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MEMORANDUM FOR COLONEL JAMES D, HUGHES
FROM: - Al Haig
1 have reviewed the attached paper entitled “The Changing Context®
and believe it constitutes an excellent elucidation of the tactical nuclear
problem. I agree with vou that it goes a long way towards meeting
the concerns of Dr. Kissinger and the President with the rather rigid
nuclear strategies to which they have besen exposed thus far. I would
hope that we could push this one up through the JCS system and develop
a similar presentation for Dr. Kissinger and the President sometime
in the near future.
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Address by
Maj Gen Richard A, Yudkin
to the Symposium on Tactical

Nuclear Weapons
Los Alamos, New Mexico ) ' :
3 September 1969 o . g e -

"THE CHANGING CONTEXT"
SLIDE ON
Dr. Agnew; Gentlemen:

'We can perhaps téke some comfort‘frdm thié slide which
suggested to me that‘éariief membefs.of the military-industrial
complex may have had their probléms.-

Of more practical value, perhaps,”fhé'caftdon pfesents
the theme for my sermon here today. Thefe_isjalways‘a o

.changing context with whiéh wé ﬁuéf'confénd,.énélfor;éach.,.
geﬁeration of éonténders,.the past looks attractivély simple,
the present unpleasantly difficult, and the future'-— dangérous
T or impossible or even impossibiy'dangerous _ Desplte .any inborn._
"~993t111ty, man'’ s evolutlon reflects adaptlng to’ contektual chan@e.'

National evolutlon is necessarlly similarly conditioned.

SLIDE. OFF

Xg 1294 369




R

My purpose today is to identify a context within

which the use of tactical nuclear weapons -- or the kinds of
operations usually associated with such weapons -- nmight
become more obviqusly relevant to tﬁe environment within
which we find‘éurselves, gnd ?hgrefore more demgnstrgbly_
rational to decision makers at national 1evel,

To do this, I must -- as I view the problem -~ start by
saying that the power relationships around which we constructed
our concepts of strategic and tactical nuclear operations are
drastically changed from what they used to be. Thus, the
established understandlngs of these operatlons demand o
as a m1n1mum,rev1ew and more llkely -~ if We;de01de the
terms continue to be usefulﬁ——Asignificant adjustment.

While I do not mean to call into question the framework.

which structures our sympoSium, I am sucgestlng that we need to."”

examine very carefully what we mean by "tactlcal" nuclear

weapons and the continuing relevance of what we have understood

" when we used this description. We might "recall that t"strategic"

bombers and "tactical" fighters have effectively performed
seeﬁingly reversed roles iﬁ Séuth'Eaét Aéia.. Pérgéfs ;t'ié
not or should not be restraints on hardware, target, or .

geography which are given importance as criteria; perhaps'

constraint gn objective is more properly the determinant.
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The very nature of' Jclear weapons necessaril; ;ives their

employment- a strategic significance; this employment may

concurrently have tactical value.

Hence, while I will telk most about nuclear weapons that fit
within the category we have called "tactlcal " I suggest thet in
talklng about them I must necessarily glve primary attentlon to
a role and impact that are essentlally strateglc. Such
latitude of discussion seems essent1a1 since such weapons may flnd
important appllcablllty beyond the battlefleld 1tse1f —
in what I would term "selective nuclear operations." By '
selective nuclear operations, I.am referring, at this stage
very generally, to operations of stfategic velue conducted
at levels below all-out effért. 1In this.sense; selective
can refer to targeting, mode of delivery, purpose, or
desired effects -- in short ‘taking fuli advantage of every
optlon technology affords us. The important distinctton
hefe is that such operations are specifically conceived =~
of developed, and carrled out so as to achleve strateglc,iv
but, 11m1ted obJectlves. The concept grows from an attempt
'to recognize that simple solutions llke total defeat and
uncondltlonal surrender may not be rational goals if the

opponent has a true assured destruction capability,

A
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That recognition makes it a matter of utmost concern to find
ways of' fighting Whlch exhlblt a better trade off between the

