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INESSENTIAL EQUIVALENCE, RIGID RESPONSE, FIRING ON WARNING, AND WASTE

Without even a theory as to how any present or because it may give the Russians a sense of
foreseen adwmces coufd provide mifitary advantage, exhilaration or make third powers think less
the Defense Department’s calI for “essential equiva. of us;
lence>> has become strict equivalence in the deploy- b) try to dissuade the Soviet Union from buying
ment of those strategic characteristics in which we this capability by proceeding to buy tbe same
may happen to be behind. Never has the military capability in reverse; and
content of Defense Department rationalizations for
strategic weapons been so Iow. Who would have pre-

C) if tbe Soviet Union is not dissuaded and/or if

dlcted that such a ludicrous notion as the perceptions
the matter cannot be solved by negotiation, first

of third parties of arcane strategic parameters couId
improve Minuteman and then replace it with

be used by the Department of Defense to maintain
mObiIe missiles or somethhg else.

the procurement juggernaut? No better formula for We have a different approach. We do not believe

open-ended arms race exista. that America should buy a hard target kill capability

The Secretary of Defense sees no threat of our even if the Soviet Union does; we befievti

being disarmed for the “next several decades”. This a) that the political dangers of falfing behind in
extraordinary margin of security, which FAS agrees this regard are invented notions since—with-
exists, has been bought over the years at the expense out competing in the threat to land-based mis-
of weapons buildups that have made nuclear war siles—tbe maintenance of a secure deterrent
poteMialIy ever more catastrophic. The job now is force can handle alf contingencies of whatever
not to make these weapons usabfe and to learn how kind by utifizing counterattacks on soft mifitary
to take risks with them—as some Defense Depart- targets, dams, vilIages, industrial centers or
ment apologists are saying. The job is not to search cities in whatever number we deem desirablq
for political dangers in falIing bebind. The prob-
Iem is to design a poIiticaI and strategic posture

b) that joining in the competition will provide
more dangers to America than it will resolve

which can withstand shifts in Soviet procurement since it will encourage firing on warning in
without enormous expense or the addition of new crises:
dangers.

What then should be our approach to the possibil-
C) that the contest in accuracy and warhead yields

itv—which cannot be excluded—that the Soviet
being urged to dissuade the Russians is, in fact,

U-nion wifl purchase, over the coming decade, enough
warheads with enough accuracy plausibIy to threaten
a large number of our 1,000 Minuteman land-based
missiles? The DOD course seems to be as follows:

a) consider the matter to be very serious-not-
withstanding the inwdnerabifity of Polaris sub-

- marines and the fact that some Minutemen
would surely survive any conceivable attack—

—Continued on page 2

Approved by the FAS Executive Committee, this
statement was reviewed and endorsed by the follow-
ing specialists: John M. Lee, Vice Admiral USN
(Ret. ), Dr. George W, Rathjens, Dr. Herbert Sco-
ville, Jr., Dr. Jeremy J, Stone and Dr. Herbert F.
York.

POLITICAL THREATS: LAST REFUGE OF PENTAGON STRATEGISTS

We are drifting into a new and unnecessary round of nor the Soviet Union can disarm the other, for as far
strategic arms race—one that will be dangerous, expen- ahead as can be foreseen—for the “next several decades”
sive, and destructive of future arms control. As everyone in the view of Secretary Schlesinger. ‘f But they could, of
knows, the existing strategic balance is a grim situation course, still fire missiles at one another’s missiles or
—a cloud hanging over our Nation’s existence and that cities; they have only to push the button. Are there any

of many other nations. There is, however, still more se- —Continued on page 3
curity to be lost.

Briefly the problem is this. Neither the United States
‘:Defense Appropriations Subcommittee for 1975, House of

Representatives, pg. 347.
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more likely simply to put the contest beyond
negotiation in any cas%

d) that negotiations can be based instead on the
fact that future American responses to the
situation as it evolves cannot be predicted by
the Russians with cetilnty, and upon the high
cost of Soviet capabilities;

e) that adopting the posture that hard-target kN
capabiMy is somethhg which requires compe-
tition leads inexorably to the conclusion that
Minuteman is in some critical way becoming
obsolete when, in fact, it is just as easy to take
the view that some of them will always survive,
hence to avoid the tens of billions of dollars of
expenses associated with replacement and

f) that the ultimate solution to the problem of
land-based missiIes firing at one another is
kind-based missile disarmament which we pro-
posed in this journal in February, 1974.

