

(L) DNuclear Hardware. This variable consists of the available

strategic nuclear warheads and delivery means; i.e., ICBMs, SLBMs and strategic
bombers. These are affected by vulnerability to the enemy's weapons and effec-
tiveness of the command and control system. Weapon Vulnerability is affected
by early warning, mobility, site hardness (protection), dispersion, camouflage
and effectiveness of the air defense system. This variable will be fully

developed and its effect on nuclear deterrence discussed later in Annex A.

D. Nuclear Deterrence Phenomenon. The use of nuclear deterrence as a national

defense policy has required the US to avoid pursuing goals or objectives which
conflict with those the USSR considers vital, Conversely, the USSR had been
required to adopt a similar policy toward the US, The adoption of the theory

has also required constant US vigilance and aggressive response to USSR actions

1BExtracted from a statement by Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird

before the House Armed Services Committee on the }Y 1973 Defense Budget and
FY 1973-1977 Defense Program, Washington: USGPO, 1972, p. B1.

19Snyder, Op. Cit., p. k7.
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that might be considered as encroachments on US areas of interest. The efforts
of both nations to communicate its concern, intent, will and capabilities has
resulted in barrages of charges, counter-charges and periods of extreme ten-
sions.eo Such antics have also been used in the US to justify defense develop-
ments and expenses and involvements in the Korean and Vietnam Wars.21
The actions and counter-actions used by the US and USSR during their
post-WwW Il relationships have not resulted in a nuclear exchange, to date.
However, there have been periods of extreme tests of wills and credibility;
such as the Berlin blockades, the Cuban Missile Crisis and the Arab-Israeli
Wars. The actions of both nations have been influenced by their peréeptions
of each other. A great deal of mistrust and suspicion has been generated, but
neither of these have gone beyond acceptable limits with a resulting "hot"
war. Yet, the very cornerstone of nuclear deterrence rests on the uncertainty
or certainty that an aggressive act will result in a counter act involving the
use of nuclear weapons.
This phenomenon has resulted in an apparent necessity for the US and
USSR to continually probe each other in an effort to determine/test each other's
will and intent. These actions and counter-actions have resulted in an inevi-
table spiral in weapon technology, destructiveness, and numbers. Thus, the
policy of nuclear deterrence has not crested a stable situation for it is
dynamic in nature and, therefore, invariably results in actions and counter-

actions as potential opponents maneuver for advantageous positions. This

)

C'Qf‘onr‘ a discussion concerning this aspect of US/USSK post-WW II re-
lations, see Richard Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's: A New Strategy
for Peace, Washington: USGPO, 1972, pp. 1-13.

21

Samuel P, Huntington, The Common Defense: Strategic Programs in
National Politics, New York: Columbia University Press, 1961.
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process is comnonly referred to as the psychology or deterrence.22

Anericans normelly prefer to think of these actions as being defensive
on the part of the US and offensive in regard to the USSR; however, this may
or may not be true, depending on the perception of the observer. At any rate,
the actions have resulted in numerous scute levels of confrontations in which
a misjudpement or irrational act could have resulted in a nuclear exchange and

the development and use of & confrontation strategy.

E. The Development of a Confrontation Strategy and Its Use. A confrontation

sirategy involves engaging an Opponent with carefully designed and calculated
actlons to escalate a conflict (in order to achieve desired national objectives)
to a level just below the threshold where it is thought that the opponent, con-
siders it necessary to use military force in counter—actions.23 Herman Kahn

describes the world situation as:

The existing permanent alert of US and
Soviel strategic forces in an almost continual
global confrontation. Tensions can build up
further, and there may be limited but dramatic
military confrontations, either local or global.
Such confrontations are the direct tests of
nerve, commital, resolve and recklessness,

However, the main purposes of such cone
frontations is to indicate clearly that rgﬂson-
ably large acts of violence are possible,

The strategy of confrontation has been used as a mechanism for bar-

gaining, Thomas Schelling described this process as:

-

i

22Thomas Schelling, Arms and Influence, New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1966, Chapter 2.

“3re Schwarz, Op. Cit., Chapter 1.

2L

Herman Kahn, On Escalation, Metaphors and Scenarios, New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1965, p. .
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that might be considered as encroachments on US areas of interest. The efforts
of both nations to communicate its concern, intent, will and capabilities has
resulted in barrages of charges, counter-charges and periods of extreme ten-
sions.20 Such antics have also been used in the US to justify defense develop-
ments and expenses and involvements in the Korean and Vietnam Wars.21

The actions and counter-actions used by the US and USSR during their
post-WW I1 relationships have not resulted in a nuclear exchange, to date.
However, there have been periods of extreme tests of wills and credibility;
such as the Berlin blockades, the Cuban Missile Crisis and the Arab-Israeli
Wars. The actions of both nations have been influenced by their percéptions
of each other, A great deal of mistrust and suspicion has been generated, but
neither of these have gone beyond acceptable limits with a resulting "hot"
war. Yei, the very cornerstone of nuclear deterrence rests on the uncertainty
or certainty that an aggressive act will result in a counter act involving the
use of nuclear weapons.

This phenomenon has resulted in an apparent necessity for the US and
USSR to continusally probe each other in an effort to determine/test each other's
will and intent. These actions and counter-actions have resulted in an inevi-
table spiral in weapon technology, destructiveness, and numbers, Thus, the
policy of nuclear deterrence has not created a stable situation for it is
dynamic in nature and, therefore, invariably results in actioas and counter-

actions as potential opponents maneuver for advantagecus positions. This

go?or A discussion concerning this aspect of US/USSR post-WW II re-
lations, see Richard Nixon, U,S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's: A New Strategy

for Peace, Washington: USGPO, 1972, pp. 1-13.

21Samuel P, Huntington, The Common Defernse; Strategic Programs in
National Politics, New York: Columbia Universitygﬁress, 1961,
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process is commonly referred to as the psychology of detnrrence.e“

Americans normally prefer to think of these actions as being defensive
on the part of the US and offensive in regard to the USSR; however, this may
or may not be true, depending on the perception of the observer. At any rate,
the actions have resulted in numerous scute levels of confrontations in which
@ misjudgement or irrational act could have resulted in a nuclear exchange and

the development and use of a confrontation strategy,

E. The Development of a Confrontation Stratggz;and Its Use. A confrontation

strategy involves engaging an opyonent with carefully designed and calculated
actions to escalate a conflict (in order to achieve desired national objectives)
Lo a level just below the threshold where it is thought that the opponent, con-
siders it necessary to use military force in counter-actions.23 Herman Kahn

describes the world gituation as:

The existing permanent alert of US and
Soviet strategic forces in an almost continual
global confrontation, Tensions can build up
further, and there may be limited but dramatic
military confrontations, either local or global.
Such confrontations are the direct tests of
nerve, commital, resolve and reckleszness.

However, the main purposes of such con-
frontations is to indicate clearly that rgfson-
ably large acts of violence are possible.2l

The strategy of confrontation has been used as a mechanism for bar-

gaining. Thomas Schelling described this process as:

2]
‘QThomas Schelling, Arms and Influence, New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1966, Chapter 2.

23Urs Schwarz, Op, Cit., Chapter 1,
2l

Herman Kahn, On Eacalation, Metaphors and Scenarios, New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1 y Ps Tl
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The final outcome must be a point from
which neither expects the other to retreat;
yet the main ingredient of this expectation
is what one thigks the other expects the first
to expect. . .2

An example of this strategy in action can be found in President Ken-
nedy's description of US counter-actions to Soviet actions in West Berlin in
1961, He stated:

West Berlin has now become as never before,
the great testing place of Western will and
courage, a focal point where our solemn commit-
ments and Soviez ambitions now meet in basic
confrontation.?