)
degree of influence upon the enemy and the degree of risk

involved in eaertlng that influence.
I must emphasize that the cohcept of selective nuclear
operations is not intended as a replacement for other nuclear

options: but rather as a complement to them, Con51der1ng our

nuclear capabilities in-terms of strategy optlons ~-~ or broad
mission and employment categories -- it has been the practice
in recent years to identify three main optiens. These are
Assured Destructien, Damage'Limitation and'Theater Operations.
I regard "selective nuclear ‘operations"” as g fourth major
strategic option.which sits well alengside these ethef three~

employment groupings. It will be apparent from my subsequent
—

exclusive. Rather they are.overlapplng and ought to be mutually

‘supportive; they must include an ‘important portion of" what we -

have called tactlcal With these basic characteristics of

'selectlve nuclear operatlons in mind, we can examine the case

for the relevance of this strategy optlon to the realities

of the present international environment, . : ' !

In order to delineate tﬁe need for a distinct alternative which

: 3 8
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has developed in response to the political and mllltary realities
of the post—war world I would 1like to trace the development
of our strateglc policy through the post~war Years,
A major factor in the determination of post-war strategic
postures was the growing desire to limit the Communist
. threat geographically. Known popularly as the "policy of
containment," thig concept fit nobly into the traditional
American mold for defen51ve non-aggressive strateoy. Armed
with a nuclear monopoly that was to be surprlslngly short-
lived, American planners revolutionized strategy by finding
an effectlve defensive role for a Weapon which seemingly was
made expressly for the offen51ve strateglst If you will

permit such a 51mp11f1cat10n nuclear deterrence was thus

" born of status quo goals’ and moral preferences;

The "ultimate weapon" has served well in this essentlally de-
- fensive role;yet it has baradoxically produced needs for
"'complementary strategies of a quite dlfferent nature. The ..
confllct in Korea was but one indication that the extreme
“character of massive retaliation might- prove 1ncompat1ble
with the often-undefined "line" of contalnment Although

the line remains relatlvely well-defined in Europe, its

nature and locatlon have proven less obvious 1n the Middle

'East Southern Asia and the Carribean, The threat of Communist

asplratlons has taken on the more subtle exXpressions of
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wx ideological and political expansion. The contemporary de-

terioration of the monolithic nature once a characteristic
of the "Communist Bloce" is bound to ‘' produce future changes
in our own policies. Political independence and economic
development have joined forces to produce netionalistic..
complexities within a political wor1d~onee simply and
accurately described as "bipelar."' Strategic advantages-
once enjoyed by the U.,S. have been modified,‘if not overcoﬁe
by Soviet advances, while years of effort dedicated to achieving.
some system of nuclear arms control continue to be frustrated
by understandable ﬁreoccupations based on national security
interests. fhese realities are complicating and will continue

~to complicate the effort to construct meaningful military p011c1es
and capabllltles while they make it more urgent but more difficult
to find ways to bring the great dangers of the nuclear era under
some form of workable control

The 1960's saw one obvious

effert aimed at overcoming the stretegic ehoptcomings of over- . .
.dependence on.massive retaliatien. The doctrine of ﬁflexible»
response'" has attempted to prov1de a non- nuclear answer to

major aggression. In pract;ce, however, it has ylelded some
ofher, perhaps unforeseen results. "Flexible response" has

come to mean almost exclusively "conventional response."
| Merely by having the obvious intent and capabilities to meet .

all less-than-ultimate threats in a conventional manner, we

ox i.m. .
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have isolated our nuclear capability .at the top of the conflict
sbectrum, and it has lost much of its applicability'to'anything
less than total effort. Simply categofizing some of it as "tactical™
doés noé seem meaningful. In other words, flexibility has been
équatéd or limited to conventional action to an extent that
ultimately inhibits flexibility. |