We did not match the Soviet Union in 50 megaton
bombs, in 25 megaton missiles, in S00 IRBMs, in
numbers of ICBMS, or in size of armies. The Rus-
sians have not matched us in strategic bombers, pay-
load of submarine based missiIes or numbers of war-
heads. Neither has Iost status in this regard because
it is not necessary to compete in capabilities that one
does not need. But, in the present case, it would be
positively dangerous to do so. We have boasted for
years of our good sense in building a deterrent that
can ride out an attack, and then respond deliberately
and only after we are sure what has happened. The
road proposed by the Secretary of Defense is one
that would unnecessarily throw away this central ad-
vantage. Land-based missiles would be fired on warn-
ing at the land-based missile silos of the other side
—for no real strategic purpose since the Soviet
Union bas invulnerable submarines. This posture is
more likely to lead to war in crisis and by inadvert-
ence.

On the negotiating front, we urge a ten year
moratorium on the deployment of new missiles with
a quota on flight tests that would guarantee the
agreement, while permitting some operational tests.
This tam year moratorium on deployment would pro-
vide time to develop methods of haIting the qualita-
tive arms race we see coming.

But whether or not the negotiations succeed, we
would commend these principles to Congress: avoid
the goId-pIating of backup strategic forces; design
our forces for deterrence only rather than war fight-
ing—in the sure knowIedge that our redundant deter-
rent forces are ample to handIe all contingencies;
buy only what we need for mififary purposes and
avoid pointless, politically motivated procurement
contests.

In sum, the Secretary of Defense’s call for “essen-
tial equivalence” is, to our mind, a calI for “inessen-
tiaI ~q”ivale”ce~$. His calI for WlexibIe response” is

a caII for “rigid” symmetrical response. HIS call
to pressure the Soviets with counter force capabili.
ties into negotiations will only forecbme, rather than
enhance, those negotiations. The call to strengthen
our deterrent capabilities across the spectrum through
counter force wiIl weaken, not strengthen, our security
by encouraging firing on warning. And the call for
civil defense capabilities in support of counterforce
weapons and threats can only produce the divisive
debates of the sixties. Meanwhile this program will
waste tens of bilIions of dolIars. The Secretary’s
counter force program is wrong.
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contingencies in which one side might launch such an
attack—notwithstanding the fact that the other side would
retain the ability to destroy the attacker?

There is only one “scenario” which most strategists
would consider even vaguely plausible, and this is a
struggle over Western Europe. America has traditionally,
explicitly, and repeatedly announced that it would use
nuclear weapons first if it were losing in such a struggle,
and that events would escalate to general nuclear war
through an all out response or a series of ever larger
exchanges. There is no comparable scenario in which
one can plausibly explain why the Soviet Union might
fire isolated missile attacks upon the United States—they
have no comparable expectation of an invasion they
cannot repulse. Nevertheless, the scenario of Soviet in-
vasion of Western Europe is sometimes turned around to
involve Soviet first use of missiles. Thus Secretary Schles-
inger testified:

“If you had, for example, an invasion of Western
Europe and the Soviet Union under those circum-
stances is informed by the American Government that
we are prepared to use our nuclear capabilities unless
it desists, the Soviet Union at that time may conclude
that the option for it to pursue would be to wipe out
as much of America’s nuclear retaliatory forces as
it can and degrade its command control system. In
effect, the Soviet Union would be sending a message
to the United States that it had badly crippled our
military strength and that we bad better desist from
the war—that the Soviet Union has won its objectives.
Those are the kind of circumstances that one could
hypothesize.” (pg. 23, Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations Briefing on Counterforce Attacks, Septem-
ber 11, 1974)

GETTING OUR ATTENTION

Generals have testified that the Soviet Union might,
in less well defined scenarios, fire a few missiles at us
“to get our attention”. The Secretary’s FY 1976 Posture
Statement talks of a nuclear shot-across-the-bow. These
possibilities were discussed in the early sixties by a small
group of strategists under the title of “limited strategic
attacks” explained by such notions as “shows of force. ”

The plausibility of such events need not be discussed
at length; each reader can decide for Klmself whether
they are politically realistic. But, perhaps in passing,
something should be said about the difficulties such at-
tacks would face in being recognized for what they were
—limited attacks.