The theory of confrontation also involves carefully measuring the
limits of acceptable actions from the opponent !'s point of view and not esca-
lating the conflict or adopting & position which goes beyond these limits,
thus, tieing the opponent's hands and restricting his room of maneuver to
de-escalate the conflict without suffering unacceptable loss of prestige or
power. President Kennedy considered this in his selection of a more moderate
response (naval blockade) to extreme direct actions such as an invasion or a
surgical air strike during the Cuban Missile Crisis. He did not consider it
advantageous for the US to present extreme positions to the Soviet Union.27

In concluding this discussion, it can be accurately stated that the

US and USSR have used a strategy of confrontation as a component of nuclear

deterrence tc test each others resolve, will, intent and capabilities during

N
e)Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict, Op. Pk, came 70,

’

265tatement by President Kennedy, quoted in Schwarz, Op. Cit., p. 1.

27For an in-depth discussion of President Kennedy's concern for adopting
a moderate U3 position on this issue, see Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days,
New York: Norton and Company, 1969, pp. L7-56.
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their post-Ww II felations. The military forces of the US, particularly the
strategic nuclear forces, have been developed to deter first and if deterrence

faills, to force a favorable conflict settlemant.,28

F. Problem Statement. In considering the use of nuclear deterrence as a

strategic defensive concept, several questions surface as to the wisdom and
validity of developing and employing such a potentially dangerous policy.
The concept has resulted in weapons of tremendous destructive power being
produced and development of a strategy for confronting an opponent with cal-
culated escalation as a means of obtaining/pursuing national objectives.
This paper has estyblished the purpose of deterrent forces as being
to prevent an opponent from pursuing a course of action. Taken in this re-
spect and assuming that the purpose has been to prevent a US/USSR war, then
it appears that the use of nuclear deterrence, as a strategic defensive con-
cept, has been successful since there has not been a US/USSR war, However,
would there have been a US/USSR war 1f nuclear deterrence weapons and forces

had not been in existence?

This is a haunting question that almost defies answering. However,

1t seems logical that if nuclear deterrence has functioned, as its supporters
suggest, then a direct relationship between the intensity peak levels of US/
USSR confrontations and the existing state of nuclear deterrence should be

observed.29 That is, as a state of mutual deterrence is achieved, it would

ZBSnyder, Op. Cit., Chapter 2,
29Intensity peak level refers to that point at which confrontation
events complete intensity escalation and begin to decline on the intensity

scale. See Chapter IV for a discussion of the intensity scale (escalation
ladder) being used to support this research effort,
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appear to be in the interests of both nations to maintain their confrontations
at lower levels of intensity,

Earlier, the components of nuclear deterrence were identified as:

(1) conventional military forces, (2) nuclear hardware (available strategic
nuclear weapons), (3) nuclear software and () the existence of a command
and control system. It is obviously beyond the scope of this research effort
to incorporate and study the total effﬂpt of &ll these components on confron-
tation intensity peak levels, Therefore, it is proposed to isolate the stra-
tegic nuclear weapon variable and determine if a relationship exists between
US/USSR post-WW II confrontations intensity peak levels and the number of
strategic nuclear weapons possessed by these nstions at the time of the con-
frontation,

It is recognized that the other nuclear deterrence variables are
important and are worthy of research. However, it is strategic nuclear weapons
that have the capability of such mass destruction and need to be brought under
control. Therefore, it is vitally important to understand the effect that
they have had on US/USSR confrontations, i.e., have strategic nuclear weapons
raduced, increased or failed to have any effect on the intentisy peak levels
of US/US5R post-WW I1 confrontations?

This research study will examine the intensity peak levels of U3/USSR
post-Wi 11 confrontations in relation to the number of available strategic
nuclear weapons in an effort to determine if a relationship can be established,
If it is concluded that the number of avallable strategic nuclear weapons has
not had an effect in reducing the intensity peak level of US/USSR confrontaticns,
then the validity and wisdom of using this variable of deterrence as a strategic

defensive concept must be questioned and additional atudy will be needed,

3




Conversely, if a relationship is found which indicates that nuclear weapons

have reduced the intensity peak level of US/USSR confrontations, then it, must
be concluded that they are valuable, Efforts, then, should be directed toward

contreolling, rather than eliminating, nuclear weapons.

G, Need for this Research Effort., The relationship is vitally important.

The US post-WW II military force developments and relaticns with the USSR have
been based on the validity of nuclear deterrence as a strategic defensive con-
cept. Enormous resources and efforts have been dedicated to developing and
deploying present strategic nuclear weapons. Justification for these weapons
and their continued development is based on the assumption that, since there
has not been a US/USSR armed conflict, nuclear deterrence must be working,

The cost, destructiveness and inability to stop the inevitable upward spiral
of further nuclear weapon development and deployment has been established,
Further, this paper has addressed the dangers of misjudgements, irrational
acts and misperceptions, The necessity for nuclear weapons to deter Soviet
aggressivenesa is widely accepted among the American people today without
questioning their worth. An examination of their effectiveness in deterring

is deemed both timely and necessary.

3
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CHAPTER III

Conceptual Framework, Hypotheses and Definitions

e

A. Dependent and Independent Variables. The stated purpose of the research

study is to examine the relationship between US/USSR post-WW II confrontations
and the number of strategic nuclear weapons available to these nations. The
study will determine if the number of available nuclear weapons has affected
the actions of either the UL or USSR in escalating the intensity level of post-
WW 11 confrontations. Therefore, the dependent variable being examined is the
intensity peak level of US/USSR post-WW IT confrontations. That is, at whai
level of intensity, ranging from cold war diplomacy at the lower end of the
scale to a condition of nuclear war at the upper end, did the confrontation
peak and begin to de-escalate. This is graphically illustrated in Figure 1

(letting O = cold war diplomacy and zero time, X = nuclear war and T = time).

Figure 1

Confrontation Intensity Peak Level
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The independent variable affecting the intensity peak level of U5/

USSR post-WW II confrontations is the number of strategic nuclear weapons

possessed by these nations. The components of nuclear deterrence were iden-

tified and discussed in Chapter I1I. Strategic nuclear hardware items (weapons)

were identified as ICBMs, SLBMs and strategic bombers, Air defense, mobility,

site hardness, dispersion, early warning and camouflage were identified as

items affecting the vulnerability of these weapons to an enemy first strike.

Figure 2 illustrates the relationship of strategic nuclear weapons and confron-

tation intensity peak levels, as held by advocates of nuclear deterrence as a

strategic defensive concept.

Figure 2

otrategic Nuclear Weapons and Confrontation Intensity Peak Level

Nuclear
War

Intensity
Peak Level

0 >

Equivalency

No. of Strategic
Nuclear Weapons

Letting O = cold war diplomacy, as the number of strategic nuclear

weapons avallable to both nations move toward a condition of equivalency, the

intensity peak level of confrontations should decrease. This can be expected

to hold true as long as each side possesses roughly the same number of strategic

nuclear weapons. If one nation achieves a clear numerical advantage, then that
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nation may assume a less flexible, more demanding attitude toward the other.

The need to maintain an equivalent number of strategic nuclear weapons has

led the US Government to accept a policy of maintaining parity (equality in
: numbers of strategic nuclear forces and their destructive capability) with
the USSK. In discussing parity, the Brooking Institute commented:

Selective protests notwithstanding, there

seems to be a broad consensus within the execu-

tive and legislative branches that strategic

planning should be based on the assumptions

(1) that the USSR has reached a position of

strategic parity with the United States and

(2) that regaining strategic superiority would

not be practical for the United States and

would not contribute to U.S. security. Hence, )

the administration's goal of strategic suffi- J

! ciency commands widespread support. The same |

! is true, although to a lesser extent, for the

principal tenet of the administration's strategic
\
\

doctrine - that deterrence depends on the main-
tenance of secure retaliatory capabilities.!

In his 1973 report to Congress, President Nixon indicated that it is ‘
in the best interests of hoth the US and USSR to maintain nuclear equivai-‘ncy
and that imbalances result in dangerous policies/actions., He stated:

In the nuclear era, both the United States '
and Soviet Union have found that an increment ,
of military power does not necessarily represent |
an increment of usable political strength, be-
cause of the excessive destructiveness of nuclear
weapons in relation to the objective,

The accumulation of strategic power offered
no guarantee of achieving a decisive military
advantage, since neither the United States or
the Soviet Union would passively accept a change
in the overall balance. Moreover, with modern

1Quoted in Robert Strain, "Deterrence and Arms Control: Toward a
Common Goal," Maxwell Air Force Base: Air War follege, 1974, p. 52,
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weapons, a potentially decisive advantage
requires a change of such magnitude that the
mere effort to obtain it could produce a
disaster.?