This seemingly counferproductive outcome has been accompanied
~—~ even accelerated -~ by developments in the military force
relationships between the U.S. and the Soviet Union; here
the most salient fact is the changed strategic nuclear balance.
Both the U.S. and the USSR now possess secure second strike
or Assﬁred Destruétion capabilities. The Soviet leaders no
doubt are fully aware of this cbndition which they have sought
$0 hard to achieve. They are likely to have drawh 2 fundamental
inference from the changed strategic relationship: tﬁaf the

United States might thus be deterred from escalating to high

intensity nuclear war in response to a Soviet non-nuclear

 We nghf also %o ask how the'Soviets'might view fhe impact'éf'
the.changed strategic balance oﬂ our allies -- especially in
the critical Eufopean theater. The member nations of NATQ —-- ~
ourselves included -~ have been unwilling to maintain sufficiént
non-nuclear forcés to insure the defeat of an all-out con-
ventional attack by the Warsaw Pact. Hence the threat of deliberate

nuclear escalation plays a key role in NATO strategy} We
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have been at spme pains over the years to make sure that the
Russians were aware that should a conventional defense prove
inadequate, NATO could reasonably choose to turn to nuclear
"Weapons.

But what made a NATO nuclear response reasopable was that
it was backed by the strategic nuclear forcee of the United
Stetes. In the face'of that U.S, deterrent, the Sov1et Union
was unlikely to respond to a NATO nuclear 1n1t1at1ve 1n a way
that would result in the nuclear devastation of Western Europe.
A large scale Soviet nuclear attack on Europe,accordlng to
U.S. declaratory policy,“could bring full U.S. nuclear retaliation
directly against the Sov1et homeland. But in today's context
a full retallatory assault would pose a hlgh rlsk of the
.consequent destruction of the United States. In other words, in
a ‘decision that never really could be made in advance, in a
'decision‘seriously copditioned by the moment, the U.S, may think
tW1ce about making a full SI0P response to even a serlous Soviet movewj
'1n Europe. The Europeans sense this in the ajr; so do the Rneqlans.
.ThlS leaves the NATO nuclear Opt10n~-as it is structured today—~~

with a less certain foundatlon and hence with inevitably reduced

credibility in Soviet eyes.
| The Soviet assessment of the situation, 'in eum, could
be that not only is there reduced pProbability of massive U.S.
retaliation to less-than-all-out aggression, but that there
is also a lessened likelihood of a deliberate nuclear escelation

~on the part of NATO. The Soviet conclu51on then might be
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that while there remain obvious and extremely great,risks.
to any military aggression against NATO or other areas -~
those r&sks are substantialiy less thaﬁ they have been in
the past.

I bant to be very clear that I am hot suggesting that the
changednstrategic relationship and the'presumably.phanged
Soviet assessment of risks mean fhat Soviet leaders are now
ﬁore likely to initiate aggression of have a greater incentive
to do so. We are alil aware that there are a number of
influences which affect Soviet behav1or, and taken

all together it would appear that the USSR has little to gain

and a great deal to lose from rocklng the boat to this
exfreme. Howevér, deterrence is a structure that should

be designed to hold‘up not only on a fair summer. day but
in.rought weather as well. No one can forecast with certainty

