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Albert WohljtetUr 

I. DPWOWKTION 

Tlx first shock •dainlst^rsd by th« Sovlst launching of Sputnik has alaost 

dissipated. Th. flurry of sUteaeuts and Investigations and Improvised re a poo see 

has died down, leaving a »«all residue: a slight increase In the schedule of 

bosber and ballistic alsslle production, elth a resulting snail increment in our 

defenae sxpendltures for the current fiscal year, a considerable enthusiasm for 

space travel, and sow stirrings of interest In the teaching of uatheaatics and 

physics in the secondary schools. Western defense policy has almost returned to 

he level of activity and the emphasis suited to the baeic assumptions which were 

controlling before Sputnik. 

One of tie most important of these assumptions — that a general thermonuclear 

war ia extremely unlikely — is held In common by most of the critica of our defenae 

policy aa well aa by its proponent. Because of Its crucial role In the Western 

strategy of defense, I should like to examine the stability of the thermonuclear 

balance which, it is generally supposed, would make aggress lor irrstlCQal or even 

inMM. The balance, I believe, is In fact precarious, and this fact has critical 

implications for policy. Deterrence in the 1960's will be neither inevitable nor 

impossible but the product of sustained Intelligent effort, attainable only by 

continuing hard choice. As s major illustration Important both for defense and 

foreign policy, I shall treat the particularly stringent conditions for deterrence 

which affect forcea baaed cloee to Urn enemy, whether they are U.S. forces or those 

of our alliee, under single or Joint control. I shall coismsnt also on the inade- 

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

of war, and on disarmament. 

"l .«it to U>»nh C. J. Hitch, M. V. Hoag, H. H. KaufMnn, A. W, Marahail, 
H. S. Bowen and W. W. Taylor for suggest ions in preparation of this article. 
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I emphaßii« that requirements for deterrence are stringent. We have heard so 

much about the atomic stalemate and the receding probability of ear which it has 

produced, that this may strike the reader as something of an exaggeration. Is 

deterrence a necessary consequence of both sides having a nuclear delivery capa¬ 

bility, and is all-out war nearly obsolete? Is mutual extinction the only out¬ 

come of a general war? This belief, frequently expressed by references to Mr. 

Oppenheimer's simile of the two scorpions in a bottle, is pernaps the prevalent one. 

It is held by a very eminent and diverse group of people — in England by Sir 

Winston Chruchill, P. M. S. Blacxett, Sir John Slessor, Admiral Buzzard many 

others, in France by such figures as Raymond Aron, General Gallois and General 

Gazin, in this country by the titular heads of both parties as well as alaoet all 

writers on military and foreign affairs, by both Henry Kissinger and his critic. 

James E. King, and by George Kennen as well as Mr. Achason. Mr. Kenn an refers to 

American concern about surprise attack as simply obsessive,*and many people have 

drawn the consequence of the stalemate as has Blackett, who states: "If it is in 

fact true, as most current opinion holds, that strategic air power has abolished 

global war, then sn urgent problem for the West is to assess how little effort 

■rust be put into it to xeep global war abolished." If pesce were founded firmly 

on mutual terror and mutual terror on syxaaetrlcal nuclear powers, this would V>e, as 

Churchill has said, "a melancholy paradox"; nonetheless a most comforting one. 

Deterrence, however, is not automatic. While feasible, it will be ouch harder 

to achieve in the 1^601a than is generally believed. One of the most disturbing 

features of current opinion is the anderesUmtloo of this difficulty. Tris is due 

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

• 

George F. Kennen, "A Chance to Withdraw Our Troops in Europe," harper's 
Magazine, February 1958, p. 41. 
•• 

P. M. S. Blackett, Atomic Weapons and Bast-West Relations. Cambridge Unlv. 
Press, I958, p. 32. 
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BtrUlug force«, partly to a vlahful ana lye is of the Soviet ability to «trike 

first. 

Since Sputnik, the United States has mde several aoves to assure the world 

(that is, the enemy, but more especially our allies and ourselves) that ve will 

match or overmatch Soviet technology and, specifically, Soviet offs use technology. 

We have, for example, accelerated the bomber and ballistic missile programs, in 

particular, the intermediate-range ballistic missiles. The problem has been 

conceived as more or better bombers -- or rockets; or Sputniks; or engineers. 

This has meant confusing dstsrrsnce with matching or exceeding the enemy's 

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

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

owned by the defender can make aggression fruitless, but because even many might 

not. One outmoded A-bomb dropped from an obsolete bomber might destroy a great 

many supersonic Jets sad ballistic missiles. To deter an attack aaana being 

able to strike back in spite of it. It means, in other words, a capability to 

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

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

capability, but little, if any, recognition of the implications of this distinction 

for the balance of terror theory. 

Where the published writings have not simply underestimated Soviet capabili¬ 

ties and the advantages of a first strike, they have in general placed artificial 

constraints on the Soviet use of the capabilities attributed to them. They 

assume, for exaiqple, that the ene ay will attack in mass "over-the-Artie" through 

our Distant Early Warning line, with bombers refueled over Canada -- all resulting 

in plenty of warning. Moat hopefully, it la sometimea assumed that such attacks 

will be preceded by days of visible preparations for moving ground troops. 

Such assumptions suggest that Soviet leaders will be rather bubbling or, better, 
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cooperative. These ara beat called "We a tern-preferred-Soviet ati-ategiee." 

However attractive it aay be for ua to narrow Soviet alternative* to theae, they 

would be low in tne order of preference of any reasonable Russian planning war. 

III. THI QUANTITATIV! NATUR! OF THE PROBLEM AND TE» UNCERTAINTIKS 

In treating Soviet strategies it is iaportant to consider Soviet rather 

than Western advantage aivl to consider the strategy of both sides quantitatively. 

The effectiveness of our own choices will depend on a most complex numerical 

interaction of Soviet and Western plans. Unfort una rely, both the privileged and 

unprivileged information on these aattera la precarious. As a result, competent 

people have been led into critical error in evaluating the prospects for deter¬ 

rence. Western Journalise have greatly overestimated Urn difficulties of a 

Soviet surprise attack with thermonuclear weapons and vastly unde ras tima ted 

the complexity of the Western problem of retaliation. 

One intelligent coesssntator, Richard Rovers, recently expressed the catraen 

view: "If the Russians had ten thousand warheads and a missile for each, and 

we had ten hydrogen bombs end ten obsolete bombers,".. ."aggression would still be 

a folly that would appeal only to an insane adventurer." Mr. Rovers's example is 

plausible because it assîmes implicitly that the defender's hydrogen bombs will 

with certainty be vltited on the aggressor; then the damage done by the ten bombs 

see qui terrible enough for deterrence, and aay more would be simply redundant. 

This is the basis for the common view. The example raises questions, even 

assuming the delivery of the ten weapons. For instance, the targets aimed at in 

retaliation might be sheltered and a quite modest civil defense could hold within 

tolerable limits the damage dons to city targets by ten delivered bombs. But 

the essential point is that the weapons would not be very likely to reach their 

targets. Even if the bombers were dispersed at ten different points, and 
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protactAd by • haltart to blaat racistact at to aland up anyvhara outside tba 

lip of the boaib crater -- even inside the fire ball itself -- the chances of 

one of thaïe bombera surviving the huge attack directed at it would be on the 

order of one in a ai Ilion. (This calculation takes account of the unreliability 

and inaccuracy of the missile.) And the damage done by the small minority of 
s 

these ten planes that might be in the air at the time of the attack, armed and 

ready to run the gauntlet of en alert air defenee system, if not zero, would 

be very email Indeed compared to damage that Russia has suffered in the past. 

For Mr. Hovera, like many other writers on this subject, numerical superiority 

is not important at all. 

For Joseph Alsop, on the other hand, it is important, but Ute superiority is 

on our side. Mr. Alsop recently enunciated as one of the four rule* of nuclear war: 

"The aggressor's problem is astronoeiicnlly difficult; and the aggressor requires 

an overwhelming superiority of force." Thera ara, ha believes, no fswer than 1*00 

SAC bases In the NATO net lone alone and many more elsewhere, all of which would 

have to be attacked in a very ahort space of time. The "thousands of coordinated 

air sorties end/or missile firings," he concludes, ara not feasible. Mr. Alsop't' 

argument is numerical and has the virtue of demonstrating that at least the 

relative nuabers are important. But the numbers he uses ara very wide of the mark. 

Se overestimates the mmber of such bases by more than a factor of ten, and in 

any case, miss lie firings on the scale of a thousand or mora involve costa that 

are by no means out of proportion, given the strategic budgets of the great powers. 

Whether or not thousands ara needed depends on the yield and the accuracy of the 

*Joseph Alsop, "The New Balance of Power," IncPunter, May 1956, p. 4. It 
should be added that, since these lines vers written, Mr. Alsop*s views have 
altered. 

The New York Tines, September 6, 1958, p. 2. 
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en«ay mlt«il«», ■oatthlu^ about which It would be a great *iatak.e for ua to 

display confidence. 

Perhape the first step in dispelling the nearly universal optinlam about the 

stability of deterrence would be to recognise the difficulties in analyzing the 

uncertainties and interactions between our own wide range of choices and the moves 

open to the Soviets. On our side we must consider an enormous variety of strategic 

weapons which might compose our force, and for each of these several alternative 

methods of baaing and operation. These are the choices that determine whether a 

weapons system will have any genuine capability in the realistic cireua*tances 

of a war. Besides the B-47E and the B-52 bombers which are in the United States 

strategic force now, alternatives will include the B-52G (a longer range version 

of the B-52); the Mach 2 B-5ÖA bomber and a "growth" version of it; the Mach 3 

3-70 bomber; a nuclear-powered bomber possibly carrying long-range air-to-surface 

missiles; the Dynasoar, a manned glide-rocket; the Thor and the Jupiter, liquid- 

fueled intermediate range ballistic missiles; the Snark in tere on Unan tal cruise 

miaaile; the Atlas and the Titan intercontinental ballistic missiles; the submarine- 

launched Polaris and Atlantis rockets; the Minuteman, one potential solid-fueled 

succeeeor to the Thor and Titan; possibly unmanned bombardment satellites; and 

many others which are not yet gleams in anyone's eye and some that are Just that. 