B. Hypotheses. From the discussion thus far, one is ablg to draw some pre-
liminary conclusions and sugéest several hypotheses for testing, First, the
notion of parity suggests that as the number of strategic nuclear weapons ap-
proaches equivalency, it is in the interest of both the US and USSR to reduce
the chances of a dramatic confrontation which may force a nuclear exchange,
Parity further suggests that both nations should assist in maintaining a rough
equivalent balance in the sirategic nuclear weapon equation. This discussion
suggests the following hypothesis for testing:
- Hypothesis #1. As the available number of
S and USSR strategic nuclear weapons approach
a condition of equivalency, confrontations
between these nations will peak at a lower
level of intensity.
Second, the stated purpose of nuclear deterrence is to preventi/deter ;
a potential opponent from taking a particular course of action by convincingfﬂ
him of the high probability of having to accept costs that exceed his expected
gains, This suggests that as the strategic nuclear weapon arsenal of opponent
nations approaches equality, these nations will be careful to avoid pursuing
a course of action/policy which is considered vital to the other, It also
suggests that whenever the decision to confront the opponent is made, restraint
will be used in escalating the intensity level. The aggressor will use a series

of carefully calculated measures in confronting the opponent. One naturally

approaches an opponent of equal or near equal strength with more caution than

2Richnrd Nixon, U Foreign Policy for the 1970's: Shaping a Durable
Peace, Washington: USGPO, 1 y Pe 194,
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one of obviously inferior resources. Following this line of thought, the fol-
lowing hypotheses are developed for testing:

- Hypothesis #2. The intensity level of US/USSR
confrontations will rise at a slower rate,
measured in time, as the number of available
strategic nuclear waapons approaches a state
of equivalency.

- Hypothesis #3. As the number of available
strategic weapons approaches equivalency, the
US and USSR will avoid challenging policies/
actions considered vital to the other nation,

Thus far, the discussion has proceeded along the lines of equivalency.
what happens if a condition of equivalency does not exist? Until the late
1960's and early 1970's the USSR did not possess nuclear parity with the US,
therefore, an unbalanced nuclear relationship has been in effect much longer
than equivalency and must be considered for this study to have meaning. When-
ever & nation finds itself with obviously inferior strategic nuclear weapon
forces vis-a-vis its opponent, there appear to be five courses of action that
may be taken,

- It may accept the relationship and carefully
avoid conflicts with the superior opgynent.

- It may try to neutralize the advantage by
developing alliances with other nuclear armed
nations.

- It may increase the number of available strategic
nuclear forces to achieve equivalency or parity
with the opponent.

- It may assume a rigid stance vis-a-vis the
superior opponent and use bluffs to neutralize
his advantage.

A combination of courses of action 2, 3 and L.

This discussion permits the foliowing hypotheses to be developed for
Lesting:
37
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- Hypothesis #l. If either the US or USSR
perceives its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior to the other, it will
increase its strategic nuclear forces to
neutralize the perceived advantage,

- Hypothesis #5. If either the US or USSR
perceives its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior, it will assume a less
flexible attitude/policy toward the other.

- Hypothesis #6. If either the US or USSR
perceives its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior, it will adopt an aggres-
sive attitude/policy toward the other and use
bluffs to neutralize the perceived numerical
advantage.

A hypothesis is not being developed from course of action 2 because,
to date, this availability of other nuclear armed nations with which to form

alliances has not been a factor, This may not be true in the near future as

more nations obtain nuclear arms.

C. Definitions.

Availsble strategic nuclear weapons/forces is being defined as tﬁ;
sum total of strategic nuclear warheads that can be delivered on the opponentts
hiomelend by available strategic delivery means; i.e., bombers, ICBMs and SLBMs.
Henceforth, the number of deliverable strategic nuclear warheads will be re-
ferred to as NW,d. This definition recognizes that it is the deliverable nu-
clear warhead that constitutes the strategic nuclear equation and the role of
the delivery system. The definition is consistent with that published in the

US Department of State Nows Release of August 1, 1972.3

A confrontation is being defined as a situation which involves both the

3For 8 discuasion of this, see the US Department of State, News Release,
"Peace, National Security, and the Salt Agreements, " dated August 1, 1972,
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US and USSR with some form of overt force (or threat of overt force) being

used by one of these nations to pursue a policy or achieve an objective which
is being resisted bty the other with similar actions. Lieutenant Commander
Charles W. Koburger defined confrontation as the:

« + « opposing of one or more elements of power
with other elements of power, usually including
some increment of military power, the object being
to prevent the first party from succeeding in
whatever it set out to do without actually applying
violence. Confrontations aim is to prevent an
undesired action, by threat .

The various levels of confrontation intensity indicators will be des-

cribed in detail in the following chapter when an escalation ladder will be

developed. Therefore, a detailed discussion of intensity indicators is deferred

at this time,

Perception almost defies definition, but it is necessary to define 1t
for this study to have validity. 1In discussing this subject, William Dember,
stated the requirements for perception to have occurred as being:

< An output stimulus must occur

- The stimulus must be detected, received and
considered by the receiver

- The receiver must interpret and respond to
the received stimulus,

Following this line of thought, then perception can be defined as
occurring i{ the US transmits a stimulus (either intentionally or uninten-

tionally), and the stimulus is detected, received and considered by the USSR

bLieutanant Commander Charles Koburger, Jr., "Komer's War. The In-
direct Strategy in Action," Military Review, Volume L», Number 8, Fort Leaven-
worth, 1969, p. 19,

r
“William Dember, The Psychology of Perception, New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1960, pp. 1-26.
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and the USSR responds to its interpretation of the received atimulus, The
reverse may occur with the USSR transmitting the stimulus and the US in the
detecting, receiving, interpreting and responding role. It is not necegsary
for the transmitted stimulus to be accurate and reflect factual information.
In fact, it may be completely inaccurate and represent a false situation.
dtimuli oceur in any interaction of minds and may talke numerous forms
such as; deeds, actions, speeches, letters, inferences, pictures, etc. As
mentioned earlier, the sender of a stimulus may "Je unaware that he is trans-
mitting and he certainly may be unaware of how it is being received and inter-
preted, Assuming that the sender does desire to transmit a stimulus to a par-
ticular receiver, he cannot be certain if the intended receiver will detect,
receive, consider and respond (in a manner desired by the sender) to the trang-
mitted etimulus, The sender may anticipate, but he cannot be sure, This
represents the danger of misperception and subsequent undesirable actions/

reactions of two opponents involved in competing roles.

Strategic nuclear weapons equivalency is defined as existing whenever

the number of US NW,d equals the USSR NW,d plus or minus five percent., The
plus or minus five percent is an arbitrary figure developed to facilitate the
conduct of controlled research study. If this factor was not included and it
was determined that the US NW,d equaled 95 and the USSR NW,d equaled 100, then
the hypotheses wsuld be tested on the basis of the USSR possessing superiority
vis~a=vis the US, Tt is highly unlikely that five: NW,d would have a signifi-
cant impact on the intensity peak levels of US/USSR confrontations, Robert
Strain defined parity as meaning "a rough equality in numbers of sirategic

nuclear forces and destructive capability.” Plus or minus five percent seems

®Robert Strain, Op. Cit., p. 67.
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to represent a reasonable degree of "rough equality" and is, therefore, being

used in this study.
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CHAPTER 1V

Research Methodolqu

A, Introduction. This chapter is devoted to developing a research methodology
that will support a scientific study of the relationship of post-WW IT US/USSR
confrontations intensity peak levels and the number of doliverable strategic
nuclear weapons (NW,d) possessed by these nations. ' The methodclogy will be
developed in three distinct, but interrelated steps. These are:

~ Construction and explaining a confrontation
escalation ladder,

- Selection of US/USSR post-WW II confrontations
for study.

- Description of the computer programs being
used to compute the research results.