what the future may hold in the way of incentives for Soviet

“action or in the way of Russian’ berceptions of threats

against whlch the USSR mlght wish to intervene. We have

. recently been reminded of that basic uncertainty by the_

events of 1968 in Czechoslovakia, the Brezhney doctrlne,

the assertion of a right to intervene in West Germany.k
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example--we can find that ‘there too the éhanged*strategic balance im-
Plies important shifts in thé deterrence equation. It seems clear that
over'the next few years some modification of our forward defense
strategy in the Asian Pacific area is inevitable. W1th the likely
adgustment of forward deployed US combat elements and some shifting
of defense respons1b111ty in forward areas to natlonal or regional
security forces, the deterrent and backup role of US forces will take
on new significance, Although our strategic forces can continue to
deter direct attacks on the US, in Asia as in Europe the nature of
this deterrent becomes uncertain as Soviet and Chinese Communist
nuclear forces 1mprove and increase. It is probably apparent to
~ the USSR, to Communist China, to Japan, Australia other allies and
to neutral states,.as~well that we would enter 1nto an all-out
nuclear war only as a last _resort ‘when the most vital American interests
were threatened Therefore, against the backdrop of our more
massive strategic response options, forces designed for application ,
to theater problems of deterrence or war fighting must have a range
of non-nuclear and nuclear.capabilities to include a capa01ty for .
selectlve nuclear operatlons.
. Moreover, in the future, U,S. national authority may wish to
* have the option to decouple theater threats from intercontinental
threats--and this may apply of course to Europe as well as other
theaters. This would seem to require forces capable of s1gn1flcant

nuclear response but whose use clearly s1onals the intent to holgd
10
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objeotives'limiteﬁ Given the growing 1ndep"dence of regi

such as Western Europe and of a state 11ke Japan—-it 1s co

ceivable that our allles themselves may des1re some form o

decouplrng, although thedir reasons and ours may be anythin

but identical.

g
i
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These evolving problems, both political and'military,

illustrate to some extent the pressures for change. . . th
need to rethink our strategic alternatives. For while
. Assured Destruction remains.the cornerstone of national
military,stratégy, it is not; nor can it be,.the'entire
structuretg Because our nuclear retaliatory capability in
past has deterred a far broader range of opponent actions
we can now be sure 1t will, there is a tendency to pers1st
attrlbutlng to Assured Destruction a far wider deterrent by
it can in fact performi 'If we accept that mutual Assured
tion abilities tend to counterbalance one another in the o

deterrence equation,‘we must then recognize other possibi%
options, and forces which must be dealt with. In an-envir
approaching mumualrdeterrence at the ultimate level there
more risk- taklng and greater 1nstab111ty at a: number of 1a
levels. But it 1s pre01se1y the mllltary component of det
to these 1ess—than-a11~out threats, and the means. to deal

them, which has not been adequately developed. To retain
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errence
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control

in such an environment requires concepts~-and ‘forces-~that
#ond earlier views of deterrence.
in exploitable,.politically relevant,
It will require military force that can be credibly threal

because it can be credlbly committed to action.
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It will require a superiority

usable. military power.

ened

|
In a sense
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_high intensity nuclear war, They mustxoffer the national authority

1 DEC Ass?ggﬁﬁ
— == Authprity "d Z
| Byl WNARA Date_?) ?m .

'
R e N ot runiadatnid

it requires capabilities such that the National Authority .

can judge that the risks of the nuclear action would be
less than those of the various military and non-military
alternatives.

My' remarks thus far have been focused upon an examination
of‘the peeds to which our nuclear strategy must respond and
upon the role within that larger ffamework of a proposed new
ngclear option. I_should_now go one step fufther and ask the
questions: "How must such‘an option be constructed and in what
ways should the strategy be adjusted if we are to satisfy
those needs?" Lef me outline the criteria which I think must
be met. To begin with we muét recognize that "selective nuclear
operations" refer to methods of nuclear employment designed to
influenpe,the enemy to terminate the conflict on favorable terms
before the conflict reaches the most destructivé levels. Such

qperations should offer some'prospect that they will decrease’

- rather than .increase the risk that the conflict will exband to

opportunity fof tight control over the conflict and especially
1imit the possibilities for uncontrolled escalation.

A second requirement of the nuclear optionsAwhich we devise %
is that they be able to achieve theirvintended effect against 4 2
an opponent who will retain significant residual militéry . 2
power, In oné éense it is jﬁst this condition which makes

selective nuclear opefations a feasible dption‘~— the

crom R IO
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fact that the opponent possesses relatlvely 1nvu1nerab1e second—

" strike forces eliminates’ the case for preemptlon by him.

