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QUARTERLY PROGRESS REPORT

-
ﬂ% ’ g Contract No. MDA903-84-C-0325
iy For the Period April 7, 1985 - July 6, 1985
s
jﬁi TASK 1: REGIONAL ANALYSES
-~ (a) Role of Intelligence in Terror
Ex; There was very little activity on this task during the period.

HEL Roberta Wohlstetter and David Blair spent some time on the uses of decep~
tion in this connection, in particular what lessons the Nicaraguans

learned from the Cuban experience.

TASK 2: US NUCLEAR STRATEGY FOR THE NEXT 20 YEARS

Albert Wohlstetter continued to work on the same themes discussed in

%i the last report: discriminating nuclear and non-nuclear offense and non-
3 ) nuclear active defense; alternative policies for US force employment and
E% force structure and their relation to NATO force structure and planning;
T the impact of new military technologies on NATO-~US relations; and the

implications of the uncertainties associated with nuclear winter for US
ik defemse policy. (Attachment 1)

In connection with his research, Albert Wohlstetter met with Dr. Fred

-~

Ikle”, Richard Perle, Rich Wagner, and Andrew Marshall in Washington
ﬁ} (Attachment 2); and with Admiral William Crowe (CJCS) at CINCPAC, as well

as in Los Angeles. (Attachment 3)

gir Also during this period, Professor Wohlstetter was in communication by
;v phone with a number of Americans and Europeans concerned with SDI in pre-
Ei paration for a meeting on SDI at Ditchley Park in England. (Attachment 4)
gﬁ His views on present alternatives for the French to move from a

it

strategy of suicidal attacks on Soviet population centers toward a




policy of selective military response are embodied in the "Beyond the
Strategy of the Worst." (Attachment 5)

He also continued to work with Brian Chow on arms agreements in
space. (Attachment 6 and subsequent discussion below.)

Fred Hoffman”s principal activity during this period was related to
the role of strategic defense in US nuclear strategy during the next 20
years (Task 2). This continued and extended work undertaken in the pre-
vious period, which was reflected in a statement on SDI policy issues
submitted to the Senate Armed Services Committee in March (previously
reported). He also participated in planning for the Summer Study program,
sponsored by USD/P, at RDA.

Also during the period, Mr. Hoffman had several meetings with Dr.
Ikle” and the staff of USD/P to discuss matters of nuclear strategy. He
presented the results of Pan Heuristics” work in a variety of fora. At
the request of the editors of International Security, Mr. Hoffman prepared
a version of his SASC March 9 statement for publication in the journal
(Attachment 7). Dr. Kenneth Adelman invited Mr. Hoffman to lead a session
of the ACDA/Aspen Media Seminar on SDI, Mr, Hoffman prepared a presenta-
tion and participated in the seminar of April 10 and 11. On April 18, Mr.
Hoffman, together with Albert Wohlstetter, met with Mr, Perle and USD/DRE-
designate, Dr. Donald Hicks to discuss Pan Heuristics® work under the
program. Dr. Hicks subsequently asked Mr. Hoffman to prepare a series of
questions and answers on issues relevant to SDI for Dr. Hicks” use in
familiarizing himself with these issues (Attachment 8). On May 9, at
Senator Nunn’s request, Mr. Hoffman met with the rational security group

of the Senate Democratic Caucus to make a presentation on SDI policy
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issues. Mr, Hoffman prepared a memorandum for Dr. Ikle” on this meeting.

i -
s

At the request of the editors of Europa Archiv, a prestigious publi-

cation in the Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. Hoffman plans to prepare a
short article for publication in that journal, drawing on and applying
published work by Albert Wohlstetter to assess the implic#tiona of
correcting prevalent and implausible assumptions about Soviet objectives
and behavior for the SDI and other issues of nuclear strategy.

During this period, Henry Rowen comsulted with Andrew Marshall,
Director, 0SD/Net Assessment, on work related to the Nuclear Strategy
Development Group.

In last year”s Report to the Congress on ASAT Arms Control, the
Administration made it clear that the "United States has been studying a
range of possible options for space arms control with a view to possible
negotiations with the Soviet Union and other nations." In a Wall Street
Journal piece "Arma Control That Could Work" (Attachmemt 6),: Albert
Wohlstetter and Brian Chow argued that the United States should discuss an
agreement on self-defense zones in space with the Soviets. Not only would
such an agreement not harm us, it would facilitate unilateral US defense
measures against surprise attacks on our satellites. In his July trip to
Washington, Chow (accompanied by Paul Kozemchak) separately briefed
Ambassador Nitze, Henry Cooper (Assistant Director of the Strategic
Programs Bureau at ACDA), Senator Dan Quayle, Bruce Weinrod (Director of
Defense Studies at the Heritage Foundation) and their aides and
agsociates. Ambassador Nitze arranged for Chow to discuss the proposal
with other people in the State Department and ACDA. Wohlstetter has also

talked to some of the same individuals on the subject. Kozemchak met and
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briefed LTG Abrahsmson’s Personal Assistant, Major Pete Worden, om the
subject and reviewed SDI0"s related work on the subject of defenses
against space mines. The reactions to date have been surprisingly
favorable. Since the briefings, Wohlstetter and Chow have been drafting
answers to the questions raised.

In response to remarks by Ambassador Nitze, Kozemchak explained the
differenceas in "cost-effectiveness at the margin® when viewed from the
attacker”s point of view and hia confidence in his war plans, as opposed
to the traditiomal defender”s point of view {Attachment 25, 0SD Quarterly-
Progress Report, Jume 1985}, .Subsequently, Mr. Nitze asked Kozemchak to
prepare 3 short paper and illustrative caleulations on the subject.

In response to V. Karpov's May 29 opening remarks at the Geneva
negotiations and Soviet Chief of Staff General Akhromeyev”s Pravda Jume 4
article, Paul Kozemchak did some prelimiaéry calculations on what the
Soviets skoﬁld'mean by "radical reductions" in their inventory of ballis~
tic missile warheads in exchange for a ban on space-based defenses.
Akhromeyev’s figure of 25 percent or more is low by at least a factor of
3. {Attachment 9) This work will be extended by considering more
complicated pricing models which explicitly relate the change in the
Soviets” confidence in their war plans to the expected effectiveness of US
strategic defenses., |

One of the most prominent criticisms of the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive holds that ballistic missile defenses that provide less~than-perfect
protection will be "destabilizing." This sssertion is based on 2 model in
which a first-strike against the adversary’s missile silos is followed by

a retaliatory strike against the attacker”s cities. Adherents of mutual
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assured destruction (MAD) argue that each side”s capability to retaliate
against cities will be sufficient to deter any initial attack. A ballistic
missile defense that can degrade or block this retaliatory strike is
therefore considered to be dangerously destabilizing, no matter what

effect it may have on an attacker”s confidence in meeting his first-strike

objectives.

This analysis has received prominent political support. For example,

Senator Edward Kennedy wrote:

In light of our inability to produce a foolproof defemse system,
the Soviets can only conclude that a US decision to go forward with
such a system is actually intended to ‘defend against a retaliatory
strike by the Soviet Union after a first strike by the United
States,...That strategic defense makes sense only as a measure for
achieving a first—strike capability against the Soviet Union is one
of the most destabilitizing, dangerous aspects of the entire
undertaking. (Arms Control Today, July/August 1984)

The problem with this MAD analysis is that it completely ignores the
vulnerability of NATO”s gemeral purpose forces (to say nothing of-the
CONUS targets necessary to support NATO reinforcement) to aA;urprise
ballistic missile attack. It is this NATO wulnerability, not our attempts
to remedy it, which creates dangerous in;entives for a Soviet attack,
especially one narrowly confined to these targets and designed to minimize
unintended collateral damage. Suicidal threats by NATO to retaliate
against Soviet cities cannot deter such attacks. However, a BMD system,

even one much too small too protect 100 percent of NATO s cities, can

' greatly reduce this destabilizing NATO vulnerability.

David Blair and Brian Chow have developed a mathematical analysis of
the usefulness of various kinds of BMD systems in deterring a Soviet

ballistic missile attack on NATO forces in Europe. They are also in the



process of studying the dispersal capabilities of NATO versus Warsaw Pact
forces to avoid balliatic missile attack,

Greg Jones and Zivia Wartele”s main efforts during this period

- related to Task 2B, Their work centered on attempting to estimate the

urban smoke produced by various muclear attacks. Their basic idea is to
correlate population or population density to urban fuel loadings. With
such loadings and a given nuclear attack, the amount of smoke produced
that is relevant to the nuclear winter phenomena can be ecalculated. They
have obtained DNA“s unclassified US data base in computer readable form to
provide US targets for potential Soviet strikes, They have also obtained
from the US Census Bureau an unclassified computer readable tape which
contains fine-grained population data. Several preliminary runs using
sample US targets have been performed. This work is continuing.

In the next period, Jomes and Wurtele hope to obtain classified
target and population data on the Soviet Union to estimate the amount of
smoke from US strikes on the Soviet Upnion. They also hope to be able to
estimate the collateral population fatalities from these strikes as well
a8 the urban smoke production.

During the upcoming period, 7 July-6 October, Mr. Boffman plans to
continue Pan”s concentration on Task 2 duriang this peried and, in
addition, together with Albert Wohlstetter, Richard Brody, Greg Jones and
Paul Kozemchak, specifically to increase the level of effort on Task 2E.
We plan to initiate assessments of Soviet future capabilities to attack
alternative future configurations of US C31 systems, assuming the Soviets

wish to restrict the level and extent of resulting collateral damage. To

that end, most of Richard Brody”s work on the future of nuclear strategy
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Q during the period has consisted of basic research and project definition
on the problems of maintaining control through an extended conflict.
Obviously, maiotaining control is likely to be a necessary condition for

either side to continue t¢ have the ability to launch attacks which are

both militarily effective and give the other side a stake in contipuing

prudence by minimizing collateral damage. A special issue here is the
incentive of both sides to direct their attacks (or to avoid attacking)

the other side”s nuclear C3 eystem. Alternatively, a mix of active and

pasaive defenses could significantly increase the survivability of C3.

This has implications for exploiting early technological alternatives

:l coming out of the SDI program.

f? In addition, Mr. Brody continued direct support to Ron Stivers on
3

= matters of employment policy for strategic nuclear forces and with Col.

Fred Celec on the problems of theater nuclear force survivability and

ﬁ”}m "'f

control.

e g

TASK 3: AMBIGUOUS WARNING

Richard Brody arranged to meet Malcolm Makintosh and other indivi-

duals in the British Govermment dealing with the problems of intelligence

and warning to discuss alternate approaches to ambiguous warning. (The

Ei meeting took place om 19 July and will be discussed im greater detail in
the next progress report.)

g:‘ TASK 4: NEUTRALITY INDUCING STRATEGIES

ﬂ Most of PAN"s work during this period has been in preparation for the

5 :

September meeting of the European Americam Workshop to be held at St. Jean

Cap Ferrat from September 15-18. (Attachment I0 for a tentative agenda and
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participant list.) The final version of Albert Wohlstetter™s paper will
be available at the time of the next Progress Report. Its tentative title
is ”Dié;éét in the Soviet Fmpire: Strategic Implications.”

Henr} Rowen continuved his work on inducing Eastern Eurcpean
pneutrality in wartime.

Marcy Agmon continued her research on the current policy implicatiouns
of World War 11 resistance activities. Her paper "Findiog Fault Lines in
the Warsaw Pact: Old and New Strategies for the West" is appended
{(Attachment 11}, Her other work in progress includes an examination of
how resistance operations were ;seé effectively during World War II to

limit collateral damage by attacking targets that would otherwise have

been hit by inaccurate bombing.
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Artachment 1

AW April 15, 1985

_ Uncertainties, Suicidal Choices, MAD and Nuclear Winter
- (For Use Possibly in Part IV of Foreign Affairs)

The many uncertainties that shroud nuclear winter come in

%1 saveral distinct kKinds. The first has to do with whether, when

v and how an attacker, such as a Soviet planner, might choose to

use nuclear weapons and how many and what types of weapons he

E% would use. He might choose to attack in the summer when dense

iﬁ; concentrations of fuel are dry and most easily ignited and when
Ei his own crops, like others in the Northern Hemisphere are in

- their growing season and thérefore likely most drastically to be
iy

ﬁ% affected. He may include in his initial attack targets like

%% steel mills that have no time urgency since they could not affect
¥ the course of a war for many months or years, and do this even

E% though their rapid initial destruction along with the time urgent

targets would magnify the likelihood that separate fires would

join in a firestorm and that smoke would be generated and clouds

ig formed in an interval of time short enough to make them spread
= more widely and more uniformly. He may attack cities and other
2% targets with high densities of fuel outside cities, such as oil
Q refineries, and he may explode high yield weapons at altitudes

that would maximize the thermal pulse over combustible areas .and

so send smoke in huge gquantities inte the atmosphere. And he may

[aemrm
oy

use multi-megaton weapons at or near the surface of the earth in

‘ways that would maximize the chance of sending sub-micron dust in
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large quantities into the stratosphere.

On the other hand, he might use nuclear weapons Lo
accomplish some military purpose in the course of a war but do it
in a way that would take account of the fact that much destruc-

tion extraneocus to that purpose could cause a nuclear winter that

would make that military purpose idle. And he could try to avoid

these self~defeating effects. If he is involved, for example, in

a conventional war on the critical Northern or Southeastern
flanks of NATO, or in the Persian Gulf and has suffered unex-
pected reverses, he may use nuclear weapons against selected
targets whose destrucﬁion or paralysis could turn the tilde of
battle. He could do this perhaps by destroying or putting out of
action for the duration of the battle or the war, most of the
alrcraft and maintenance facilities on main operating bases,
munition stockpiles, defense radar and communications and the
like:; and he could block reinforcements from inside or from
outside the theater, and so on. Moreover he could try to do this
in a way that would least interfere with the movements of his own
military forces and his other military efforts, and would also
confine the generation of smoke or dust to levels well below the
twilight zone for severe global effects that would do enormous
leng term damage to himself. Many of the precautionary measures
taken to prevent harm locally to his military effort would also
be useful in staying below the zone of uncertainty for global
effects.
A second sort of uncertainty concerns how the victim of an

attack, such as NATO, might respond. If a Soviet attacker had
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] used nuclear weapons with effects largely confined to military

& targets in some local theater of war of great jnterest to both

NATO and the Warsaw Pact, in the course say of an ongoing con-

£lict in the Persian Gulf, and if NATO had prepared noc way of
responding without immediately, or scon after, devastating cities

and generating enough smoke and dust to cause a nuclear winter,

5% it might not respond at all, Or it might respond massively and
oy in a way deliberately to assure mutual desisuction, and inci-

Eé dentally the ruin of the hemisphere. Or it might, like the

5% Soviet attacker, restrict itself to measures that stop key mili-
"~ tary operations on the opposing side but kept things from getting
i% cut of hand and destroying the planet. If the Soviets had

= launched an attack generating smoke and dust enough to have a

§§ substantial probability of bringing on severe glohal effects,

%% NATO might respond by generating still more smoke and dust and

- increasing the likelihceod of even severer effects and the dangers
§§ to the species. Or it might choose a form of respeonse that would
1@ serve a military purpose but did not substantially further in-

]

crease the probability of a ruin that would encompass the West as

well as the East.

b —

L]
Laligs

Here too, boomerang effects are likely to
influence choice.
I A third type of uncertainty has to do not with choice bhut
b with matters of fact that are presently deplorably neglected but
i  which should yield to further empirical study such as the density
2 cf fuel at various locations and related issues as to how the
fuel would burn and generate various kinds of smoke and soot in

%ﬁ “varied circumstances. All these first three sorts of uncertain-
2




ty, those that involve the choices of the two sides and those
that have to do with the local concentrations of fuel of various
sorts, have to &o wiﬁh the amount of smoke and submicron dust
which would be generated and lofted into the atmosphere and
stratosphere during a nuclear conflict.

A fourth sort of uncertainty - one which will be under

investigation for many years, is more complex than this third

categery. It has to 'do with how the smoke and dust are likely to
be transported vertically and horizontally in the atmosphere and
stratosphere and how the formation of clouds will be modified by
oceans and the precipitation of rain, how much solar radiation
would get through the clouds and how much infrared radiation will
escape and the resulting light and heat at the earth's surface.
The first generation models of the atmospﬁere after a nuclear war
were designed by scientists who are experts about planetary
atmospheres. They were more appropriate, as Jonathan Katz, one of

the authors of NAS 85 remarked, for the study of a nuclear war on

a desert planet like Mars than on the earth, most of whose sur-

face 1ls ocean.

Finally, there are the biological effects of possible

patterns of change in temperature and light at the earth's

surface. In some ways, though biologists and physicians have

been among the most prominent prophets of a global nuclear
winter, bioclogical effects have been the least systematically
investigated. And they have tended, for one thing, to be

focussed only on cases more extreme than even the massive base-

line rases looked at by Ambio, TTAPS and NAS B85,
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0f these five types of uncertainty, the first and second -

those that involve choice ~ have been least satisfactorily

addressed. Yet they are of immense importance and it is clear

they can dominate the rest. NAS 85, for example, in its baseline

case estimated there would be less than one-fourth the submicron
dust lofted into the stratosphere by the 2400 surface bursts at
military targets (out of their 25,000 explosions) with a total

vield of 1500 megatohns than TTAPS' 2850 megatons in surface

bursts. On the cther hand, NAS 85 did an excursion from its
baseline adding 100 twenty mt bombs and these lofted more than
three times as much dust as the fifteen million tons produced by

the other 2400 weapons, which varied in yield between one~half to

one and one-half megatons. What size weapon adversaries choose

to use makes quite a difference. And alternatives that can
reduce dust &ven more dramatically have not been much explored.
These first two sorts of uncertainties differ greatly from the
others precisely in that they are a matter of choice. They are
choices ~ partly independent and partly interlocking - made by
the antagonists,

The nuclear winter theorists tend to treat these uncertain-
ties as if they were simply matters of chance uninfluenced by
choice, like the collision of an asteroid with the earth which,
on the conjecture of Luis Alvarez, lofted enough dust to
extinguish a large fraction of the species on earth some 65
million years ago; or the impact of a comet, which on the conjec-

ture of Richard Muller, raise devastating quantities of dust

periodically every 36 million years. Nuclear winter theorists



treat antagonists as rather like asterolds and comets, or, at
least so far as the application of intelligence is concerned,

like the dinosaur that may have become extinct as the result of

such collisions. They presume explicitly, at any rate, that the

antagonists will make their choice of targets, methods of attack
and timing without any intelligent consideration as tc the likely

implications of such choices for their own destruction by a

nuclear winter. The NAS 85, for example, assumed that if mili-

tary or economic targets were located in urban areas neither side
would refrain from attacking them in spite of the dangers of

igniting their dense concentrations ¢f fuel. And, in fact, their

baseline case involved explosions over 1,000 cities in proportion
to their population -~ attacks in which each side's explosions are

well designed to contribute tc its own destruction.

Attacks on population, or attacks which ignore ceollateral
harm to population, of course have had many advocates in the
Western establishment. And even more members‘of the establishment
consider that any use of nuclear weapons will end in the devasta-

tion of cities on both sides even if we were to try to aveid

that. Nuclear winter theorists cite as justification for their

assumptions not only statements by some Western strategists but
by a good many former high officials - Defense Secretaries,

Chalrmen of the JCS, and Deputy Directors ¢f the Joint Strategic

"Targeting and Planning Staff. What is novel in nuclear winter

theory, what makes it capable of exhibiting with particular

clarity the incoherence and implausibility of much establishment

doctrine, is that it assumes that each side will use weapecns to
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bring about 1ts own destruction not merely as part of a process

of mutual "escalation®", but directly with its own weapons. The
rebound of one's own weapons eliminates the middle man in self-

deterrence. Even i1f nuclear winter should ultimately turn out to

be a less substantial danger, it will therefore have been an

illuminating confusion. - It carries one step further the
assumption widespread in Western elites that in a nuclear con-
flict neither side would choose to keep the destruction done by
its own weapons within bounds short of self destruction.