B. Escalation Model {ladder). An escalation ladder is being used as a tool

for measuring the intensity level at which US and USSR post-WW II confrontations
peaked. This device is, therefore, crucial to the validity of the research

and must be carefully constructed. Ideally, an escalation ladder would contain
a serles of evenly spaced, sequential rungs along a continuum ranging from
normal diplomatic actions at the lower end to general thermonuclear war on the
upper end. This would facilitate'determining which actions are taking place
between belligerents, placing these in the appropriate place on the ladder,

predicting the next probable level and making plans accordingly.

1For an in-depth discussion of the effect of strategic nuclear weapons
&3 an active variable of nuclear deterrence, the reader is roferred to Annex A,
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Unfortunately, naiions do not normally follow an orderly, sequential
process in escalating conflicts., Herman Kahn described a typical escalation

situation in his book, On Escalation, Metaphors and Scenarios, as "competition

in risk taking." He argues that normally a nation can expect to achieve its
objective via a carefully calculated series of risk steps moving upward the
intensity scale until the other side decides to use counter-actions to negate
further increase.2

It has been established that the US and USSR have used a strategy of
confrontation to achieve desired ends during their post-WW II relations and
that each nation apparently has been quite concerned about the reaction of the
other to any increased risks. This implies that confrontations are orderly
affairs in the control of the constituted authority. This may or may not be
true, but it does infer that one can expect confrontations to increase via a
series of sequential levels of ever increasing intensity,

Normally a nation will not declare war on another without first con
ducting a series of sub-war level actions. These actions will normally vary
in each case, but a tool to measure or indicate an expected progression is use-
ful in conducting a comparative study of confrontation intensitiy peak levels
and an escalation ladder will be constructed and used for this purpose.

In developing an escalation ladder consisting of forty-four rungs
(levels), Herman Kahn described it as:

+ « & linear arrangement of roughly increasing
levels of crisis, Such a ladder exhibits a
progression of steps in what amounts to, roughly

speaking, an ascending order of intensity through
which a given crisis may progress, Any particular

2Herman Kahn, On Escalation, Metaphors and Scenarios, New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, 1965, p. 3.
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ladder is intended as an archetype that can serve

A5 a pattern and context for the study of a certain

class of international crisis « « « the escalation

ladder provides a useful framework for the systematic

study of these possibilities, both realized and

unrealized,

The ladder developed by Kahn is, unfortunately, not adaptable for the

purpose of this research, His ladder moves from cold war disagreement to g
condition of large conventional war in twelve rungs with nuclear war occurring
at number fifteen, Since the US and USSR have not engaged each other in a
direct military war, an escalation ladder to measure US/USSR confrontation
intensity peak levels must necessarily be expanded and in more detail in the
lower rungs to be useful. Accordingly, a ladder with twenty-three rungs below
a conventional war involving US and USSR military forces against each other
has been developed and is illustrated in Figure 1. This ladder is an original
creation and is not expected to represent a final, best-form until it ig tested.
As US/USSR post-WW II confrontations are examined, it may become obvious that
certain rungs are out of Sequence, should be eliminated or perhaps others in-

cluded, If this occurs, necessary changes will be effected and suggestions

made in the final chapter for developing a more appropriate ladder for future

research purposes,

JKahn, Op. Cit., p. 38.
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Figure 1

Escalation Ladder

Actions

Normal inter-nation d‘plomacy.

. Cold war diplomacy.

National leader advisor group focuses on potential conflict
to assess impact and develop possible courses c¢f action.

Conflict issue becomes an item of increased interest/concarn
and discussion among national government circles.
News media focuses on issues surrounding the conflict.

Hardening of positions, solemn declarations and re-statements
of national interests.

Providing of military aid in the form of material, but not
combat troops to a threatened ally,

National government officials explain the conflict issues to
the national populace.

Meeting of nations, reaffirming of positions regarding the
conflict and efforts to develop a multi-national position.

Threats to take the issue in dispute to the United Nations or
to take unilateral action against the other superpower.,

Direct diplomatic confrontations or legal harassment directed
against the other superpower or provocative actions directed
against an ally of the other superpower.

Rejection of a United Nations resolution.

Providing military support in the form of material, but not
men, to an ally engaged in a military war,

Providing limited military support in the form of armed forces
to an ally. May include advisors and/or airpower, bui not
ground combat troops.

Alert and/or deployment of conventional ground military forces.

Overt support to an ally involved in a military war against
the other superpower.

Mobilization of national reserve and/or guard forces.

Conventional ground forces militarily engage an ally of the
other superpower in combat,

Conventional military forces invade and/or attack targets
located in the homeland of an ally of the other superpower,

Deploymenl of conventional forces to directly oppose/confront
each other.
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20 Unusual, provocative acts or demonstrations directed against,
the other superpower.

Return of civilian population from the opposing superpower's
homeland as part of official policy.

22 Strategic nuclear forces brought to a high state of readiness
and are deployed.

23 Conventlonal military forces actively engape each other in
non-nuclear limited war.

2ly Diplomatic relations are broken.

4 General war declared; conventional non-nuclear military forces
only.

26 Civilian populations are evacuated from cities that are pro-

bable nuclear targets,

27 War with nuclear weapons being used.

Rung 1. Cold War Diplomacy. US and USSR post-WW II diplomacy has been charac-

terized by an attitude of caution and suspicion. Military forces and strategy
has developed from an analysis of the other's intentions/capabilities. The US
and USSR openly acknowledge each other as opposing nations and normally consider
& gain by one to represent a loss for the other. Rung 1 represents the normal
intensity level of US and USSR post-WW II diplomacy.,

lwng 2. On this level of the ladder, a potential crisis is identdfied and
designated government officials or advisors begin to focus on the issues ine
volved to assess the impact and develop possible counter-actions. The possibil=
ity of a conflict need not be public knowledge at this time, but the executive
and & group of close advisors are concerned and are developing alternatives

for use in a possible confrontation,

Rung 3. At rung 3, the conflict issues begin to become more apparent and know-
ledge/concern expands from a group of select inner-government official/advisors
to the national government at large. At this level, the issues would become

items cf debate/discussion in Congress and the Politburo.
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HRung L. At this level of intensity, the probabliity of a confrontation and

the issues involved are published by the news media; i.e,, television, news
papers and radio, The.isaues and the possibility of a confrontation become
public knowledge, but the issues are not explained to the population by govern-
ment officisals.

Rung 5. The governments involved assume positions that are less flexibie cone
cerning the confrontation issues. The'governments make official declarations
of intent not to make conceésions and link the issues to national interests.

AL thisg 1evél, the communication is via established government channels and
standard news media announcers/writers.

Rung 6. At this level, the US and USSR would provide military aid in the form
of material to threatened allies. The material provided may be war supporting
materials and military equipment, but would not include any military personnel,
Rung 7. Officials of the national government explain the issues involved and
make a direct appeal to the national population in an effort to mobilize support
for the government's position. Usually the appeal will be made via television,
radio or newspaper,

ﬁﬂﬂﬁwﬁ- The involved nations meet witi traditional allies and other nations
that may be sympathetic with their position in an effort to gain international
support. At this time, the involved nations would seek to have the alliances
reaffirm their positions, resolve and intent to stand firm. Actions would be
taken to review and update alliance war plans and review the status of military
forces.