For such options to appear reasonable. to the National
Command Authority, they must promise more than a competition
in resolve by way of a war of nuclear attrition or than a
simple matching of attacks withoqt strategic purpose.

The effectiveness of selective nuclear oberations as an
element of U.S. deterrence depends uitimately on Soviet belijef
in our capability to.maintain a relative advantage in an
escalatory war of attrition. Should any exehaﬁge of limited
nuclear attacks occur, the effectiveness of U.S. forces in
achieving their missions and the failure of Soviet forces to
do so would be.the most'convincing deterrent to ahy-fﬁrther such
attacks by the USSR. Foreknowledge on the part of Soviet
leaders of the qualltatlve Superiority of U,S., forces in
selective nuclear operations would be likely to deter the
USSR from initiating a limited attack competition. ~ -

Finally, these operations must imply cr embody a

reasonable and believable strategy or "theory of victory"

which explains what the opponent can be expected to do and

why, and also provides verifiable check points for confirming
whether the strategy is working as expected.
These criteria suggest that an essential characteristic

of selective nuclear options is that they couple persuasive
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military actions to political objectives. They would be

baced as much by diplomatic and political events as ﬁy

military considerations -- their effectiveness being.related

to roles of allies, iﬁtefnational and domestic opinion and

national objectives. These operations would require the coordi-~
nation of military plans énd action with political and'diplomatic
effort to achieve a set of objectites far brqader than striétly
military ones: These coordinated activities seek to reduce the
opponent's perceived national interest inwthe_tf;;iébtetsus the

risks and possiblg losses; at the same time-they increase his
awareness of the depth of US interest and commitment to employ
effective force; they seek to gain domestlc and 1nternat10na1 support
for U.S. action and develop such pressurea against the opponent;

ttey seek to insure for the United States and deny to ' .
the opponent critical military support from other nations;

they emphasize to the opponcnt his vulnerability to our operations

and. that contlnuln0 hostilities will be increasingly to his

. .dlsadvantage; and they communicate to the opponent what we desire

him to do while signalling both the intent to limit actions
and the readiness to terminate on reasonable terms.

To achieve thesé objectives impiieé, oh the militafy,side,'the
discriminate and controlled appltqation of force to communicate

- demands and intentions clearly and to achieve precisely -

specified effects -- effects reflectiﬁg and supporting the

14
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objectives of the national authority. This means -the development | E

of avrange of forces and weapons useable for controlled,

selective and diseriminating nuclear attacks to demonstrate

both resolve and the abrllty to coerce without pressuring the
adversary to launch massive attacks. Commred especially with
forces for the Assured Destruct1on mission, the iuncLlonﬂl
oriéntation of forces for~se1eetiVe'nuelear_operations"would'_
require significant design differences, Mobility, penetration
effectiveness, delivery precision, yield andllimitafion on
‘collateral damage are examples of areas in which sherp differences -.

sould be discerned.

These considerations suggest that the success of such
operations in terms of achievement of their essentially political

objectives would be in large part dependent on the availability of

What we. mlght call focused effect nuclear weapons. They requlre de—

11very systems prov1d1ng extreme precision and rellablllty in target

didentification as well as delivery accuracy. Closely associated .

is the need for near-~certain target kill probabilities with

minimal required sorties. . , oo
| Some of the aspects of deveiopihg a selective nuclear option
have been examined in a study effort bearing the name NU-OPTS

and conducted within Air Force headquarters with extensive
assistance from our major field commands and the RAND corporation.