The United States does not have, and the Soviet Union
presumably does not either, a system for instantaneous
damage assessment in nuclear war. If a missile destroyed
a city, or missed a city, or landed near a missile silo,
there are not a series of sensors that—before being de-
stroyed—report immediately the extent of the damage.
Nor do we now have a method of determining—when
missiles in flight are reported—where those missiles are
headed and may land. Thus, during the period of warn-
ing of enemy attack, the President would not be sure
what was happening. True, he might note that only a
missile or two had been tired. But perhaps these were

SENATOR STENNIS IN 1968

“Unlikely, but possible, is a fimited and controlled
Soviet attack on our nuclear offensive force, and other
miIitary targets which avoids our cities. Under such
a scenario, offensive damage-fimiting forces might
permit a response in kind. This would require re-
tention of bard target killers in our inventor~ other-
wise, with no U.S. option except to retaliate against
the Soviet urban-industrial complexes, an alI-out ex-
change could not be avoided~’

Report of Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee
of Senate Armed Services Committee;

Chairman, Senator Stennis.
“Status of U.S. Strategic Power”.

SENATOR STENNIS IN 1971
“. . . we do not need thk type of improvements in
payIoad and guidance now, tbe type of improve-
ments that are proposed, in order to have the option
of attacking military targets other than cities. Our
accuracy is already sufficiently good to enable us to
attack any kind of target we want, and to avoid cul-
lateral damage to cities. The only reasun to under-
take the type of program the amendment suggests
is to be able to destroy enemy missiles in their silos
before they are launched. This means a U.S. strike
first, unless the adversary should be so stupid as to
partially attack us, and leave many of his ICBM’S
in their silus for us to attack in a second strike.”

Congressional Record,
Senate, October 5, 1971

just the accidentally launched-in-advance forerunners of
a larger attack. The warning systems themselves might
malfunction; this has happened before. And since only
minutes would be available, one can expect only con-
fusion in higher circles.

True, the attack might be launched with a message
announcing that it was a limited attack and with some
ultimatum—this is possible. But such a message might be
a trick to slow down our reactions. Under these unusual
circumstances, military planners will be justified in assum-
ing all sorts of otherwise paranoid theories. And if the
possibility is entertained that a massive attack is under-
way, it will be only a short run to the horrifying thoughts
that the Russians, inexplicably, have learned something
that we do not know—and may have a plan for attack-
ing our deterrent, as a whole.

In such circumstances, the reactions of the United
States to limited attacks cannot be reliably predicted. In-
deed, a Soviet planner would not be certain that his own
forces would go off as planned. And since, at the least, an
American response might be much larger than the attack,
only escalation could be reliably predicted and world
destruction assumed.

Nevertheless, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger is not
talking about attacks that are physically impossible—
just attacks that are extraordinarily unlikely. Fortunately,

—Continued on page 4
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we can plan even for these eventualities without any ex-
pensive or dangerous additions to our force. The answer
is that we can attack in limited ways whatever we wish:
bomber bases, small cities, dams or whatever. If we are
threatened with a limited attack, we can threaten to re-
spond with a limited attack. But what is at issue is
whether we should plan to respond with an exactly sym-
metrical attack. If the Soviet Union buys the capability
to threaten our forces in some unusual way, need we—
should we—buy that same capability to do it in return.

At the moment, this question turns on hard-target kill
capability which means, since there are few other hard
targets, the capability to destroy land-based missiles. Thus
the question is: if the Soviet Union launches an attack
upon 1, 2, 100, 500, or 1,000 of our land-based missile
silos, should we be prepared and ready to launch the
same attack in response?

FAS’S answer is no, for two reasons. In the first place,
in some of these cases, it would be quite impossible.
For example, if all Soviet land-based missiles are fired
quickly at all of our land-based missiles, there would
be no way to fire our missiles back at their missiles—
which would be in the air—even if we fired on warning
of attack.

But apart from the question of physical possibility, the
option is unnecessary If the Russians destroy something,
we can destroy something in return. So long as we have
a secure deterrent, we can destroy anything we want.

OPTIONS THEMSELVES COST LITTLE

Secretary Schlesinger did not deny this last year. After
explaining that “only conceptually” did we have options
to do less than massive damage and that he wanted more,
he explained that:

“The change in targeting doctrine can be implemented
without the procurement of any additional weapons,
Accuracy contributes somewhat to the effectiveness of
the new targeting doctrine, but it is not essential for
the implementation of that doctrine. We do not have
to acquire a single additional weapon, We could have
selective responses even if we had a smaller force
structure than we presently have, and with no greater
yields.” (pg. 39 op. cit. See also, pg. 461 House De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee hearings, FY 75,)

In short, everything that is both possible and necessary
to these unusual threats can be had without more weapons,
more accuracy, more yield,

Why then, six to nine months after making these state-
ments, is the Department of Defense asking precisely for
“moreaccuracy, more yield and more weapons”?