Rung 9. At this level, one or the other superpower would threaten the other
with taking the issue in dispute to the United Nations or to take other unji-
lateral actions unless satisfaction is received,
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Rung 10. The US and USSR engage in direct diplomatic confrontations in the
United Nations, legal harassment of the other or provocative actions directed
againgst an ally of the other superpower, The direct confrontations in the UN
may take the form of debate, vetoes, filibusters, etc., Legal harassment could
take the form of closing airports to aircraft of the other nation, refusing
overflight rights, influencing allies to take similar actions, ete,
Rung 11. At this level, a confronted Superpower would publicly reject a UN
resolution directed against its actions in a confrontation.
Rung 12, Providing of war supporting materials and equipment, but not person-
nel, to an ally involved in a military war with an ally of the other superpower.
Rung 13, The US and/or the USSR provide limited military support in the form
of armed forces to an ally, This support may include advisors, naval and/or
alr support, but would not include any ground combat troops.
Rung 14, Active duty forces are alerted and preparations for deployment are
made. Selective forces may be deployed to forward staging areas,
Rung 15, At this level, either the US or USSR would provide overt military
support in the form of war gsupporting materials and equipment, but not per-
sonnel, to an ally engaged in a conventional war with the other superpower.
Rung 16, National reserve and/or guard forces are mobilized.
§ Rung 17. Either US or USSR ground forces militarily engage an ally of the
other superpower. The attack may be in the form of naval bombardment or air
strikeas,
Rung 18. At this level, either US or USSR military forces invade the homeland
or attack targets located in the homeland of an acknowledged ally of the other
superpower. Targets attacked may be by any means; e.g., air, naval bombard-

ments, etc,
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Rung 19. Conventional military forces are deployed t5 locations that placed
them in direct opposition of the opponent, Forces deployed will be combat ready
and may carry tactical nuclear weapons,

Rung 20, US or the USSR conduct unusual grovocative acts or demonstrations
against the other superpower as a matter of official policy. Actions may in-
clude blockades, overflights, crossing of recognized boundaries by small military
forces, firing of weapons into area occupied by opponent's military forces, etc,
Rung 21. US and/or USSR announce that they can no longer ensure the safety of
civilians located in the homeland of the cther superpower and direct that civil-
lans, so located, depart as a matter of official policy,

Rung ?2. Strategic nuclear forces are brought to the highest state of readiness
and are deployed to fire on designated targets.

Rung 23. US and USSR military forces engage in a limited conventional war.

Both sides acknowledge a desire to maintain the 1imits of the conflict.

Rung 2. Diplomatic relations are terminated and embassy personnel are recalled,
Rung 25, A condition of general conventional war is declared, however, there

1s a tacit agreement between the US and USSR not to use nuclear weapons,

Rung ?6. Clvilian populations are evacuated from cities that are probably
nuclear targets,

Rung 27. Nuclear weapons used; nuclear threshold is crossed. A distinction

1s not made whether the weapons being used are tactical or strategic and it is

not considered necessary to do so for purposes of this paper.
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C. Selection of US/USSR Post-WW 11 Confrontations for Study. The problem of

selecting which US/USSR confrontations to examine is crucial to the validity
of this paper. Urs Schwarz identifies twenty~three post-ww II situations which
resulted in confrontations betiwsien nations, Of these, the US and USSR became
directly involved in only six; 1948-1949 Berlin Blockade, 1960 U-2 incident,
1959 Berlin ultimatum, 1961 Berlin Wall, 1962 Cuban missile crisis and the 1967
and 1973 Arab-Israeli wgrs.u The remaining confrontations were interactions
between other nations with no direct US/USSR participation,

Hannes Adomeit discusses risk and crisis in US and USSR relations and

develops the following list.5

Figure 2

Risk and Crisis in Super-Power Relations

Initiatives by local actors Initiatives by the Soviet
or west Union

1947 Greek Civil War 1946 Iran crisis

1954 Indo~China conflict 1948 Czechoslovakia coup

1956 Suez crisis 1948 Berlin blockade

1957 Syrian crisis 1950-52 Korean War

1958 Middle Fast crisis 1956 Hungary intervention

1958 Taiwan Strait crisis 1961 Berlin Wall

1960 Congo erisis 1962 Cuban missile crisis

19601961 Laos crisis 1970 Egypt (expansion of

1965-1972 Vietnam War USSR military

1967 Arab-Israeli War presence/func‘ions)

1969 Nigerian civil war
1970 Jordanian civil war

hUrs Schwarz, Confrontation and Intervention in the Modern World, New
York: Oceana Publications, Inc,, 1970, p. 23,

5Hannea Adomeit, "Soviet Risk-Taking and Crisis Behavior: From Con-
frontation to Coexistence?," Adelphi Papers, 101, London: The Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1973, ps 5%
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The accuracy of this research effort is predicated on careful examin-
ation of US and USSR post-WW II confrontations to correctly measure the intensity
peak levels and the time required to attain the peak level in these confronta-
tions. The bi-polar structure of the world resulting from the US/USSR cold war
has resulted in only a few conflicts in which the US and USSR failed to support
one slde or the other. The problem is one of selecting confrontations which
lend themselves to researching/determining the intensity peak level and time
required to escalate to the peak level of intensity.

To facilitate these measurements, the confrontations must meet the
following criteria to be selected:

- First, the US and USSR must assume cpposite
positions; that is, either actively oppose each

other or support opposing nations,

- Second, the confrontations must contain escala-
tion actions by both the US and USSR.

- Third, the US and USSR must be overt in their
actions,

- Fourth, the US and USSR must link the confron-
tation to national interests.

From this discussion, it is possible to develop and use the matrix
illustrated in Figure 3 as a tool for selecting US/USSR confrontations for
stiudy.

An examinalion of the matrix reveals that the following confrontations

meet the criteria estsblished in Figure 3 and are, therefore, selected for study.

{ 1946 Iran crisis 1962 Cuban missile crisis
: 1948 Berlin blockade 1965-72 VYietnam War

g 1950-52 Korean War 1967 Arab-Israeli War

g 1959 Berlin ultimatum 1973 Arab-Israeli War

i 1961 Berlin Wall crisis
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Figure 3

Post-WW II Confrontations

that have involved the US and/or the USSR

Confrontations

1946 Iran Crisis
1947 Greek Civil War

1948 Czechoslovakia Goup

1948 Berlin Blockade
1950~52 Korean War

1954 Indo~China Con-
flict

1956 Suez Crisis

1956 Hungary Inter-
vention

1958 Middle East Crisis
1958 Taiwan Crisis

1959 Berlin Ultimatum
1960 Congo Crisis

1960 U-2 Incident

1960~-61 Laos Crisis

1961 Berlin Wall

1962 Cuban Missile Crisis

1965-72 Vietnam War

1967 Arab-Iaraeli War

US/USSR
assumed US/USSR US/USSk
opposite Fscalation used overt interests
positions involved action involved
yes ves ves yes
yes yas yes yes
(by US only)
yes yes yes yes
(by USSR only)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
Ideclogical no no limited
diff only
no yes yes yes
(but not by (but not in
US or USSR) opposition)
yes yes yes yes
(by USSR (but limited (but very
only) for US) limited for US)
yes yes yes yes
(by US only) (by US only) (limited for US)
yes yes yes yes
(by US only (by US only) (1imited for USSR)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes &es no
(by US only) (by US only)
yes no yes yes
(USSR only)
yes yes yes limited only
(1imited (by US only) (by US only)
for USSR)
yes yes Yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes ves
(limited (limited
for USSR) for USSR)
yes yes yes yes
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Figure 3 (continued)

1969 Nigerian Civil War yes no no no

1970 Jordanian Civil War no no yes yes

1270 Egypt yes yes yes yes
(USSR only) (USSR only)

1973 Arab-Israeli War yes yes | yes yu8

The selection of these confrontations for study ensures that the re-

search effort considers the actions of the US and USSR under conditions of US
NW,d monopoly (prior to 1956), during a period of uncertainty (1956 -~ mid 1960's)
and a period of approximate NW,d equivalency (late 1960's and early 1970's).

This provides a good cross section for study and permits the testing of each
hypothesis advanced,

The inclusion of the Vietnam War requires further discussion. This con-
frontation represents a conflict extended over a considerable time period and
contains periods of relatively calm interfaced with acts that resulted in in-
creased tension/intensity. It is proposed to determine those actions which
created increased tenslions and to examine the intensity peak levels of US and
USSR actions as a result of these acts. To examine this extended conflict as
one confrontation would not serve a useful purpose and would detract from the
ability of the regearch effort to test the relationship of NW,d and time re-
quired to attain the intensity peak level of US/USSR confrontations. These
things coasidered, then it is more useful to isolate and examine selected actions,

as discussed above, than the conflict as a whole.

' Conduct. of the Research. The deperdent variable being studied is the

intensity peak levels of US/USSR post-WW II confrontations. The primary inde-
pendent variable being examined is the number of nuclear weapons and delivery
means (NW,d) available to these nations. A secondary variable being considered
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iz the time required for the confrontation to peak and begin a decline in in=-

tensity. The research effort to accomplish these purposes will be conducted
in three separate, but interrelated steps.