Nuclear winter theorists make clearer some of the absurd-
ities in the Western view of Soviet behavior. Even apart from
nuclear winter, one need not suppose, as some members of our
foreign policy establishment assume, that only "galiéntry" or
some courtly interest in Western welfare would lead the Soviets
to place any limits on their use of nuclear weapons.ﬂ The Soviets
have always had strong reasons of self interest not only to be
wary about using nuclear weapons at éll, but to try, 1f they

should feel the risks of using them in the course of a war are

less than the risks of not using them, not to let the risks get

completely out of hand. The absurd thing to suppose is that the

Soviets would totally disregard the risk of disaster to them-
selves. Yet that may be a canoniaalyasaumgtion about Soviet

attacks. In these scenarios the Soviets always seem to head
massively for the most massive concentration of allied power,

"Gallant fellows these soldiers," Admiral de Robeck said during

the Gallipoli landing, "they always go for the thickest part of

the fence."



It is one thing, however, to say that pelitical and military

leaders sometimes mindlessly head for the most suicidal course,
It isAquite another thing to suppose that one's adversary will

always either do nothing or mindlessly attack in a way that will

do himself the most harm. And still another thing to recommend

mindlessly suicidal behavior on ocur side, and to avoid preparing

to accomplish our goals without killing curselves. Basil

Liddell-Hart, who liked to quote de Robeck on the landing at
Gallipoli, said that:
The common assumption that atomic power has cancelled out
strategy is ill~-founded and misleading. By carrying
destructiveness to a 'suicidal' extreme, atomic power is
stimulating and accelerating a reversion to the indirect
metheds that are the essence of strategy -~ since they endow

warfare with intelligent properties that raise it about the

brute application of force. (Strategy, p. xix, 2nd ed.,
Praeger, New York, 1967) ‘

Liddell-Hart was right about the need for intelligence, even if
he overestimated the rate at which the West would "revert" to it.

When strategists rely on mutual assured destruction, they assume

intelligence has no influence whatsoever.




) | Att:achmezéc 2

April 18, 11985
%% AW to F. C. Ikle and A.W. Marshall:

. Suggested additions to the outline on strategic and theater nuclear
% forcesg!

i

. The following memo suggests some additional formulations at the
%% . places in Andy's outline where he has put my Iinitials. And a few in
Tﬁ addtion where I think they might be helpful.

&

it

1) Under “grand strategy" at the bullet "Failure assessed by late

fraed

b

70s";

[

f% By the late 1970s it was clear that the grand strategy of
the years since the Cuban Missile Crisis had failed. We had

za shifted to stressing the negotiation of agreements with the

P4 Russians to regulate the arms competition on the theory that

b the Seviets, like ourselves, were now ready to accept the

) military balance as it was at the time of the Crisis, but at

gi lower -levels of spending on both sides. In fact, this

R period began with the Cuban Missile Crisis when we had
frustrated the Scoviet attempt to introduce IREMs, HMRBMS and
fighter bombers iIn Cuba as a quick and covert way of
changing the balance of forces on the two sides able to
reach the homelands of the other. We had a c¢lear advantage

- in such forces-- which we regarded as essential to compensate

t% for our disadvantage in the European theater for defending

@ US and Allied interests. We said we would maintain the
advantage. However, by the end of the period the Soviets had

@g more than wiped out the advantage in forces able to reach

e the other's homeland and had further lmproved their
advantage in the European and other lecal theaters.
Moreover, they had made great relative improvements
in the quality of thelr equipment.

Y Though the failure of the post-Missile Crisis

FQ strategy was clear enough to generate widespread public

5 support for an increased effort in national defense, the

nature and extent of the fallure is still not clear in the




public debate. In particular, it is not understood that the ’
kind of arms regulation that was sought during this period -
played a key role in the worsening of rhe balance. For F?
several reasons:

a) This sort of arms control was premised on N
the Mutual Assured Destruction Doctrine which made any X4
apparent US advantage of little importance and any Soviet
advantage supposedly harmless.

b) MAD therefore predisposed the US not to
react to Soviet unilateral advances and this encouraged
Soviet quantitative and qualitative lsprovements by making
them more effective and/or less costly.

¢) MAD and MAD-based arms control has a

specific blas against innovation. It presumes without o
question that qualitative improvements, say in nuclear K ;
warheads, are bad and their inhibition by an agreement such
as a Comprehensive Test Ban, good even though ;
improved warheads can be made safer against accidents as i
with the use of insensitive explosives, or more secure -
against unauthorized use as with the exploitation of
micro~electronles of increasingly sephlsticated Permissive ;
Action Links or more confined in the unintended damage they L3
might do to the lecal or global environment as in the case
of deep Earth Penetrating Weapons. US blas against "
innovation enceouraged the Russians te outde us in the number i3
of new systems they introduced. -

In short, while the sort of arms control we were L
seeking was premised on the notion that the US and the SU 2
would together stop an arms race, we stopped while we
encouraged the Russians to go forward. 7

2) The following is relevant for the passages marked on page two
under "Strategic and theater nuclear forces play many roles”, and also :
the passage marked on page three under "Continue extended deterrence®: e

The main purpose of our nuclear forces, both those based in
the theater and under the control of theater commanders and g
those based outside the theater, is to deter Soviet nuclear
and chemical attack on our allies, on American forces, or on O
the United States. They are also a deterrent to the use of {;
overwhelming conventional force. Moreover, while deterrence
of attack on the United States directly is obviously e
fundamental, deterring attack on allies s not something i
added ro the initial purpose of our nuclear forces, as the et
term "extended deterrence” suggests. The initial purpose of

s n - w R T




our nuclear forces, which were then only strategic forces,
was the deterrence or defense of our allies.

L; The distinction between strateglc and theater nuclear
forces is in good part arbitrary. It was related especially

ﬁ% to the characteristic limitations of each sort of force at

5 the time they came {nto being. Though now the distinction
is enshrined in the organization of the bureaucracy, it is

o important to recognize that the difference in performance

g% characteristics in many essentials is erroding. Long-range

g

strategic forces are gaining in accuracy and therefore are
more easily used for limited goals-- among the most

5 important, support of the theater battle. And the direction
of technology is alsc making theater forces both more
subject to long-range nuclear and nonnuclear attack and more

Fﬁ capable of carrying out long-range strikes which stay a
é% safer distance away from enemy attack and are yet capable of

penetrating very deeply to the source and support cof such
attacks. In the case of both intercontinental and theater
forces, midcourse and terminal guidance will increasingly
confer on these forces the possibility of movement and hence
reduced vulnerablility without loss of accuracy and
effectiveness.
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The deterrence rele has several major implications,
53 First, and most familiar, it puts a premium on the abilicy
E§ .to survive plausible attacks. Second, and too little

emphasized during the years in which MAD doctrine dominated
Western strategic thought, it means having a c¢redibly non-
ﬁ% suicidal response if we do survive an attack. And third, it
b3 means having the abilfcy to sustaln our deterrent force
) during a crisis or during an extended non-nuclear conflict
s0 that we are never in a position of having to "use it or
lose it", The second and third points are related. If
"using it" means taking a sulcidal course, "losing it" will
« seem the better alternative. We want to avoid the choice
;g between suicide and surrender that has haunted our
G presidents since the 1950s.

¢l Maintaining a deterrence force that will be credible to
ra ourselves and our allies, as well as Lo our enemies, means having
options which we could sensibly implement if deterrence should fail.
Our nuclear forces must protect our allies in situations where the
I8 itself is not directly threatened. To be credible in such
circumstances they must provide options that are militarily
effective while minimizing collateral damage. This s plain when we

‘% have to use nuclear weapons on Allied territory. But we must expect
o at least an equal Soviet nuclear response to any US nuclear attack

on Soviet territory. We have therefore a self-interest in avoiding
4
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unnecessary damage in the Warsaw Pact too. In addition, of course,

we have a moral imperative to avoid killing innocents where
possible.

Our nuclear forces also have a key role in deterring a
major Soviet conventional attack on NATO. They can do this
principally through forcing the Soviets to act under the
shadow of our nuclear force, that is, to deploy their
conventional forces as 1f they were "nuclear scared"” and so
compelled to move major headquarters and mobile missiles
fraquently and compelled to avoid concentrating force.

The possibility that the Soviets may ralse the ante to the
nuclear level will force NATO to operate in a similarly
*nuclear scared” way. The possibility that NATQ may use
nuclear weapons flrst 1if they are losing conventionally and
the Soviets are wvulnerable to nuclear attack, introduces
large uncertainties in their calculations and constrains the
operation of their conventional forces.

But any use of NATO forces first depends not only on
NATO's conventional inadequacies and Soviet vulnerabilicies
to nuclear attack, but on the possibilicy of NATO using
muclear forces Iin a way that will be both militarily
effective and restrained in terms of the ccllateral harm
NATO's forces would do, and in turn invite, The promise of
first use can fade to an obvious bluff. The Soviets'
improved capability for enduring during a conventicnal and
nuclear war and for keeping their forces both alive and
under control and capable of administering precise,
discriminate strikes, only emphasizes the need for effective and
discriminate NATQO counterstrikes. Some European strategists, like
Pierre Gallois, who were ploneer advocates of threats to strike
Soviet cities in response to Soviet attack, now recognize that an

improved Soviet capabilicy for selective attack makes such counter-
city threats incredible.

Finally, the growth of a selective nuclear capabilicy
on boeth sides will sharply constrain the ability of nuclear
weapons to make up for conventional weakness. At the sane
time, the possibilities of sharp improvements in
conventional forces will make it less necessary.

Suggestions for an addition to the passage on Recommendations:

a)  Procurement and plans for strategic and theater nuclear
forces should recognize the diminishing ucilicy of forces
that are not credibly usable. They should emphasize
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improving ouxr ability to use forces flexibly, effectively,
and discriminately. The dual-criterion requiring both military
effectiveness and discriminateness s primary.

b) Take the measures necessary for our military force and
its Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence to
last during a crisis or exvended non-nuclear war or nuclear
war fought selectively. This 1s essential if we are to
escape pressures for suicidal escalation or surrender.

¢} Drive home te the public and especlally to our allies
that nuclear weapons are no substitute for thinking. Nor a
replacenent for a serious allled effort to improve
conventional forces.

d) Stress that new technologies can be stabilizing and that
freezing our technology 1s destabilizing since it stops
improvements In safety, security, and discriminateness.
Stress also that it prevents improvements in effectiveness
at a given budget and therefore is costly.

e) Look for arms agreements that will assist us in

developing safer, more secure, and more discriminately

effective forces; and avoid future nuclear arms agreements

that defeat their nominal putpose by stimulating the Soviets to '
gain a relative advantage or by reducing the credibilicy of our
rezponse by making it more suicidal. The bad agreements also
prevent the reduction In our dependency on nuclear weapons by
prohibiting or sharply constraining nuclear systems which are
capable also of use with conventional warheads. Many proposed
nuclear arms agreements do more collateral damage to NATO's
conventional capability than they constrain nuclear capabflities
since the requirements for effective conventional weapons in
weight and precision are generally more arduous than for nuclear
systems,

f) Don't separate rigidly the targets appropriate for
theater nuclear systems and for deep-strike conventional

-systems. None of these can adquately replace the others.

In particular, improved comventional systems, both for
offense and defense, will reduce the occasions when we will
have to use nuclear weapons, but they are unlikely to
eliminate them.
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Attachment 3

Western Preferred Huge Soviet and US Attacks

4/21/85
Attacks can be so huge they defeat their military purpose. One can
have too much of a good thing. It may seem offhand that if a modest

number of bombs directed at targets that urgently need to be eliminated or
neutralized can do the trick, a great many more bombs directed at those
targets and at additional targets will do the job even better. In face,
throughout the history of strategic forces, that assumption has always
been questionable for our side; and the huge Soviet attacks we have
assumed have often been self-defeating and mistakenly reassuring: a
smaller Soviet attack could accomplish its purpose,

In the 1950s, for example, declsion makers were misled about our
ability to retalliate because they saw the results only of very large
hypothetical- Soviet attacks directed, for the most part, at population
centers and industrial targets and, incidentally, at SAC bases. Such
attacks gave SAC many hours of warning and it appeared that a substantial
number of SAC bombers might get off to retaliate. However, as the Base
Study and R 290 and demonstrated, smaller attacks designed to prevent SAC
from taking off from bases in the continental US or to use overseas bases
would have given SAC little useable warning; and SAC then was even less
prepared to use warning effectively than our leaders recognized. That
state of affairs was established in (1« extensive briefings and Air Force

reviews of the Base study and of R-290 brought about a change in the state



of affairs, However, for a varieéy of reasons, the strategic literature
continues to center on huge Soviet attacks even where they are, for
varying reasons, self-defeating.

The canonical Soviet attacks direct large numbers of high yield weapons
at targets in ways that do not affect the military outcome of an ongoing
war,

1, These include targets 1ike steel and other war-supporting
industrial facilitles that cannot affect the on-going war for many months
OT even a year or so.

2. Some of the targets that have been assumed to be attacked in the
first wave are really relevant only for WWIV., These are the opes that are
designed to hinder recovery after WWIII.

3. A large class of targets whose destruction might directly affect an
onigoing conflict are so protected or can be so protected by concealment,
mebility apd hardness that they do not reward attack. Their destructin

affects the environment permanently.

4, Sometimes a large class of potentlal targets, any of which might
have some relevance to an on-going war, is greatly redundant, Only a

small subset may need to be destroyed to have an effect.

Our own national target base grew with our stockpile. We were rich
and, like the Arabs who suffer from the oll curse, we suffered, so far as
thought was concerned from owning a large fund of high yvield weapons. As
our stockplle grew, we thought less about what destroying any of the

targets meant for affeeting a war., In faet, the larger the target set,

g
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the less analysis seemed necessary £or establishing any particular
military effect and the more the picture of the war became one of pure
chaos with no sgéuel. Targeteers tended to think of destroying targets
because they were there. The public discussion of the TDI at any rate
carries that flavor. Journalistic accounts of the SI0P ctalk of 40,000
targets. ‘?hey assume the TDI 1Is simply an imventory of possible targets
out of which a modest subset might be selected, but include the targets
at least for the major options.

Journalists picture our RISOP as a mirror image of such a SI0P. Huge
and indiscriminate, it encompasses targets with no time urgency. In fact,
the RISOP helps justify the SIOP. In particular, it seems to justify only
the mammoth major option. There seems little point in preparing a small
selected response to an enormous indiscriminate Soviet attack. Those who
want to justify only a massive response, like those who think we should
not respond at all, prefer to contemplate only a massive Sayieu attack.
Such a RISOP is therefore a Western preferred Soviet strategy.

Now nuclear winter offers a new and compelling motive for wanting to
believe that the Soviets can and would only launch a huge attack even
thodgh it would be directed at all sorts of targets that have no relevance
for the military purpose they might have in initiating a war, Such an
attack would do not only enormous collateral damage locally, it might
cause global damage directly affecting the Soviet Union. Nuelear winter

theorists (and some earlier advocates of MAD) find it confirms their wish

to believe the Soviets will mever attack.



Attachment 4

ﬁg INTERCONTINENTAL INOs AVOIDING SILOS IN US Z1

Rev, &/21/85

e 1. An SU attack on a small sub-set of Army, Navy and Air Force bases in
g the U.§. could decisively change the correlation of forces in a war of
i

& combined arms in Eurcpe., It could prevent the US from reinforcing west

Europe's ground and air forces in any substantial wayl

2. Moreover, such an attack could have this decisive military effect
‘ra without producing any substantial global climatlc change and with only a
BE medest amount of unintended collateral harm locally.

3. This is so because the number of targets the Soviets need to destroy
{2
gi in order to effect a change in the "correlation of forces" in such a way
- is small--less than 350 points; all of these points can be destroyed
2 -
3 without wusing high yield weapons or ground bursts since they are quite
e soft; and none 1is near large population centers or other  Thigh

concentrations of fuel.
%ﬁ
£
&
- 4. Besides strategic bomber and missiles bases, there are several
[
I A " + a
i thousand Army, Navy and Air Force hases in the Gontinental US that bear
Eﬁ some possible connection to.the conduct of "conventional war" of combined
b3
- arms.  But only a few of these can affect the war in the first wmonth, a
%% period that is critical for the reinforcement of Europe. The Military
it

Airliftc Command bases, the bases with tactical aircraft, and the bases
i
f5y

1
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with  Army or Marine ground force divisions that could be transported by

air can affect fhe ground war in the first 30 days. They make up fewer
than 30 targets. A substantial destruction of them would mean a fatal
disruption for our scheduled reinforcement of Europe. A limited nuclear

attack on them would have a decisive effect and would be easily
distinguished from an all-out attack. In fact, the difference could be

announced on the hotline.

5. Would the Soviets in prudence need also to attack siles In the US?
Would attacking the silos in addition make things worse for them or
better? A. If the US were prepared to make a suicidal response or
none at all, no response would be likely, -since US society would be
essentially intact after a Soviet limited attack direczed only at our
means for reinforcing Europe. And an unrestrained US response would make
a Soviet response ;gainsc US cicles likely (more likely, at any rate, than
would a US restrained response which by hypothesis, we would not have
prepared. )

B. A Soviet attack on silos in the US would not prevent our responding
with SLBEMs and it wmight make a US SLBM rectaliation more likely than if
silos had not been attacked and the Soviets had only directed their
efforts at destroying our abilizy to reinforce Europe.

c. This would be especially true if the Soviet attack on ICBMs had

been an indiscriminate one and they had done a great deal of collateral

damage in any case. Even more if the attack on silos were part of a
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general attack on industry and pepulation centers.

&, In short, US nuclear response, all out, would be less likely if ic
were in response to a very small LNO against soft facilities critical for
the reinforcement in Europe than if it were in response to an attack
against targets numbered in thousands even if rhe targets were only ICHMs
and SAL bases. And even more if the Soviet attack included population
centers. And a Soviet LNO against a small set of bases critical for
reinforcing Europe seems more plausible, or at least more in their
interest, than a large attack numbered in many thousands of warheads which’

could not prevent our retaliarion and might proveke ic.



Attachment 5

Draft: July 3, 1985

BEYOND THE STRATECY OF THE WORST
Albert Wohlstetter

France like the United States and the rest of NATO continues
to c¢ling to a strategy of bringing on the worst possible outcome
in the event of a Soviet attack on Europs, But political and

economlc forces as well as technical changes move policy in the

opposite direction. The Soviets will be able to endanger the
autonomy of the West without committing suicide. The West will
need less than suicldal responses to protect its autoenomy. The

policy of the worst may be once more the worst of policies.

The continuing revolution in microelectronies is drastically
altering the ctechnologies of offense and defense that will be
available_ both to the Soviets and to the West. Large improve-
ments in sensing, data processing and control make more feasible
than ever the effective use of smwall nuclear weapons wich con-
fined effects; or non-nuclear weapons, to accamplish missions
previously achievable only with large yield nuclear weapons or
with huge, indiscriminate non-nuclear raids like the ones that
destroyed Hamburg, Dresden and Tokyo. Moreover, essentially the
same information technologies will make available an active
defense  that wuses precise non-nuclear means to  intercept
substantial numbers of enemy nuclear warheads on their way to
military targets located near cities -- and sc¢ to form an
important part of the defense of key military forces. It will
offer also a useful protection of population f£from collateral

1



damage . The instruments for maintaining control are also
becoming both more effective and easier to protect because small
packages of less expensive but reliable sensors and powerful data
processors and communications can be easily multiplied and moved
or otherwise made less wvulmerable to attack.

The NATO countries (as Francois de Rose suggests), in
accordance with their long tradition of innmovation in science and
technology and the apgilicy native to an open society, can exploirt
the opportunities that these developments present. The Soviet
Unicon with a culture much less congenial te innovatien, 1is, in
any case, doing everything it can to exploit them -- and net in
interests of the West, These technological developments will
reinforce the Soviet capacity to conduct a strategy of selective
attack, for example, against the Faderal Republic of Cermany and
the Low Counrries, or against & weakly armed, but critical, flank
of WaATQ, or in an area like the Persian Gulf on which France and
the other major members of NATO have come critically to depend.
Such a strategy of acta#k could leave the c¢ivil society of France
and rthe other key powers of NATO essentially untouched and leave
Western leaders with a maximum stake in exercising prudence. Ic
is the most controllable and least risky strategy for the Soviets
-~ aspecially if NATO has no appropriate response. The threat of
such a Soviet atrtack or its actual execution could endanger the
autonomy of all those members of the NATO alliance who ars not
directly attacked,

Yet France and the United Starves and the o:her. members of

NATO have been obsessed with a policy of last resort. NATO has
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begen preoccupied with extreme contingencies and Soviet attacks so
enormous and so unselectively destructive that the suicide of the
West in response would be redundant. Its strategy has drifted
increasingly rtowards dependence on an apocalyptic threat to
initiate an indiscriminate and suicidal attack which it does not
expact te be able to control. Worse, much Oflﬁliiance policy on
research, develepment and deployment has deliberately avoided
making WNATO capable of exercising discrimination and control.
And NATO's strategy for negotiating and construing bilateral
agreements with the Soviets is based on the same premise, It
also has been designed in the hope that any use of nuclear
weapons would result in the indiscriminzte destruction of the
Soviets as well as the West. But it has succeeded only in
hampering  improvements in NATO’s own ability to control
destruction.