HERE 1S WHAT DOD SAYS THIS YEAR

“The third requirement (for a credible strategic nu-
clear deterrent) is for a force that, in response to
Soviet actions; could implement a variety of limited
preplanned options and react rapidly to retargeting
orders so as to deter any range of further attacks that
a potential enemy might contemplate. This force should
have some abili[y io destroy hard targets, even though
we would prefer to see both sides avoid major counter-
force capabilities. We do not propose, however, to

OPTIONS ONLY ON NEW CAPABILITIES?
s~cr~brYschlesigne~ “If the only option we had

under the circumstances were a massive urban strike
against the Soviet Union, they might feel that be-
cause of the hundred milfion fatalities involved on
our side, that we would he self-deterred and that
they could obtain pofitical benefit, political-military
benefit by either threatening or conceivably employ-
ing such a fimited strike against the United States.”
Senator Case: “We have always had options. The ques-
tion is whether it is necessary or desirable to attempt
to improve our capacity so to give us a larger num-
ber of options with the possible danger that our action
in doing so wilI be construed by the enemy as an
attempt, for instance, to achieve a first-strike capa-
bility?’

—Briefing on Counter force A ttacks,
September 11, 1974

Foreign Relations Committee, pg. 27,29

concede to the Soviets a unilateral advantage in thk
realm. Accordingly, our programs will depend on how
far the Soviets go in developing a counterforce capa-
bility of their own. It should also have the accuracy to
attack—with low yield weapons—sof t point. targets
without causing large-scale collateral damage. And it
should be supported by a program of fallout shelters
and population relocation to offer protection to our
population primarily in the event that military targets
become the object of attack,” (I-13, FY 76 Posture
Statement. )

Thus, having gotten its foot in the door through “op-
tions only”, the Defense Department now wants to beg-in
buying the counterforce capability to go with them. Of
course, it would “prefer to see both sides” avoid such
a contest. But there is no thought as to how thk might
he possible once we buy tbe accuracy and hard-target
capability involved, How will it be known what we have
deployed once it is tested? Can you buy half of a counter-
force capability? And will you be glad, afterwards, that
you bought it?*

DOD says of its program:
“While it contains some counterforce capability, neither
that capability nor the improvements we are proposing
for it should raise the specter in the minds of the So-
viets that their ICBM force is in jeopardy.” (I-15,
Posture F’Y 76 )

Why not? We are alarmed that our ICBM force is in
jeopardy and it can now, and for the foreseeable future,
destroy more of their land-based force than they of ours.
This is the ultimate double standard at its most blatant.

—Continued on page 5

‘;Meanwhile others jump o“ the bandwagon that “flexible op-
tions,, grovide. Backers of the cruise missile assert that it hss
,. unique potential for unambiguous, controlled si”&.weapon
response and an invulnerable reserve force,,, (v-24 DDR&E ibid,)
And supporters of pe.etratio” aids to overwhelm ABMs—tmde-
temed by the fact that we have achiewd an agreement not to build
ABMs—assert:

W. must consider the possibility that a flexible response
strategy may require penetrating a defense with high confi-
dence yet with a light attack.>, (V-31 ibid.)
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MATCHING FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES

Thereal problem isnotthese scenarios but the natural
military hesitancy to fall behind in any category. After
explaining the throw weight advantages of the Soviet
ICBM force—which, if we did nothing, might exceed
ours by a factor of six, and might give the Soviet Union
a threat to our land-based missiles and bombers—DOD
notes, fairly, that this would not give the Soviets a dis-
arming attack since less than 25% of our deterrent war-
heads are based on land. But it continued:

“But such a development could bring into question our
ability to respond to attacks in a controlled, selective,
and deliberate fashion. It could also give the Soviets
a capability that we ourselves would lack, and it could
bring into question the sense of equality that the prin-
ciples of Vladivostok so explicitly endorse. Worst of
all, it could arouse precisely the fears and suspicions
that our arms control efforts are designed to dispel.”

(pg. 1-16 FY 76 Posture Statement, italics added. )
Notice that everything in this quotation turns on psy-

chology rather than military capability; even the first line
does not argue that we would lose the ability to respond
in a controlled and deliberate way. We could do it with
submarines.

DOD GOES POLITICAL

The extent to which psychological and political em-
phasis now appears in Defense Department statements
is extraordinary and quite new. It reflects the bankruptcy
of the formerly bottomless pit of military fears of DOD,
It is simply very difficult for DOD to find a danger in a
world in which one has 10,000 alert nuclear warheads
aimed at a country with only 50 large cities—75’% of
the warheads quite invulnerable to attack.