The first part of the study, completed early in ‘1968, was

concerned with the impact of limited nuclear Operations on

" . paxs v
e g p”’x : %
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the residual capacity for performing the Assured Destruction
mission. 1In the second phase of the study just recently completed,

the objpctive was to detsrmine whether it was indeed feasible

within certain rather striﬁgent limits on collateral damage and

: polltlcal and military sensitivity of targets attacked to achieve

pre01sely specified objectives with limited numbers of attackers.
The study systematically examined an arbitrary selection

of repr}sentative tafgets, attacked with a range of up to
seventy-five weapons with the focus on technical or purely military
feasibility of target destruction. The finding was that such:
operatlons are feasible -~ in other Words, that we could attack
p01nt "X" in the Soviet Union for instance without cousing

collateral damage or involving US losses beyond the bounds set

for the problem. Another part of the most recent NU-OPTS study

.examined the political problems and requlrements and I will

comment on those a bit later. So far we have only made a start

‘on the problem but we have. -established to our satlsfactlon two

cru01a1 points which make it possible to 80 on -- that with

forces now on hand or pilanned for the next three yéafs,'seieotive

- nuclear operations would be operationally feasible and that

within levels foreseen they could be conducted Wlthout Jeopardlzlng
the U.S., Assured Destructlon capability. - We need a greéter

effort to determine what the most suitable sets of targets

would be .for such operatioos and if necessary to design weapons.
tailored to such targets. |

16
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We may also conclude that the delivery s&stems and the
]

natpre ef the operations and the weapons would have to be uﬁiquely
and ratger obviously discriminable by the enemy from those
used for Assured Destruction or all-out counterforce attacks.
Guidance systems, command and control, highly aecurate and
reliable intelligence, flexible and timely planning, and
decisioe—making, and pehetfation against undamagedvdefenses are
some of the other areas which obviously present great probiems.
Finally, I want to underscore this point: The selective
nuclear operations I have discussed would not be intended as a
substitute for existing battlefield nuclear capability. Instead,
selective nuclear operations provide a necessaey back-up to
lower level escalatory eptiqns -~ and to their effectiveness
as‘deterrents. They could provide a possible alternative to

battlefield engagement.’

My remarke so fer'today have been di;ected toward consid-
erations Which might make some types of nuclear empleyment'
relevant in the military context of a particular crisis. But
we all recognizeAthat the ultimate test of the relevancy of
a nuclear option lies in ifs acceptability-to the President,’
éuch acceptability in turn depends upon more than the criterion

of military relevance., The President must be sensitive and

s
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responsive as well to political,moral, economic, and other
considerations and pressures which may be associated with any

nuclear‘employment decision, It seems clear that'among such

DPressures the impact of.attitudes and opinion -~ and questions

of domestic and foreign support -- will have an important
influence on Presidential decision-making,

It seems equally.evident that the reletionship betweeo
opinion and political de01s1on~mak1nc is extremely complex,~
and its precise nature is unpredictable and is 1ikely to

vary according to the nature of the ecrisis 51tuat10n. But

”lf mllltary men have a respon51b111ty to présent the

President relevant and therefore reasonable aIuernatlves, ’
1t Seems necessary to have some feeling for the nature of
the problem he confronts., |

Consider, for example, both the complexity and importance

'df problems involx}incr the attitudes of allies toward our

use of nuclear ‘weapons in ‘different contingencies, Let me

raise Just a few q“estlons that point to some of the most

obvious issues in this regard. In the context of combined
defense, as in NATO for example, is consensual agreement
among allies regarding the necessity of nuclear,employment

an absolute requirement for our considering such employment?
What would be the political effects of employment withoqt

consensual, or even unanimous agreement? Would such effects
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be more harmful than the threat we are seehlng to neutralize?