The difficulty of describing in a brief article the best mixture of weapons 

for the long-term future beginning in lybO, tneir oa«e requirements, their poten¬ 

tiality for stabilizing or upsetting the balance among tha great powers, and their 

implications for the alliance, is not Just a matter of space or the constraints of 

atcurlty. The difficulty in fact stems from sotas rathar basic inaecuritiea. These 

matters are wildly uncertain; we are talking about weapons and vehicle* that are 

sene time off and, even if tne precise performances currently hoped for and claimed 

by contractor* were in the public domain, It would be a good Idea to doubt them. 
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difficult its possible for the various systems we might select. As I stressed 

earlier, much of the contemporary Western confidence on the ease of retaliation 

is achieved by Ignoring the full range of sensible enemy plans. It would be quite 

wrong to assuae that the uncertainties I have described affect a totalitarian 

aggressor and the party attacked equally. A totalitarian country can preserve 

secrecy about the capabilities and disposition of his forcee very much better than 

a Western democracy. And the aggressor has, among other enormous advantages of 

the first strike, the ability to weigh continually our performance at each of the 

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

will reduce uncertainty. It is important not to confuse our uncertainty with his. 

The fact that we may not know the accuracy and number of hie miaslies will not 

deter him. Strangely enough, some military commentators have not nade this dis¬ 

tinction and have actually founded their belief in the certainty of deterrence on 

the fact simply that there are uncertainties. 

The slender basis for Western optimism is displayed not only in the writings 

of journalists but in the more analytic writings of professionals. The recent 

« « 
publications of General Gc-llois parallel rather closely Hr. Alsop's faulty 

numérica1, proof that surprise attack is astronomically difficult -- except that 

Gallois' "simple arithmetic," to borrow his own phrase, turns esoentially on some 

assumptions which are at once Inexplicit and extremely optimistic about the blast 
* •• 

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

• 
This is not a new error: in an interview with the preso on December 3# 191*!, 

Air Chief Marshal Sir Rouert Brooke-lop ham, Commander-In-Chief, Far East, for the 
British forces stated, "There are clear indications that Japan does not know whi*h 
way to turn• Tojo lo scratching his head." As Japan did not have & definite 
policy to follow, Irrevocably, step by step, said Sir Robert, "there is a reassuring 
state of uncertainty in Japan." 0. Dowd Gallagher, Action in the East, Doiibleday, p.91** 

** •< „ General Pierre M. Gallois, A French General Analyzes Nuclear-Age Stratear, 
Réalités, November, I95ß, PP-19-2?# 70-71# "Nuclear Aggression and National Suicide," 
’fhe "Reporter, September 1Ö, 1958, pp. 23-26. 

*** ~ 

See footnote on page 2o. 
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Hr. BlAckatt'8 rec*nt book. Atonic W«>pon8 >pd Saat-Wext RelnUops, llluatrat** 

th« hnzarda confronting a i»«t ubln analyst in dealing with the pleceneal iofor- 

■atlon avallAble to the gBoaral public. Mr. Blackett, a Nobel prltc-wiiming 

physicist with wartlas experience In nllltary operations research, muetered a 

lucid sunaary of the public infomatlon available at the tiine of his writing on 

weapons for all-out war. He stated:

« "It of eoorse, eoReeivahle that sene of the facts have been kept so
, . BMret that no pohUo J^iilpit of nllltary policy ean have any *rsat 

slptlfleanoe: In feet, that the nllltary authorities .have up their 
aleeve sons invention or device, the poeeesslon of idiich conpletely 
alters ths nllltary situation. On reflection we can see that It le 

1 fairly safe to disrefard this possibUlty."*

1 y his evaluation of tho uae of interoontinental balllotlc nlasUes 

boia>er base# shows that it was not st all aafs to "disrecard this possi- 

few pages further on, he said:

"It has resent.. ___resently been stated that sosn new nsthod has been devised
V k la Aasriea by whleh ths H-boabs oan be nade snail snough to be 
' < oarrled in an Intercontinental nisslle. This seena very unlikely.

Hr. BOaekett*! book was published In 1956. It is now widely icnown that inter-

eontinsotal ballistic nissilss will havs hydrogen warhssds, end this fact, a

eeoret st the tine, invalidates Mr. Blaekstt*s calculations snd, I night ssy, ■uoi.

of his eptialsn on the stability of the balance of terror. In aun, one of the

ssrloua ebetaoies to any widaspreaa rational Jun^nnt on theso natters of high

psliey is t;.st critlsal alssHnta of the problen have to be protected by secrecy.

lowsver, SOM of the prliMipal eonaluslaoa ebent dstarraase In the early Sixtiaa

can be fairly flmly baaed, and based on public infomatioa.

*Blackett, cm. clt., p. 34.

Ibid., p. 53*
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IV. THE DELICACY OF THE BAIAWCK OF TERROR 

Th. Boat iBporUnt cwcluflloo n*. counter to the indication, of vhat I >*n 

called “V.stern-preferred Soviet strategie..» It n»a counter, thet 1., to our 

vlshes. A .ober analy.i. of Soviet cboic. fr« the standpoint of Soviet interest 

and the technical alternatives, and taking into account the «certaintie. that a 

Russian planner vould insure against, augge.t. that wc nust eWct a vast re.- 

-u tiu V.. ,J. —. -sr . vtich the Soviets can deliver vlth little varuln,-. and tie 

.of a significant Russian capability for an essentially 

Ae.gjesult, strategic deterrence, vhlla feasible, vill be evtrecely drer.-.n. re 

jnd at critical Junctures in the 1960’o ve nay not hav DQV.r ^ 

—tfheth*r ** bov# 11 or DOt vill depend on .on. difficult .trateglc 

cnor,.a as to .the future composition of the deterrent force wd, in the year. 

vhe„ that force 1. not subject to drastic change in c«poeltico, hare choice. « 

iU baaing, operations, and defense. 

The bombers will continue to make up the predominant part of our force in 

tlic early 1960's. None of tl* popular remedies for their defense vill suffice - 

not, for example, sere Increase of alertness, the effects of vhlch will be outmoded 

by the grovth of a Russian capability for attack vlthout significant vareiog, nor 

simple dispersal or sheltering alone or mobility tasen by itself, or a «re piling 

up of interceptors and defense missile, around SAC bases. A complex of meexures 

i. required. I shall hare occasion to comment briefly « the defect, of moot of 

there «asurea taken singly. Let « suggest at this point the lnodequr.cy of the 

popular conception of the airborne alert - an extre« fore of defease by mobility. 

The impression 1. rather vUeapreed Wat one-third of the 3AC b«b.rs are In the 

air «d ready for c«bat at all tl«..* Thl. belief 1. ballad by tie public record. 
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Accorâlng to tbm Syaington Comttee Hearing» ln I956, our bombers averaged 31 

hour» of flying par month, which i» about four par cant of the average 732-hour 

month. An Air Force representative expressed the hope that within a couple of 

year», with an increase in the ratio of crews to aircraft, the bombers would 

reach 45 hours of flight per month — which is six per cent. This four to six 

per cent of the force includes boefcera partially fueled and without borabe. It 

is, moreover, only an average, admitting variance down as well as up. Sons 

increase in the number of armed bombers aloft is to be expected. However, for 

the current gene ration of bombers, which have been designed for speed and range 

rather than endurance, a continuous air patrol for one-third of the force would 

be extremely expensive. 

On the other hand, it would be unwise to look for miracles in the new 

weapons systems, which by the aid-I960's may constitute a considerable portion 

of the United States force. After the Thor, Atlas, and Titan there aze a number 

of promising developments. The solid-fueled rockets, Klnuteaan and Polaris, 

promise in particular to be extremely significant components of the deterrent 

force. Today they are being touted as making the problem of deterrence easy to 

solve and, in fact, guaranteeing its solution. But none of the nsw developnmnts 

in vehicles is likely to do that. For the complex job of deterrence, they «n 

have liai tat ions. The unvaryingly immoderate claims for each new weapons system 

should make us wary of th» latest "technological breakthroughs." Only a very 

short tima ago the ballistic missile itself was supposai to be intrinsicall/ 

invulnerable on the ground. It is now more gensrally understood that its 

survival Is likely to depend on a variety of choices in its defense. 

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

systematic study of an optimal or a good deterrent force which considered «11 
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the major factors «vffacting choice and dealt adequately «Ith the uncertainties 

would be & formidable task. In lieu of this, I ahall mention briefly why none 

of the many oysterns available or projected dominates the others in any obvious 

way. Hy ccements will take the form of a swift run-through of the chairacter- 

ietic advantages and disadvantages of various strategic systems at each of 

the six successive hurdles mentioned earlier. 

The first hurdle to be surmounted is the attainment of a stable, steady- 

state peacetime operation. Systeme which depend for their survival on extreme 

decentralization of controla, as may be the caae with large scale dispersal 

and acne of the mobile weapons, raise problème of accidents and over a long 

period of peacetime operation this leads in turn to serious political problems. 

Systems relying on extensive movement by land, perhaps by truck caravan, are 

an obvious example; the introduction of these on European roads, as Is sometimes 

suggested, would raise grave queetiona for Urn governments of some of our allies. 

Any extensive increase in the armed air alert will increase the hazard of 

accident and intensify the concern already expressed «mnig our allies. Sams 

of the proposals for bombardment satellites may involve auch hazards of unintended 

bomb release as to make them out of the question. 

The cost to buy and operate various weapons systems must be seriously 

considered. Son» systems buy their ability to negotiate a given hurdle -- say, 

surviving the enenty attack -- only at prohibitive cost. Then the number that 

can be bought out of a given budget will be small and this will affect the 

relative performance of rocketing systems at various other hurdles, for example 

penetrating enei^y defenses. Sams of the relevant coat comparisons, than, 

are between competing système; others concern the extra coats to the 

enemy of canceling an additional expendí tura of our own. Tor axample, 
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*"* 41«p»r»*l 1. ••Motlal, though usually It U ucpaulv«) If tht ditponied 

buws at* within • warning oat, dlapanal can help to provida warning a^lnat 

•on aorta of attack, alnca It forcea the attackar to Incraaaa tba alia of 

hie raid and ao nahes it acre litóla to detection aa wall aa aoanwhat bardar 

ta coordinate. But aa the sole or principal dafenae of our offensive force, 

dlapareal haa only a brlaf uaaful Ufa and can be juatlfled financially only 

W» to a point. For against our coats of construction, maintenance «id operation 

of an additional basa ust be set the eneny's auch lower costa of delivering 

one extra weapoi. And, in general, any feasible degree of dispersal leaves 

a considerable concentration of value at a single target point. For example, 

a squadron of heavy bradera coating, with their associated tankers and 

penetration aids, perhaps a half a Milice dollars o«r five years, night be 

eliminated. If it were otherwise unprotected, by an enemy Intercontinental 

ballistic nlaalle coating perhaps sixteen alllion dollars, After —v'-c 

allowance for the unreliability and Inaccuracy of the mlsalla, this naans a 

ratio of a<aa tan for ana or better. To achieve safety by bruta mener, in 

so unfavorable a co^etltlon la not likely to be viable econonlcally or 

politically. However, a viable peace time opn-atlon la only the first hurdle 

to be ■umountod. 