A few illustrations, some familiar and some less familiar.

(1) The Carter Administration cancelled the program to
deploy neutron weapons in Europe, e#ven though European NATO had
agreed reluctantly to accept them and despite the fact that they
would have reducad the blast effects and hence the c¢ollateral
damage done by NATO to its own civil society in stopping a
massive Soviet armored invasion.

{2) High level figures on both sides o¢f the Atlantic
agreed to cancellation in 1979 of earth penetrating warheads for
the Pershing Il even though such warheads had gene through full
scale engineering and develcpment and would have made it more
feasible to destroy hard and semi-hard fixed military ctargets

with substantially confined effects.



R T e TS SIR R LA,
HERE O

{3) AIRS, the advanced inertial guidance system used in
the ICBMs the U.S§. is presently planning to deploy, was delayed
in its deve;opment’ by the opposition of supporters of Mutual
Assured Destruction (MAD) policy in the American Senate even
though, and indeed because, it greatly improved the precision of
inercial systems and so made them capable of destroying milicary
targets with smaller collateral effects.

{4) More important, these supporters of MAD succeeded

in actually stopping & half dozen programs for research and

development on terminally guided ballistic missiles even though
such guidance can make feasible the effective destruction of wvery
hard military targets with warheads of very low yields and con-
fined ceollateral effects, and eveﬁ though such ICBMs could be
much smaller, cheaper and more easily moved and otherwise
protected than any now programmed {such as the Midgetman) using
only inertial guidance. .

(3) The Mutual Assured Destruction dogma reinforced the
inervia characteristic of large organizations in slowing the
development of long-range cruise missiles with accuracies extreme
ensugh to permit the use of non-nuelear warheads to destroy a
variety of guite hard military targets.

(6) Arms agreements have had similar effects. The SALT
I offense agreement and ABM Treaty -- which are most frequently
referred te as the "jewels in the crown” of arms c¢ontrol by heads
of srate and the mass medla -- were also based on the perverse
dogma thar the superpowers should have weapons capable only of

destroying population, and none that could destroy the other
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side's weapons on the ground or on their way to target. The ABM
Treaty severely restricted not only the defense of cities but
even -- contrary to the dogma -~ the defense of the offense TCBM
silogs and national command and control. Moreover, the SALT I ABM
Treaty tried to proseribe the future development of Improved
small, mobile sensors and mobile interceptors and any new means
which would have offered an increasingly effective protection of
ICBM gileg, command centers and other key military forces. The
SALT T Offense Apgreement professed te replace such active defense
of U.S. ICBYM silos by committing the Soviers not to deplay any
additional missiles with warheads capable of destroving our ICBM
silos. This was supposed to be accomplished by preohibiting any
increase 1in the number of silos for "heavy missiles™.  But the
Soviets squeezed many more warheads than our negotiators thought
possible - though they had been warned - into both "heavy" and
"light” migsiles and drastically imp{éved the precision of cheir
warheads. As a rasulé they ended up with mearly six times more
warheads capable of destroying ICBM silos than our negotiatars
expectad!

(7) Supporters of MAD have opposed any major effort by
the United States to improve the protection of its warcvime
command and control on the ground that this would be a severe
"provocation” to the Soviet Union.E Meanwhile, the Soviets have
spent many tens of billions of dollars over many vyears to
elaborate a formidably effective, mutually reinforcing network of
measures for érotecting -political and military command and
contraol that inelude deceptien, concealment, mobility in the air,
on the ground and below ground, dispersal, deep underground

§



structures and active defense. They have designed their system
to survive a nuclear war, not just in peacetime. Yet no one has
said that theIr program is excessively provocative.

Let us be clear. The issue is not, as supporters of MAD
pretend and as even some contributors to this debate in
Commentaire suggest, between those on the one hand who predicc
that a large scale exchange of nuclear weapons could take place
neatly, «cleanly, and with perfect discrimination and control (a
war “"without a smudge"” as Stanley Hoffmann calls it) and on the
other hand those who claim that any significant use of nuclear
weapons will lead almost inevitably to exhausting the stockpiles
of all the powers and the end of civilization on both sides --
and possibly even the human species. There are some who hold the
latter view if somewhat evasivelyz. I know of no one who holds

the former view. I have said many times that no substantial

conflict, “nuclear or non-nuclear, is likely to be neat and

perfectly controlled. That even 1if we could confine the
destruction - which we cannot - te military targets, the
slaughter of soldiers would be disaster enough. And that there

will always be a very substantial chance that violence would
climb disastrously beyond any expected bounds. Short of making
such statements while attached to a polygraph-machine, I cannot
imagine how I can persuade doubters.

The genuine 1issue lies between those who would ¢try to
improve both our abilicy to be effective against military targects

and our abilicty to confine the destruction as much as possible to

milicary targets rather cthan ¢to civil society and to keep




destruction under gross controi, and those who, while they pro-
fess merely to be predicting the loss of control, actually
attempt to arzange it. Both sorts of strategy take deterrence as
primary. One holds that the West can deter Soviet attack most
effectively by improving our ability and our will acrtually «co
respond in a non-suicidal way if deterrence fails. The other
view rests deterrence on assuring that if deterrence fails, any
response we could make to an attack would lead uncontrollably co
the apocalypse. It implies therefore that there should be no
actugl response - early or late - and proponents of this view
sometimes make this explicit by calling their view “Deterrence
Only"™, ‘"Deterrence Cnly” means giving »p if deterrence fails.

Raymond Aron's posthumous contribution to this debate is
characteristically perceytives. He saw that those who talk about
the wuncontroellability of nuclear war assume what they are trying
te prove. I would add, that these dogmatists present no
substantial evidence for what they predict about Soviet controls
and, fer the West, they advance a reckless prescription for
policy wunder the guise of a description of the physical facts of
nuclear war.  Aron recognized alse that dogmatists about the
uncontrollable and suieidal chavaccer of nuclear weapons tend
also to be the doctrinaires of capitulacion.

The American Bishops {whose view Stanley Hoffmann asserts,
is "the only possible view®) presenc at least four views. They
are botrh for and against threatening the destruction of popula-
tions and for and against our actual use of nuclear weapons if
our threats do not deter Soviet attack. But they have been guice
unambiguously opposed to any improvements in our abilicy te use

7



weapons precisely and discriminately and to keep destruction
under controla. Stanley Hoffmann himself, after affirming che
im§0$sibilitymof limiting the use of nuclear weapons, nonetheless
says "if the ad§ersary uses nuclear weapons first, wisdom and
morality require limitation”. Then, swinging once more to cthe
other side, he suggests that our inability zo limit the disaster
is a good thing, because it makes less likely that we would use

nuclear weapons, and therefore contributes to deterrence. This

confuses our ability to restrain destruction with our

adversary's, whe -~ Hoeffman explicitly and inconsiscently
recognizes -- might make a limited nuclear attack presenting us
with a dilemma for decision. All such vacillations are only a

symptom of a failure to face the genuine issue, whether to
improve our ability to keep destruction under control, or to
worsen it. Hoffmann, like other supperters of MAB; opposes such
improvemerts. Like them, he justifies this perverse policy by
referring vaguely to the supposed exponential “"arms race" between
the two superpowers stemming from their attempt {(or anyone's
attempt) to acquire a capability toe destroy military targets
rather than cities. He persists in clinging to this banal dogma
long after its logical and empirical underpinmings have been
remcveds.

While there are naturally many differences remaining, 1
think it fair to say that most of the contributors te the debate
in Commentaire agree that the inadequacy of a suicidal strategy
of last resort has become increasingly transparent as a way of

deterring any assault short of one so huge and unselective as to
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* ' leave lictle or mo stake in our exercising prudence. As for the

moral dimension Pierre Hassner states very eloquently the main
point, “Were-there but one chance in a thousand of deing so, it

would be absurd from the point of view of deterrence credibilicy,

and criminal from the peint of view of human lives to spare, uot

te de it. As with the aim of peace according to Kant, It

suffices that one caunot prove that all control, all selectivity,
i and all limitation are impossible for there to be a duty to try
to foresee the means and perfeét chem.a“ I would underline that
o we are under an obligation now, in time of peace, ro improve the

means of keeping destruction under control. {ur obligations to

try to contain the disaster do not begin when deterrence fails.

é? Nor is there a contradiction between the dictates of morality and
.T the dictares of prudence. The notion that NATO or any of the
%é major powers Iin NATO would be like}y to initiate a preventive
3 nuclear war against the Warsaw Pact or the Soviet Union, if it

E could be done without committing suicide, is a fantasy treated
?% solemnly in mathematical "models” of strategic stability and in

the rhetoric of Western politiecians under the unconscious
i influence of such models. 1t should not be taken seriously. WATO
will have difficulty enough making the decision to respond to a
selective nuclear attack or an overwhelming conventional assaulr,

not to speak of actually initiating an attack cthat did not

answer an actual invasion.
On  the other hand, being able ¢to launch only an

uncontrollably destructive and self-destructive attack raises

serious questions of prudence as well as moralirty. The phrase,
“ "Dissuasion Pure” in the vitle of my c¢ritique In Commentaire
9



referred to the policy of threatening to use, butr resolving never
actually teo use, nuclear weapons. It is the poliey called by its
proponents in“the strategic debate "Deterrence Only", But it is
an  essential part of my cririque that to keep dissuasion pure is
to undermine 1its credibilicy and cherefore irs essence,
*Dissuasion Pure” purifies a dissuasive force by removing any
contaminating likelihood that it will actually be used. It
refines dissuasion out of existence. More like "dehydrated water"
than the real liquid. Cn the other hand devising appropriate
responses to plausible Soviet attacks which themselves are
designed to achieve some military purpose requires more concrete
and detailed considevations: The kinds of contingencies in which
the Soviers might be morivated to wuse nuclear weapons, what
objectives they might hope to achieve, and with what confidence,
what gsorts of NATO offense and defense would be suited vo deprive
the Soviets of the necessary confidence in achieving ctheir
objectives, and so on. I examine such partly lndependent and
partly interlocking Soviet and Western choices in greater detail
elsewhere?.

Even the most thoughtful French commentators on my "Critique
de la Dissuasion Pure” describe my view as one of ‘“optimistic
voluntarism”. This mouth-£f1lling deseription carries with it
vague associations with Sartre and Existentialism, but they mean
it at least -- and quite pessibly at most -- to distinguish my
view from the one that dominates the French {(and the British, and

the American) debate on nuclear war - namely, that any use of

nuclear weapons will lead uncontreollably to the launching of
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essentially all of them and to the end of Eurcpe if not the end
of civilization and even the species,

I do beli#eve that the Soviets might use nuclear weapons in a
confined way to overcome decisively some unanticipated obstacle
that had cropped up in the course of their conventional invasion
of a rterritory critical te the West; and that Western leaders
might defeat such an invasion without destroying Europe much less
the world. It is a measure of the depth and breadth of pessimism
in France (and among the elites in all the democracies) that so
qualified an assertion, (ome that only suggests that it is
concelvable that our decisions in the course of a conflict gould
avoid total cataclysm and that we should try to do g0} is
labelled "optimism".

NOﬁetpeless, the dominant French - and Western - pessimism
is by no means as black as it may seem. Understood correctly, it
shines almost as brightly as Candide's idea that this is the best
of all possible worlds -- after all. For what it conceals is the
belief - or an evidently urgent wish - that the Soviets could
never Initiate a significant use of nuclear weapons on a scale
and in a way that would be less than totally disastrous to wus
(and possibly even to them). That is supposed to follow from the
nature of nuclear weapons, a fact of physics rather than the
result of some French or Western choice of policy.

This mnotion that the Soviets would only launch an attack on
Europe calculated to destroy Eurcope rather than to take it over
as an important prize (or that they would see mutual disaster
implicit in their meregst possible use of nuclear weapons) needs a
litcle spelling out to make it plausible‘te the non-initiate. It

11
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presupposes in the first place that the Soviets would have to use
nuclear weapons in snormous quantities 1f they use them at &all;
and so indiﬁc;iminateiy that even if they were aiming at military
targets they would destroy French civil society in the opening
attack. Then, 4if the French nuclear force survived, French
leaders might use it in retaliation in a kind of "dying sting®
that killed Soviet civilians in proportiocnately smaller numbers
but no less indiscriminately. By assumption such a French
response would serve no purpose; but neither would it bring on
any extra disaster to France since it would be a dying sting. So
it seems not entirely implausible that French leaders would then
perform this "actve gratuit®. And understanding that, the Soviets
would never start the whole process. Some words from the note-
books of F. H. Bradley, the British idealist philosopher, near
the start of this century, make the appropriate changes in
Voltaire: = "This is the best of all possible worlds; and every-
thing in it is a necessary evil.”

But what 1if France and its civilization had survived a
Soviet nuclear strike? The Soviets do not need te make that
strike destroy everything in order to make a decisive difference
in a conventional conflict. After all, their conventional forces
today compare rather favorably wich those of the West and speci-
fically with those of the French. If their conventional forces
ran into trouble they would not need to eliminate a great many

targets with nuclear weapons to make up for an unexpected set-

back - or to forestall a suddenly anticipated disastrous
conventional defeat. Huclear weapons would contribute to their
12
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{,victory, as economists say, "at the margin". They would form the

increment making a decisive difference in the correlation of
forces. Moreover, the individual weapons would not have to be
indiscriminately destructive. West Europe has no very hard
targets, no super hard siles, nor even super hard command
centers. The Soviets have forces quite accurate enough to be
effective against the few major airfields, missile sites, nuclear
and non-nuclear munitions stocks and other facilities such as
radar sites which could turn the tide of battle; and accurate
enough to destroy these targets without destroying France.

Then what? A French response against Soviet cities would
then invite the destruction of France rather than follow it.
Much less plausible than a "dying sting". That explains the
French (and British and American) reluctance to consider a Soviet
attack which would leave the French (or the British or the United

States) a very substantial stake in not responding. Horrors!

The prospect that a Soviet attack might be less than totally

horrible appears then itself to be horrible. But isn't there
something sick about clinging to a hope that any attack -- if it
comes -- would leave us with no choice?

Gen. Pierre-Marie Gallols observes that France started, when
she had only a small number of weapons, by aiming its strategic
force at cities. Now that France will have a very large number
of nuclear weapons and can take advantage of the revolution in
precision, and now that it is clear that the Soviets will
increasingly be able to use nuclear weapons in a precise and
selective way that can serve (rather than defeat) its military
purpose in invading, Gen. Gallois believes that it would be wise

13



for France to change its initial policy and consider a precise
and less suicidal response?; Here I believe he is quite right.

He is also aware of the continuing advances in precision that

will permit the use of conventional weapons for an increasing

variety of strategic objectives deep within the homeland of an
adversary, but I feel he may not take their strategic importance
adequately into account. Both Marshal Ogarkov and CGen. Curtis
LeMay (who 1s generally thought of as a proponent of massive
strategic bombardment) have recognized recently the large mplica-
tions of the radical improvements in precision that will permit
the precise delivery of conventional weapons at wvery extended
rangas,s My observations on this point, like those of Ogarkov
and LeMay, do not imply that non-nuclear wsapons can completely
replace nuclear weapons, (Gen. Gallois seems to misunderstand my
views here.) However, és Gen. LeMay has observed, it can raise
the threshold beyond which either side might feel it necessary to
tesort to nuclear force.

Nonetheless, Gen. Gallois deserves great credit for
recognizing that, whatever the merits of a suicidal threat to
destroy Soviet cities in a period when such a response had some
plausibilicy as a "dying sting"'in response Lo a huge Soviet
attack that In any case destroyed French civil society, it would
be absurd as a response to a precisely delivered attack on key
French military forces that left French cities essentially
intact, Soviet military planmers have recognized the advantage
of  such attackslg, Spoviet military forces are becoming

increasingly capable of executing them.
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The "dying sting", as Gen. Gallois has always understood,
never had anything to recommend it as a response to an attack
confined to the territory of an ally, even a vital ally. And
France has had critically important (and growing) interests
outside 1its own territorial boundaries. But the issue of the
credibility and persuasiveness of threats of Mutual Assured
Destruction have al?ays been central. It has been a void at the
very antér of MAD doctrine and of NATC declaratory policy since
shortly aftser the Cuban Missile Crisis,

In the last twe of three years theorists of a nuclear winter
have come wup with a new physical phenomenon and a new analysis
that appears to fiii the void. They claim that any Soviet attack
substantial enough to have a significant military effect would
send so much smoke from burning cities inteo the troposphere and
loft even higher into the stratosphere so much £fine submicron
dust frc§ nuclear weapons exploding near the surface of under-
ground targects that the heat and light from the sun would be
blocked and temperatures would fall disastrously throughout cthe
Northern hemispherell. The direct rebound from the Soviet's own

weapons would then endanger life in the Soviet Union even 1if NATO

did not respond. In that case, NATO leaders would not have to
face the terrible decision, No need for NATO to "sting". The
Soviets would have stung themselves. If che scale of a Soviet

first strike had to be large enough to cross the "threshold" of
nuclear winter, they could in the words of Dr. Stephen Schneider
of the HNarional Center for Atmospheric Ressarch ‘win fer two
weeks only, until the cloud of nuclear smoke or dust comes back

over wl2
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But the newly discevered uncertain potential cthat huge
nuclear attacks directed extensively at cities may have for
causing a nuczear winter dees not fill the void in MAD doctrine.
Instead, it makes more clearly wvisible the  preposterous
assumptions about Soviet attacks and Western responses that are
at the nheart of the doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction. A
close examination of the “scenarios” that form the basis for
nuclear winter calculations demonstrate this quite apart from all
the uncertainties about the physiczal phenomena connected with
nuclear winter such as the density of fuel in vafious locations,
how much of it would burn and send particles of smoke and dust
inte the atmosphere, how the clouds of dust and smoke would be
transported wvertically and horizontally, ete. , etc. Such
scenarios invariably resolve uncertainties as to how the Soviets
might use nuclear weaﬁOﬂs and how we would and should respond by
assuming cthat such decisions would be made without any regard for
aveiding self-destruction. In fact, in these scenarios, the two
sides appear to take part im an intricate collaboration to assure
that their nuclear weapons will have little relevant military
effect, but do enormous collateral damage to civil society both
locally and globally. The nuclear winter scenarios carry this to
a2 new extreme. In the international study of nuclear winter and
other envirowrental consequences of nuclear war sponsored by ‘the
Royal Swedish Academy, the two superpowers are presumed to
explode 15 nuclear weapons with a total yield of 10 megatons over
each one of such cities ag Hong Kong, Bombay, <Calcutta, HNew

Delhi, Madras, Dacca, Jakarta, Manilla and Sydney. That would
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generate a great deal of smoke, but it is not clear what it is
supposed to do to further the objectives of either side in a
military campaign.

I have sometimes been offered as the prime example of the
rational model of decision by theorists of bureaucratic politics.
Nonetheless, I have always been very conscious that political and
military leaders and most large bureaucratic organizations often
act mindlessly. Indeed a good deal of my professional career has
been motivated and justified by that fact, But theorists of
bureaucracy tend not merely to describe the inertia of
bureaucracy. They prescribe it. There 1is a kind of naive
cynicism in supposing that we can do nothing to avoid self-
destructive courses of action. And it is worse than naive to
suppose that the Soviets, 1if they attacked, would never use
nuclear weapons except in a way that would lead to their own
destruction. As for the West, such an image of the consequences
of any nuclear response to a Soviet nuclear attack leads more

.

naturally to capitulation than to rash acts. Indeed

bureacracies, though frequently irrational, are not always -- or
often -- irrationally daring.