What are the effects upon allies of unllateral employment?
Do ‘we care about such -effects, and in this context do we
really care about allles? These are the kind of provocative

issues which must be faced up to in considering nuclear

alternatives,

.. The. President, as an elected offlcer is
likely to be especially attuned to U,S. domestic oplnlon.
Particularly 1f success in a brospective conflict will call
for great sacrifice or long enduranoe by the nation, the President_

is likely to give very careful attention to public attitudes =-

to av01d actions which conflict strongly with public expectations
and to attempt in ail hie moves -~ including nilitary ones —~~
to build public support ” |

How mlght we view the 1mpaci of U,S, public opinion ~- in g
s1tuatlon 1nvolv1ng nuclear issuesg? The impact of opinion
is likely to be greatest in.a.slowly building crisis ~- and
probably of least immediate influence when a conflict arises

abruptly and is swiftly terminated,

in this respect we must recognize the crucial role of
adequate defenses in any limited nuclear war —-— or in any
. nuclear crisis. The presence or absence of such defenses
could well be the key variable both in ﬁobilizing public
eupport and in sustaining the resolve of the decision-maker.
19
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What attitudes characterize U.S. public opinion toward
' : :

nuclear issues? The first thing to_be'noted is that publie
opinioq perceives -- in fact public opinion has been

conditioned to perceive -- a nuclear act as a qualitative
change 'in the level of hostilities -- a change involving

the hlghest degree of 1nternat10na1 polltlcal 51vn1flcance

A closely related attltude is that any nuclear use is somehow
automatlcally linked to an all-out thermonuclear holocaust.

This second attitude is, in great part, the result of a national
security policy of near-~exclusive emphaeis on AsSured |
Destruction. This declared strategy has suggested to many

'

a high probability that any nuclear use would produce conse—

quences compared with whlch almost any: condltlon would be

preferablew Let me say that I find it difficult to make a

" serious or convincing argument against that view -- within

the'contextual limits of that strategy. As I mentioned earlier

'today, what I feel is required as an alternative- 1s a strategy —--

and supportlng capabilities -- which offers something more
positive and which at least offers a plausible possibility of
excluding holocadst, or anyfhing close to it, as a risk-

attendant on effective action. Such improvements are essential

if the credibility and hence the effectiveness of deterrence is

to be sustained.
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'To reéapitulate'bfiefliuthen, US nuclear strétegj since WW’iI,M'

has attempted to strucfure a defensive and retaliatory-deterrent

_posturé which conforms very closely to the public conception

of the ﬁmmediate leap from first use to holocaust. And I

fhink it is clear that this strategy has proven successful !
up to now. In Europe, for example; it was presumably the

awareness that local aggression carriéd With.it the risk of

initiating a chain of reactiqns leading eventually to wholly
unacceptable damage that at least in part deterréd the Sovieti

Union from launching such aggression. I believe it is still

obviously to the advantage of the United Statés to preserve

" the notion that fhére is no assured discontinuity between

least and greatest nuclear employment.

However, in an environment of mutual Assured Destruction —-

the risk or threat of holocaust is no longer enough -= by

itself -- for deterrence.

Other more relevant and more credible threats are requir ed

for deterrence, and they must be supported by usable and

relevant capabilities.

Conééquéntly, while the Assured Destruction option must
be maintained at all costs, it cannot-be viewed as a panacea,
deterfing (and usable in) all lesser intensity situations.

Should circumstances propel the U.S. énd.USSR into a low
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intensity nuclear war, or should U.S, national interests be
threatened to the extent that nuclear force is required to
re-normalize the situation, National Command Authorities may
prefer to exercise restraint in the use of weapons, limit
target categories of attack,and discourage further escalatioe
to higher value targets. " Such controlled and deliberate
operations_eap provide an additional option short of full-
scale nuclear attack.and~i§aﬁ make more politically-credible
our international commitments which.afe not directly related
to our national survival,

A question which relates in part to the subgect of
opinion has to do with the stability of deterrence once
‘any nuclear weapons use had occurred. It has been suggested
that pressures for or against the use of the Assured Destruction
‘forces will intensify greatly once a nuclear conflict has
begun. It is impiied that. howvever stable the structural