Step 1 consists of collecting the data required to test the hypotheses,
This includes determining the NW,d possessed by the US and USSR and measuring
the intensity peak level of selected US/USSR post-WW II confrontations. It
must be emphasized, at this point, that the intensity peak level of both US
and USSR actions are being measured and recorded. Also, that the NW,d relation-
ship will be expressed as a 1:100 mathematical ratio, as opposed to using actual
numbers, This has a significant advantage in that it permits using data which
would otherwise be classified and, therefore, avoids the decision of either
classifying or aborting the. study.

Step 2 involves compiling, correlating and anaiyzing the collected
data, Compiling and correlating the data is being accomplished thru the use
of a gsimple data matrix, Computation, however, is more complex and requires
elaboration. The nuclear deterrence model developed in Chapter II clearly
illustrates that there are several variables which influence the functioning
of the niiclear deterrence theory, Further, it is acknowledged that there is
not an experimental technique available to absolutely control the effect of
these variables. In tuis case it ig preferable to speak of variable relation-
ship or association than of cause.

The problems being addressed here are: (1) what proportion of the
variation in the intensity peak level of US/USSR post-WW II confrontations can
be attributed to the number of NW,d possessed by these nations and (2) does

th2 number of NW,d possessed by the nations affect the escalating rate (time

required to attain a peak) and if S0, how much can be attributed to NW,d?
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The study is concerned about the relationship of these variables oceurring in
8 number of confrontations, but during a common period of time,

A technique which permits examining this relationship is the use of

regresaion analysis and computation of a coefficient of determination., This 1
technique provides a method of differentiating between black and white and

measuring and expressing the gray area in mathematical form. "Description

becomes a task of indicating numerically differences of degree rather than of

categorization."6 In discussing the use of this technique, V., 0. Key, Jr,

stated that:

+ + « it may be said that a change of degree in

B follows or is associated with a change of degree -
in A, The nature of such an association between

changes of degree in A and B may be shown graphi-

cally in a scatter-diagram, Characteristics of

the association may be measured by the line of

regression, the standard error of estimate, and

the coefficient of correlation.’

Substituting confrontation intensity peak levels for B and the number
of NW,d for A, one can easily see the applicability of this technique for the
purposes of this study, It will be necessary to conduct two separate compu~
tations to test the hypotheses stated in Chapter III. The first computation
will determine the relationship of confrontation intensity peak levels and
NW,d with the second computation examining the relationship of time required

for the confrontation to peak and the number of NW,d possessed by the USSR and

Us,
¥ 1t 13 possible to manually compute coefficients of determination using
¥ 6V. 0. Key, ¢r,, A Primer of Statistics for Political Science, New York:
% Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1968, p. 108.
g}
i

Ibid., pp. 108-109,
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the scatter~-diagram technique to develop regression and median lines and to
measure x and y variances.8 This technique is laborious and susceptible to
mathematical mistakes. For these reasons, it is preferable to use computer
programs whenever possible to determine coefficients of determination.

The computer system available to the Command and Gereral Staff College
has 2 program, designated "LINPLOT, " which fulfills these requirements. Using
x and y values, the program will determine the regression line formula, regres-
slon correlation, coefficient of determination and print a graphical plot of
the regression line, Whenever possible, this program is being used to determine
the coefficients of determination necessary to evaluate the hypotheses being
tested. Annex L contains the computer computations used to analyze the compiled

research data,

The third and final step involves drawing conclusions from the study,

summarizing and making recommendations for future research. Conclusions drawn
will be based on the computed coefficient of determination and a subjective

evaluation of collected data., This is useful, in that it will permit a com-

parison of the mathematically computed and subjective conclusions which increases

the research validity.

aFor an illustration of the procedures and steps involved in manually
computing coefficients of determination, see Key, Op. Cit., pp. 78-95 and
105-125, Another source which may be consulted for a discussion of this sub-

Ject is Ted Robert Gurr, Politimetrics, An Introduction to Quantitative Macro-
politics, Englewood Cliffas: Prentzce-ﬁali, Inc., 1972, pp. 132-1L0.
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Chapter V

Conduct of the Research

A. Introduction. Annexes B through J contain the detailed research associa=-

ted with determining the intensity peak levels and escalation rates of post-

WW 1I US/USSR confrontations. Annex K consists of the research conducrted in
measuring the US and USSR strategic nuclear relationships during tihees con-
frontations. This chapter summarizes and analyzes the data developed during the
research to determine if the study supports or fails to support the hypotheses

advanced earlier in chapter thres,

B. The Intensity Peak Levels and Escalation Rates of US/USSR post-WW II Con-

fronta@icns are summarized below in tables 1 and 2.

Table 1

US and USSR Intensity Peak Levels

US to USSR Intensity Peak Intensity Peak
Confrontation Nuclear Relationship Level of US Actions Level of USSR Actions
1946 Iranian US Monopoly 9 10
1948 Berlin US Monopoly 22 20
! 1952 Korean War U3 Monepoly 18 15
1959 Berlin 9.,62:1 8 10
1961 Berlin 10.19:1 19 19
1962 Cuban Orisis 10.26:1 22 22
i 1965 Viet Nam War T.23:1 18 15
1967 Arab-lsraeli War 5.89:1 10 10
1972 Viet Nam War L6l 18 15
1973 Arab-Israeli War UL.78:1 14 1
57
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Table 2

US and USSR Escalation Rates
xpressed in Days

US to USSR kscalation Rate Escalation Rate
Confrontation Nuclear Relationship of US Actions of USSR Actions
1946 Iranian US Monopoly 185 L9
1948 Berlin US Monopoly 501 571
1952 Korean War US Monopoly 5 11
1959 Berlin 9.62:1 35 0
1961 Berlin 10,191 146 1hé6
1962 Cuban Crisis 10,2621 7 e
1965 Viet Nam War 7.23:1 1187 1515
1967 Arab-Israeli War 5.89:1 1 16
1972 Viet Nam War L6l 5 0
1973 Arab-Israeli War  .78:1 22 22

As illustrated in these tables and discussed in Annex K, the US pos-
sessed a nuclear monopoly in relation to the USSR during the 1946 Iranian,
1948 Berlin and 1952 Korean confrontations. However, during the remaining
confrontstions, the USSR did possess the capability of striking the US with
nuclear weapons launched from the Soviet Union and a nuclear relationship
did exist. Therefore, these latter confrontations are being empirically
analyzed using linear regression techniques and the first three are being
subjectively studied to determine if a significant variance exists between

the two methods.

(1) The effect that the number of deliverable strategic nuclear wea-

pons_(x) has had on the intensity peak levels of US/USSR post-Ww II confron-

tations (y) is computéd using the computer system at the Command and General
Staff College. A copy of the complete computer program (LINPLOT) is included
at Annex L,

As computed, the coefficient of determination for US intensity peak

leyels (y) is 4.58357E~2, This means that L.68357% of each unit of change in

¥y can be attribuied to a unit variation of x (number of deliverable atrategic
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nuclear weapons), The coefficient of determination computed fo» USSR intensity
peak levels is .137009. This may be further expressed as meaning that 13,7009%
of each unit change in the y value is the result of a unit variation in x,

These are very low values, but the validity of these results becomes
rather obvious during a careful examination of Table 1. Even though the US
possessed a monopoly of deliverable strategic nuclear weapons during the 1946
Iranian, 1948 Berlin and 1952 Korean confrontations, the Soviet Union's actions
reached intensity peak levels of 10, 20 and 15 respectively. Conversely, US
actions attained intensity peak levels of 9, 22 and 18 during these confron-
tations. During the remainder of the confrontations, the US possessed a clear
numerical advantage in the number of available, deliverable nuclear weapons,
yet, the USSR's actions either matched the intensity levels of US actiouns or
were within three rungs. As a matter of fact, Soviet actions during the 1959
Berlin confrontation exceeded US actions by two rungs despite = 9.62 to 1 US
advantage in deliverable strategic nuclear weapons. This emphasizes the low
effect that deliverable strategic nuclear weapons has had on the intensity
levels of US and USSR actions.