At ^ —c”d hurdle — surviving enemy offense — ground alert syatean 

placed deep wltMn a warning net look good ablest a manned bomber attack, auch 

lees good against Intercontinental ballistic alsellee, and not good at all 

against ballistic missiles leached fron the sea. In the last casa, aye teas such 

as the Minútense, which nay be sheltered and dispersed ee well as alert, would do 

tall. Systems Involving launching platform, which ere aobll. sod concealed, such 

as Polaris subnarlnes, bava particular advantage for surviving an enemy off«».. 
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However, there Is a third huidle to be surmounted -- namely that of maKin^ 

the decision to retaliate and communicating it. Here, Polaris, the combat air 

patrol of B-52's, and in fact all of the mobile platforms — under water, on the 

surface, in the air and above the air -- have nevere problems. Long distance 

couwunlcatton may be Jammed and, moat important, consttunicatlon centere any be 

destroyed. 

At the fourtli hurdle -- ability to reach enemy territory with fuel enough 

to complete the miusion -- several of our short-legged systems have operational 

problems such ns coordination with tanaers and using bases clone to the enemy. 

For a good many years to came, up to the mid-I960'8 in fact, this will be a 

formidable hurdle for the greater port of our deterrent force. The next section 

of this article deals with this problem at ooae length. 

The fifth hur*!» le the aggressor's long-ran^ interceptors and close-in 

missile defenses. To get past these might require large number» of planes and 

missiles. (If the high coet of overcoming an earlier obstacle — using extreme 

dispersal or airborne alert or the like -- limita the number of planea or missiles 

bought, this limitation is likely to be penalized disproportionately here.) Or 

getting through may involve carrying heavy loads of radar decoys, electronic 

Jammers and other sids to defense penetration. For exasqple, vehicles like 

Ninutemen and Polaris, which were made small to facilitate dispereal or mobility, 

may suffer here because they can carry fewer penetration aids. 

At the final hurdle — destroying the target in spite of the passive 

defenece that may protect it -- low-payload and low-accuracy système, such 

as Minu temem and Polaris, may be frustrated by blast-res is tant shelters. For 

example, five half-megaton weapons with an average accuracy of 2 miles might be 

expecUd to destroy half the population of a city of 900,000, spread over 
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Uo squar» «11«, provided th. Inhabitant, nr. »Ithout .h.lUr., But If U»y 

provided vi th .halurv «pabla of raalatln« pra.buts, of 100 pound, par a«uara 

inch, approxlantaly 60 auch vaapono vould be ra^ulrad; and daap rock .halter, 

night fore« U» total up to over a thousand. 

Pria« for a retaliatory capability are not dletrlbuted for get Ing over 

one of the« juapa. A «yatam auat get over all ala. A aarlou* atudy of the 

competing .yeta« l0 the lat« hl,«.., « I .tI,.«d .arll.r, will have to 

conaldar the fact that a »arm;ble enemy »111 dealgn hie offen,. „4 hl, Ktlv% 

and p«.iv. 4.fen« .0 .n to exploit the known veakne.oe. of vh.tewr .y.tem. 

». Choo«. Thu sort of gane, « «yan. vho ha. trl^J it kno»., 1. extremely 

difficult to noaojrM end oecmel««. caution in making any early judgment « 

to the «»P«retl„ -rite of th. .«ry costing .yet«.. The 00. thing that 

1* ,P>*r»nt on the bul. of even a preliminary analyala la that getting a 

capability to atrlka eacond In the Uta Six tu. aun, running . hard coure.. 

I hope the« lUuatretlooe »111 euggeat that aa.urlng ourealvea tha pover 

to atrlka back after . ~.lve thermooucl.« .urpri« .tuck 1. by no ««r. „ 

automatic « 1. wlAaly b.lla«d. What c« ». aV tnao on th. nation « to 

«bathar flema ml »ar 1. unllaalyT Th. moat l^orUnt thing to .ay per hap. u 

that It dotan't mak. much .en« to talk about vhathor ganara! war 1. „ 

aot un«., ve .pecify . good d.,1 .1« .bout th. ran« of clrc—Uno« ln »hieb 

the choice of .urprl« .tuck eight ,re«nt lUelf to the Rua.l«., D. term no. 

1. e matter of compamtlw rleke. Hov »mh the Soviet. vlU rlmk In eurprl« 

atteck vi 11 depend In part on tha vulnerability of our futur, pu.tum. Th.« 

rlaka could b. amanar th« the alternative of not etrUlng. 

Vould not a gaoaml thamooucUmr mr .« -.xUnetl«»* for th. ^..or 

ae »en « the defender! "BxtUctlea’ u . .«« that «41/ o«d ««1^1.. 
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iB6;ac fatalitlM in World War II vare more than 20,000,000. Yet Russia 

recovered extremely veU from this catastrophe. There are several quite 

plausible circumstances in the future when the Russians might be confident of 

beina able to limit damage to considerably less than this Lumber — if they 

■sice señal' le strategic choices and ve do not. On the other hand, the risks 

of not striking might at some Juncture appear very great to the Soviets 
* 

involving, for exemple, disastrous defeat in peripheral var, lots of key 

satellite« with danger of revolt spreading — poeelbly to Russia Itself — 

or fear of an attack by ourselves. Then, striking first, by surprise, would be 

the sensible choice for them, sod from their point of view the seller risk 
* 

It should be clear that it is not fruitful to talk about tim likelihood 

of genera^ war without specifying the range of alternatives that are pressing 

on the aggressor and the strategic postures of both the Soviet bloc and the 

West. The balance is not automatic. First, since thermonuclear weapons give 

an enormous advantage to the aggressor, it takes great ingenuity end re all am 

at any given level of nuclear technology to devise a stable equilibrium. And 

second, this technology itself is changing with fantastic speed. Deterrence 

will require an urgent and continuing effort. 

V. THE USES AND RISKS OF BASES CLOSE TO PHE SOVIETS 

It may now be useful to focus attention on the special problems of deterrent 

force, clow to the Soviet l*ion. Flr.t, overseas areas nave played an important 

role in tie past and have a continuing though less certain role today. Second, 

the recent acceleration of production of our intermediate range ballistic 

missiles and tie negotiation of agreements with various NATO powers for their 

tr:, .n* and operation have given our overseas bases a renewed iag>ortance in 

deterring attack on the United States - or so it would appear at first blueh. 
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Ihlrd, an analysis can throw asas light on ths prob Isa» facsà by our alliss in 

da vs loping an lateysatent ability to dstsr all-out attack on tfcaaaalvss and in 

this say it can clarify the auch agitatad question of nuclear sharing. Finally, 

overseas bases affect In aany critics! ways, political and econooic as well as 

military, the status of the alliance. 

Let aa say «onething to begin with about the unes and risks of basing SAC 

bombers overseas, first, on the costs of operating at great range. Suppose we 

design a chemically fueled bomber with the speed and altitude needed to penetrate 

enemy defenses and we want it to operate at a given radius from targat without 

refueling. The weight of such a bomber along with the coat of biding and 

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

Or, taking a specific berioer with s fixed radius, the cost of extending its 

radius by bigrisg and operating aerial tankers will also grow at an increasing 

rats, with additional air refuelings to extend radius. Tbs stats-of-the-art 

during the past decade or so has been such that this has meant a drastic rise 

in costs at distances less than those from bases well within the United States 

to targets well within Russia. Or, looked at another way, for a fixed budget 

this asara s amaliar number of bombers capable of operating from far off than 

from close in to Russia. Indeed, with the actual composition of our tanker and 

bomber force onV a small proportion could be operated from the current conti¬ 

nental United States base system to our Russian targets and back without aoma 

use of overeaos bases. 

At tbs and of the last década, overseas bases appeared to bt an advan¬ 

tageous means of achieving the radius extension needed by our short-legged 

bombers, of permitting them to use several axes of attack, and of lucra as lug 

the number of sortlea pots ibis In the course of an extended campaign. With tba 

grewth of our own thermonuclear stockpile, it became apparent that a long 
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caoptlgp involving r-u^. 0f a largo proportion of our beabar. vaa not 

li^lor to ba nacaary. With the growth of a Rue. l an nuclear Salivary capability, 

U IWCMIB clMr th«t thi» vu Boat unUUly to be feulb^. 

Our orereeu buee oov Uve the dleedvuUge of high «Oaerebllity. 

Beco« they ere clour tJ« the UoitU Sute, to the Soviet Uni«, they «, 

subject to . vutly greeter etteck by . lerger yeri.ty ae veil U niBb.r of 

vehicles. With given «sources, the Soviets Bight deliver « neerby bues 

. freight of botó, vith southing Ilk. » to 100 ties, the yield thet they 

could muster et Intercontlnentel reogs. Mleelle eccurecy would more then 

double. Beceuu there is not «ch specs for obtaining wem tag .. m eny ceu 

u»-rr ere no dupuvuning r«ler net. - «vl, .luce out of our overuse beu. 

ere clue to deep vetar fr« which tuhaarlnes night leunch ales lies, tu 

vein tag problem 1. very ouch oo., uve re thu for tue. ta the interior of 

tha Unitad Statas. 

A. e result, eerly In the Fifties the U.S. Air Force decid« to «cell 

»eny of our beber, to the continental United State, end to uu the overuu 

beu. chiefly for «fueling, pertlculerly put-.trIke ground «fueling. Thl. 