Look at the emphasis on political factors here:
“An equally essential requirement of deterrence is
parity with the Soviet Union in strategic offensive
forces, as perceived by friend and foe alike. Not only
does Public Law 92-448 (the Jackson Amendment)
require us to achieve equality with the USSR in central
strategic systems but such equality is also important
for symbolic purposes, in large part because the stra-
tegic offensive forces have come to be seen by many
—however, regrettably—as important to the status and
stature of a major power,” (H-17)
Naturally, what is important symbolically to Defense

Departments—obsessed as they are with military weapons
and poised as they are to build new ones—can be far
less important in the real political world. To permit this
kind of political emphasis to be used in DOD justifica-
tions is to allow an entirely new and open-ended di-
mension to defense procurement,

This emphasis on political justifications for military
weapons has moved down to the level of research and
development. Here are some quotations from the posture
statement of DDR&E chief Malcolm Currie:

“Our efforts are modified and focused by the fact that
strategic capabilities are eroded, not only by increased
adversary capability, but also by political change .“
(1-17, Malcolm Currie DDR&E Posture Statement
FY 76)
“The remaining 40% of our efforts are focused in ad-
vanced development of technological options to permit

I REASSURING THE sown “NON I

b
“Our planning objectives should . . . leave unchal-
lenged tbe Soviet capability for deterrence provided
that our interests are respected and the traditional
norms of mternatlonaI behawor are accepted.

us to project equivalence—both actual and perceived
—in the face of a Soviet throw weight advantage.”
1-18, ibid. )
“We want always to have strategic forces sufficient to
deter any nuclear attack—or coercion by the threat
of nuclear attack—on the United States or its allies.”
(V-1, ibid. )

Or consider this puerile effort to sell the B-1 bomber:
“As a modern, complex, high performance air vehicle
it is the epitome of our technological superiority—a
reminder to all that power and influence in the world
are not determined by numbers alone”. (V-19, ibid. )
America has never before adopted the policy of match-

ing the Soviet Union on every strategic characteristic, We
dld not test a 50 megaton bomb, for example, or build a
missile that could carry 25 megatons such as the Soviet
SS-9. But had Dr. Schlesinger been Secretary of Defense
at the time, he would have argued that: a) public opinion
required that we show we were as tough in these re-
gards as the Soviets and b) that the weapons test might
show them something we did not know; and c) that tbe
huge missile might intimidate a President in the eyes of
third parties. Would such a policy of follow-the-leader
have earned us respect or lost it?

MATCHING 1S NOT NECESSARY
We have not matched the Soviet Union in the 800

IRBMs that threaten Europe. We have not matched them
in numbers of ICBMS; instead, by treaty, we conceded
them an advantage of 1600 to 1,000. Why now is it so
important to match them in overall payload of land-
based missiles? And why is nothing ever said of the
characteristics in which we are so far ahead: payload of
sea-based forces, numbers of bombers, accuracy of mis-
siles, deployed MIRV? And what of the geographical
asymmetries that can never be made equal? In short, the
road of matching is an open-ended invitation to applica-
tion of a double standard in which the Defense Depart-
ment simply emphasizes imbalance in whatever kinds of
weapons it wants to purchase.

SYMMETRY AS A PROTECTION AGAINST
STRATEGIC UNCERTAINTY

A third DOD motivation is shown here:
“We must maintain an essential equivalence with the
Soviet Union in the basic factors that determine force
effectiveness, Because of uncertainty about the future
and the shape that the strategic competition could take,
we cannot allow major asymmetries to develop in
throw-weight, accuracy, yield-to-weight ratios, relia-
bility and other such factors that contribute to the
effectiveness of strategic weapons and to the percep-
tions of the non-superpower nations.” (FY 76 Posture
Statement. )

—Continued on page 6
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But few, if any, strategists would seriously argue that
our present forces need fear the strategic consequences
of asymmetry in reliability (now already thought to be
80-90% ) or yield-to-weight ratios (affecting the yield
of warheads already bigger than the Hiroshima bomb),
or accuracy (already far better than that necessary to at-
tack cities ) or throw-weight (which determines the num-
ber of warheads or their size in a force that is already ap-
proaching 10,000 warheads, to deter a country with only
fifty large cities). This notion that we must keep up with
the Russians in every technological category simply be-
cause one of them might pay off is quite far-fetched for
most categories, It illustrates the absence of real DOD
fears. Even in R&D we do not pursue all avenues, Deploy-
ment is 10 times more expensive.