In any case, such lurid views of a nuclear exchange shape
the course of much policy discussion in ways that are not widely
understood. And the Soviets make their own contribution to
Western debate by encouraging the notion that if they attack,
they would destroy Western society even it they destroyed
themselves. This has been illustrated in the discussion of the
Strategic Defense Initiacive, Hans Bethe, Richard Garwin, Carl
Sagan and othef members of the Union of Concerned Scientists

17



recently prophesied cthat if the United States were ce attempt any :

"serious"” vprotection of its cities, a "likely response” by the

ﬁE
Soviet Union would be *to target its missiles so as to maximize i
damage to the 0.5, population” even though that would "pose L

iy
P g
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serious danger of triggering a climatic catastrophe {the nuclear

P 13

winter phenomenon).”
I  have observed that if the Soviets were really so

passionately dedicated to destroying harmless bystanders in the

West rather than military obstacles which stoed in the way of

their expanding their control over Eurasia, they could evade our

ballistic missile defense entirely by exploding their warheads

over their own <cities in large enocugh numbers te bring on a
nuclear winter. And, as if to demonstrate to Western advocates i

of HMAD that they cannot beat Soviet efforrs to make protection

e
Sfedemityd

against Soviet attacks seem hopeless, Izvestia recently printed a -
piece by -Valentin Falin (former ambassador to West Cermany) ad

saying that the Soviets might very well counter our anti-

ballistic missile defense in just that way: "No ABM options,”

Falin wrote ominously on December 14, 1984, "will change the fact )
that a precisely known gquantity of nuclear devices detonated i

simultansously on one’'s own territory would have irreversible

glebal consequences {emphasis added).® If the members of the
Politboro are so completely indifferent to their own fate and i
that of the nomenklatura, not to speak of the fucure of -
&
. i
"communism®, then no form of deterrence nor arms control are 1

likely to be of any help to the West.

However, this preoccupation with the most catastropic sort

18
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of attack is very widespread in the West. Some of the technol..-
gists who  advocate President Reagan's Strategic Defense
Initiative have focused on attacks no less preposterous than
those posited by the opponents. They have considered Soviet
attacks involving as many as 30,000 strategic ballistic missile
warheads (many times the present total) ali directed at cities in
an all-out opening "bolt out of the blue" attack. And they have
concentrated on the farfetched objective of intercepting all of
the warheads in such an absurd attack.

Against the much more likely Soviet attacks in which they
might use ballistic missiles to achieve a high confidence of
destroying military obstacles (either in the United States or in
Europe) to their invasion of Europe, a more modest ballistic
missile defense <could form an effective component of a robust
NATO posture that included an offense capable of responding
selectively against military targets in the Warsaw Pact,
including the Soviet Union. Such a defense of Western military
facilities (which are always redundant in a way that population
is not) could deprive the Soviets of the confidence they may
require that they could destroy a large enough proportion of the
military obstacles that stand in their way. And so could help
deter Soviet attack,

1 agree entirely with Francois de Rose that Europeans and
Americans should give much more attention to the prospect for a
ballistic missile defense of Western Europe. The Soviets will
have ballistic missiles capable of delivering conventional as
well as nuclear warheads effectively. Ballistic missile attacks
with non-nuclear warheads could be an important element of the

19



initial wave in a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. They could
exploit the fact that key éﬁements in NATO's conventional force
posture for m;ny political reasons are less effectively dispersed
and protected than the Warsaw Pact forces. Even for getting a
robust conventional posture in West Europe, we should consgider
urgently the early deployment of ballistic missile defense there.
Such & defense i3 not proscribed by che ABM Treaty which Is
directed at restricting the defense against strategic ballistic
missiles. The Soviets, morecv&r; are in the process of
developing, testing and deploying such a defense. (Raymond
Garthoff has said that the Soviets have already tested their SA-
12 missile against their Scalekeard, an offense missile of
roughly the same range as the Pershing I.)

Moreover, contrary to statements made by Jonathan Alford of
the 1ISS, Lawrence Freedman of the University of London, and many
other British supporters of MAD, the job of defending against
ballistic missiles that threaten Western Europe, such as the 5§-
22, 88-23, and §5-2C, 1is much easier than the job of defending
the United States against ICBMs, This runs counter also to the
common impression that because tactical ballistic missiles take
less time to get from their launch point to target, they would be
harder to iIntercept.  However, such misgiles reenter the
atmosphere at much slower speeds than ICBMs. They spend a larger

proportion of their time on trajectory in the atmosphere, in the

boost phase as well as after reentry. There is more time
available for intercepting them.  They have more difficuley in
deploying persuasive decoys for several reasons. Because these
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missiles are launched from much closer by, even sensors on an
airborne as distinct from a spaceborne platform should be able to
track them from the boost phase ¢on. In fact the Airborne Optical
System, which would be a kind of successor to the AWACs Airborne
Warning and Control Aircraft recently deployed in NATO, would be
a particularly promising and early component of a layered
preferen&%ai defense of theater targets.

For that very reascon, we may expect that those whe are
recklessly committed to a strategy of the worst, are likely to
oppose the Alirborne Optical System in particular and ballistic
missile defense in general, in the European chgater. Political
leaders, fearful of rocking the boat, are likely to do the same.

It is a symptom of the disease in the West that policy
decisions critical for alliance defense are so largely shaped by
the desire to quiet domestic dissent ne matter how irrational,
and to avold potential disagreements among the allies even at the
expense of surrendering critically needed measures for Alliance
defense. Arms contrel, in particular, has become a means for
"managing® {(that is trying to appease) the utopian apocalyptic
anti-nuclear movements, At the same time the apocalyptic image
of war spread by pr@pon&nts of agreements designed to assure
mutual destruction only assures new waves of passionate
oppousition.

The defects of the strategy of the worst are moest obvicus in
connection with the problem of defending the vital interests of
France that extend beyond its territorial borders. - For France,

as for the United States and the other major members of NATO,

‘threats to these interests are the most plausible critical
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dangers to its autonomy. The U.3. strategic force was designed
from <the start o protect such interests. It therefore was
directed f:e; the first ar retarding the Soviet advance into
Europe, at destroying factories capable of supporting an ongoing

Soviet combined arms attack on Europe and not simply at blunting

Soviet attacks on the United States, and certainly not simply ac

destroying Soviet cities, Gen, Gallois is right that the French
force from its beginning was directed at cities. That was not
the case however for the U.S. strategic force, It 1is worth

recalling the actual history, since it is now shrouded in myths.
MATO started with the idea that if the Soviet Union attacked
Western Europe, the United States would respond against the
Sevietr Unien with "stracegic bombing promptly by all means
possible with all types of weapons without exception".la That
was central in the "Strategic Concept for the Integrated Defense
of the North Atlantic Area” which was agreed to in between the
signing of the NATO Treaty and its ratification. The phrase,
*all types of weapons without exception®, of course, was meant to
include most plainly, nuclear weapons. The Military Committee

dropped the explicit mention of the A-bomb, despite the desire of

X
'

the Belgiums, Italians and Dutch to make it explicit, only be-
cause of the domestic political sensitivities of the
Scandinavians,lS

Nonetheless, all of NATO's founders had made it quite clear.
They depended on the then new American technology of nuclear
weapons as a principal way to deter or to respond to a Soviet

attack on Western Europe, Specifically they were relying on the
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American strategic offense nuclear force to compensate for the

current preponderance of Soviet conventional military force and
5] for an intrinsic geographical disadvantage - the fact that
Western Europe was much further from its major ally than it was
from its principal potential enemy.
~Joe 1, the first Soviet nuclear explosion, also occurred in
between the signing of the Treaty and 1its ratification and even
befere the Military Committee developed the WNATO Strategic
Coencept. The prospect that the Soviets would develop a large
stock of nuclear weapons of their own, as Dean Acheson noted even

then, in 1%4%, made & continuing heavy reliance on nuclear

. . . . 6
weapons to deter a Soviet conventional invasion questionable” .

) **,,Q: H

But it only underiined the importance of an American nuclear

4t
L.

guarantee embodied in the Treary. Credible promises of a muclear

é% response would be needed from then on, to deter Soviet nuclear
i attack, at the least against any NATC country that had no nuclear
i weapons. As the Soviet stockpile grew, the United States and
i%‘ NATO made Lt evident that the Strategic Concept applied also to

deterring or answsring a Soviet nuclear attack on one or more of

the sovereign countries in Western Europe.

e Dean Acheson's thoughtful memorandum, dictated shortly
%ﬁ bafere the ratification of the NATO Treaty, suggests both che
fﬁﬁ leng histery of our dependence on nuclear weapons and the early
T
h recegnition by the founders of NATO that a continued predominanc
Eﬁ *reliance upon the atomic defensive shield" was likely to
"prevent progress toward the substitutes...”. He asked "Is it
2 true that within 5-10 vyears the U.3.8 R, may be expecred e have

- a stockpile of atomic weapons of sufficient size effectively to
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neutralize the present advantage which we possess and might this
time be shortened if the U.5.5.R. developed a thermonuclear
reactionf ,.T I£f this is so, would we be better off addressing
ourselves now to finding substitutes for the defensive ghield our
atomic weapons are now giving our allies?" 1If not in 194%, then
perhaps in 1985 we should think about how to supplement the
atomic shield.

On the day afrer Acheson dictated his memorandum, the State
Department's Atomic Energy Files record a conversation with
Francois de Rose who was just about to begin his tour of duty as
the Quail d'Orsay’'s expert on atomic energy mattezsl?, Acheson
and de Rose illustrate the long history both of our policy and of
the sensible recognition by its founders of the need continually
te adapt it to change. NATO's founders saw very early that, as
Francois de Rose says, “to maintain the edifice” of the Western
Alliance we would have "to replace some of the pillars and
substitute new materials”.

Several observations are in order, First, on the phrase,
"extended deterrence”, which unfortunately became common in  the
strategic debate about 25 years ago. It has always been
misleading. The phrase suggests that the original purpose of the
U.S5. strategic force was to deter an attack on U.S. cities. And
that the notion of extending its purpese to the defense of Europe
was a later and quite doubtful stretching of the original idea,.
Not s=o. The Soviets are not likely to attack the United States
in the hope of occcypying it. They might attack American military

forces in the United States or in Western Europe which stood in
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the way of their invading Europe. {Just as the Japanese attacked
the U.8. fleet in Pearl Harbor because it stood in the way of
their expanding to the South.) The U.S5. strategic force was
intended from the outset to deter or defend against a Soviet
invasion of Western Eurcpe. lt was intended to compensate for the
Soviet  advantage in the theater and the instabilicy that
advantage could mean. Discussions of stability among American
strategists and European political elites in the last two decades
or so - including most mathematical "models” of stability - are
frequently trivial because they neglect this obvious fact. They
contract or shrink the initial idea of deterrence to an
artificial 2-person game batween the superpowers.

Second, the NATO Strategic Concept, like the NATO Treaty,
was intended to deter Soviet attack and thus prévant a war,
However of in the event of a Soviet attack it was understood that
SaC would actually use its nuclear weapons. There was no flim-
flam abour wnuclear weapons serving only to deter nuclear war,
never te fight it, "Decerrence Only"™ - the notion that the West
should threaten the use of nuclear weapons, but never actually
use - them 1if the threat didn’'t work - received some official
sanction as a declaratory policy in the United States rather
racently - in the 1970s; and then with substantial confusion. It
had already begun to dominate the views of polivical elites in
Europe. But, when Robert McNamara, in the mid-1960s, introduced
the idea of using threats of Mutual Assured Destruction, he also
made clear that if deterrence failed the United States would use
its strategic Zforce not against cities but against Soviet
milirary forces. He would actually use nuclear weapons. (He had
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not yet come to “Deterrence Only”.) But he would use them
against milicary forces, net cities,

Moreovert Soviet strategic forces avr rhat time were small in
rnumber and vulnerable and the U.3. counterattack against them
could have been quite effective. (The small Soviet bomber force
was unprotected and in a low state of readiness. Its few land-
based Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles were unprotected by
silos before 1963. Its missile launching submarines were mainly
in port, and, when out of pert, noisy and easily cracked, as has
recently been revealed in connection wich the Walker spy ring.)

But McHamara wused the confused rhetori: F Mutual Assured
Destruction. and rhereric has its effi » even on  the
rhetoricians. It is hard for our political leaders to keep
single beooks straight. Double books may bhe impossible. The
suicidal rhetoric of MAD encouraged American and other Western
governments to strip themselves of defenses, and to neglect the
powerful trends in the technologies of sensing, information and
concrol which have increasingly made feasible both active defense
and a selective and discriminating offense. Even more it
encouraged ﬁestera leaders to ignore the significance of the facc
that the Soviets were vastly increasing their power to make the
West's unrestrained response to a Soviet selective attack an
unthinkable disaster. At the same time the Soviets have been
building a capability to execute attacks which might achieve
important political military objectives and yet £all far short of
causing the apocalypse. It would remain to us te bring on the

apocalypse, Or surrender. Concentrating always on the worst
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possible case of an attack that destroyed the civil society
within the territorial bounds of each of the major countries in
NATO, the West has tended to disarm itself for responding to the
real dangers and especially those outside  the immediate
boundaries of the three nuclear powers.

The situation in NATO teday in many respects resembles the
one Colonel PeGaulle tried unsuccessfully to warn the French
General Staff about before World War II. The strategy of France,
the CGeneral noted in his memoirs, corresponded to the meral
weakness of the Fourth Republic, It was dominated by the concept
of defending the fixed and continucus frontier of France. By
proclaiming the French intention to keep its armies at the
fronuier, it was egging its enemy on to act against the weak
states who were isolated by that strategy: the Saar, the
Bhineland, Austria, Czechoslovakia, the DBaltic States, and
Poland, and, in the end, even Belgium. If war came the strategy .
was to fight as little as possible. In a way it combined the .
worst of two strategies. It invelved extending guarantees to
weak states who were depending on France -- and on whom France
ultimately depended -- and, at the same time France was following
a course of action that indicated that the guarantees would not
be fulfilled.

it is unfortunate that not only France and General DeGaulle,
but the United States and the Alliance as a whole, have so far

ignored the Colonel's advice,
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The SDI in US. Nuclear | Fred $. Hoffman o
| Strategy

Senate Testimony =

As we approach the
second anniversary of President Reagan's speech announcing the SDI, it is s
useful to review the development of the issue. Critics and supporters alike ’
now recognize that the central question concems the kind of R&D program
we should be conducting. Virtually no one on either side of the issue, here
or among our allies, contests the need for research on the technologies that
might contribute to a defense against ballistdc missiles, and it is clear that the
Administration does not propose an immediate decision on fuil-scale engi-
neering development, let alone deployment of ballistic missile defenses.
Nevertheless, the issue continues to occupy a dominant place in discus-
sions of national security issues and arms negotations, far out of proportion
to its immediate finandal impact (significant as this is), to its imunediate &
implications for existing agreements (current guidance limits the R&D to

conformity with them), and to its near-term impact on the military balance. 2
Reactions by the public and media in this country and among our allies, as B
well as the public response by Soviet leaders, suggest that the President’s
speech touched a nerve. Such extreme reactions to a program that has such fh
modest immediate effect suggests that the President’s initiative raises basic P*j‘;
questions about some deep and essential troubles with the dnft of NATO
-declaratory and operational strategy for the last 20 years, and about the o
direction in which we need to move during the next 20 years. The debate i
has only ostensibly been about the pros and cons of spending next vear's
funds on research and development. That the basic issues have been largely s
implicit is unfortunate. Entrenched Westem opinion resists rethinking a de- j%
claratory strategy that has stressed a supposed virtue in U.S. vulnerability. -
And the Soviets have been campaigning furiously to aid a natural Western on
resistance to change. The Soviet campaign is also natural since in the 20-year *:j
This staternent was made by Fred 5. Hoffman before the Subcommittes oni Strategic and Theater i
Nuclear Forces of the U.5. Senate Armed Services Committee on March 1, 1985. It is a result of £
collaboration with Albert Wohlstetter and other colleagues at Pan Heuristics. Fred Hoifman is =
solely responsible for the statement in ity present form.
' Fred Hoffman is Director of Pan Heuristics, a Los Angeles-based policy research group. He uns director €
of the study group that prepared the report "Ballistic Missile Deferses and U.S. Natiorial Security” in
. October 1983 for the Future Security Strategy Study (generally known es the “Hoffman Report™), ey
[
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International Security | 14

period in which the West has relied on threats of Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion, the Soviets have aitered what they call the “correlation of forces” in
their favor.

The orthodoxy reflected in the SALT process and in much of the public
discussion of the 5D is that of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD)—a do¢-

" trine that holds that the only proper role of nuclear weapons on both sides

is to deter their use by the other side, and that they must perform this role
through the threat of massive and indiscriminate attacks on cities, designed
to inflict the maximum destruction on the adversary’'s civilian population.
On this view, any use of nuclear weapons is and should be clearly suicidal.
Anything that interferes in any measure with the other side’s ability to inflict
“assured destruction” is “destabilizing”-in crises it is supposed to induce
preemptive attack and, in the long-term military competition, a “spiralling
nuclear arms race” with unlimited increases in the potential for indiscriminate
destruction on both sides. MAD was the Western, though not the Soviet,
strategic foundation for the ABM Treaty and the SALT offense agreementts.
It is largely unconscous dogma dominating the media discussions of nuclear
strategy, SDI, and arms agreements.

Some who advocate this policy like to think of it as not a policy, but a
“fact.” A supposedly unalterable fact of nature. There is a grain of truth and
a mountain of confusion in this assertion. The grain is the unquestioned
ability of nuclear weapons to inflict massive, indiscriminate, and possibly
global destruction. The mountain is the conclusion that this is the way we
should design and plan the use of nuclear forces, and even more important,
the assumption that this is the way the Soviet Union does design and plan
the use of its nuclear forces. The prescriptiont for our own strategy and the
assumption about Soviet strategy are not unalterable facts of nature but
matters of policy choices in each country. The contrasting U.S. and Soviet
choices brought about the relative worsening of the U.S. position.

This is not the place for a detailed critique of MAD, but a summary of its
principal deficiencies is essential to assess the potential role for defenses in
our strategy. A central point on which most critics and supporters of SDI
agree is that the assessment of defenses depends critically on what you want
them to do. And what we want them (o do depends on our underlying
strategy.

MAD as a strategy might have something to recommend it {not nearly
enough in my view) if the tensions between the Soviet Union and the U.S.
were restricted to the threat posed by nuclear weapons. Relations between
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the United States and the Soviet Union: have not been dominated by the
possibility of border conflicts between the two countries or the fear of inva- e
sion by the other. Rather the post-World War Il military competition arose
from the desire of the Soviet Union to dominate the countries on the periph-
ery of its-Empire and the desire of the United States to preserve the inde- %

. . 2]
pendence of those countries. No nuclear strategy can long ignore the role of
nuclear weapons in managing this underlying conflict of interests, nor can

it ignore the asymmetry in the geostrategic situations of the two countries. g’é
The U.S. guarantees a coalition of independent countries against nuclear B
attack by the Soviet Union. We have aiso affirmed in NATO strategy that we

would respond to overwhelming nonnuciear attack with whatever means 7
proved to be necessary to defeat such an attack. Do we now mean tc exclude %}

a U.S. nuclear response in both these cases? What if the Soviets launch a

nuclear attack, but one directed solely at our allies and which avoids any 5
damage to the U.5.7 How long can an explicitly suicidal nuclear response éﬁ;
remain a credible threat in the eyes of our allies or the Soviet Union?

On the Soviet side, there is abundant evidence that they have never =
accepted MAD as a strategic basis for their military programs {in contrast to ::5
their rhetoric designed to influence Westemn opinion). They continue to main-
tain and improve, at massive cost, air defense forces, ballistic missile de- _
fenses, and protective measures for their leadership and elements of their :
bureaucracy intended to ensure the continuity of the Soviet state. Their <
military strategy has increasingly focused on qualitative improvements to .
their massive forces intended to give them the ability to win a quick and %

dedsive military victory in Europe using their nonnuclear forces to attack
our theater nuclear forces as well as our conventional forces while deterring
the use of our nuclear forces based outside the theater. Deterring a suicidal
use of nuclear force is not very difficult., They have steadily improved the
flexibility of their own nuclear forces in what Lt. Gen. William Cdom, a

B2

leading professional student of Soviet military thought, has called their “stra- A
tegic architecture.” They design that architecture for the pursuit of Soviet e
political goals as well as military operations.