«duced drutlcelly the vuln.«blllty of U.S. botóer. end et the .«» ttae 

«talned -»y of the «vuta«.. of overuu ope retían. For so. yeer. now 

a: tea been «duc tag the mtóer of elrcrrft ueuelly deploy« overuu. The 

purpoee 1. to «duc. vulnemblllty «vl hu little to do with «y inc«„lng 

redlu. of SAC elrcreft. rh. eerly B-52 «dlu. 1. roughly thet of th. B-tf, 

the BJ.7, roughly thet of tre B-ÿO or 8-¾. I„ feet th. «dlu. Imitation 

end the«fore the butag require«»», ve heve dlu«^ will not oteag. eubetu. 

tlelly for eou tlu to c«e. We c«. talk with euguu-etlve confld««. nerc, 
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b.,au« th. U.#, «tratagic foro. 1. IM.Ir larg.ly tjeMraloed for thi. p.rlod 

Such . fore. ch««.. more .lo«ly ü«, 1. g.«rally r.allt^. Th. root 

»joriv Of th. forc. wlU 000.1.1 of mwo«) boober., „4 oo.t of th.« will 

b. of adluB rtatß. Ih. AUm, TUmd, «id Polarl. roclMU, «hon .vollable, 

*“ °r C0Ur“ 40 ’’lth#Ut OV*rM“ b“« (Though It chould be ob.erv.d that 

Ü* Pr0I>0rtl® 01 f’°:Urle “uboarlne. k.vt «t sea c« be mod. larger by th. 

u« of ov.ra«-b«ed «ubarloe Moder..) Thl. 1. not tru. of th. Thor and 

Jupiter. But ln «jy oW, .tr.Ugic 1..11.. .111 b. ln th. nloorlty. EWn 

vith the proJecMd force of «rial Motor., thl. «an, that oo.t of our 

fore., vhlch »111 b. «nned beberá, canot b. uaed at aU ln «tMcto on Um 

Soviet Union »Ithout at lea.t .0« uw of over..«, ar.«. 

Wo night distinguish varying degra. in the Intonslty of .uoh um. 

(1) At one extra, over«« baa.. COuld be .Ij^ly 5,1.0.. to lad boa.r ere», 

by 5»rahute. (r) Or u«y night provide uergency landing facllltle. for the 

boa.r. returning fron target. (3) Th.y night .upport the lading of tal.r. 

afMr they t«Ve fuetod the btnbeie and .0 penait the tra.f.r of larger 

anounM of fuel. (.,) .lay u ^ otaa, b(u;k ^ ^ 

United S tatou (poaibly to be tunal around for aothcr .ortl.). (5) They 

night be used for ataglng bonbert on the »^ to ou ».n « freo the target. 

(6) They night »upport on. or too .uch •turn-round..* (7) At the other 

extreae, u*y eight .upport catlnuou. ojeratlon up to the outbreak of the 

V«. The lent of tn.« type, of u« (involving continuou. clo.e-ln operation 

and expoaure «fore to. outbreak) to, of cour«, to. 00.t vulnarable. Five 

end »lx, vhlch involve expo.ore intoralttontly only, ad after toe «tart of 

var, are lean vulnerable but nonet!*lee. problenatlc. In to. ca« of toe 
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nr.t four, «n .tUclc on the b^e vould not pavent the fulminent by the 

ooober -jl ut a ain^I« laiGsion of l'étal latí on. 

The «.en ,1a! point to be unde 1. that to uee the «Jonty of our force 

VlU ln,0iV° at “““ eaploynent of oversea, area, for the early 
3UU... lD Krjai ^ u>3> bjc4>tro wiu ^ to ^ ^ upgeu 

fron eooe 0.3, baeos within Xàms orlítinal fortv *4^+ u^iginaj. iorty-^i^ht otates without landing 

way back. On u*e other liand, aooe boalar-tej-get ccaatlnationo are not 

xuiout pre-u .get landing (and arc thareforo doubtful). However, 

aost of th. boiabero In the early SUtics will requin, ac** sort of touch 

aoun of the beber or the .«her or both on the way baca to the Unite,. State, 

after fulfilling their miaaion. 

In tills section we have been dleeunelntf »hat I listed earlier a. the 

fourth hurdle, the problen of reaching eneny territo-y with f«! enough to 

complete the nlselon. Thl. i. clearly an Important hurdle In the early 

Sixties. But ho» emportant is It that tl* najorlty of the U.S. force of 

strategic vehicles be able to eunsount this obstóle? This depends o.eentlallj 

on ho. well tie rest of tie force, which dies not have ran«, extension prohibe 

can get over each of tie oUer five obataclce: for example, tie problem of 

surviving attack on tie continental United State, «xl penetrating enemy 

peesive and active defense. Whet I ha-re .aid already will sugge.t -hat theoe 

difficulties are large enough to aa's. one heslu.te to throw away lightly a 

capability that eight be obtained by some fom of radius extension over..«. 

Some touch do«, overseas will remain useful to moot U.3. bomber., which 

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

On tie other hand, because timas base, are within range of ,o large a 

proportion of Russian striking power and aub.>ct to attact with .0 little 

notice, their use by bombers will be severly limited In fora. 
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of -Uw b*M* for Thor and Jupiter, our first in te mediate range 

ballistic alsallna? Theae hare to be close to the eoen^y, and they must of 

course be operating bases, not merely refueling stations. (This is cos of 

the many differences between the missile and the aircraft. Contrary to the 

usual belief, quite a few, though not all, of these differences favor the 

aircraft as far as ground vulnerability is concerned.) The Thors and Jupiters 

will be continuously in rangs of an enormous Soviet potential for surprise 

ïba®e installations therefore re-open, in a most acute form, sosa of 

the serious questions of ground vulnerability that vers raised about six years 

ago in connection with our overseas bomber bases. The decieic« to station 

the Thor and Jupiter missiles overseas has been our principal public response 

to the Russian advances in rocketry, and perhaps our moat plausible response. 

Because it involves our ballistic missiles it appears directly to answer the 

Russian rockets. Because it involves using European bases, it appears to 

make up for the range superiority of the Russian intercontinental missile. 

And moat l^ortant, it directly involves the NATO powers and gives them an 

element of control. 

rhara la no question that it was genuinely urgent not only to meet the 

Russian threat but to do so visibly, in order to save the loosening NATO alliance. 

Our allies were fearful that the Soviet ballistic missiles might meen that we 

were no longer able or willing to retaliate against the Soviet Ubi on in case of 

an attack on than. We fcju»tened to make public a reaction which would restore 

their CAfldence. This move surely appears to increase our own power to strike 

beck, and also to give our allias a deterrent of their own, independent of our 

decision. It has aleo been argued that in this respect it merely advances the 
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iBwlUbl« d»u »t which our hllloo will «qui» -«od.nl’ «.voo. of u»lr own, 

Md th»t It wld.ru the rmng, of Soviet chollen«., which luiup. cu «Mt. But we 

tust fue Mrloualy the nueetlon whether this «ove will usure either the eblllty 

to re teilet, or the decl.loo to etteept It, on the put of our eUl.e, or oureelve. 

And we should uk et the very lout whether further expenslon of this policy win 

buy ne euch re tell «tory power e» other w«¿-e of upend Ln* the coneldereble etsu 

involved, flnelly, it is laportut to be cleei whether the Thor end Jupiter 

ectually Inc re eu the flexibility or rug, of respcne. evellebl. to our elllee. 

One Juetlflcetlon for this nove ergues thet It disperses retell.tory weepons 

end thet this Is the most effective eenctlon .«einet the then«»ucl.er eggreesor. 

I h-ve elreedy utlclpeted this cíela In ay eerller dl.cue.lon of the llaltetlco. 

of dispersei. At this point, however, It Is uuful to cacen t on one ver lent of 

the • lap is dispersei erguænt which le usually advanced In connection with over- 

eeaa beses, neasly thet they provide e wldespreed diene reel end thle In putlculer 

InpoMs Insoluble problee. of coordtnetlou. Thle ergcuent needs exsalnetlon. 

There Is of couru ecethlng In the notion thet forcing the eneey to ettuk aany 

politice! entitles Increeeee the Mrlouenese of hie declelai. (However, 

(e) this ceo't be very per.uulv.ly ergved „ the juetlflcetl« for the HONe 

since they will edd few If any new political entitles to our current ——u 

aircraft bau syetee which would have to be attacked by the Russians In order to 

destroy our bo.bere; end, as w, .hell dl.cuee, (b) where loc.tlon In a foreign 

country neue Joint centrol, we nay not be able to use the bau la retaliation.) 

There 1. nothing on the other huid, or very little, In the notion that diepereal 

in never el countries aekes the protlea of deetructlon wore difficult in the 

military sense. Dispersal to increase enemy force remírente does not Involve 

upare««, by oceans .. just by the lethal disasters of •»ty boots. And Urn 
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•oowwnr of ■■ DOM rtqulrM high-yi.id MitM«., u< .uch . oaribtatU« of In- 

•c-ur»c/ uid bl(h yUld, «611* quit* tpproprUt* and Adequate a«»ln»t urprot*ct*d 

t*r«*t* In * general «ould scarcely cane ulthln oven the aoet. Ux, in fK.t 

neueee, definition of Halted vor. *«6 e wopen 1. Inappropriate for even 

the nuclear «erlety of Halted vor, and It 1* totally ueelee* for vetlng the 

*ld* variety of provocation that I. well 6.1o. the threehold of nuclear rospon«. 

»1 the other bend, though a contribution of Amrtcen eld. It any not be without 

coot to the recipient. Ineofor oa thee* Mopona are expenelve to operate uid 

• upper t they ere likely to di aplace a conventional capability that might be 

•«nulnely ueeftil In Halted engogeaents. More Hçortent, they are likely to be 

u**d en an encue* for budget cutting. In thle vv they .111 accelerate the 

general trend toward dependence on all-out reepone* and eo will have the appealte 

•ffwct to the aM clalmd. 