Of course, the notion of essential equivalence goes
on to put emphasis upon the “perceptions of non-super-
power nations”. But only in the debased and ludicrous
political science of the Pentagon strategists would one
try to argue that Germany, Italy, Nepal or some other
country will lose their confidence in us because of an
“asymmetry” in the reliability, accuracy, throw-weight or
yield-to-weight ratios of our weapons versus those of
the Soviet Union. Most of these categories would not
even be noticed (e.g., yield-to-weight ratios) and many
cannot be accurately determined even by ourselves about
our own weapons (reliability y, accuracy).

VLADIVOSTOK AGREEMENT

“We cannot expect, in all candor, that arms control
agreements—any more than domestic laws—will solve
all problems or close all loopholes. Those who hold
such high expectations are doomed to dkappointment.
Where the possibility of loopholes exists, we should
not insist on perfection as the price of agreement.
Rather we should attempt to close the loopholes, by
further agreement if possible, by unilateral action if
necessary.” (II-1 O, italics added. )
Like the approach taken toward limited strategic at-

tacks, the Schlesinger approach toward the treaties is com-
prehensive, combative, and rigid. It confirms the worst
fears of those in the arms control community that inter-
national agreements would be used: a) as justification
to avoid cutting defense budgets; b) as justification for
moving new programs forward rather than relaxing; and
c) as justification for buying everything not prohibhed in
Treaties that inevitably do not cover many things.

Thus these other injunctions are found in the posture
statement:

“ in a period of transition and uncertainty, reduc-
tions should result from international agreement rather
than from temporary budgetary exigencies or the im-
pulse to set a good example for the other side.”
“ our planning should abide meticulously by the
spirit as well as the letter of existing arms control
agreements and guidelines; in fact, we should plan to-
ward the Vladivostok goals and our desire for other
equitable agreements. ”

“To proceed otherwise—and particularly to engage in
unilateral force reductions—will not foster further de-
tente and arms control,” (I-9, italics added. )

IMPLICATIONS OF THE POLICY

The greatest single danger associated with this new
policy lies in what has been termed “reciprocal fear of
surprise attack.” Here two forces race each other to be
the first to strike in the view that a) there are advant-
ages to firing first and b) that the certainty of an attack
is rising—a certainty that cycles upward as each recog-
nizes that the other will be thinking of pre-emptive action.

Today, we foresee such a problem between the kmd-
based missile forces of. the two sides. For each of the
superpowers the choice is, after all, whether the land-
based forces should be destroyed over one’s own territory
or over the other’s. BY firing first, the missiles—one’s
own and those of the other side—arc both destroyed
over the other side’s territory. By firing second, it is
otherwise. Of course, the issue is made somewhat aca-
demic by submarines since the attacked side could still
retaliate with its submarine based missile force for what-
ever damage was achieved,

Nevertheless, whatever danger exists here can be re-
moved if one side avoids procurement of the capability
to destroy most of the missiles of the other side. If, for
example, the United States announced it would not
play tit-for-tat missile games but would retaliate for such
attacks by attacking whatever it wanted, the cycle of
fears would be broken and there would be no point to
hair-trigger responsiveness being built into the forces
of each side. This would be a major security advantage
for both since hair-trigger responsiveness—or, equiva-
lently, the delegation of authority to lower levels—is
something whose control cannot be guaranteed.

WAR ON WARNING BY COMPUTER

To give a concrete picture of the kind of thing DOD
is considering, one high-placed DOD official explained
that they were thinking of methods of doing this:

If Soviet missiles were launched at U.S. missile silos,
observations would be taken of them, in flight, to de-
termine at which missiles; the U.S. missiles targeted
would then be tired before the Soviet attack could reach
them. But before launching them, computers andsatel-
lites would determine which Soviet missiles had not
been launched and would retarget the U.S. missiles at
such silos,

This is a formulator a Stranglovian fantasy of orches-
trated missile war, Since it has no particular purpose,
one wonders why the risks should be run that some-
thing screws it up.