They clearly wish to dominate on their periphery and to extend their Y]
influence over time. By creating conditions that weaken tes between the ﬁ
United States and other independent countries they serve both ends. They
cleariy prefer to use latent threats based on their military power, but have =
shown themselves willing to use force either directly or indirectly and in a g;é

degree suited to their political goals. They regard wars, espedially long and
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large wars, as posing great uncertainties for them. Because they cannot ruje
out the occurrence of such wars, they attempt to hedge against the uncer-
tainties in their preparations. There is no reason to suppose that their plans
for the use of nuclear weapons are inconsistent with their general approach
to military planning.

From the Soviet point of view, Western public espousal of MAD is ideal.
Western movement away from such a strategy based on indiscriminate and
suicidal threats would increase the difficulty of Soviet political and strategic
tasks. The consequences of Western reliance on threats to end dvilization
can clearly be seen in the increasing level of Western public anxiety about a
nuclear cataclysm. While the incumbent governments among our allies have
successfully resisted coerdon, trends in public opinion and in the positions
of opposition parties give us little reason for comfort. In the U.S. as well,
public attitudes reflected in the freeze movement will make it increasingly
difficult to compete with the Soviets in maintaining parity in nuclear offensive
forces. The Soviet leaders have reason to believe that the West will flag in
its efforts to make up for the ground it lost in the quantitative offense
competition. Proponents of MAD have also impeded and delayed qualitative
improvements in the name of “stability.” Finally, a broad and increasing

_segment of the public is questioning the morality and prudence of threats of

unlimited destruction as a basis for our strategy.

The spedific relevance of MAD to the assessment of SDI is best illustrated
in the assertion by critics of the hopelessness of the SDI's task. They observe
that if even one percent of an attack by 10,000 warheads gets through the
defenses, this means 100 nuclear weapons on dties and that for more likely
levels of defense effectiveness, the ballistic missile defenses would be almost
totally ineffective in protecting dties. They generally leave implicit the re-
markable assumption that the Soviets would devote their entire (and in this
example, presumably undamaged) missile force to attacks on cities, ignoring
military targets in general and not even making any attempt to reduce our
retaliatory blow by attacking our nuclear offensive forces. If the Soviet attack,
for example, devoted % of their forces to attacking military targets, then only
¥ of the warheads surviving a defense like a boost phase intercept system
would be aimed at dties. In one particularly remarkable exerdise of this sort,
the authors concluded that defenses would cause the Soviets to concentrate
their forces on our dties, even if their attack were to result in nuclear winter.

Such a bizarre assumption suggests the absence of serious thought about
the objectives that might motivate Soviet leaders and military planners if
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they ever seriously contemplated the use of nuclear weapons. Whatever we
may think of the heirs of Karl Marx, the followers of Lenin, and the survivors
of Stalin, nothing in their background suggests suicidal tendendes. Certainiy,
their strictest ideological precepts call for the preservation of Soviet power
and control. Neglect of the actual motivation of our adversaries is particularly
strange in a strategic doctrine that professes to be concerned with deterrence.
Despite the fact that deterrence is in the mind of the deterred, those who
espouse MAD rarely go beyond the assumption that the attacker’s purpose
is to strike preemptively before he is attacked.

MAD doctrine takes it as axiomatic that to deter such a Soviet attack we
must threaten “assured destruction™ of Soviet sodiety. A consequence of this
view is that only offensive forces can directly contribute to deterrence. De-
fensive forces can contribute only if they are useful in protecting our missile
silos and the “assured destruction” capability of the missiles in them. Beyond
this andillary role in deterrence, MAD relegates defenses along with offensive
counterforce capability and dvil defenses to the role of “damage limiting” if
deterrence fails. But since our damage-limiting capability diminishes Soviet
assured destruction capability, elicting unlimited Soviet efforts to restore
their deterrent, MAD dismisses damage limiting (and with it defenses) as
pointless and destabilizing.

To recapitulate, acceptance of MAD doctrine implies for SDI:

* Defenses must be essentially leakproof to be useful;
« Defenses can at best serve an ancillary role in deterring attack;
* Deferises that reduce dvilian damage are inherently destabilizing.

Even a leakproof defense would not satisfy the last condition. Together
these three conditions implied by MAD are an impenetrable barrier—a leak-
proof defense against SDI. Since I have indicated above reasons for rejecting
MAD as a doctrine, [ believe we should reexamine each of these in tum.

Most important, if defenses must be leakproof to be useful, then the odds
of success for the SDI R&D program are much lower than if lesser levels of
effectiveness can contribute to our security objectives. The record is replete
with instances of faulty predictions about the impossibility of technological
accomplishments by those with the highest sdentific credentials, and we
should view current predictions about the impessibility of effective ballistic
missile defenses in the perspective of that record. Nevertheless, if everything
in a complex and diverse R&D program must work well to derive any benefit,
the odds of success will be low and the time required very long.
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The critics compound the problem further by demanding that the SDI
research program prove and guarantee at its outset that the defenses that
might ultimately be developed and deployed will be able to deal with a wide
variety of ingenious, but poorly specified and, in some cases, extremely
farfetched countermeasures. Critics can produce countermeasures on paper
far more easily than the Soviets could produce them in the field. In fact, the
critics seldom specify such “Soviet ” countermeasures in ways that seriously
consider their costs to the Soviet Union in resources, in the sacrifice of other
military potential, or the time that it would take for the Soviets to develop
them and incorporate them into their forces. The countermeasures suggested
frequently are mutually incompatible.

If, instead, we replace MAD with a view of deterrence based on a more
realistic assessment of Soviet strategic objectives, we arrive at a radically
different assessment of the effectiveness required for useful defenses and of
the appropriate objectives of the SDI R&D program. The point of departure
ought to be reflection on the motives that might induce Soviet leaders and
military planners to contemplate actually using nuclear weapons. The test of
deterrence would come if we and the Soviet Union found ourselves in a
major confrontation or nonnuclear conflict.

In such circumstances, Soviet leaders might find themselves facing a set
of alternatives all of which looked unpleasant or risky. If, for example, they
lacked confidence in their ability to bring a nonnuclear conflict to a swift and
favorable condlusion, they might consider ensuring the futility of opposing
therm by a militarily decisive use of nuclear weapons. A decisive nuclear
attack in this sense might or might not have to be “massive,” in the sense
of “very large.” lts primary motivation would be the destruction of a set of
general purpose force targets sufficient to terminate nonnuclear resistance.
if Soviet leaders decided that the gains warranted the risks, they wouid
further have to decide whether to attack our nuclear forces or to rely on
deterring their use in retaliation. The extent and weight of such an attack
would be a matter the Soviet leaders would decide within the context of a
particular contingency, based on their assessment of our probable responses.

The alternative risks they would face would be the prospect of nudear
retaliation to an early nuclear attack on one hand; on the other hand, those
of gradual escalation of a nonnuclear conflict in scope and violence with the
ultimate possibility of nuclear conflict in any case. In either case their primary
concern would be to achieve military victory while minimizing the extent of
damage to the Soviet Union and the risk of loss of Soviet political controi.
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Their targets would be selected to contribute to these goals. Wholesale and
widespread attacks on dvilians would not contribute but wouid only serve
to ensure a similar response by the large nuclear forces remaining to us even
after a relatively successful Soviet counterforce attack. And this does not
even take account of the possibility that, should they launch a massive attack
on cities, that might trigger nuclear winter, making our retaliation irrelevant.

The magnitude of collateral damage to Western dvilians from a Soviet
attack with military objectives would depend on the extent of Soviet attack
objectives and the weight of attack required to achieve those objectives. Like
us, they have been improving the accuracy of their weapons and reducing
their explosive yield. As this trend continues, motivated by the desire for
military effectiveness and flexibility in achieving stritegic objectives, they
will become increasingly capable of conducting effective attacks on military
targets while limiting the damage to collocated dvilians and while remaining
below the threshold of uncertainty of global effects that would do serious
harm to themselves. At present, a Soviet attack on a widespread set of general
‘purpose force and nuclear targets would undoubtedly cause very great col-
lateral damage but could be conducted so as to leave the bulk of Western
dvil socety undamaged and to remain safely under the threshold for a major
dimatic change affecting the Soviet Union.

We should judge the utility of bailistic missile defenses in the light of their
contribution to deterring such attacks and their ability to reduce the collateral
damage from such attacks if they occur. The relevant question for the fore-
seeable future is not whether defenses should replace offensive weapons but
whether we should rely exclusively on offensive weapons or whether a
combination of militarily effective and discriminating offense and defenses
will better meet our strategic requirements for deterrence and limiting dam-
age.

This change in the citerion by which we judge defenses from the one
imposed by MAD has profound consequences for the level of effectiveness
required of defenses, for the treatment of uncertainty about defense effec-
tiveness and for the terms of the competition between offense and defense.
Instead of confining the assessment to the ability of defense to attain nearly
leakproof effectiveness, a realistic consideration of the role of defense in
deterrence recognizes that an attacker will want high confidence of achieving
dedisive results before deciding on so dangerous a course as the use of nuclear
weapons against a nuclear-armed opponent. Analysis will show that defenses
with far less than leakproof effectiveness can so raise the offensive force
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requirements for attacks on military target systems that attacks on limited
sets of critical targets will appear unattractive and full-scale attacks on military
targets will require enormous increases in force levels and relative expense
to achieve pre-defense levels of attack effectiveness and confidence in the
results. Because of an attacker's desire for high confidence in a successful
outcome, he must bear the burden of uncertainty about defense ffectiveness
and is likely to bias his assumptions toward overestimating it. This is partic-
ularly important for his willingness to rely on sophisticated countermeasures
such as those liberally assumed by critics of the SDL

In addition, the technical characteristics of the defenses that are contem-
plated in the SDI would pose particularly difficult problems for a Soviet
attack planner. A particularly prevalent and misguided stereotype in current
discussion contrasts “an impenetrable umbrella defense over dties” with a
hard-point defense of silos as though these were the only choices. Reality
offers more types of targets and defenses than are dreamt of in this “city-
silo” world. The preceding discussion has attempted to show the importance
of general purpose force targets in motivating a possible nuclear attack. With
respect to the characteristics of future defenses, the technologies pursued
under the SDI have the potental for a multi-layered defense that begins with
boost phase intercept, continues in the excatmospheric mid-course phase,
and terminates with systems for intercept after reentry into the atmosphere.
Each successive layer is more specific in terms of the target coverage it
provides, but none is effectively so circumscribed that it is properly described
as a point defense.

This means that defenses can simultaneously protect several military tar-
gets and can simultaneously protect military targets and collocated popula-
tion. The problem this poses for the attacker is that he cannot, as he could
against point defenses, economize in his use of force by predicting which
defenses protect which targets and planning his attack predsely to exhaust
the defense inventory (even assuming that he can afford to forgo attacks on
some military targets). Moreover, to the extent that there is redundancy in
military target systems (or in their possible unknown locations), and the
defense can identify the targets of particular enemy warheads in the mid-
course, or terminal, phase, the defense can defend targets “preferentiaily.”
To have an expectation of destroying the desired fraction of a preferentially
deferded target system in the absence of information about the defense
allocation of its resources, the attacker would have to treat each target as
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defended by a disproportionate share of the defense resources. This greatly
enhances the competitive advantage of the defense.

Another implication of the foregoing discussion is that defenses do not

come in nieat packages labelled “protection of military targets” and “protec-
tion of dvilians.” Warheads aimed at military targets will, in general, kill
many collocated civilians and defenses that protect against such attacks will
reduce civilian casualties. Again, in contrast to the kind of nightmare attack
assumed by, MAD theorists, when we consider more realistic Soviet attacks,
effective but far from leakproof defenses can protect many dvilians against
collateral damage. If, moreover, a Soviet attack pianner knows that we will
protect collocated military targets more heavily and he must choose between
attacking similar targets some of which are collocated and others of which
are isolated, he will opt for the isolated targets if he wishes to maximize his
military effectiveness (the reverse of what is generally assumed by citics of
defenses). When we understand that the problem of protecting civilians is
primarily the problem of dealing with collateral damage, it becomes clear
that we do not need leakproof defenses to achieve useful results. The more
effective the defenses, the greater the protection, but there is no reason to
expect a threshold of required effectiveness.
" Ancther charge levied against defenses is that they are “destabilizing.”
The prospect of leakproof defenses is allegedly destabilizing because they
present an adversary with a “use it or lose it” choice with respect to his
nuclear offensive capability. Defenses with intermediate levels of effective-
ness are also held to be destabilizing because they work much better if an
adversary’s force has previcusly been damaged in a counterforce strike,
intensifying incentives for preemption in a crisis. The first charge hardly
needs response. Leakproof defenses, if they ever become a reality, are un-
likely to appear on short notice or all at once. The Soviets know that they
can live under conditions of 1.5, nuclear superiority without any serious
fear of 11.S. aggression because they have done so in the past. In fact, they
survived for years under conditions of U.5. monopoly. They can also and
are pursuing defense themnselves, and unidoubtedly will continue. The notion
that they would have no choice for responding to 1.5, defenses other than
to launch a preventive war is not a serious one.

The crisis stability argument is also a weak one. The analysis generally
advanced to support it is incomplete and inadequate to determine the
strength of the alleged effect because it is unable to compare meaningtully
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; the importance of the difference between striking “first” and striking “sec-
e ' ond” with the difference between either and “not striking at all.” Such
i analyses ignore, therefore, one of the most important elements of the theory
of crisis stability contained in the original second-strike theory of deterrence.
Moreover, since defenses would contribute to deterrence by denying achieve-
ment of Soviet attack objectives, it would at least be necessary to determine
the net effect of strengthening deterrence with the effect of intensifying
incentives to preempt and this the analysis cannot do. Finally, the argument
focuses on the wrong culprit. The grain of relevance in the argument is its
identification of the problems presented by vulnerable offensive forces. [t
then superimposes partially effective defenses on the vulnerable offensive
forces and concludes that the defenses are destabilizing. But it would be a
virtuoso feat to design SDI-type, muld-layered defenses that would not,
willy-nilly, reduce the vulnerability of the offensive nuclear forces, and it
would certainly be possible by proper design to reduce that vulnerability far
enough to eliminate the so-called destabilizing effect while realizing the other
t benefits of defenses.

2 Turning next to the effect of introduding defenses on the long-term military
competition, we once again encounter the charge that defenses are destabii-
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15 izing. A common assertion is that the offense will always add force to
1}? overwhelm the defense with the net result of larger offensive forces and no

effective protection. This stereotyped “law of action and reaction” that flour-
ished in the 1960s and early 1970s was also supposed to imply that if we

A% reduce defenses, the Soviets will inevitably reduce their offenses. It has no
basis in theory, and it has been refuted by reality. The United States drasti-
iy cally cut its expenditures on strategic defense in the 1960s and 19705 whiie
}?‘j the Soviets tripled their expenditures on strategic offense. After we aban-
= doned any active defense against ballistic missile attacks even on our silos,
the Soviets deployed MIRVs for the first time and increased them at an
!{;:“} accelerating rate. The action-reaction theory of the arms race led to some of
= our worst intelligence failures in the 1960s and early 1970s. |
The effects of U.5. defenses on the incentives governing Soviet offensive
;:{ forces are likely to depend on the terms of the competition as they are
¥ perceived by each side. The incremental increase in effort or force size by

the offense required to offset an increment of effort or force in the defense
(3 (the “offense-defense leverage”) is particularly important in determining the
character of the long-term response by the offense to the introduction of
defenses. The leverage in turn as suggested by the foregoing discussion is

e
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extremely sensitive to the strategic criterion we adopt, the specific targets
being protected, and the characteristics of the defenses. When we assess the
role of defense within a strategic frarnework like the one outlined above and
take account of the defense characteristics that could result from the tech-
nologies pursued under the SDi, the leverage is radically shifted in favor of
the defense compared with the results suggested by evaluations within the
MAD doectrine and under the misleading stereotype of defense characteristics
prevalent in public discussion.

More fundamentally, ballistic missiles now offer an attack planner a degree
of simplicity and predictability associated with no other weapon system.
Planning a ballistic missile attack is much more like building a bridge than it
is like fighting a war. The distinguishing characteristic of warfare, an active
and unpredictable opponent, is missing. Introduction of defenses will change
that radically and the change will reduce the strategic utility of ballistic
missiles, now the keystone of U5, and Soviet military forces. President
Reagan called for defenses to make ballistic missiles “impotent and obsolete.”
Defenses of relatively moderate capability can make them obsolete to a2 mil-
itary planner long before they are impotent in terms of their indiscriminate
destructive potential.

If this point is reached or foreseen, the incentives goveming negotiations
over arms agreements will be fundamentally changed in a direction offering
much more hope of agreement on substantial reductions in forces on both
sides. Moreover, the growing problem of verification of limitations on nuclear
offensive systems makes it increasingly difficuit to foresee the possibility of
agreeing to sizable reductions in the absence of defenses. One of the contri-
butions of defenses can be to increase the ability to tolerate imprecisian in
the verifiability of arms limitations.

The point of view advanced here has major implications for the conduct
of the SDI R&D program as well as for the criteria we should apply to
evaluating its results when we approach the decision for full-scale engineer-
ing development and deployment. If we adopt the MAD view of the role
and utility of defenses, and require essentiaily leakproof defenses or nothing,
then we will conduct the SDI on what has been called the “long pole”
approach. We will seek first to erect the “long pole in the tent,” that is, we
will devote our resources to working on those technical problems that are
hardest, riskiest, and that will take longest, and we will delay working on
those thinigs that are closest to availability. The objective of this approach
will be to produce a “fully effective” muiti-layered system or nothing, Un-
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fortunately such an approach increases the likelihood that we will in fact
produce nothing, and it is certain that it delays the date of useful results into
the distant future.

If instead, as argued here, we believe that defenses of moderate levels of
capability can be useful, then we will conduct SDI in a fashion that seeks to
identify what Secretary Weinberger has called “transitional” deployment op-
tions. These may be relatively near-term technological opportunities, perhaps
based on single layers of defenses or on relatively early versions of technol-
ogies that can be the basis for later growth in system capability. Or if they
are effective and cheap enough, they might serve for a limited lifetime againsi
early versions of the Soviet threat while the SDI technology program contin-
ues to work on staying abreast of qualitative changes in the threat. Such an
approach would incorporate a process for evaluating the transitionai deploy-
ment options in terms of their effectiveness, their robusiness against realistic
countermeasures, their ability to survive direct attack on themselves, their
cost, and their compatibility with our long-term strategic goals. Such an
approach represents the best prospect for moving toward the vital goals
enunciated by President Reagan two years ago.



Attachment 8

MEMORANDUM

S/19/85

TO: DR. HICES
FROM: FRED HOFFMAN
SUBJECT: CGUESTIONS AND ANSWERS CONCERNING SDI

As you requested., 1 have put together a list of questicons you are likely
to get on SD0I and the short answers I would suggest yvou make.

i. Mr. Hicks, do vou support the President’s goals for SDI?
A Yes.

2. Do you believe, as the Fresident does. that it is technically feasible

-—

to achieve an i1mpenetrable defense of population?

A: We are currently conducting research to determine what is
feasible in the way of advanced hballistic missile defenses. There is no
reliable way to predict the ultimate outcome of that research. I believe
that there is a good prospect that the research will vyield technological
opportunities for defenses that can usefully protect population against
plausible kinds of attacks. And I believe that it is quite likely to
vield opportunities for a better deterrent posture than one that relies
solely on matching Soviet offensive capabilities.

[Additional notes: The key here is that defenses of population need to be
virtually leakproof only if we assume that the attacker devotes the bulk
of his force to attacks on cities. More plausible kinds of attacks are
those that have destruction of military targets {(general purpose force
targets and nuclear offensive force targets) as their primary purpose.