«•wrthalAM, If tía Thor and JupiUr haw thaw dafecta, alght not 

futura «aa»oa b. fwa of tha.T 8c- of ti*.a dafacta, of courw, will be overeo» 

in ti». Solid fuala or .tortóla lifuida will eventually replace liquid oxygen, 

reliabllitiea «/ill increaae, varloua foraa of «oblllty or portability will beco» 

feulblw, accuracUa mmy ewn co» down to i^gione of interest in limitad wara. 

lut the» ara all year* away. In coneaquence, the dlaeuaaion win be advanced if 

a little aere praclaion ia glwn such ter» ae -aieailea" or "motorn* or "^vanead 

wapone.” Vw arw not diatributlng a ga»ric "aodarn" vwapon with all the virtue« 

of flexibility for um la a wide rwo* of atteeke and lowulmrabllity le all-out 

»r. Finally, even with advance« in the «tete-of-the-art on our oide, it will 

continue to be hard to »intain a deterrent, and even harder close m under the 

eneay'« gun« than further off. 3o» of the principal difficulties I have sketcbwl 

will remain and other« will grow. This 1. of particular interest M our alii«. 
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vho do not hav* qui le tiia saxae freedom to choose between baaing at intercon¬ 

tinental and point-blank range. The characteristic limitations of "oversees" 

basing concern them since, for the laost part, unlike ourselves, they live 

" ove rae as. " 

It follows ti»at, though a wider distribution in the ownership of nuclear 

weapons may be inevitable, or at any rate likely, it is by no means inevitable 

or even very likely that the power to deter un all-out tnermonoclear attack by 

Russia will be widespread. This is true even though a minor power would not 

need to guarantee as large a retaliation as we in order to deter attack on 

itself. Unfortunately, the minor powers have Goalier resources as well as 

poorer strategic locations. A multiplicity of such independent retaliatory 

General Gallois argues that, while alliances will offer no guarantee, "e 
small number of bombs and a small number of carriers suffice for a threatened 
power to protect itself again»!, atomic destruction." (Réalités , op. clt., 
p. 71.) iiis msaerlcal illustrations give the defender some 400 underground 
launching sites ( ibid., p. 22 and Tie Reporter, op. clt., p. 25) and ouggeat 
that their elimination would require between 5,00C and 25,000 missiles — which 
is "mort or lass impossible" -- and that in any case the aggressor would not 
survive the fallout from his own weapons. Whether these are large numbers of 
targets from tl*e standpoint of the aggressor will depend on the accuracy, yield 
and reliability of offense weapons ac well as the resistance of the defender's 
shelters and a number of other matters not specified in the argument. General 
Gallois is aware that, the expectation of survival depends on distance even in 
the ballistic miss i.le age and that our allies are not so fortmate in this 
respect. Close-in missiles have better tomb yields and accuracies. Horeover, 
manned aircraft -- with still better yields and accuracies -- can be used by 
un aggressor here since warning of their approach la very short. Suffice it 
to say that the numerical advantage General Gallois cites Is greatly exaggerated. 
Furthermore, he exaggerates the destructiveness of the retaliatory blow against 
the aggressor's cities by the remnants of the defender's missile force -- even 
assuming tlie aggressor would tiuce no special measures to protect his cities. 
But particularly for the aggresaor -- who does not lack warning -- a civil 
defense program can moderate the damage done by a poorly organ!ted attack. 
Finally, the suggestion that the aggretaor would not survive th» fallout from 
hia own weapons is o mply in error. The rapid decay fission products which 
are tlie major lethal problem in the locality of a surface-burst weapon are not 
a serious difficulty for the aggressor. The amount of tue alow decay producta, 
Btrontium-90 and cesium-137/ in the atmosphere would increase considerably 
more than the amounts that have been produced by lhe rather large number of 
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ünit^d òtmtm* nttalUtory powr. aa a contribution to áatarring all-out 

attack on th» Uni tad S ta tee then, the Thor and Jupiter baeet seem unliiceiy to 

coqp&re favorably with other alternatives. If nevapaper references to hard 

bargaining by eoae of our future hoato are to be believed, it would seem that 

auch negotiations have '(»een conducted under misapprehensions on both o ideo aa to 

the benefits to the United States. 

But many proponents of the distribution of Thor and Jupiter -- and poaaibly 

son* of our allies -- have in mind not an increase in U.S. deterrence but the 

development of an independent capability in each of several of the NATO powers 

to deter all-out attack against themselves. This would be a useful thing if it 

can be managed at boob supportable cost and if it does not entail the sacrifice 

of even more critical measures of protection. But aside fron the special, problems 

of Joint control, which would affect the certainty of response adversely, precisely 

who their legal owner is will not affect the retaliatory power of the Thors snd 

Jupiters one way or the other. They would not be able to deter any attack which 

they could not survive. It is curious that many who question the capability of 

American overscan tases /for example, our bomber banes in the United Kin^icm) 

simply assume that, for our allies, possession of strategic nuclear weapons is 

one with deterrence. 

It remains to examine the view that the provision of these weapons will 

broaden the range of response open to our allies. Tne proponents do not seem to 

regard an addition of capability for RATO at the all-out end of the spectrum as 

the required broadening; but if they do, they are faoed with the question 

previously considered: the actuality of this all-out rasponee under all-out 

attack. Insofar as this view rests on the belief that the interwdiate range 

ballistic missile Is adapted to limited ear, It Is vide of the 
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ckpabllitÿ to •trLko flrot. A .urpruin« proportion of to. d.b«u on <tor.nM 

poney h« betrayed thi. oonfuelon. H.tchlae «chnolo^c^ develo^u aro 

U**fal f0r pr'‘tlg“’ Buch ‘‘««»•trotlono hov, « vital function ln preaervlng 

U» alliance «al m ro«.urln« the neutral ponera. But propaganda 1. not enough 

The only reaaonably certain nay of maintaining a reputation for atrength la to 

dleplay an actúa! poner to our friend, aa well aa our enenlea. We ahould «k 

then whether further evpanalon of the current program, for baaing Thor and 

Jupiter le an efficient way to Increaee American retaliatory poner. If ove rae aa 

ba~. are con.ld.rod too vulnerable for -nned bo*.re. .1U not ue .am. be 

true for aieeilee? 

The baa la for the hopeful laçreeolon that they mil not la rather vague, 

including a al.turo of hypothetical proper»., of balll.tic mla.Ue. m vhlch 

per rape the dominant element la their auppoeed much more rapid, "puah-button* 

roa jonae. What need, to be conalderod hero are the re.ponro time of auch 

Blaallea (including decl.lon, proparatlon, and launch tleas), and hon they 

®re to be defended. 

The decision to fir. a mlaallo with a thermonuclear uarhead 1. much luuder 

to m^e th«, a decision ai^ly to .tart a mnned aircraft on it. nay, nlth oni.ro 

to return to bW unleaa Inatructl to c«tlnu. to it. aa.lgned target. Thl. 

la the "fmi-erfe* procedure practice by the U.S. Air Force. In ccotroet, cmc. 

. ml..», i. launched, there 1. no method of recall or deflection which 1, not 

• abject to ruk. of electronic or »e=h«lcal falluro. Iheroforo auch a decl.lon 

«uat welt for much more unamblguou. avldenc. of enemy Intention.. It must and 

take a longer time to aeae and i. u„ lltov to be und. .t all. Whan 

more than one co»tiy 1. involved, u* joint decl.lon la larder .till, eine, 

there 1. opportunity to dl.agro. about the «rdgulty of the evidence. « 
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«•11 m to ookt aoporato oonoldtrmUcno of national intoroit. Tho itnicturo of 

tho HATO doc lo ion procooo on ouch looo acoentous matter* le complicated, and it 

ahould bo ïacoffiUod that ouch coaplaxity haa much to do with the genuino concern 

of tho variouo HATO powere about tho danger of accidentally etarting World War III. 

Such fears will not bo diminished with the advent of IKBM0. In fact, the »re 

widespread dispersion of nuclear armed mise ilea raise* measurably the poesibility 

of accidental outbreak. 

Second -- the preparation and launching time. It la quite erroneous to 

suppose that by contrast with manned bombers the first IKBJU can be launched 

almost a* simply aa pressing a button. Count-down procedure* for early missile* 

are liable to Interruption, and the cryogenic character of the liquid oxygen fuel 

limits the readiness of their response. Unlike JP-4, the fuel used in Jet bombers, 

liquid oxygen cannot be held for long periods of tine in these vehicles. In this 

respect such miss Ileo will be leas ready than alert bombers. 

Third — the warning available. Hy previous canner.ta have suggested that 

warning against both manned bomber and ballistic or cruise missile attack la 

most difficult overseas In areas cloee to the enemy. But thle is related also 

to a fourth problam, namely that of active defenas. The lees warning, the mors 

difficult this problem Is. And the problem io a serious one, therefore, not 

only against bailla tic missile attacks but, for example, against low altitude or 

various circuitous attacks by manned aircraft. 

And finally, passive defense by means of shelter la mors difficult given 

the larger boob yields, better accuracies and larger farces available to the 

Rusa i an* at such close range. And if Urn proas reports aire correct, the 

Installations planned do not contemplate bomb-resistant shelters. If this is 

so, it should be taken into account In measuring any act\mJ contribution to the 
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coopdlüÄtloo proklM rtfsrrtd to 1« vtry widoly ala understood. It* critical par4, 

of tí* bu*b«r coordination prob lam dependa oapeciaUy on the tina spent with Id 

warning nets rather than aiaply the tin* of travel, and warning, cs I have 

stressed, is difficult to com* by, close to the Soviets. Moreover there is not 

very mjch difference fer the ene^y in the task of coordinating bember attacks an 

•uro,, wd U» .»Un. cout of tb. Itoiud SUU., »y, «d U» Job of coordio.Uog 

ottbclu on our o»t and va.t coute. But the cuo of an eneny b&Illetlc alesilo 

•tuck la Boat UlimLnatü^. Theae alaallee ara launched «rtlcally and, ao to 

•BMk, do not cara la »hieb direction they are told to proceed -. their tlaac on 

trajectory era eminently calculable «nd, ell«In* a cuahlon for felluree and 

felagre, tlaea of firing can be arranged for near-a laul tana cue inpact on nany 

diaper»* pointe, on Okln»a and the tfclUd alago« «a «aU » on California and 

Ohio. Moreover, It la relevant to recall that thaw far-flung baaea, vhila 

dliUat fron each other and froa the United State., are on the uhole clow to 

the aoeay. They require for their ellaOnatlon therefore a aullar expandí tura 

of reaourcea « the put of Rum la than targe ta at Intercontinental ranga. For 

eloee-in taróla the SovleM can uw a largar variety of vaapona carrying larger 

FSjrlMds a*d with ioprovsd, occurociss. 