: relationshipé between the opposing strategic forces, this

.etability may somehow be overwhelmed by emotional reactions of
leaders or by the demands of public opinion. I think this is
unlikely to be thé case although obviously no one can offer

aﬁswers on this matter with eny feeling of certainty. The pressﬁres
against the launching of the Assured Destruction force will not
change following the use of a nuclear weapon because that opposition

pressure is already at its ceiling, already fully generated.
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On the other hand, I would agree that pressﬁres in fayor of

executing the Assured Destruction capability &ould become

more vocal and more. strongly heard after the outbreak of

a nuclear conflict. Those pressures for use, however, will

not reach the same magnitude as the pressures against --

which include not only emotions but hard calculations of

self-interest. And I believe this resistance to the launching

of Assured Destruction will hold up on both siqe§mffwin_the

USSR as well as the U.S, ‘
Thus at the Highest levels we Ean anticipate that a relativé

stabiiity of deterrence can be maintained--a stability which caﬁ

be of~an enduring nature. It is a stability Which does two

things: it makes a concﬁﬁt for selective nuclear operations

feasiblé; and at the same time it requires such~én option

if, we are to deal effecti#ely with likely threats.

Within Air Force headquarters the NU-OPTS study

effort has examined some aspécts-of the problem. While its

conclusions are both partial and tentative one conclusion strikes
home with great force: 1limited huclear war is a possibility
inherent in the logic of the nuclear enviromment. Our strategic

posture at present appears to be deficient with regard to options

appropriate to such warfare. At the same time there appears to be

no convincing analytical argument which demonstrates, on political-

strategic grounds, that not having such options, sustained by
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requisife preplanning, is better than having them.

I would like to con¢1ude my comments this afternooﬁ
with a ﬁrief summary, in‘an.attempt to refocus and correlate
some of the points which we have covered,

At the outset I noted that our current strateglc nuclear
posture has been the result of an evolutionary process in
which percelved threats, public opinion, and defense policy.
iﬁ-gene;al have all pléyed central parts. The political and
power realities of the earlier pPostwar years gave sﬁch |
posture real meaning, applicability, and effectiveness ~-
as. evidenced by over twenty years of successful deterrence,
However recent changes in the world situation, in the

super-power strategic balance, and in our own priorities have

combined to weaken the military component of our deterrent

Posture. . The tremendous power we can generate is compromised by its

réducedmbredlblllty at 1ower than- ultlmate levpls of confllct

‘The opportunities that such inflexibility might offer Soviet

planners are alarming,

It. seems clear that if the changing international‘
céntext has narrowed the releyance of Assured Destruction to
the pdint af which othér‘kinds of warfighting take on increased
significance, then it becomes our duty'to develop the operationsu

and hardware to cope with such changes. My comments today have

~ been directed'towards showing that precisely such a éhallenge

‘54
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- familiar authofity: the British strategist, .B.H Liddell-Hart.

", 95 Thank~you, .
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exists today. The wide range of conflict possibilities that

presently exists between the levels of battlefleld nuclear
exchange and full SIOP warfare suggests two things to me:

first, a requirement for strategy pptions.designed to

deal wifh'éuch'péésibilifieé;'éhd second, a requirement for é
fhe forces‘and”types of ﬁéépons'to make such_bptions a.

reality. This second point seémglwprth reemphasis

in light of the orientation of this symposium: Work .

in the development of tactical nuclear weapons is likely to

bear the greatest future significance thréugﬁ its contri-~

bution to the range of_alfernati&eé witﬁin the

conflict limits I have just described‘—— that is, in terms

of its contribution to a stratecy option of selectlve nuclear

I would like to close by seeking the support of a somewhat

, I would like to call upon Liddell~Hart to comment
upon the dangers in failing tp respond to a context of change.
Ana1y21ng the fall of France in 1940,. he concluded that,
"...the defeat of France started from a failure of military :
doctrine to keep pace with‘changing conditions. It was due, .
above all, to obsolete habits of thought and the perpetuatlon . g
of the slow-motion methods of WWI '"" The message strikes home

for me with great 1mpact. In our era of unprecedented risk,

the modern equivalent of the much precedented error of being,

"one war behind" becomes an unacceptable alternative.