The threat to population is that of damage in military attacks on targets
colocated with population. Raobust but far—-from-lealkproof defenses can
substantially reduce collateral damage in such attacks.l

Z. When you talk about defenses that can contribute to deterrence do you
mean defenses of our missile sileos that the Fresident and his Science
Advisor have rejected as a goal of 5DI7

A: The President has rejected the goal of defenses that would be
restricted to protecting missile silosi he has not rejected the goal of
protecting our military forces together with ocur population. Defenses like
those that may emerge from the SDI will protect both people and military
targets since they will be able to intercept missiles aimed anywhere on
J.5. (or Allied territory). If the Soviets ever considered a nuclear
attack, their primary purpose would be the destruction with high
confidence of a large fraction of Western military forces that would
oppose Soviet aggression. The objectives of such an attack would be much
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broader than the destruction of our ICEMs. By denying the Soviets the
ability to achieve the objectives of their attack, defenses would deter
them from attacking and would reduce the collateral damage to civilians
from an attack 1f it occurred.

4. But do you think that it is feasible to make nuclear weapons "impotent
and obsolete" as the Fresident has said?

A: The achievement of the President’s goal will depend on the long
term success of the SDI research program. But it is clear that relatively
moderate levels of success within the foreseeable future can vastly reduce
the military utility of ballistic missiles and the nuclear weapons they
carry. In the past. when weapons have lost their usefulness they have
disappeared from military inventories whether or not they were "impotent".
The crossbow is certainly not impotent, but it is obsolete and we do not
see vast stocks of them in the world’s armies. I believe that the SDI has
a good prospect of making nuclear ballistic missiles obsolete long before
they become impotent. And by so doing they would strengthen incentives
for both sides to reduce their ballistic missile forces, unilaterally or
by agreement.

=

S. What about aircraft and cruise missiles?
Al Same principles apply. [Running out of time! FSHI

&, Our allies feel that SDI will not help them and may worsen their
situation. Do you agree?

Al Any likely deployment of SDI-based multi-layered EMD will also
have considerable capability to intercept the intermediate and medium
range missiles {(except possibly for the shortest-range missiles, i.e. 55—
21) that threaten our allies. As a matter of fact a defense against those
missiles could be among the earliest of the deployment options offered by
the SDI research program. The extent of the protection offered would
depend on the design of such a deployment — a matter for consultation with
our allies. But at the very least, such a deployment could offer an
increasingly essential defense of critical military targets in theaters of
operation against nuclear or nonnuclear attack.

7. Can“t the offense always overwhelm the defense? Doesn®t "cost-
effectiveness at the margin" £Paul Mitze’ s criterion for SDI] always
favaor the offense and won®t defense deployments therefore inevitably
result in an incriase in offensive forces?

Az "Cost-effectivenss" depends not only on technology and economics,
but at least as importantly on the nature of the job to be done. That is
to say, cost-effectiveness depends critically on strateqgic considerations.
The assumption that the competition between offense and defense inevitably
favors the offense is based on the notion that the primary Soviet
objective would be the destruction of civilians. This would be pointless
and suicidal from their point of wview. Against more plausible attacks

objectives, where they would seek high confidence of destroying a large
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- fractian of a military target system. the cost-effectiveness will favor
gg robust but far—from-leakproof defenses. The more effective the defenses,
e the greater the disincentive to the Soviets to try to defeat them by

proliferating offensive weapons.

IR ENE

F N

i




¥

WHAT PRICE STRATEGIC DEFENSE ?

P. KOZEMCHAK
JUNE 1985

§ JuBumdEIlYy



R R A T

et T sl *"\“,’." T T o T L R S TP I ST . e s
s s e N N e IR S S s R R RS s
e

bebasict g Sl g et

TR B R T L

P Ll S

L]
TRy
R

WHAT PRICE US/ALLIED DEFENSE?

"THE PRICE ... MAY BE NOT ONLY THE SUBVERSION OF
THE GENEVA TALKS BUT THE SCRAPPING OF EVERY
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9 September 1985

. Agenda
i
§§ Workshop on

FAULT LINES IN THE SOVIET EMPIRE:;
i) IMPLICATIONS FOR WESTERN SECURITY II
%ﬁ St. Jean-Cap-Ferrat, France

16~18 September 1985

DAY ONE, MONDAY, K 16 SEPTEMBER

i

Afternoon Session

2

s
]

At
<5

1. East Europe as av Inhibiting Factor for Soviet Policy: Prospects for
= the Next Decade

= Harry Gelman
%% Background Paper: '"Soviet Relations with the Northernm Tier in East
£ Europe,” James F. Brown
?% Comments: Pierre Hassner and Ross Johmson
” 2, Hilitary Implications of Deviant Behavior by Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
e Forces in Crisig and War
WG .
.g?‘ . .
L Phillip Karber
E% Comments: Ulrich Lebr
=3 DAY TWO, TUESDAY, 17 SEPTEMEER
= Morning Sessionm
5&! * - ¥ * E - L
%é 3. Dissent in the Soviet Empire: Strategic Implications
by "
Albert Wohlastetter
5
§§ Afternoon_Session
3 4. Implications for NATO”s Operational Strategy
#
LE
e General Atkeson
g% Comments: General Schlueter
i3
2




DAY THREE, WEDNESDAY, 18 SEPTEMBER

Morning Session i
(X%

6. Implications for Western Peacetime Policies of Taking Warsew Pact
Fault Lines Seriously 7

Harry Rowen

Comments: Malcolm Mackintosh

7. Soviet Perspectives on the Western Alliance: Implications for Crisis
Behavior

Robbin Laird

Comments: Peter Stratmann : ]

Afterncon Session . iﬁ

8, Western Policy Approaches to Eastern Europe -
Pierre Hassner ié

Comments: Michel Duclos P!

o g et Ak SR o e Wb ag e bt ot By b pgp o o A ol AT T W | T o BT ) AT T AN R R T p— e ay L T AT LN TP B o W g e LTI AR W e p e B 3 3 %o iy A oA e i s A e o M AL Lk e W R A T Rt W M



g Attachment 11

ié Finding Fault Lines in the Warsaw Pact:
0ld and New Strategies for the West

% Marcy Agmon
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Introduction . ; :
In the event of g future Fast-~West war, the Warsaw Pact could

itgelf provide NATO with asseté of comsiderable military value. Many b

Pact members may be less than eager to share the risks and burdens of a

war of aggression initiated by the Soviet Unionm. Properly encouraged by

the West, such sentiments could be channeled to acts of resistance to

undermine Soviet objectives. To win such cooperation, NATO must be able
to persuade the Soviet satellites that they stand to gain more and lose "5
less by helping to thwart the Soviets than by throwing their full weight oy
against NATO.

"

During World War IXI, "fault lines," or weaknesses, in the Axis and

in German control over occupied populations were, in many instances, of

considerable utility to the Allies. They attrited German forces by
causing their diversion from important theaters, as well ap their loss .
outright. Forces were delayed in reaching some critical battles, and

others performed poorly. Fault lines may not have decided the outcome

of the war. MNonetheless, they reduced conmsiderably the cost of the

Allied victory and may well have hastened it.
This study will review some military effects of these phenomena i

during World War II——their benefits to the Allies as well as some

problems they gemerated--and the circumstances under which they were

most numerous and effective.* The history is evocative of ways in which

*For a more detailed account of Germany“s wartime experiemce with "fault
‘lines," see Marcy Agmon, "Fault Lines in the Axis: Germany’s World War 5
IT Experiences,” Historical and Political Aspects of Wartime Encourage- ;
ment of Fault Lines in the Warsaw Pact, Pan Heuristics, Marina del Rey,
CA, March 1985,
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fault lines in the Warasaw Pact could be of future benefit to HATO. Ve
will discuass what NATO may need to be prepared to do iz order to take

full military advantage of them.

Diversion of Forces

Wartime attrition to forces can be exacted indirectly—that is, not
only by means of direct assaults against them. A met reductionm in the
number of forces available for service in a critical theater will result
if some must be diverted to handle problems elsewhere. Considerable
German forces were attrited in this way when diverted for the purposes
of satellite control, replacement of unreliable or defecting satellite

troops, and countering resistance.

Allied lovalty is Suspect

German suspicion of the intentions of her allies led her to divert
forces on various occasions to forestall betrayal or, if that failed, to
minimize her counsequent loss of territory and assets. More often than
not, these forces were distracted from service in other important
theaters. In November 1942, for instance, the Anglo-American landing in
French Northwest Africa brought the defection of the Vichy leader,
Admiral Darlan, to the side of the Allies., N¢ longer trusting the Vichy
govermment .0of France, Hitler occupied the “Unoccupied Zone" of France
with forces which could have been used that month in the East whén the

Soviets opened their offensive at Stalingrad.*

*Kenneth Macksey, The Fartisans of Europe in the 8 3acon6 World ﬁar (Naw
“York: 8texu and Bay, 1975} PP- 118»119‘



The Germans diverted forcee again early‘the following summer, thia*
time to Italy. Italian demoralizatiom after the defeat at Stalingrad
and the Allied landing in Sicily aroused German fears that the Ytsliams
might defect, as indeed they did only a few months later. The Germans
broke off their famous Kursk Offemsive in the East in July and
transferred several divisions to Italy. The Axis would never regain the
initiative on the eastern front.*

In March 1944, German forces occupiad Hungary for fear that war
wearinesa and other factors might lead to its defection. The investment
of forces required to hold on to Budapest at all costs had disastrous
implications for the German effort to slow the momentum of the Russian
offensive on the eastern front.** Added to this distraction, rumblings
against the Germans began in‘81ovakia. More forces were used to occupy
western Slovakia in August 1944, to put down a rebellion inspired by
some senior army officers,tw*

Should the Soviets question the loyalty of one or more Pact members
during wartime, they may be forced to dedicate a larger fraction of
their forces to satellite control than had been originally allocated for
that purpose. The benefit to NATCO is clear—-their subtraction from

total Soviet assets available for combat against WATO.

* See Albert Seaton, The Russo~German War 194l~1945 (London: Arthur
Baker' Ltdn, 19?1}, Ppo 306“31?a
#% See Heinz Grederian, Panzer Leader (London: Michael Joseph Ltd.,

1952), pp. 384~385, 393; and B.H. Liddell Hart, Other Side of the Hill

{London: Cassell & Co., Ltd., 1948), pp. 93-94, 328.
***M4 R,D. Foot, Resistance: An Analysis of European Resistance to
- Nazism 1940-1945 (london: Eyre Methuen Ltd., 1976), p. 208.

ﬂ
T A
DS

ot
P i

gt i}

st

Bk

1



e

Ik

e
“amibdn

o
i)

'._4 Lt A
o

VK

i
i

i
Tk

Vacuums to be Filled

Like the Nazi Germans, the Soviets may be faced with the need to
control a satellite whose loyalty is suspect. The allocation of
additional troops may be required for performance of missions which cam no
longer be entrusted to a reticent or rebellious ally. Still more Pact
forces might be drawn off to replace troops of a defecting Pact member in
various roles and theaters.

Mussolini”s worries about an Allied invasion of Italy led him to
begin the withdrawal of Italian troops from the Balkans as early as June
1943, leaving the Germans no time to fill the resulting vacuum. German
for;es in the Balkans totaled only six divisions in 1942.% By the end
of September 1943, when the Italians surrendered, they had more than
doubled. And Sy.the end of the year, they had more than tripled,
totaling 20 divisions needed in the East to stop the Soviet drive
through the Ukraine.** The Italian surrender also increased the strength
and effectiveness of Tito”s partisans in Yugoslavia. They increased in
number, were in control of more territory and had seized considerable
quantities of Italiam military equipment before the Germans were able to

increase their presence in the Balkans.

* Werner Rings, Life With the Enemy (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday &

- Co., 1982), p. 272.
**Department of the Army, German Antiguerrilla Operations in_the

Balkans (1941-1944, Pamphlet No. 20-243, August 1954, p. 49, in Donald
8. Dethler, Charles B. Burdick, Jurgen Rohwen, eds., World War II
German Military Studies, Volume 13 (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.,
1979). Both forces and equipment in these units were, for the most

part, of secondary quality.
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Countering Resistaﬁce .

Soviet forces could be drawn away from the front to counter
resistance attivities in occupied enemy territory. They may even be
required to deal with resistance on Pact territory~—-perhaps in the
Soviet Union itself.

Soviet partisan operations behind German lines constituted the
largest single resistance effort of the Second World War. Still, their
contribution was greatest when the Soviets had already gone over te the
offensive. ihey contributed little of significance to the defense and,
caﬁsequeutly; rarely diverted German troops from active front lines.*
Cn the other hand, a group of 9,000 pro~Nazi Russian partisans was able
to neutralize the Soviet partisans at a critical time-—just when the
Germans were logistically fully extended and preparing for th;ir summer
drive to Stalingrad and the Caucasus.™ Much of the population
cooperated with the Germans unfil the tide had clearly turuned against
them. Some non-Russian minorities continued to co¢perate as late as
1544, The spontaneous support of the Soviet population could have been
s considerable asgset to the Germans. Instead, Razi ideclogy, openly
dictating and implementing the exploitation of the subhuman Eastern
peoples, drove popular support to the Soviet partisans in many

instances., - A Soviet official captured by the Germans remarked:

We hgve badly mistreated our people; in fact so bad that it was
almost impossible to treat them worse. TYou Germans bhave managed

* See Marcy Agwmon, "Fault Lines," for a detailed exzamination of the role
and effectiveness of the Soviet partisans.
**See Edgar M., Howell, The Soviet Partisan Movement 1941-1944 (Washington,

- D.C.: USGPO, 1956), p. 89; and Macksey, The Partisams of Furope, pp.
78-79. - - - :

P mma e e o xgueda Ty aneeEoe e, S eTil

- R
A
&3

P % A o Y b btz | e 4y e

SHAIEN
b 4

e

w3 ¢

PR
e
o S

%

H

ey s
e Fesnt

i)

3

s

Ll

K

i

JEER—



E? | to do that. In the long term the people will choose betwsen two
e tyrants the one who speaks their own lanéuage. Therefore, we

24 will win the war.*

éi Major examplés of effective anti-Nazi resistance on German soil are not
% known to this author.

& Elsewhere, the Allies found that they could mamipulate German

i% expectationa about Allied moves by activatimg cooperative resistance

- groups at critical times. That is, resistance groups were used to

Eé divert German forces by deceiving them as to Allied intentions., For

;g instance, as the Allies prepared to invade Sicily, they encouraged a

B sudden outbreak of sabotage in the coastal areas of Greece. It was to
%? appear that an Allied landipg in southern Greece was imminent. The

;; deception worked, and the Germans promptly sent the lst Panzer #ivision
%% , to the south of Greece. Now needed in eouthern Italy, the Panzer

Y Division was unable to leave Greece, locked in as a result of the

Lkl . .

B : successful sabotage -by the resistance of a key stretch of the Greek

%% transport system.

- Similarly, & sudden barrage of sabotage in the Pas~de-Calais area
§§ by the French resistance was weant to draw attention from the true

Allied landing ares at Normandy. Here, too, the deception was

successful. Even after the first landiogs at Normandy, the bulk of the

%é German forces remasined diverted ip the Pas—de~Czlais areas.
& - #*Theodor Oberlander, bundoid oder Ausbeutung, June 22, 1943, p. 130,
Lt R6/70, Busdesatchiv, Roblenz, as quoted in Alex Alexiev, Soviet -
Nationalities in German Wartime Stratesy, 19&1-19&5 RﬁZ??2-HA. (Santa
) Monica: Rand Corp., 1982). p. 17.
6
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Denial or Loss of Assets

Resiatance by Soviet satellites—-by their govermments, by their
military fortes, or by individual éivilisns«mcould diminish Soviet
capabilities by the timely demial or destructiom of critical assets. The
benefits to the Allies of this sort of sabotage of German assets were at
timee comnsgiderable.

In early 1943, nine Norwegian saboteurs planted explosives at a
Norwegiasn industrial plant under -German control and destroyed almost a
ton of heavy water essential for research on the development of the
atomic bomb. A second tesm sunk a ferry carrying over 20,000 gallons of
heavy water to Germany.* Some claim that German research was on the
wrong track at that time. Another view holds that the sabotage
Pprevented them from doing the vital experiment which might have
convinced them that the atomic bomb was possible."** This act of
sabotage may well ﬁave decided the outcome of the war.

A more immediate and dramatic military loss was sustained by Cerman

" forces im August 1944, when the Rumanian govermment declared it was st

peace with the Allies. Rumanian troops cut off retreating German
forces, and all twenty divisions of the German 6th Army were destroyed
by advancing Soviet forces,*¥*

Early-in the war, the Germans were denied use of the merchant

fleets of Norway, Demmark and Holland. Whem German forces occupied

* Wermer Riungs, Life With the Euvemy, p. 193,

** As told to R.V. Jones by a Cerman expert. See M.R.D., Foot, Eesistance,

© p. 282. ‘
*+*See B.H., Liddell Hart, History of the Second World War (Londonm:
Cassell & Co., Ltd., 1970), p. 575; and Guderian, Panzer Legder, p.
367. <o . :
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these countries, their fleets ran for Allied ports. Eight out of their
nine million total tons of merchant shipping were thus lost by the
Germans. Norway’s tanker fleet alone carried forty percent of Britain’s

petroleum requirements until the US entered the war.*

Delay of Forces

Raturally, any delay in the arrival of enemy forces at a battle
zone could be desirable. Some World War II resistance operations were
timed and situated so as to hold up the movement of German forces or
supplies to militarily critical theaters. Because of French resistance
operations, for instance, two first-class German Panzer divisions took
weeks to arrive at the Anglo-American landing site at Normandy. These
deployments should have taken ounly a few days.¥*

In Greece, paxtisana'helped to destroy & viaduct carrying the omnly
rail link between southern Greece and the rest of Europe. In so doing,
they intfrrééted a vital German #upply line to Egypt just as the Allies
were landing in North Africa.%k¥

Late in the war, Norwegian resistance damaged vital rail lines,
delaying the withdrawal of German forces from Fimmark and their deploy-

ment for defense of the Ruhr, ¥k

* Rings, Life With the Enemy, p. 154,

** See M,R.D, Foot, $OE in France {London: Her Majesty’s Statiormery
Office, 1966). ’ '

*** David Stafford, Britsin and European Resistance, 1940-1945 (London:
The Macmillan Press, Ltd,, 13980}, pp. 99-100, SR

*hekkRings, Life With the Enemy, pp. 194-195, 267; and Foot, Resistance,
p. 28l. R ‘ ‘




TN T g e, 3 ey e

2

g f3

[Ty
Pl

Performance of Allien . 1 .

Should a non-Soviet Warsaw Pact member fail to perform adequately

o

e
Vo

during wartime, the result could be costly to the Soviet war effort. 7The éﬁ
Soviets should be keenly aware of the hazards of relying too heavily on =

it
the performance of anm slly. They themselves exploited very effectively §§
the low morale and fatigue of'Germaﬂy’s Bumanian and Italian allies during ?%
World War II. At Staliggraé, they chose to attack the weak Rumanian and -
Italian flanks, thrustipg forward to emcircle and defeat the more. formid- :ﬁ
able German forces deployed at the center of the froot. Weak both in -
depth snd in worale, having for some time felt that they were fighting :ﬁ
Russia“s=-not Rumania’s=--battles, the Rumanians collapsed and contributed =

to the loss of what may have been the war”s most important battle.