Tbm amine «PpoaiUMas of n mrsoss-hss«! Thor aod Jupltar os an «nevar 

to a Rue.Ian InUrcontlnantal baUlatlc nlaalle ate» not ao euch from any 

careful analyela of their retaliatory pover under attack ae fron the dlrectneaa 

of the comparison they auggeat: a rocket vlth a i-ocket, an InUrcontlnantal 

capability vlth a baae at clour range to the tar^t. In thle reaped the reedy 

otplAlea on the aubjut raflecu the b»lc confuaion, referred to at the beginning 

of this eaaay, ee to the natura of tha Uchnologlcal rece. It cooc.lv». the 

prob Isa of dstsrrsncs as that of siaply aatchlng or axcasding tha «cgrsssor'a 
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ohorter tine to target and possibly larger and x>re accurately delivered 

veoponfl -- provided, of course, tl* blunting force aurvives the firet 

attack. T)ii8 la not likely to be a high confidence capability of the uort 

we aeek in the deterrent itaelf; but it aight make a very real difference 

under some ci reuma tance a of attack, particularly if Uæ enemy attack were 

poorly coordinated, an it aight be if the war were started by an accident. 

In this caae the first wave aight be amaller and Less well organized th«i 

in a carefully prepared attack. The chance of even eooe of our unprotected 

planea or missiles surviving would be greater. Moreover a larger portion of 

the attacker’s force would remain on base, not yet ready for a following 

attack. Using aotae portion of our force not in retaliation but to spoil tha 

follow-up raid by killing or at least disrupting tue matching of bombera with 

tankers, bombera with bombera, bombera with decoys, and bombers with missiles 

could reduce both the number of attackers reaching our defenses and the 

effectiveneca of tneir formation for getting through. It would be a fetal 

mistake to count on poor planning by an aggressor, but, given the considerable 

reduction in -lamage it might enable, it is prudent to have the ability to 

exploit auch an error. 

One caution should be observed. A force capable of blunting a poorly 

started aggression and equipped with informetion os to enemy deployment*, 

might destroy e poorly protected enemy strategic force before the latter got 

started. Miss ilea placed near the enemy, even if they could not retaliate, 

would have a potent capability for atriking first by surprise. And It might 

not be easy for the enemy to discern their purpose. The existence of euch 

e force might be a considerable provocation nnd in fact a dangerous une in 



P-1^72 
11-6-50 
-31- 

t ,1*r‘oe it would place a great burden on the deterrent force which 

more than ever would have tc guarantee extreme risita to the attacker -- 

vorae than the risks of waiting in the face of thi. danger. When not coupled 

vitfa the ability to .trike in retaliation, auch a capability would sugge.t - 

crrooeoualy to be eure in the caae of the democracies -. an intention to 

• trike firrt. It would tend to provoke rather than to deter general war. 

One final use for our overseas bases should be mentioned, namely their 

use to eupport operations in a limited war. Their importance here is both 

more con.ld.rebl, and likely to be mo« lasting than their increasingly 

restricted utility to deter attack on the United States. Particularly in 

conventional limited wars, destructive force is delivered in smaller units 

and, in onerai, requires a great number of sorties over an extended period 

of time. It is conceivable that we might attempt the intercontinental 

delivery of iron bombs as weU a. ground troops and ground-support elemente. 

The problem of intercontinental versus overseas bombers Is mainly a matter 

: '«te, provided we have the time and freedom to choose the composition of 

our force and our budget site. But there would be enormous differences in 

costs between distant and clow-in repeated delivery at a given rate of high 

explosives. 

I .'.ope that ay focu. so far on the critical problaa of deterring central 

var ha. not led the renter to hellere that I consider the problem of i.-:.-,, 

»ar either unimportant or soluble by uau of the strataglc threat. Shiite the 

contrary 1. the ■«.. in fact It rould be appropriate to say sonsthing .bout 

the limitations as well as the necessity of strataglc deterrence m th.<s as 

well at other connections. But first let ns .ua up the ia., and risks of 

baa«« cIom to th. Soriet Union. The« bues are .object to an attack 
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pcwers might t» d*«lr&blm as a aubatituU for tt* principal currant function 

of tha allianca. But thay will not ba easy to achieve. Mere membership in 

tha nuclear club might carry with it prestige, as the applicants and ncuinees 

•xpect, but it will ba rather expansive, and in time it will be clear that 

it does not necessarily confer any of the expected privileges enjoyed by the 

two charter aeabars. The burden of deterring a general war as distinct from 

limited wars is still llxely to be 00 the Uhl ted States and therefore, so far 

as our allies are concerned, on the alliance. 

In cloeing tnese remarks on the special problems of overseas bases, it 

should be observad that I have dealt with only one of tha function, of these 

basas: their usa as a support for the strategic deterrent force. They have 

a variety of military, political and economic roles which are beyond tha 

•cope of this paper. Expenditures in connection with the construction or 

operation of U.S. bases, for example, are a form of economic aid and, 

moreover, a form that 1. rather palatable to the Contre... There are other 

function, in a central war where their importance amy be very considerable. 

In csee deterrence falls, they might support a counterattack which could 

blunt the strength of an ene^y follow-up attack, and so reduce Urn 

done to our cities. Their chief virtue here is precisely the proximity to 

the enemy which makes them pr^blemeUc ss a deterrent. Promixlty «ans 

in -our— of testing by the three nuclear 
powers. This might for example, if nothing were done to counter it. Increase 

tSlÍSfld*nC*,0f "lively rssw diseases £ 
However, such a calamity, implying an Increase of, say, 20,000 

I* °f ^00^000 of an entirely differed ortoî 
.rt» the catastropiie involving tens of millions of deaths, which General Gallóla 
contemplates elsewhere. And there are measures that mi «hi reduce 

(î®! TC* RAND CorPoratlon Report R-322-ÍC, Report on a 
Study of Mem-Military Defense. July 1, I958. ) - 
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d^livwring bo re bombs *lth larger yield* and greater accuracies and vith less 

earning than bases at intercontinental range. Whether they are under American 

command, or completely elthin the control of one of our allies or oubject to 

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

deterrent force. 

VI. THE INADEQUACY OF STRATEGIC DC TERRENCE, AND ITS NECESSITY 

The inadequacy of deterrence is a familiar story. Western forces at the 

end of the ear eere larger than those of the Soviet Union and its satellites. 

We demobilised auch more extensively, relying on nuclear weapons to maintain 

the balance of East-West military poeer. This eaa plausible then because 

nuclear power was all on our sida. It waa our bomb. It seemed only to complete 

the preponderance of American power provided by our enormous industrial Debili¬ 

tation baae and to dispense with the need to keep it mobilised. It would 

compensate for the extra men kept under aros by the East. 

But the notion of massive retaliation as a responsible retort to peripheral 

provocations vanished in the harsh light of a better understanding here 

abroad that the Soviet nuclear delivery capability meant tremandous losses to 

the United States if we attacked then. And uov Europe has begun to doubt that 

we would make the sacrifice Involved in using SAC to answer an attack directed 

at it but not at ourselves. 

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

to meet limited aggression with a limited response are on fins ground in suggest¬ 

ing that a massive response on such an occasion would be unlikely and the threat 

to use it therefore not believed. Moreover this argument Is quite enough to 

make clear the critical need for more serious development of the power to omet 

limited aggressions. Another argument, which will not hold water and which la 
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1» fKt ¿»»rou., u «OMtlatt uMd: LUtJ* wt u, lltoly, .M.r.d »»r 

laprobtblc. «. h.« «« that tbl. al.ta^ . pOMlbiUty for lu fulflU«ot. 

Th, 11 kail boot of both »norol «d lltU. var, U contlodent « «hot w do. 

Norbovor, U>.M »rob^nnu. not lod.pwd.nt. A liait»! «w iarolvln« th. 

•ajor powra la aijlo.lv». in thl. elrcuMUnca tba Uballhood of «toaral var 

Ineraaaaa paltably. Tb. dwgar of gw.r.1 vw cw b, fait m .vary local 

aklmiah lairolrla« tha gra.t povara. But bacauM tba balança of tarror la 

•W»»d, alaoat unlvaraaUy, to —ur. u. that all-out «ar am not occur, 

ad Tocata, of «nduat»! daUnano. haw propowd to fu th. luit, of lui ti 

conflict U «V* «Weh naclact thU iUn^r. A fa. of th. propoaalB M. u 

f*et quit« r»ckl««t. 

tba a^haala of th. Inata, of IUI tat 1« h« baan « tha high rath«- 

th« on th. lo. «m Of tha ayaetrua of Thay h^ talUd m p^ieuur 

of nuclaar luitl ^ « th. —Uptlon that nuda« «apeo, am favor th. 

dafandar rathar th« tha adgr.awr »id that th. H«t c« dapwd on th.« to 

c«pandata for «n «« «nvantlonal an. P.rh^. thU »111 .»und nlni.owt 

to the raadar. Thaw ara, wndwtly, our Uctlcd nuclaar buba. I „ »fruid 

that thl. b.llaf »111 not loo« atand th. harah light of »ialy.1, and that It »ill 

r«ulah Ilka ita pradacaaaor, tha conforubl, notion that w had a awopoly of 

atutadc nuclaar »a«on. «d that thaw only ecopiât« th. w..uro 

apwlflc^, th. Awrlcw pn.pood.rwc. I xnov of no cwvinclng avldwc that 

titled nuclaar »•««. favor th. daf.ndar cthar th« th. aggeor 1, both 

• Ida. uw .uch ib. anguínt run. that th. off«», raqui... conc.ntr.tlon 

and ao th. aggrawor wearily prwi«.. tn, dafandar »1th . lucrativa .tule 

t^t. Tbl. Ignora, th. f«t that. In . dallwud nucí.« «apon itwif, th. 

off«», h« « «»«ou. cancantratlOD of fore. Tb. ua. of nuclaar ».aten, u 

Haiti vac alght aaka It p<».lbla for th. a«gr.mr to allalnat. th. .«l.tl«« 
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forces of the defender end to get the ear over, reaching hie Halted objective 

before the defender or his allies can mobilité nev forces. Like all-out nuclear 

ear it puts a premium on surprise and forces in being rather than on mobilité- 

tiuo potential ehich is the area in ehlch the West has an advantage. 