Besides the risks, the costs are substantial, Only the

Defense Department can estimate the costs of improving
the accuracy but the R&D costs must be measured in
hundreds of millions if not billions, The installation costs

of the accuracy and higher yield programs, depending

upon whether terminal guidance is involved, could be

billions of dollars. And if the Minuteman force is to be
changed in some substantial way—replaced by a larger

missile (M-X) or moved to mobile missiles—tens of bil-

lions of dollars are involved. All of these costs stem not

just from assuming that these scenarios arc realistic—
that costs nothing—but from assuming that our response

to such attacks must be symmetrical,



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DECLINES TO FUNCTION ON A PANEL

Early in March, FAS Director Jeremy J. Stone was
sounded out on his willingness to serve in a panel dis-
cussion with the Secretary of Defense before the Budget
Committee. He agreed but made the request that he
should be joined by one other defense analyst with on-
going access to classified material relevant to the counter-
force debate, and he made some reIevant suggestions.
While these suggestions were being explored, the Com-
mittee decided that the Secretary of Defense should be
confronted with a more senior figure and formally in-
vited Paul Warnke, a former Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Security Affairs (ISA).

The night before the hearing, March 14, Dr. Stone
was awakened with the Budget Committee request that
he join with Mr. Warnke in view of the fact that the Sec-
retary of Defense had just declined, considering the for-
mat inappropriate. The Committee also secured the last
minute appearance of Paul Nitze who has been Deputy
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Navy and Assistant
Secretary for International Security Affairs as well as a
member of the SALT delegation. The panel turned
largely into a debate on counterforce between Stone
and Nitze, excerpts of which appear below.

(Later, the Secretary of Defense apparently agreed to
sit on a panel with someone of “appropriate stature”;
but after former Budget Director Charles L. Shultze was
lined up for the hearing on March 21, he apparently
changed his mind; he appeared, gave his views and left, )

EXCERPTS FROM TESTIMONY

Dr. Stone, I think to understand this, you have to under-
stand that, since the arms race began, there have always
been two schools of thought about where the main
danger to the country lies, The first school assumed the
main danger was a direct threat from the Russians. This
first took the form of surprise attack. Later when sur-
prise attack became less likely and more difficult to ex-
plain in terms of any surprise attack scenario, talk began
of limited strategic attacks, i.e., isolated shows of force,

Inanycase, there has been one school of thought that
has been dominated by this concern that the Russians
are the real problem.

There has also been a second school of thought, While
recognizing the problem posed by the Russians, it saw
the real danger in a war no one wanted and an arms
race outof. control ; increasing destruction if war occurred,
and higher probabilities of war that came through inad-
vertence, and soon.

This second school, to which I belong has, I think, an
ever stronger case, The reason is, as everyone knows,
that weapons stockpiles have become larger and larger
on both sides. The fear, of a deliberate surprise attack has
therefore waned, Meanwhile the fear that these weapons
migbt get out of control has increased.

In terms of this debate between two schools, we have

a POsture statement this year that presents a classic
example of the struggle between these two perspectives.

It says that we have to have capabilities to respond to
that threat. The capabilities that are desired are, first,
that we should be able to respond in a symmetric way—
not just respond to the contingency, not just deter the

Russians, but be able to do exactly what the Russians
might be able to do to us. Thus, if they attack land-based
missiles, according to the posture statement, we should
be able to attack the same number and kind of their
missiles. The posture statement also wants evacuation
around missile sites, and it wants also that we buy the
accuracy and warhead yields necessary to destroy the
Soviet land-based missiles.

[Mr. Nhze] closed his remarks talking about the
“pessimistic appraisal”, I want to call to your attention
the vagueness of his pessimistic appraisal.

Consider what a real danger is. In the missile gap
period there was a real scenario how the country might
be lost, If we only had bomber bases, the projected So-
viet missiles would have attacked the bomber bases
and we would have been disarmed.

SURPRISE ATTACK SCENARIOS VANISH
By the mid-1960s however when we had submarines

underwater and land-based missile silos, in order to pro-
vide a scenario, one had to assume something that is
crazy to assume, that some Russian commander would
rely upon an untested (and unbuilt) Soviet ABM to
shoot down the sub-launched retaliatory missiles of ours
—missiles that could be neutralized in no other way.
No sane manwould rely on such an anti-ballistic missile.

Nevertheless, this absurd notion became the driving
force of our procurement and led to the deployment of
MIRV as a way of neutralizing the (still unbuilt) mas-
sive Soviet ABM. We negotiated the ABM treaty to
remove this “threat”.

Now if you look at the posture statement closely, you
will see the fears have become even vaguer. The fears
are expressed that third parties might have a wrong po-
litical view of thesituation or that somethkg unexpected
might turn up. Today it isn’t even clear what physical
phenomenon could be used to make the submarines vul-
nerable.