The Soviets employed this strategy of attacking weak enemy flanks o
in other battles as well. As described by the Soviet author, V.A.
Hatsalenkn;

In the majority of operations, independent of the configuration &
of the frontline, that is to say independent of the dispogition e
of forces with respect to the enemy, the main attacks were made
againat the epemy flanks in his weakest sectors and zomes. For
example, in the counterattack at Stalinmgrad, forces of the
Southwest Front...made the main attack on the royal Bumanian

forces which were far less combat capable in comparison to the -
German fascist troopa. In the Yarako-Kisinevskiy operation, the B
main attack of the Second Ukranian Front...came between the s

fortified regions Yassy, Tyrgu~Frumos against the Romanian
forces, and the main attack of the Third Ukranian Armies. As a R
result, large forces of the fascista [sic] troops were encircled &
and destroyed.*

*Y.A. Matsulenko, Operatsii i bovi no okruzhenive (Emcirclement

Operations and Battles), Moscow: Voyenizdat, 1983, p. 55. via
. PR PN g‘“‘j
g
i~
kY
9
Y
ool
Lo
3 5

T Y Y A S v e g A ST P L e SRS TR L g e Ty WYL e ¢ v ke Py R



Historical rivalries among members of tﬁg Warsaw Pact could alse
affect their inclination to cooperate with each other under the
stressful conditions of war. The long-standing territorial feud between
Hungary and Rumznia, for example, caused considerable difficulties for
the Qer&ans, whose supply channel depended on the rail systems of the
two counﬁries. They vented their hostilities by creating problems
during border tramafers, and foot marches were generally faater than

ragil travel between Hungary and Bessarabia.*

Conditions for Effective Resistance

We have seen that resistance to Nazi Germany took & variety of
forms, from individual acts of sabotage to major defectioms by alliance
partners. But these acts did pot, for the most part, begip at the
outaet of the war. Effective resistance was most evident rather late in
the war when time and attritionm had takem their toll on the morale of
satellite troops, and the tide had already beguo to turm in favor of the
Allies. Battle fatigue and low morale sharply reduced the combat
effectiveness of Bumanian forces and contributed to the Soviet victory
at Stalingrad. That very major victory enhanced Italy” s eagerness to
end the war against the Soviets and, soon, they surrendered. Once Italy
withdrew from the Axis, agtellites such as Bungary, Rumania and Slovakia
began to bglk at German control, becoming more independent in the

commitment of their forces to battle. And the neutrals put an end to

their benevolent neutrality. Spain recalled her Blue Division, the

*Seaton, The Russo~German War, p. 470.
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Portuguese allowed the Allies the use of theﬂgzores, and Sweden refused,
the Germans overland facilities to Norway.¥

Soviet partisan warfare also lagged in effectiveness until late in
the war, Only then were their contributions more than random and
anecdetal, One historian has observed that ope could "subtract what few
partisane there were in operation before Stalingrad and little
difference would have been mede to the outcome."** The partisans played
little or vo role in helping Sovier forces to defend against the CGerman
offensive. They belped mainly to chase the retreating Germans from
Soviet territory.

late in the war some resistance operations were guided by the
Allies and coordinated to meet their needs in the field., These
operations were often useful and effective, In 1943, Tito"s Yugoslav
partisans were assigned specific tasks by the Allied High Command and
fiﬁally attained some military value to the Allies.¥** Similarly, the
Soviet partisana beganm to be of some use to the Soviets when their
operations were included in the strategic planning of the Red Army.
Finally, deception operations organized by the Allies and carried out by
local resistance operations helped, well into the war, to distract
attention from major Allied operations such as the landings in Italy and

at Normandy.

* Seston, The Russo-German War, pp. 393, 394,
** Macksey, The Partisans of Eurepe, p. 255.

*4k4Rings, Life With the FEnemy, p. 273.
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Implications for NATO Planning

Fault lines in the Warsaw Pact could be of use to NATO in a variety
of ways. As illustrated above, forces available for combat against NATO
could be diverted for satellite control or to counter resistance,
Deception and sabotage could delay troop deployments and destroy assets,
And steps could be taken to ephance and exploit the impact of fatigue
and demoralization on battlefield performance.

As in most wars, thare will be some individuals who will
spontaneously take actions to resist or subvert Soviet efforts. Given
the lessons of World War II, their contributions are likely to be random
and anecdotal unless coordinated directly with NATO plamners. If this
potentially rich resource is to be available to the West, some
conditions will have to be met by NATO:

First, some planning must be initisted during peacetime. (While
viewed by some as politically provocative, the demounstrated readiness to
take such steps may itself have offsetting bemeficial deterrent effects.
Such consideratioms will be examined further below.) If fault lines are
to play & role in the initial stages of war, communication with
potential players will be established early--at least in the pre-war
crisis period. And the substance of that communication will be ready
for transmission at that time, The effects of fault lines in the Axis
during World War II began to show up only in 1943, some four years after

the war began. Needless to say, in a war of shorter duration, earlier

results would be esgential,

12
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Second, NATO must be prepared to offer é;edibig and appropriate . |

incentives to prospective resisters, on the national level as well as on u
the individugl level, for the risks they inmcur to help defeat the ;g
Soviets. These risks will be considerable. If our declared war aim is .
to restore the gtatus quo ante-—that is, a return to the atate of :%
affairs prior to $0?iet aggression—resisting Pact members can expect ﬁ%
brutal Soviet reprisals with virtual certainty. A NATO policy of &
refusal to cross the border into enemy territory, even for the purpose J?
of counterattack, can offer at best only the restoration of the gtatus -
quo ante,¥ >

Certzinly, there were many World War Il cases of individual heroies fﬁ
at great personal sacrifice. For the most part, however, individuals k
and statesmen chose paths least likely to threaten their well-being. E%

again, it should be recalled that anti-German resigtance began rather
L .

late in the war, when the Allies appeared likely to prevail. After the
defection of Italy, for example, the Allies were rumored to be preparing
to invade the Balkams. The Allies themselves did nothing to deny the

rumor and exploited it as a8 diversiocn from actual plans to invade ;i

Normandy. But it was this expectation which led various German

satellites such as Hungary, Bulgaria and Finland to begin sending then
discrete peace—feelers. The Allies stalled, unprepared to discuss h

gettlements with these countries because they had no real intent

*For s discussion of why this policy is unwise for other sound military
reasons, see Albert Wohlstetter, "Dissent in the Soviet Empire:
Styategic Implications,” for presentation at the European~American
Institute workshop on "Fault Lines in the Soviet Empire: Implications {
for Western Security," 16~18 September 1985, St.-Jean-Cap-Ferrat, ¥
Franee, pp. 13-15, ‘ o ’
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to invade them. In general, it can be said-that no change of sides by
an ally of Germany took place until invasion by the Allies was underway
or appeared imminent. It is not unreasonable to assume that today’s
non-Soviet Warsaw Pact members, constituting some of the same countries,
will behave in a similar fashionm.

Third, while NATO seeks to exploit fissures in the Warsaw Pact, it
must itself be alert to prevent conditions under which the Soviets could
bring to bear their experience in locating and exploiting fissures in
the enemy”s alliance. Such a Soviet strategy may be adopted not only on
a particular battlefield. It could express itself also as a limited
attack against a poorly defended portion of NATO”s territory where the
commitment of some Alliance members is weaker than that of others, The
northern and southern flanks are vulmerable to such a strategy. The
Soviets will draw encouragement if issues relating to the defense of the
flanks appear divisive.

The” Soviets themselves will guard against Western efforts to
exploit fault lines in the Warsaw Pact, given their World War II
memories. As noted above, many current Soviet satellites were then the
German satellites whose vulmerabilities were so effectively exploited by
the Rugsians themselves. Soviet vigilance and sensitivity may make it
diffidult for the West to pursue such a strategy very effectively., On
the other hand, that vigilance could also work to the benefit of NATO.
Credible NATO efforts to exploit Pact fault lines could act teo enhaﬁce
Sovie: appréhensions and to deter aggression of the sort that would

require reliable performance on the part of her allies.

14
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In sum, the historial record has shown that the successful g?

- ) * s

. + L [
exploitation of fault lines in an enemy s alliance can affect the %;

outcome of war by haatening ite conclusion and lowering its costs.

Moreover, it can deter an aggressor by altering hia assessment of the

3
S

o

. oy xas . , 2
reliability of the assets available to them. For NATO to achieve these =
goals vis a vis the Warsaw Pact, it wust show that it is capable of 3

v

prevailing and that its victory could bring with it the desatellization

of the Soviet bloc.
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'QUARTERLY PROGRESS REPORT

) Contract Ro. MDAS03-84~C-0325
For the Period January 6, 1985 - April 6, 1985

TASK 1: REGIONAL ANALYSES

{(a) Role of Intelligence in Terror

Nancy Virts brought up to date the activities of Armenian terrorists.
Four rather eignificant changes have taken place. (1) On the right, a
split within the Dashnak leadership has given birth to a new terrorist
group, the Armenian Revolutionary Army {ARBA), which replaces the earlier
Justice Commandos of the Armenian GCenocide (JCAG). (2) Om the left, ASALA
has split into two groups over the question of whether terrorism should be
directed at non~Turks. The new branch of ASALA--ASALA RM, Armenian Secret
Army for the Liberation of Armenia, Revolutionary Movement-~believes that
non~Turkish targets should not be hit. (3) Rélations between ASALA groups
and Dashnak groups have worsened, with reports that they bave been bombing
each other”s supporters. (4) The Soviet Union appears té have taken a

stand agai%st Dashnak terrorism. {(See Attachment 1.)

TASKE 2: US NUCLEAR STRATEGY FOR THE NEXT 20 YEARS

Albert Wohlstetter has contiﬁued to work on the problems of discrimi-
nating offense and non-nuclear active defenze, on alternative policies for
force employment and force structure, and in this connection on nuclear
winter and its implications for US defena; policy. He sent & mumber of
private communications to USD/Policy and ASD/ISP on these subjects. Soume

form the background for the Secretary of Defense’s March lst policy state~-

ment to Congress on nuclear winiter and some are for research guidance at



Pan Heuristics. See Wohlstetter”s Working Notes (Attachments 2-14):

"Did the Soviet Deployment of MIRVs Follow an “*Iron Law” of Soviet
Evasive Reaction to Action of Arms Agreement?" January 2, 1985

"NATO Counterattacks on the Ground Inside WI0--" January 4, 1985

"girtual Redundancy Suffices for Preferential Active Defense"
January 21, 1985

"Nuclear Winter Theorists Say Our Retaliation Would Be Suicidal, But
Luckily, So Would His Attack" January 25, 1985

"With Nuclear Winter, the Attacker May Bave to Fear the Defenses
Success Less Than Its Catastrophic Failure" January 25, 1985

"US 1st Strike: SU Disinformation and US Media Confusion" March 5,
1985

"Soviet “Self-Deterremce,” the- SecDef NW Report and the Washington
Post" March 7, 1985

"Have the Members of the Politboro Ever Really Worried About an
Unprovoked US First. Strike?" March 8, 1985

"Bohlen 1952 on Wartime Strains on Soviet Control of Its Satellites"”

March 12, 1985

"Special Evaluation for the NSC in 1953 Which Assumed Attacks so
Large Against SAC, Cities, and Everything That They Didn”t Hurt SAC Much"
March 12, 1985

"Carl. Sagan on the Comforts of Total Ruin" March 13, 1985

"S8agan vs. Fermi on the Evils of Large City-Destroying Bombs in
Contrast to Small Nuclear Weapons" March 14, 1985

Wohlstetter Memo on Impact of Star Wars on European Allies, April 1,
1985

Albert Wohlstetter tcok part in a meeting on Soviet and US Conven-
tional Options led by John Hogan of Martin Marietta; in the Second
National C3I Conference of the AIAA, Febrﬁary 5-7 in Monterey at the Naval
War College {where Fred Hoffman spoke on "The Role of Defensive Systems:
The Evolution of Deterrence" and Wohlstetter spoke on "Smart Technologies

for Offense and Defense to Reduce Reliance on Nuclear Brute Force"); in a



meeting on The Soviet Cruise Missile Threat for the Chief of Naval Opera~
tions Executive Panel, February 11-13 in Washington, D.C.; and contributed
to its Task Force’s draft report and final report.

In cennectg.én with his research, Wohlstetter met with Dr. Ikls,
Richard Perle, Richard Wagner, Robert McFarlame and his Deputy for Policy
Donald Fortier; Kenneth Dam, Deputy Secretary of State; Ambassador Max
Kampelman, Chief Negotiator at Geneva; Gregory Camavan of Los Alamos;
General Abrahamson, Genersl Merritt and Gemersl Odom.

Fred Hoffman”s work during the period was primarily on issues related
to the role of SDI in future nuclear strategy. He met with USD/P offi~-
cials ineluding Dr. Iklé& and Mr. Perle on several occasions during the
peried, and with other DOD officials concerned with 8DI, including General
Abrahamson. He also gave a number of presentations and led seminar dis-
cussions on SDI. Details are given below.

Hof fman was one of the leadoff speakers at the joint US-USSR meeting
of the United Nations Asgsociation held in New York om January 14-16, 1985,
Mr. Hoffmsn presented a discussion of the 3:¥ategic rationale for the SDI
and its relation to possible arms agreements. (The agenda and partici-
pants for this meeting are at Attachment 15.)

On January 29, at the request of Douglas Graham (Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee staff), Hoffman gave a talk on SDI before an audience of
approximstely 30 members of Senate staffsf On Jatuary 31, he participated
in an informal discusaion of SDI with Senators Glenn, Quayle and Wilson at
Senator Quayle”s request., On February 7, he gave a talk and participated
in a panel discussion at the meeting of the AIAA at Monterey, California.

The panel was moderated by My, J. Woolsey and included Fr. 8. Hehir,




Dr. W. Perrj and Prof. Wohlstetter. On February 13, Hoffman led z seminar
on DI at the Heritage Foundation. (A participant list is at Attach-
ment 16.)
At the request of the Senate Armed Services Committee (Subcommittee -
on Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces), Hoffman appeared to testify on
SDI on March 1. Senators participating were Senators Warner, Quayle,
Thurmond, Wilson, Exon, Hart, Levin. A copy of Hoffman’s prepared state-
ment is enclosed (Attachment 17; copy previously provided to Dr. Tklé and

scheduled to be reprinted in Intergﬁtiana} Security and Europa Archiv].

Hoffman was a speaker at a Colloguium in Bonn sponsored by the Plan-
ning Council of the Foreign Ministry of the Federal Republic of Germany on
March 20~21. The agenda and list of participants is enclosed (At£ach-
ment 18). On March 22-24, he was a speaker at a conference at Versailles
jointly sponsored by the Inatitute Frangasis des Relations Internationales,
RAND, the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik and the Royal Institute of
International Affairs. The agenda and participant list are enclozed
(Attachment 19). At the invitation of Lord Chalfont, Hoffman sddressed a
meeting in London of the House of Lords All Party Defense Group on
March 26. A list of participants is enclosed (Attachment 20)., While in
London, Hoffman alsc wet with John Howe, Head of the Defense Arms Control
Unit, U.,K. MOD to continue discussions held at the Versailles Conference
and with Gerald Frost to discuss European attitudes on SDI. At Lord
Bessborough”s request to continue the diséussian at the House of Le;ds,

Hoffman met with him at the English Embassy when both were in Washinmgton

on April 4.
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In addition to talks and briefings on 8DI, Hoffwan also participated
in meetings on related issues and others of concern to USD/P. He partici-
pated in a meeting with Mr. Perle and Dr. Atkims of DNA on the DOD report
to Congress on thé Nuclear Winter phenomenon. Hoffman and Wohlstetter met
with General Abrahamsou to discuss policy issues related to SDI on several
occasions during the period: in January in General Abrahamson’s office
and at a luncheon, snd on April 2 during a meeting of the Defense Policy
Experts working group. On the latter occasion, Hoffman briefed the group
on §DI issues and on Buropean attitudes as reflected in the March wmeeting
mentioned above.

On the basis of hias research on the issues and the discussions in
which he participated, Hoffman also provided Dr. Ikl& with two short
papers (Attachments 21 and 22), and he prepared a letter to Ambassador
Weiss (Attachment 23) for use in commection with activities related to
UsSD/P.

During this period, Henry Rowen consulted with Andrew Marshall,
Director, 0SD/Net Assessment, on work relate& to the Nuclear Strategy
Development Group. At the request of Mr. Marshall, Paul Rozemchak briefed
the following individuals and offices on the subject of "New Versus Old
Ways te Look at Defenses":

February 22 - A, Marshall, Director, O8D/Net Assessment; J. Gardner,
Deputy Directeor, SDIO; T. K. Jones, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Research and Engineering/Strategic and Theater Nuclear Forces

March 28 = Biannual Meeting of the OSD/NA and Bundeswehr Office of
Studies and Analysis., (Briefing charts are at Attachment 25.}

At the request of Dr. Iklé, Rozemchak did some classified bhistorical
research on the effect the US$ air defense program had on the Soviet bomber

program. He presented his results to Dr, Iklé at a February 14 meeting.




During the period he met with several members of USDRE to review the
history and current status of US ballistic missile accuracy improvement

and penaid programs. He also assisted in providing material for the
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SecDef”s Report to Congress on nuclear winter. This included attending

R, Perle”s March 9 hearing before the Scheurer-Udall Committees and '

i

HIA |

i

F. Iklé“s March 27 presentation to the National Academy of Science”s

A

conference on the subject.

Kozemchak also briefed the following individuals and offices on the
subject of "Imperfect Defenses and Imperfect Arms Agreements.” The brief-
ing charts were included in last quarter”s Progress Report.

January 15 - Frank Miller/Bill Furniss, Director Strategic Forces i
Policy, OUSD(P)/ISP

January 16 — Col. Bill Brown (and staff), Head/Joint Force Allocation i
and Analysis Division Joint Chiefs of Staff (Joint Analysis Division)

January 17 - Major Gemeral J. Merritt, Director/Joint Staff/JCS, Rear
Admiral D. Felt, Deputy Director for Force Development and Strategic
Plans, J-5, Brigadier General H. Russell, Director/Joint Analysis Direc-
torate. (Albert Wohlstetter and Fred Hoffman also attended.) =

January 22 - J. Woolsey, Special Representative to US START Delegation

January 24 - COMO J.N. Darby, Deputy Director for Polito-Military :
Affairs, JCS, Brigadier Gemeral E. Lanzillo, Asst. Deputy Director for e
International Negotiations, JCS, Capt. D. Knepper, Head/Nuclear—Chemical
Division, JCS.

February 5 - H. Cooper, Asst., Dir. for Strategic Programs, ACDA.
Deputy Head of the US delegation on the Defense and Space Talks. -

February 11 - LTG J. Abrahamson, Director/SDIO w
Richard Brody completed a draft of a paper (now awaiting internal
review) on limited nuclear options and limited ballistic missile defenses.

It outlines the role of what Secretary of Defense Weinberger has called

"transitional defenses" in handling less than all-out attacks designed to




P accomplish specific military purposes, Defense against such attacks may

obviously be facilitated by a relatively low number of incoming warheads

éﬁ to defend against. However, limited defenses against limited attacks way
i face special problems of enduring through an extended campaign and an

= associated extended series of nuclear strikes. In the more usually con-
Zg sidered problem of a defense against an all-out strike, just because it is

assumed the bulk of an opponent”s force comes in a single blow, there is
less emphasis on maintaining a capability to deal with follow-on strikes,
The paper also discusses implicatious for target selection and damage
Ly criteria of focusing on the limited nuclear attack threats and defense
against them. This then suggests the desirability of reevaluating the
potential effectiveness of Soviet ballistic missile defenses, both current
i and under development. Considered against a canonical US SI0P, these may
sgem of at most marginal importance. Conzidered as a threat to US capa~
bility to effectively launch more selective strikes, they may loom much

larger and have much more immediate implications for arms control policy

= as well as.our force posture and planning.

In addition, Brody continued informal consultation with relevant OSD

officials on contingency cousiderations for our nuclear posture, These
i3 included meetings with Ron Stivers and Fred Celec as well as meetings with

Richard Perle, and Gordon Negus of DIA.

-
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Brian Chow and David Blsir have been analyzing the arguments used

iz against the Strategic Defense Initiative or other programs to defend
i againast ballistic missile attack. They can be roughly paraphrased as
s follows:

{1} "S8DI will not work,"

s AE ek ab a tmmm s Y e s We i ok Ahas aw M R @ E & 4 rGTT Eatn w0 T, e bn

S L Ty



“{2) "It can be overwhelmed by the offense and would thus only suc-—
ceed in encouraging an offensive arms race."

(3) "It would not survive an attack directed against the defenses.”

{(4) "It is destabilizing in the sense that a ballistic missile

defense (BMD) would give one side (or both sides} a strong
incentive to strike firat if the BMD rendered the attacking side
invulnerable to a ragged second strike.”

{53) "It would prevent arms control.”

(6) "It would mean abandoning the European allies."

These assertions are often ill-defined and based on wrong premiseé.
For example, some assume that the only targets worth defending are cities.
Thus, a system does "not work" if it would allow bombs in small mumbers to
get through to cities, And discussions of stability assume that the goal
of BMD is to guarantee "assured survival” of the mation”s cities. One
should, on the other hand, argue that a msjor threat to the West and a
likely catalyst for war is the Soviet capability to attack a wide range of
. Western military assets.