(2) The effect that the number of deliverable strategic nuclear wea-

pens (x) has had on the escalation rates of post-WW II US/USSR confrontations (y)

is computed using the same system and techniques discussed above in paragraph

B (1). The coefficient of determination for the escalation rate (time required
for U5 actions to reach a peak level of intensity) is computed to be 1.22170E-3
or each .12217% unit change of Y is caused by a unit variation of x. Conversely,
the coefficient of determination computed for the USSR escalsation rate is
1,80053E-2, This can be further expressed as meaning that each 1,80053% of a

unit change in y is caused by a similar change in x.
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As were the values computed for the effect that the number of deliver-
able nuclear weapons has had on intensity peak levels, these, also, are very-
low., A review of Table ? confirms the very low relationship in that, although
the US possessed a nuclear monopoly during the first three confrontations,
Soviet actions attaineu peak levels of intensity in two of these at a faster
rate than US actions. During the remainder of the confrontations examined,
Soviet actions peaked in 1959 and 1972 before US actions, in the same number of
days in 1961 and 1973 and were very close to matching the time required for US

actions to peak in 1962 and 1972.

C. Research Results Compared to the Study Hypotheses.

(1) The study'fails to support hypotheses numbers 1 and 2. These

hypotheses are restated below for the purpose of convenience.

- gﬁggthoais #1. As the available number of
and USSR strategic nuclear weapons approach
a condition of equivalency, confrontations
between these nations will peak at a lower
level of intensity.

Although a state of equivalency, as defined, does not and has not
existed in the US/USSR strategic nuclear relationship, the equation has moved
from a condition of US monopoly to a L.6k to 1 advantage for the US in 1972.
Confrontations intensity peak levels have not decreased in a similar manner.
The coefficients of determination computed for the US L.68357% and the USSR
13.7009% and an examination of Table 1 serve as the basis for this finding.

- Hypothesis #2. The intensity level of US/USSR
confrontations will rise at a slower rate, measured

in time, as the number of available strategic
nuclear weapons approaches a state of equivalency.

As discussed above, a state of nuclear equivalency has not and does

not exist in the US/USSR strategic nuclear relationship. Yet, there has been
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definite movement in that direction without a similar increase in t.ie time
required for US and USSR actions to reach a peak level of intensity. The basis
of the finding is the coefficients of determination computed for the US (L4.28%)
and the USSR (3.07%) and an examination of Table 1.

(2) The study supports hypotheses numbers 3, L and 6. Once again,

for convenience, these hypotheses are restated below.

- Hypothesis « As the number of available
strategic nuclear weapons approaches equivalency,
the US and USSR will avoid challenging policies/
actions considered vital to the other nation.

The basis for this finding is a study of Tables 1 and 2, Although a
state of nuclear equivalency has not ané does not exist, there is a definite
trend after the 1962 Cuban missile crisis to avoid confrontation in sensitive
areas. Although Berlin is acknowledged as a sensitive area of interest by
both the US and the USSR, before 1962 there was almost continual friction be-
tween the two nations over Berlin. This issue gave rise to three direct, high
intensity confrontations.

It appears that the 1962 Cuban confrontation, from a US point of view,
represents the most acute US/USSR confrontation. It is necessarily speculative
to suggest that this crisis is viewed by the Soviet decision makers as the most
dangerous also, but post confrontation actions suggest this. At any rate, the
areas of post 1962 confrontations have moved from previous, acknewledged sen-
sitive areas to peripheral areas of lesser sensitivity: the Middle East being
an exception,

Both the US and the USSR have acknowledged interests in the Middle East
which are in conflict, in view of the Arab-Israeli dispute. However, although
taere are conflicting interests, the US and USSR &lso have common interests in
that each wants to maintain its position in the Middle East and for this,
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stability rather than conflict, is more desirable. Although the Middle East
wars have involved acknowledged allies of both superpowers, it appears that the
US and the USSR have acted together to preclude a superpower chowdown during
these wars. This is interpreted as further evidence of superpower efforts to
avoid the dangers of an escalating confrontation over issues considered vital

to the other.

- Hypothesis fi. If either the US or USSR per-
ceives its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior to the other, it will
increase its strategic nuclear forces to nev~
tralize the perceived advantage,

A common feature of post-WW II US and USSR behavior has been a concern
about the number of nuclear weapons possessed by the other and vigorous efforts
to overcome any perceived advantage. In the US, this concern gave rise to g
strategic bomber gap in 1956 and a missile gap in 1958, Although neither of
these gaps represented reality, the US perceived them to be &8 such and ini-
tiated extensive programs to overcome the non-existing gap. On the Soviet side,
the USSR has never achieved nuclear equivalency with the US. Therefore, its
efforts have involved extensive nuclear development programs designed to in-
crease its strategic nuclear forces to neutralize the US advantage.

- Hypothesis #6. If either the US or USSR per=
celves its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior, it will adopt an aggres-
sive attitude/policy toward the other and use
bluffs to neutralize the perceived numerical
advantage,

It is not possible to determine if US actions in these circumstances
would support or fail to support this hypothesis since this condition has never
existed. However, this condition has existed for the USSR and Soviet actions
support this hypothesis. The USSR was very hostile and aggressive toward the
US up to and including the 1962 Cuban confrontation. Soviet actions have
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included the use of bluffs in boasting about the missile gap, establishing
unacceptable ultimatums and threatening war in Europe over Berlin and other
provocative acts like the buzzing of aircraft in the Berlin air corridor,
blockading Berlin, building the Berlin Wall, etc, Although it is not possible
to state unequivocably that such Soviet actions were driven by the inferior
strategic nuclear relationship with the US and there certainly must be other
contributing factors, available evidence does support the theory that bluff
has been used by the USSR in an attempt to offset the U5 nuclear advantage,

(3) The study failed to develop evidence sufficient to either support

or _not support hypothesis #5., This hypothesis is restated below for convenience

purposes,

- Hypothesis #5. 1If either the US or USSR per-
celves its strategic nuclear forces to be
numerically inferior, it will assume a less
flexible attitude/policy toward the other.

It is not possible to evaluate what actions the US might take if it
perceived US strategic nuclear forces to be numerically inferior to the USSR
since this condition has never existed, Although it does appear that SoQiet
attitudes and policies toward the US were less flexible before the nuclear
equation began to move in the direction of equivalency during the 1963-1965
time frame, it is not possible to determine the effect that nuclear weapons
had on this apparent moderation in Soviet behavior because of the presence of
other possible influencing factors. For example; the Cuban Missile Crisis,
with its sobering after-effect, preceded the movement toward equivalency, a
Washington--Moscow hotline was established in 1963, the Soviet leadership changed
in October 196L, Strategic Arms Limitation Talks began in 1969, Mutual Balanced
Forces Heductions negotiations began in 1973 and a policy of detente is receiving
support in both capitals., For these reasons, it 1s beyond the scope of this

63

oo o s e v i oy e T et e e e O T



;
i

e b s

research effort to measure the effect of the nuclear weapon relationship in
fostering these moderating factors, This relationship would serve as an inter-

esting area for detailed research and is so recommended.

D.  Measurement Error. Before moving to a presentation of the study conclu-

sions, a few comments concerning measurement error appears to be appropriate.
It is acknowledged that it ig virtually impossible to eliminate all measure~
ment error, Therefore, a more logical approach is to concentrate on measuree
ment error reduction and this has been attempted to the maximum extent possible,
In this regard, the more critical areas for this study are; the selection of
confrontations for study, construction of an escalation ladder, computation
of the strategic nuclear relationship, selection of confrontation starting
dates, measuring the intensity levels of confrontation events, source selection
and author bias,

It can truthfully be stated that, this study has been conducted with
an attempt to control author bias. The research effort grew out of a genuine

desire to understand the dynamics of nuclear deterrence, hence the reason for

~ Annex A, and the effect that nuclear weapons has had on US/USSR post-WW II

relations. There was not, and is not, an evangelistic need to prove this or
that point.