In the 1960s we talked about the year of maximum
danger being two years hence, We have now moved the
threshold out beyond the ten to fifteen years of which
Mr. Nitze spoke, The Secretary talked about the fear of
disarming attack being “several decades” off.

Mr. Nitze. Nowthe advantage of putting the Trident-1
missile in the Poseidon submarines is that this increases
the standoff distance from which the Poseidon could be
effective, and therefore increases the open ocean operat-
ing area in which it could operate. Therefore the Posei-
don would be more survivable with the Trident-1 mis-
sile than the current one is,

But the best analysis I have been able to make indi-
cates that the Trident submarine with Trident II missiles
is the most cost-effective system with respect to the figure
of merit which I defined.

Dr. ,Yone. I want to explain why it is impossible to
talk about the cost-effectiveness of the Trident submarine,
It is because the threat to the submarine is not k“owrr,
Hence the “effectiveness” of a solution to the unknown
threat cannot be known,

For example, the submarines started out with a 1200
mile range, with the A-1 missile, and then, to get more

—Continued on page 8



Page 8 April, 1975

Continued from page 7

sea-room, went to 1500 mile range with the A-2, They
then went to 2500 mile range to get more sea-room, and
put 3 warheads on each with the A-3, They are now
going to4,000 mile range to get more sea room with the

Trident I and now want a new submarine with 6,000
mile range in the Trident submarine. They put ten war-
heads on these newer missiles. And to further strengthen
the certainty that submarines would be effective, we
negotiated the ABM treaty that makes each missile sure
to impact, This is seven distinct improvements in the
effectiveness of our submarines. But, during this time,
there is no evidence that we would have a vulnerable sub.
marine based deterrent if we still had only the 1200 mile
missiles in the first place.

One could buy anything this way. One could buy things
that walk along the ocean bottom, or lots of little sub-
marines, or a few big submarines. We would not have
any way of knowing what it is one wants to buy without
a threat. That is the situation today, For example, Trident
is explained as very good because it is quiet. But no one
knows whether it is noise that is going to permit the
attacker to capture the Trident submarines.

After we have spent 30 billion dollars, we may dis-
cover that we have shot our bolt on a threat against
which the Trident can’t protect itself. So we are shooting
our chips, you see, too far in advance of knowing what
the threat is.

Since we don’t understand how they could even knock
off a few submarines, and there are thirty deployed all
the time, and since each of these could fire 150 war.
heads individually at various targets the force is secure
enough. I recall Mr. Nitze’s testimony ten years ago,
when, as Deputy Secretary of Defense, he said that
one of these submarines by itself would be an immense
deterrent.

In short, this system analysis approach without threat
is wild, If, as the Secretary of Defense said, our deter-
rents secure for several decades, then these weapons will
be obsolete from old age when the threat comes, What
can this be called except mindless modernization?

Mr. Nifze-, I take it the substance of the argument is

that there is no threat to submarines, and it doesn’t mat-
ter whether their range is 1200 miles, 2500 miles, 4000
miles, or 6,000 miles.

Frankly my view is: A, that the submarines are
not totally without risk today if they are close into the
Soviet Union. It does make a difference right today
whether you have more operating area, B, that even
though it is not possible precisely to define and what the
nature of the threat might be in the future, it isn’t a
mindless exercise.

It is an exercise to which you can put better judgment
rather than worse judgment. The third point is, Mr. Stone
talks about 30 Trident submarines. The present program,
as I understand it, would be 10, If one were to build
more than that, the decision would be taken further
out into the future.

WITH REGARD TO THE B-1 BOMBER
In those days, if you looked at total program costs,

then it turned out that you saved money if you could get
the B-1 earlier, because then you could cut off the high
operating costs of tbe B-52’s and that over a sufficient
period of time would more than compensate for the
high acquisitions costs.

Dr. Stone. It tooka 17 year long run before this equiva-
lence took place if I ~emember the study, which was done
on AMSA. I would like to caution the committee about
the bomber study which the Defense Department is rely-
ing on this year. That bomber study rests on the follow-
ing assumptions, It is asking the question, if I understand
the posture statement correctly, and I believe I do, it is
asking the question, “If you wanted to spend as much
money as the B-1 bomber force would cost, on what
kind of bomber force would this be most effectively
spent?”

It reaches the conclusion, not surprisingly, that the
Defense Department thinks the B-1 bomber would be
the best way to spend the money. But the real question
isn’t, “If you spend as much as the B-1 bomber force
would cost what is the best thing to spend it on.”

The real question is, “Do you want to maintain a
bomber, and if you do, can you do it much more cheap.
ly?” Of course you can.
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