I aa inclined to believe that eoet of these who rely on tactical nuclear 

weapons as a substitute for disparities in conventional forces have in general 

presupposed a cooperative Soviet attacker, one who did not use atonic weapons 

hiaMlf. Us re again Is an instance of Western-preferred Soviet strategies, this 

t in applied to limited war. Ironically, according to reports of Soviet tactical 

exercises described In the last few years In the military newspaper. The Bed Star, 

atomic weapons ere in general employed only by the offense, the defender apparently 

employing Soviet-preferred Western strategies. The syemetry of the optimism of 

last and West here could be quite deadly. 

Whether or not nuclear weapons favor ths West in limited war, there still 

remains the question of whether euch 11ml ta ti ans could be made stable. Korea 

illustrated the possibility of a conventional limited war which did not bee cue 

nuclear, though fought in the ere of nuclear weapons. It remains to be seen 

whether there are any equilibrium points between the use of conventional and 

all-out weapons. In fact the emphasis on ths grad us loess of the graduated 

deterrents may be misplaced. The Important thing would be to find some disconti¬ 

nuities If these steps are not to lead too smoothly to general war. Nuclear 

limited war, simply because of the extreme swiftness end unpredictability of its 

moves, the necessity of delegating authority to local ccnmeoders, end the possi¬ 

bility of sharp and sudden desperate refermais of fort uns, would put the greatest 

strain on ths deterrent to all-out thermonuclear war. 

*1 aa indebted to an unpublished paper of Mr. Constantin Melnik for this 
reference. 
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For thi■ rtMOc I bell«r* that It would bo Appropriât« to ««phaolM the 

Importance of expanding a conventional capability roaliotically and, in particular, 

research And develop«t in non-nuclear aodea of warfare. Theee have been 

financed by pitifully anal! budge ta. Yet I would conjecture that if one considers 

the implications of aodern surface-to-air missiles in the context of conventional 

war in which the attacker hae to make aany sortiee and expoae hl«If to recurring 

attrition, theee weapons would look ever to ouch better than they do when faced, 

for exaapl«, with the heroic task of knocking down 99 per cent of a wave of, 

oay, one thousand nuclear bonbon. Similarly, advances in anti-tank wire-guided 

alee ilea and anti-paroonnel fragen tat ion we apena, which have been aentlooed 

from time to time in the proee, eight help redreaa the currant balance of Eaet- 

Weot conventional forcee without, however, removing the oecesolty for spending 

more mmmj in procurement ae well ee research end development. 

The In tarde pende ocios of limited and total ear dec is lone make it clear that 

the dove logent of any powerful limited war capability, and in particular a 

nuclear one, only underline, the «d, at the Same time, for Insuring retaliation 

against all-out attack. An aggressor must constantly weigh the dangers of all-out 

attack against the dañare of waiting, of not striking -all-out.- Sharp reversals 

in a limited war can increase the dangers of waiting. But finally there is no 

question at this late date that atratagic da terrenes is inadequate to answer 

limited provocation. 

8tra%**lc Ssterrence has other Inadequacies besides its limitations in 

counection viti limited war. Some of these concern air defense. The power to 

* rational sUhxjI attack does act relieve us of the responsibility for 

defending our cit es in csss deterrence fails. It should be said at once that 

•uah a defease is not a satisfactory substitute for deterring a carefully planned 

surprise attack since defense against such an attack is extraordinarily difficult. 
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I knov in fact of no high confidence vay of avoiding enonaoue <3-nage to our 

cities in a var Initiated by an aggressor with a emprise thermonuclear attack. 

The only way of preventing ouch damage with high confidence is to prevent tlie 

war. But if we could obtain e. leakproof air defense, aany thingo would change. 

A limited war capability, for example, would be ^important. Massive re tali at ion 

against even minor throats, since it exposed us to no dan^r, might be credible. 

Deterring attack would also not be very important. Of courue if both oides led 

such defenses, deterrence would not be feasible either, but this again would be 

insignificant since strategic war would be relatively harmless -- at least to 

the targets on both sides If not to the attacking vehicles. It is e curiois? 

paradox of our recent intellectual history that, among the pioneers of both the 

balance of terror theory of automatic deterrence end the small nuclear weapon 

theory of limited or tactical war were the last true believers in the possibility 

of near perfect defense -- whicn would have made deterrence infeasible and both 

it and the ability to fight limited war unimportant. However, in spite of the 

periodic announcements of "technological breakthroughs," tie goal of emerging 

unscathed from a surprise thermonuclear attack has gotten steadily more remote. 

On the other hand, this does not mean that we can dispense with the defense 

of cities. In spite of de terruño e a thermonuclear war could be tripped by 

accident or miscalculation. In this case, particularly since the attack might 

be less well planned, a combination of spoiling counterattacks and active and 

passive defenses might Limit the site of the catastrophe. It might c»an, for 

example, the difference between fifty million survivors and a hundred and twenty 

million survivors, and it would be quite wrong to dismiss this as an unimportant 

difference. 

If strategic deterrance is not enough, is it really necessary at all? 

Many sensitive and serious critics of Western defense policy have expressed 
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the'.r d*«p Alssatlsfaction vith tba atrapagy of datarme«. Moraovar, «Inca 

tliay hava alaoat ail aaauBod a balança of tan-or — datanmee nearly 

«ffortlaaa, thalr dlaaatlafaction with deterrence might vary veil deepen If 

they accept the rien prevented here, that deter:anca la moat difficult. 

Dl#t**t* for *** Product should not be leseened by an Increase in 1U coot. 

I mat c «afeas that the picture of the vor Id that I hava presented is unpleasant. 

Strategic daterranca vill be hard. It lapoeaa sons danger«, of ita ovn. In any 

cam, though a keystone of a defensa policy, it Is only a part, not the vhole. 

The critica who feel that deterrence la "bankrupt," to use the word of one of 

then, eomtlme sey that ve etreaa deterrence too much. I believe this is quite 

wrong If it mana that va are devoting too auch effort to protect our power to 

retaliate, but I think It quite right If it naans that ve have talked too much 

of a strategic threat aa a substitute for aany things it cannot replace. 

Mr. Kennen, for example, reject# the bmb as salvation, but explicitly grants it 

a sorry valúa aa a deterrent. (In fact he grants it rather more than I since in 

hla policy of dlaengagmeqt It seem that he would substitute a threat semthing 

like that of massive retaliation for even conventional American and Ingllah forcee 

on the Continent.) 

On the vhole, X think the burden of the critic Isa of deterrence has been 

the inadequacy of a thermonuclear capability and frequently of, what la not really 

deterrence at all, the threat to strike first. But it would be a fatal mistake 

to confusa the Inadequacy of strategic deterrence with its disposability. 

Daterranca Is not dispensable. If the picture of the world I have drawn Is rather 

bleak, it could nonetheless be cataclysmically worse. Suppose both the Ubi ted 

States and the Soviet Union had the pmer to destroy each others* retaliatory 

forces and society, given the opportuaity to administer the opening blow. In 

, the situation would be something like the old-fashioned Western gun this 0 
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duel. It would be extraordinarily rleky for one side not to attempt to destroy 

the other, or to delay doing so. Hot only can it emerge unecatned by striking 

first; this Is the only way it can have a reasonable hope of emerging at all. 

Such a situation is clearly extremely unstable. On the other hand, if it is 

clear that the aggressor too will suffer catastrophic damage in the event of 

his aggression, he then turn strong reason not to attack, even though he can 

administer great damage. A protected retaliatory capability has a stabilizing 

influence not only in deterring rational attack, but aleo In offering every 

inducement to both powers to reduce the chance of accidental detonation of war. 

Our own interest In "fall-safe" responses for our retaliatory forces illustrates 

this. A protected power to strike beck does not come automatically, but it can 

hardly be stressed too much that it is worth the effort. 

There are many other goals for our foreign as well as our military policy 

which have great impórtanos : the strengthening of the alliance and of the 

neutral powers, economic development of the lees advanced coiatrlee, negotiations 

to reduce the dangers of deliberate or accidental outbreak, and some attempts to 

settle the outstanding differences between the Kost and Vest. These other 

objectives of military ana foreign policy are important and many of than are 

vital. But an vmsentlmantal appraisal suggests no sudden change in nrospect and 

in particular no easy removal of the basic East-West antagonisms. Short of soma 

hard-to-manage peaceful elimination of the basic antagonisms, or a vast 

successful program of disanaamsnt, it would be irresponsible to surrender the 

deterrent. But in fact progress In disarmament too will be made easier if it 

is complemented by a defense against aggression. 
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VII. OrrSRRlNCE, ACCIDENTS AND DISARMAMENT 

A <Ut*rr«nt «trau^r la aiaed at e rational ena«,/. Without a detarrant, 

g »na ral «ar la likely. With It, houavar, «ar ml^t atlll occur. Thla la one 

reaaoQ detarrance la only a part and not the «hola of a military and foreign 

policy. 

In fact, there le v«ry unpleasant interact loo. In order to reduce the 

riek of a rational act of aggraaaloo, ve are being forced to undertake »asuras 

(increased alertness, dispersal, nobility) «hich, to a smaller extent but still 

significantly, increase th* risk of an irrational or unintentional, act of «ar. 

The accident problem, «hich has occupied an increasingly prominent place in 

newspaper headlines during the past year. Is a serious one. It «ould be a 

great mistake to dismiss the recent Soviet charges on this subject as simply 

pert of the «ar of oarvea. In a clear sense the great multiplication and spread 

of nuclear ansa throughout the «orld, the drastic increase in the degree of 

readiness of these weapons, and the decrease in the ti» available for the 

deciaior on their use must Inevitably rai» the risk of accident. Though they 

«ere not in The»«lvee likely to trigger mi sunder a tend log, the B-A7 accidenta 

this year at Sldl Slimane and at Florence, South Carolina, and the recent Nike 

explosion (of which an Ar^ officer in the local comaand said, *A disaster 

which could not happen did.*) suggest the problem. And they are Just a 

beginn lag. 

•orta of accidenta that could happen. Thera can be 

electronic or mechanical failures of the sort Illustrated by the BJ*7 and 

Nike mishaps; there can be aberrations of Individuals, perhaps, quite low 

U» the eche It» of c<ra»nd; and, finally, thara can be niacalculatiooa on 
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the pAj-t of «overnænta as to enemy Intent and the meaning of aabiguoun signala. 