The selection of confrontation starting dates, which is necessary to
permit measuring the time required for confrontation events to attain a peak
level of intensity, has proven most troublesome and is somewhat arbitrary in
this regard., It is simply not possible to determine a definitive, absolute
starting date upon which there is universal agreement. Confrontations do not
Just start one day and suddenly terminate at a later date. They can be better
viewed as a continuum along which an event occurs which raises the intensity
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level of the issue to a higher plane, hence a confrontation is born. Events
continue above a higher than normal plane until a terminating event occurs at
which time subsequent events return to a less than confrontation level, but
the continuum is still in existence. In acknowledgement of this discussion,
efforts have been directed toward determining a significant event which raised
itself and subsequent events to a higher than the normal continuum plane. This
has been possible,

A third area of concern for measurement error is the computation of
US/USSR strategic nuclear relationships. The relationships computed are based
on the assumption that each nation has had 100% of its delivery vehicles avail-
able for launch against the other superpower with 100% of its nuclear payload.
Although 100% operational availability is not the normal state, by applying
the same criteria against both US and Soviet delivery systems this error is
incorporated into each, and thus, nullifies itself, The assumption is being
made that both the US and USSR possess as many nuclear weapons as can be trarns-
ported by the available delivery vehicles. In view of the plentifulness of
nucleal fission materials, this assumption is not considered unrealistic,
Also, by applying it against both nations any error that is present is incor-
porated and should nullify itself.

Source selection and measuring the intensity level of confrontation
events has proven challenging, but manageable., The primary sources used for

determining confrontation events has been Facts on File, New York Times and

official US Government publications. Although other authoritative sources have
been used sparingly, none of the confrontation events included in the study
have been utilized unless it was verifiable by more than one primary source,

In this manner, the authenticity of the study has been maintained,
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In regard to the agsigning of intensity levels to confrontation events,
the original intent was to use a twenty rung escalatica ladder with normal
cold war diplomacy occurring at rung 2, conventional war at rung 16 and nuclear
war at rung 20, However, it became quickly apparent during the research of
confrontation events, that some of the events did not neatly fit on the original
ladder and a choice of either asaigning an arbitrary, not so realistic intensity
level to events or reconstructing the ladder had to be made. In the interest
of scientific procedure, the latter choice was made and after three revisions

the escalation ladder being used has proven adequate,
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Chapter VI

Study Summggx

A. Introduction. This chapter contains the conclusions developed from the

research effort, discusses the study contributions to scholarly knowléedge in

the subject area and recommends areas for additional study,

B. Conclusions. This study cen only conclude that the number of deliverable
strategic nuclear weapons has had very little effect on the intensity peak
levels of US and Soviet Qctions during post-WW II confrontations: US - L.68357%
USSR - 13,7009%. Further, these weapons have had an even less impact on the
rate with which these nations have escalated their actions to a peak level of
intensity: US - ,12217%, USSK - 1.80053%.

Although these conclusions point out the insignificant effect of nuclear
weapons once a confrontation is in progress, it does not mean that their con-
frontation avoidance role is equally insignificant. On the contrary, as the
strategic nuclear equation moves in the direction of equivalency, there is a
definite trend in the efforts of the superpovers to avold a confrontation in
acknowledged "sensitive areas," This seems to indicate an increased awareness
of, and desire to avoid, the dangers associated with engaging in a superpower
confrontation in which the number of available strategic nuclear weapons will
have 1ittle influence in the escalation rate or the peik level of intensity,

Until the strategic nuclear balance began a definite movement in the
direction of equivalency, which followed the "sobering effects" of the Cuban
Missile Crisis, the Soviet Union's policy and basic attitude toward the US can,
without exaggeration, be described as hostile and aggressive., Soviet leaders,
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Xhrushchev in particular, were prone to make boisterous comments about Soviet

capabilities and inteutions in an apparent attempt to neutralize the US numeri-
cal advaniage until %he USSR could "catch-up.™ These actions, complemented by
western suspicion and lears, further intensified the arms race ag the Soviet
Union attempted to cetch up and the US sought to maintain its nuclear advantage
during the 1950's and early 1960's.

What, then, can be concluded concerning the role of nuclear weaponsg?
There appear to be two significant conclusions that can be made. First, since
1962, strategic nuclear weapons have been a primary factor in the US and USSR
rursuing confrontation avoidance policies. Although it is not possible to
unequivocally conclude that the sobering after-effects of the Cuban confron-
tation and the movement of the strategic nuclear balance in the direction of
equivalency are the sole reasons for more moderate policies, reduced tensions
and an apparent willingness of both superpowers to cooperate with each other
to avoid confrontations, these factors have had a measurable effect. Pogt-
1962 statéhents of Soviet officials indicate that they may have indeed "blinked"
during the Cuban confrontation and are intent on avoiding the dangers of war
with the US.'

Second, when the superpowers become engaged in a confrontation thet
involves national interests, strategic nuclear weapons have not prevented rapid
intensity escalation below the conventional war level (rung 23). On the cone
trary, it appears that once a confrontation becomes unavoidable, the practice

has been for both the US and USSR to escalate their actions in an attempt to

1For example, see the discussion contained in An Open Letter from the
CPSU Central Committee to Party Organizations and All Communists of the Soviet

Union, dated July 1k, 1963, printed in The Current Digest of the Soviet Press,
VOl. XV, NO. 28’ July 10-16” 1963’ pp. 1 .2.0
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force the other to concede and begin the de-eacalating process. Herein, lies

the underlying dangers of nuclear weapons and the pressing need to “cap the

volcano."2 If the superpowers become involved in a confrontation in a sensi-

tive area, nuclear weapons become a tool of force and are employed as such
within the tactical maneuvers of a confrontation strategy. Nuclear weapons do
not exert a significant influence over the escalation rate or the intensity
peak level attained below rung 23. Thus, there is the ever present danger of
an out-of-control confrontation escalating into, or even above, the conven-
tional war intensity level with catastrophic consequences.

The second conclusion was necessarily developed from an examination
of the confrontations studied. It can reasonably be argued that while, yes,
nuclear weaapons have had little effect below the rung 23 conventional war level,
there has not been a US/USSR military war and, perhaps, nuclear weapons have
been significant in the reluctance of the superpowers to pursue confrontation
actions into or above the level of a US-Soviet ™hot" war. This certainly seems
logical, but since this has never occurred, we simply do not know if any of the
post-WW II confrontations would have escalated into the higher rungs (rung 23
or above) if nuclear weapons had not been present. One would hope that the

conflict avoidance role would continue to function in the higher intensity

levels of war, but to conclude such would necessarily be speculative in nature

and unscientific.

C. Contributions of the Study to the Field, The conclusions developed within

this study scientifically demonstrate the role of strategic nuclear weapons within

gPhrase "To Cap the Volcano" is taker from McGeorge Bundy's article
“To Cap the Volcano" printed in the October 1969 issue of Foreign Affairs.
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the conceptual framework of a nuclear deterrence strategy. Heretofore, this
role has been the subject of controversy and speculation, rather than the result
of a careful examination. The results of this study clarifies this role and
will undoubtedly be challenged by some of those who are unsure of the conclu-
sions, This is understandable and 1s, in fact, encouraged if this will, as
stated in the introduction, stimulate further research and a better understanding
of the subject area,

Beyond the conclusions, this study makes an exceptionally valuable con-
tribution in its compilation, in one document, of the following:

- the historical development of nuclear deterrence
strategy

- an illustrated discussion of strategic nuclear
vweapons as an active variable of nuclear deterrence

- an in-depth examination of the escalating events
for post-WW II US/USSR confrontations

- & detailed discussion of the US/USSR strategic
nuclear weapon and delivery system relationships

Heretofore, it was necessary to read a large number of varied publi-
cations, as indiéated by the footnotes and bibliography, to obtain the infor-
mation contained in this study. The convenience, alone, of this study should
mativate others &o read it and, in this manner, will serve to expand the general

awareness in the subject area. This, in itself, is a worthwhile contribution.

D. Recommendations for Further Research. This study concerned itself only

with strategic weapons available to the US and USSR and the escalation events
associated with post-ww II confrontations. For those who may wish to conduct
additional reasarch in th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>