(W*th the rising noise level of alarms on the International scene and the 

shortening of the time available for such aowntoua decisions, this possibility 

beconss more real; vltfa the widespread distribution of nuclear weapons with 

separate national controls, it is possible that there will be separate calcula¬ 

tions of national interest. These could indicate a cause for all-out war to 

some nation doing the calculating which, from our standpoint, would be quite 

inadequate. That is, fron our standpoint, a "miscalculation.") 

What I have eaid does not imply that all deterrent atrategiea risk accident 

equally. The contrary is the case. One of tne principles of selecting a 

strategy should be to reduce the chance of accident, wherever we can, without 

a corresponding increase In vulnerability to a rational surprise attack. (Tha 

problem of obtaining warning of a surprise attack, deciding on a response and 

casam in lea ting tne decision - which last is especially acute for the mobile 

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

both goals: to deter a rational act of war and to reduce the chance of its 

happening by accident.) This is the significance of Um recently adopted 

"fail-safe" procedures for launching SAC whicn came to the public notice in 

connection with th. U.H. debates last May. Such a procedure require that 

bomiers, flushed by soem» serious yet not unambiguous warning, return to base 

unless they are specifically directed to continue forward. If the alarm is 

false, the bombers will return to uase even if there is a failure in radio 

ronsnunicatlons. If Urn alarm was in response to an actual attack and bom 

radio ccxmaunlcations should fail, this failure would mean only a small 

percentage diminution of Um force going on to target. The importance of auch 
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. procédure e« be «jrup«! m eoetrut «Ith th. elbemetlv». fh. alternet.ve 

““ 40 * “-‘r to berget «Uh loetructloo. to contloue 

recelied. Her«, ln com of e feine eiern eM . fellure m conaunice- 

t.onn, th. .ingle beber or úeodful of beber, timt did not redye the e...ge 

to return to nigh,, „ , re.ult of thl. nl.tekn, go forverd by thendve. 

to .tert the «er. Of ^ the eny poor to .tert . «er, thl. «ould be 

»•rhep. the wor.t. Moreover, «he,, on. con.ld.r. the eny hundred, of «hiele. 

Involved, the cunulntlv. prob.blllty of acidentei »er «ould repldly .ppreeh 

certainty «Ith repe.ted fei« alera.. Or the plana, «ould have to ba kapt 

grounded etll evidence of « ett«k «e. e^iguou. - «hieb .ould neke the« 

force, nor. vulnerable «d, hence, euch « etteei nor. probóle. A fell 

procedure extend, the period for final connurent. 

While -feu-eaf.- or, M lt ls nol( m., de.criptiv.ly called, •po.ltlv. 

control* 1. of great leporine, it by no n.„. elleinate. th. poe.lblUty of 

accident. While It ran raduc. the ch«c. of al.calcul.tlon by governaent. 

.«.hat by extending the period of final < o«ltnent, thl. poe.lblUty none- 

thalats reaalns. 

Th. lucrea«d readme., of .trategic force. Ufect. the dl.«rna»nt l„ue. 

«d therefore our aUle. «rd the neutd peer.. Hen. It 1. mportant to 

recogni« the ob.ole.c«c of of tn. principal pollcle. « .DuncUud 

bafor. the U.i. The Rue.l«., exploiting an ln«curate UnlUd Prae. report 

which .u«..md thet 3AC started en «... tcara Rural, m ra.pcnra to fraget 

8h0*U' cn*4 Arctic flight.. The United btete. 

reaponee lu «,«1. su ted corraetly trat .unh fu^u rad never 

except In planned .xerclra. .. and no .over vouin ,.ot u 
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role of auick r»«poo*« and a nlgi. d«gr»e of readiness in tne protection of the 

deterrent force. The nature of the fall-safe precaution vas also described. 

We added, novever, to cap the arguaent, that if the Russians were really 

worried about surprise attack tney would accept the President's "open skies" 

proposal. This addition, novever, conceals an absurdity. Aerial photography 

would have its uses in a disarmament plan -- for example, to check an exchange 

of Information on the location of ground bases. However, so far as surprise is 

concerned, the "open skies" plan would have direct use only to discover attacks 

requiring much more lengthy, visible, and unambiguous preparations are 

likely today. The very readiness of our own strategic force suggests a state 

of technology which outmodes the "open skies" plan as a counter to surprise 

attack. Not even the most advanced reconnaiaaance equipment can discloae en 

intention from 40,000 feet. Who can say what the men in the blockhouse of an 

ICBM base have in mind? Or, for that matter, what la the final deatinatico of 

training flights or fail-safe flights starting over the Pacific or Nortn Atlantic 

from staging areas? 

The actions that need to be taken on our own to deter attack might usefully 

be cooplernented by bilateral arguments for inspection and reporting and, 

poasibly, limitation of arms and of methoda of operating strategic and naval 

air forces. But the protection of retaliatory power remains essential; and the 

better the protection, the oaaller the burden placed on the agreement to limit 

arms and modes of operatic» and to la&xe them subject to Inspection. Relying 

« 

Aerial reconnaissance, of course, could have an indirect utility here for 
surveying large areas to determine the number and location of observation 
posts needed to provide more timely warning. 
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acceptable Halte — to abandon the aeapono vbose 'utility le confined to the 

threat or conduct of a ear of annihilation'?" 

Indeed If there aere no real danger of a rational attack, then accidente 

and the "n-th" country problem oeam the only prob .leas. In fact, they are very 

prominent in the recent literature on the subject of dla&maiatnt. Ae I have 

Indicated, they are sa r loua prob Lana and acne aorta of Hal tat ion and Inspection 

agreement could diminish them. Alocat everyone aeene concerned with the need to 

relax tena lac. However, relaxation of tension, which everyone thinks is good, 

is not easily distinguished fron relaxing one's guard, which almost everyone 

thinks is bad. Relaxation, like Mil town, la not an end in Itaelf. Mot all 

dangar comes from tension. The reverse relation, to be tense where there Is 

danger, le only rational. If there le to be eny prospect of realistic and useful 

agreement, we auet reject the theory of automatic deterrence. The alee end 

degree of protection of our retaliatory forcee in any limitation arrangement 

would In good part determine the site of the force that a vi oíate r would have 

to hide. If the agreed-on force were small and vulnerable, no monitorable 

achetas would be likely to be feasible. Moat obviously "the abolition of the 

weapons necessary in a general or 'unlimited* war" would offer the meet 

insuperable obstacles to on Inspection plan since the violater could gain an 

overwhelming advantage from the concealment of even a few weapons. The need 

for a deterrent, in this connection too, la ineradicable. 

VIII. SUMAHY 

What can we say then, in sum, on the balance of terror theory of automatic 

deterrenee? It la a contribution to the rhetoric rather than the logic of war 

in the thermonuclear age. In suggesting that a carefully planned surprise 

attack can be checkmated almost effortlessly, that in short we may resume our 

/ 
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oo "opon oltioa" alone to provont ourprioo would invito cataotropho and tho 

loot of power to roteliato. Such a plan it worthlott for discovering a 

wo 11 prepared attack with ICBMa or submarine-launched misailea or a routine 

maos training flight whose destination could be kept ambiguous. A tremendous 

weight of weapons could bo delivered in spite of it. 

Although it is quite hopeless to look for an inspection scheme which 

would permit abandonment of the deterrent, this does not mean that son 

partial agreement on inspection and limitation might cot help to reduce the 

chance of any a ireable surprise attack. We should explore the poaaibilitiee 

of agreements involving limlwStloo and inspection. But how we go about this 

will be conditioned by our appreciation of the problem of deterrence Itself. 

The critics of current policy who perceive the inadequacy of t->w* strategy 

of deterrence are prominent among thoee urging disarmament negotiations, an 

snd to the arme race, end a reduction of tension. This is a paramount 

Interest of some of our allies. The balance of terror theory le the basis 

for same of the more light-hearted suggestions: if do terrenes is automatic, 

strategic weapons on one side cancel thoee of the other, end it should be 

easy for both sides to give them up. So Jamas I. King, Jr., one of ths most 

sensible writers on the subject of limited war, suggests* that waapons 

needed for "unlimited" war are thoee which both sidas can most easily agree 

to abolish, eljqply because "neither tide can anticipate anything but disaster" 

from their use. "Isn't there enough stability in the 'balance of terror',* he 

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

James S. King, Jr., "Arms snd Man in tie Nuclear-Rocket Era," The New 
Republic, September 1, 195Ô. -— 
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frv^dy^italk slMp^ It im yirVQ4 oearly universal scccptaiice Is

terribly dsBflnrrue. Thou^ dst«rrsQc« is not enousb in itself, it is vlt&l. 

tter* ere tvo frljaci]p«I points.

first, srsB If vs esn A4*sr 0snsr«l ear by a strenuous and cootlnuios

sffsrt^ this vlll not be the ehole of a nilltary, ouek lass a forei^i policy]

Busk s p^iey esuJd not of itself renore the Asceer of aeelAsatal outbreak

or^bait the Asasns la ease daterrenoe failed, nor veuld it be at all adequate 
« *

.^'for erisss sn periphery. Moreover, to achieve daterreat balance vlll

MV risks requirlac lasuraaos — In.shy csss, sose forel^i policy 

tisn.

, dsterrln« ■acaral ear in both the early and late SLxtiea uill be 

St best, and hardest both for oureslves and our allies vherever ee use 

near the ens^.

A peaerally useful vey of eeneludlng s grim argunent of this kind vould bs

*•#

sffim thst es hsve ths resources, intslllssnce snd eeura^i to sMka tbs 

osmeet dsclsions. Ihst is, of courss, the ease. And there is a good chance 

thst es elU do ss. Bat*psrhaps, as a snail aid tevard asking such decisions 

nose likely, ee should csBtanplats ths possibility thst they asy not bs sade. 

Itoey are herd, involve sacrifice, art affected by great unoortalntlss, ccooam
*

hatters la vhluh aueb Is sltonsthsr unknow) and «ich else oust ba hedged by 

saeraey; and, sbevs all, they entail a oov inayi of ouraalves in a vorld of 

persistent dangsr. It Is by no assns osrtsin that va shall east ths test.
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