Questions about BMD should be formulated so as to elicit replies that
would be useful for policymakers., For example: (1) What kinds of targets
can be cost~effectively defended by BMD?} {2Z) Can the attacker cost-
effectively build more or new reentry vehicles and missiles, or use pene-
tration aids to prevent the defense from protecting these targets?;

(2) Can he more cheaply defeat this defense by attacking the BMD di-
rectly?; (4) Are various sorts of attacks more likely when either or both
sides has a particular BMD system?; (5) What are ocur arms control optioms

with and without BMD?; (6) Are there important sets of targets in Europe



that‘are pow vulnerable to ballistic missile attack but could be cost—
effectively defended by a BMD?

They have designed a model for analyzing some of these issues. Both
gides are assumed to employ optimal attacking and defending strategies.
For example, the attacker will maximize the expected target kills by
taking advantage of a particular BHD system”s limited footprint, while the
defender will mimimize the kills by using "last move" for preferential
defense. Confidence levels for achieving given military objectives are
also estimated in the model.

Marcy Agmon has studied some recent developments relating to the
miiitary balance in the Gulf and the Eastern Mediterranean. The Soviets
have enhanced their airlift capabilities vis-a—vis the Gulf. The new
Foxhound, with its long radius, can more easily and more effectively escort
transport aircraft te the Gulf from the Tramscaucasus. The Condor jet
transport will carry more and at greater speeds than did the AN-22 (albeit

to a more limited range). One cap speculate that the Soviets are less

" interested in extending their reach than in echancipg capabilities neaxby.

Greek obstructionism has intensified disputes with Turkey over the
Aegean and Cyprus and has cslled into question the geoals of the Alliance
and threatened the defensibility of the Eastern ﬁeditetranean. The inten-—
gification of the disputes between Turkey and Greece has proven particu~
larly divisive within the Alliance and has considerably increased
pressures on Turkey. Disillusioved Turks are turnipg increasingly toward
the Islamic East at precisely the time when Greece”s unreliability has
made Turkey”s role in the Alliance-—gspecislly in defense of the Eastern

Mediterranean--all the more important.
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TASK 3: AMBIGUOQUS WARNING

Roberta Wohlstetter has continued to work on the fourth category of
warning and response problems developeq previously at PAN: ambiguous
signals of violafions of treaties or agreements or "understandings" or
implicit codes of tolerable behavior that might require a timely response.
She gave a presentation on this subject to a conference of Senior Intelli-
gence Officers at Homestead Air Force Base on April 2nd, drawing on the
cases of the Berlin Blockade and the Berlin Wall for comparison of Soviet
and American behavior then and now. (See Attachment 24, "Warning and No
Response.'")

Brody completed the final version of his paper '"NATO Reinforcement and
Ambiguous Warning." Changes principally reflected comments on the Fimal
Draft provided by John Merrill as well as comments by Don Herr of the NATO
section of ISP. The paper”s introduction now includes some background on
the meaning and use of the term "ambiguous warning” and why ambiguity is
often an inherent problem of real world warning situations rather than
something ;hich more forthright intelligence analysts could resolve. As
suggested by Mr, Herr, discussion was strengthenmed of the importance of
having plans to mobilize for defense against Saviet invasions of NATO
which, at least initially, are focused on a single region (such as the
Southern Flank)}. Also at Mr. Herr“s suggestion, the recommendations
section was sharpened. In particular, the paper recommends direction of a
Joint Staff study on measures that could be taken in support of a partial
NATO mobilization--measures that would emphasize repeatability and

sustainability of effect rather than speed.

10
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TASKE &: NEUTRALITY INDUCIKG STRATEGIES

Albert Wohlstetter did some work on the status of the Afghan resist~-
ance and how to improve the kinds of weapons available and their flow to
the resistance. In this connection, hé met with Harry Gelman and Alex
Alexiev of the Rand Corporation, with Charles Bernstein of the Northrop
Corporation, and with Yuri Yarim—Agaev, s former Soviet scientist now st
Stanford University.

Agmon is comcluding her examination of "fault lines" in Germany”s
World War II Axis. Her report will include the following topics: (a) the
way fault lines were exploited to result im the dispersion, loss, delay, or
poor performance of enemy forces; (h) the circumstances under which
resistance and exploitation of fault lines were most effective; (c) how
RATO can make use of fault lines in the Warsaw Pact in a future conflict;

(d) what NATO must be prepared to do to exploit Warsaw Pact fault lines.

TASK 3: COST-IMPOSING STRATEGIES

No activity.

11



N ; Attachment ¢

To: Llbert Wohlstetter
From:Nancy Virts
Subject:Armenian Terror Update

I. The Right Wing. Because of a eplit within the ABF (Dashnak} leadership
the Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG) has been replaced by
a cev (perhaps just of different name) terrorist group the Armenian
Revolutionary Army (ARA).

A. In 1982 a prominent Lebanese Armenian Dashnak leader, Apo Ashjian
disappeared under mysterious circumstance in Beirut. According to ASALA
sources, Ashjian was a left wing member of tbe Pashnak and leader in the
JCLG who was killed by the right wing of the same party. Ashjian
reportedly told ASALA leaders before he was killed that he opposed a deal
mace by ARF leaders and the CI4 according to which the JCAG would cease
oprerations in the US especially during the Olympics. ASALA claims those
individuals responsible for Ashjian“s murder, two top ARF leaders Sarkis
Zeitlian and Hrair Maroukhian, created the ARA to replace the JCAG. (See
Arnmerian Reporter, June 7, 1984 and September 13, 1984)

B.The following is a list of ARA operaéions to date;
1, July 14, 1983~ Assassination of a Turkish Diplomat in Brussels.

2. July 22, 1983- Take over of Turkish Embassy in Lisbon Portugal. Five
AR! members blew themselves up as a "sacrifice oo the altar of freedom".
The wife of the Turkish ambassador was also killed. His son and a
Portugese policeman were injured.

3. June 21, 1984~ Assassination of a Turkish diplomat in Vienna.
4. September &4, 1984~ Car bombing in Istambul,

5. March 12,-1985- Take over of Turkish Embasssy in Ottawa, Canada. One
Cazadian gecurity guard killed.

C. Toere is little doubt that the ARF supports this group. ARF leadership
wett to great lengths to promote the "Lisbon 5" as martyrs to the cause of
Arzenian freedom. (See Armenian Weekly, August 20, 1983, p.l, September
17, 1983, p.3, October 22, 1983 for example)

I1. The Left Wing. ASALA appears to have split into two groups over the
question of whether terrorism should be directed at non-Turkish targets.

A. Teis split also began with assassination. On July 15 and 16, 1983 two
top lieutenants of Hagop Hagopian also known as Hujahed, the founder of
ASALA believed to have been killed in Lebanon ic 1982, were

assasinated in Bekaa Valley of Lebanon., The plot was masterminded by Monte
Melkonian, a California born Armenian, reportedly hiding in Europe.
Melkonian is the head of a new branch of ASALA which calls itself Armenian
Secret Army for the Liberztion of Armenian, Revolutionary Movement

(ASATA RM) ASALA RM appears tg’composed mainly of the European members of
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ASALA. The middle eastern members loyal to Mujahed remain in ASALA.
Helkonian has written his own versionm of the bistorr ¢ £ ASALA which bas

been published in the Armenian Reporter. This histcry portrays Mujahed as
despot, runoing ASALA 1o dicatatorial fashion primarily to satisfy kis own
ego. ASALA RM politics appear to be as lefrward learicg as ASALA's. The
major difference between the two appears to be ASALL ¥M conviction that
non-Turkish targets should not be deliberately hit. Appzrently the Melkonian
group has the support of Ara Toranian of the Armenizn Kztional Hovement 1ip
Paris. {See Armenian Reporter September 9, 1984, Jarmary 10,17,24 1985) .

B. Although Melkenian’s history of ASALA is obviously bilaeed, it does

support several conclusions we have already made about ASALA. i
1. ASALA ties to the PLO. According to Melkonian, ASALA”s founder Mujahed, -
joined Wadi Baddad”s faction of the PFLP as a way oct of his past, nmot as

a result of a "conscientious political or partriotic decision", He began

ASALA in 1974 as way to escape conflicts within the PLO. Although be had

not been previously involved in Armenian politics Arnenians were willinmg

to join with him because they needed resources only available through his

ties to the Palestinian resistence to carry out armed struggle. -
2. ASALA competes with the JCAG. According to Melkorian between 1975 and :
1980 ASALA actually carried out very few operatioms, almost all of which :
vere the work of one man, Hagop Darakjian, However, Mujzhed was asble to
claim responsibility for many actioms actually done by the JCAG.

3. The importance of popular suport. Melkonian identfies two events which
substantially increased ASALA”s popularity and suppert, the

imprisonment and subsequent release of Alek Yenikomshiac and Suzy -
Mahseredjian in Switzerland in late 1980 and the take over of the Turkish i
consulate in Paris in late 198l. Melkoniao writes about the first of these -
incideats "As a result of their imprisocment many ner ccmrades began to
adopt a lime sympathetic to ASALA. Comrades from the “New Armenian
Resistence' in France joined ASALA”# ranks while the comrades of "Azad
Hay" io Canada and "Gaitzer" in Britain began to vies ASALA in with
greater sympathy."(Armenian Reporter Jau, 17, 1985 p.2) As a result of x
this increase in support ASALA began fo publish ite official organ
"Armenia" and established z "permanent presence im £ trzining camp".
Melkonian does not identify whose trasining camp ASALA msed. However, he
does say that "it was greatly due to the traiming progrzm in this camp
that for the first time military cadres were prepared it ASALA"(Armenian
Reporter Jan 17, 1985 p, 2).loote: Melkonian and Comrade Suzy evidently
were close associates who joined ASALA at the same time. Perhaps we should
nominate our own Glendale as the North American capital of terrorism} o
Melkonian writes about takeover of the Turkish comsuvlzte in Paris:™ For

the first time an act of Armenian armed propaganda tad suceeded in

creacing a genuinely positive interest about the Arpenian people and their :
plight within public opirnion on spn intermational leval. Moreover, s
Armepians throughout the world began showing much mere sympathy for the

aymed struggle, and solidaricy with ASAIA was expressed by Armenian g
elements that bad previously been reluctant to accepl wbat bad frequently i
been portrayed as “terrorism”" (Armenian Reporter, Jan 24, 1985 p.4)

C. Although ASALA AM has not taken credit for any opsraticns yet, the two
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groups have been trading charges for some time. ASALA has evidently
arranged for a Greek publication "Popular Stcruggle” to print names and
photogzraphs of members of ASALA R¥ in the hopes that they will he arrested
io Europe.(Armenian Reporter September 9, 1984)

Iil. Relations berween tbe Left and Right.

A. It seems clear that at least in Lebanoz, Dashnak groups and ASALA have
been bombimg each others” supporters. There are also reports that Dashnak
supporters bave given police information leading to the arrest of ASALA
members. {Armenian Reporter October 4, 1984,p.1)

B. Elsewhere the wvar of words between the groups seem to be escalating,
but no actual incidents have been reported. However the rhetoric is
reaching absurd levels. An example is the bomb scare against the Turkish
Olympic team in LA this summer. After the incident was reported in the
press, ASALA claimed credit for the action. Howvever, later a LAPD officer
James Pearson vho discovered the bomb reportedly admitted planting the
device.{LA Times Aug 15, 1984). Later the Armenian National Commitee sent
a letter to the LAPD suggesting Pearson had links to the Turkish
government.{California Courier Oct 11, 1984 p.6) Still later ASALA claimed
again that they planted the bomb and Pearson was set up to take the fall
by the FBI/CIA who did not want it known that ASALA was sctive in the US.
(Armenian Reporter September 13, 1984)

IV. Belations with the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union appears to have taken a staad against Armenian terrorism,
Ten days after the Soviet Prime Minister Xikolay Tikhcnov returned from.m
official visit to Turkey, the Communist party chairman in the Armenian SSK
denounced "famatic Armenians" and stated that his party would launch a
campaign against them in a meeting of the Armenias Party Central Comittee.
However only those fanatics who are members of Dashnak groups were
denounced, Other articles in the Soviet press have 2lso denounced tke
Dashnaks fof their "hostile anti-Soviet campaign'., No other terrorist
groups were mentioned, Intersetingly encugh around the same time (January
1985) ASALA issued a statement condemning the Dashpaks and c¢laimiag that
"ASALA"s relaticanship with the socialist blo¢ 2nd with progressive
counties will be strengthened in the next stage. Strenuous efforts will be
made to make Armenia a priocipsl and firm center for the liberation
struggle,"(FBIS WE January 24, 1985 p.T6-7 quoting Beirut AL-NAHAR in
Arabic Jan 21 1985 p.l2. See also FBIS WE January 22, 1985 p. T4 quoting
Istanbul BULVAR in Turkish Jan 17, 1985 p.3) In spite of the long standing
hostility betwen the Soviets and the Dashraks, I am some what at lost to
explain Soviet hardline against the ARF., is 1 noted in my previous paper
“Dissent im Soviet Armenia™ the Dashnaka bave adopted a conmcilatory line
tovdrds the Soviets 1o recent years. The only possible explavations seeums
to be either a rather parancid fear of dissent within Soviet Armeniaz or
anger at Dashnak actions against ASALA or a desire to pacify the Turks by
making strong statements agalnst at least ome Armeniam group,
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o Attachment 2

‘ Iron Law : : 1
T

on

3 Rev: 3/1/85

A Disk: #111

Did the Sovier deployment of MIRVs follow an "iron law” of Soviet

. e 4 1
evasive reaction to the action of arms agreements?

1. The answer is that the law of Soviet evasive reaction may not
be made of iron or high strength steel, but it's a lot stronger than
the plastic "law" of the arms race propounded by advocates of Mab. The
Soviets were racing but not because we were racing, either gualitative-

ly or gquantitatively. We weren'‘t. And the standard theory is no

4

better at explaining U.§. behavior, for example in the deployment of

MR¥s or MIRVs.

The standard theory of arms races that underlies the arms negotia-
tions of the last two decades has it that every time one side acts to

dintroduce move oy betfery arms an “ivon law” assures that the other side

will react to offset this action and this leads te further actions and

reactions, leaving both sides worse off after spending huge sums of

money that c¢ould have been devoted to the poor and other worthy causes.

The theory usually sees innovations, especially in active defense, as

driving *the race",

When they talk of an "unconstrained arms race" proponents of this

arms doctrine seem to think of the measures of defense that we take on
o our own, unconstrained by arms agreements or by hopes for future arms

agreaments, as if they were also unconstrained by budgets and the need

to spend resources for other goals, or almost anything else--it is 7"a
i spiralling race to oblivion". ©On the other hand, they think of the

behavior of the two sides in a negetiation or under an agreement as in
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essentials cooperative-- an zbandonment by both sides of all low
thoughts and schemes to gain a unilateral advantage. Their high—ﬁiﬁééé
view of negotiations with an adversary shapes how they inteiprec the
entizre history of lmmovations such as MIRV. They generally represent
MIRY, for example, as an unfortunate reaction by us to the ungrounded
fear of a future Soviet ABM and the Soviet MIRVs as an inevitable
consequence of our ASMlplans énd our MIRVs. Our seemingly innocent )
desire to get an active defense against the balliscic missile threat’

#

was the fons et origo malorum. History, however -- and the Soviets --~

stubbornly resisc the theory.
For one thing, the Soviets deployed their $5-17, 18, and 19 ICBM .

HMIRVs, and all their naval MIRVs, long after the SALT 1 treaty on ABM,

and after the United States had abandoned all evil thoughts of putting

up & thin or thick shield of BMD for its cities or even for its missile
silos. To take the casé of the SLBM, the SS N 18 mod. 1 was deployed
in 1878(7)~ The SSN 20 with 6-9 MIRVs was deployed in 1981, As for
the MIERVed ICBMs, the 8S 17 mod 3 with four warheads was fielded in
1979; the S5 18 mod 4 and SS 19 mod 3, (etc, etc, to be filled in
Dec./Nov., 1984 perhaps use update by the Committee on the Present
Danger}.

These deployments of ¢ourse also came afrer thg SALT I offense
constraints on the number of launchers on each side which were intended
especially to constrain the number of "heavy" missile launchers and
therefore, it was thought, the number of silo-destroying warheads. The
Soviet depleoyments circumvented the SALT I restraints on launchers,

Hore important, they made totally vacuous the constraints embodied in
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Iron Law 3

the offense agreement on silo-destroving warheads. The Soviets evaded
these restraint by improving cﬁe precision and therefore the effective-
ness of their smaller warheads, and by developing cold launch
rechniques which esnabled them to sgqueeze larger boosters and more threow
weight and more warheads into a launcher. This enabled them to
multiply by a factor of nearly six the number of warheads that could
destroy an undefended Minuteman sile. The restriction in the number of
out sileos made Soviet MIRVs more effective at a given budget, less then
of a drain on Saviet tresocurces, and therefore, more atrractive, In
short, these Soviet MIRV deployments reacted not te our ABM but to the
opportunities presented by the agreed offense restraints.

2. Soviet MIRY deployments were anticipated by the advocates of
U.8, Safeguard. The opponents of Safeguard who proposed agreed con-
straints as a substitute for'accive defense deprecated the possibility
of Soviet MIRVs. That's a sore peoint abeut the history which has been
written mostly from the standpoint of those who backed agreements
designed to leave wus with a capabkilicy only for mutual destruction.
They dominate journalists' views and also the partisan semi-official

hiscories, such as Cold Dawn, End Game, and Deadly CGambits. Afcer the

Soviets fielded MIRVs, advocates of MAD deplored MIRVs on both sides.
They spread the myth that the American ABM compelled cthe Soviets to
field MIRV as a counter measure. They also suggest that the advocates
of ABM had not anticipated this.

The truth has very little to do with this myth. The advocates of
ABM who designed the Safeguard system or supperted it made their calcu-
lations of Minuteman wulnerabilicy with and withour defense on the

basis of their anmticipation of Soviet attacks using MIRVs. They
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explicitly expecred silo defense to become increasingly capable of
dealing with continuing improvements in offenses.

The advocatass of arms agreement a; a substitute for active
defense, on the other hand, had a much more ambiguous recerd than they
pretend on the subject of the American MIRV and a much worse record
than the advocates of Safeguard on predicting Soviet MIRVs. With the
exception of Alton Frye and Larry Smith, the aides to Senators Brooke
and McIntyre respectively, those who campaigned against the ABM care-
fully avoided any campaign apgainst the deployment of U.5. MIRVs on
Poseidon and Minuteman III. They did not want to dilute their all-out
war against the ABM. Moreover, they expressed the greatest skepticism
about Soviet develop-ment of MIRVs. Gecrge Rathjens in testimony, for
example, said that these would be much harder for the Soviets ro
develop rhan was assumed by rhose who claimed that. an undefended
Minuteman would be vulnerable to Soviet attack,

3. This sharp difference between th&se‘who would rely mainly on
agreements to maintain deterrence through mutual assured destructlon
and théose who would rely mainly ou our own unilateral measures for
protecting our retaliatory force by reducing Soviet incentives to
attack did not start wich the ABM debate of the late sixties and early
seventies. It goes back to the beginnings of Minumum Deterrence theory
as the basis for arms control at the end of the 1950s. In fact, at the
first Daedalus Conference on Arms Contrel in 1960 av Harvard, Dr.
Wiesner presented his model of stability under an arms agreement. It
involved 200 ICEMs on each side sheltered in 300 psi silos and an

assumed CEF of a half nautical mile. Wiesner advanced the view that
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Irvon Law 3

since each missile had a probability substantially less than one of
reiiably arriving In the target area and expleding clese enough to the
target to destyoy it, such an arrangement would be quite stable, even
if one side cheated. {(The cheater, he said, would have to hide an
infﬁasibl? large number of missiles in order to destroy a very large
fraction of the opposing missile silos.)

Somg of the participants at the Daedalus conference had long been
familiar with the situation in the 1950s which was in part responsible
for the difficulty of getting a respousible second strike capabilicy--
namely that one obsolescent eremy bomber could destroy a great many
advanced bombers on our side. ({Some of our air bases had concentrated
as many as 90 B47s and 30 KC 97 tanker aircraftr.} Though MIRVs had not
been developed in 1960, they pointed out that nothing would prevent an
adversary's developing an ICBM or SLBM boestet.that could carry several
warheads, each independently aimable at one of our siles. To those
professionally concerned with the development and maintenance of a
second strike cvapability, this had become obvious a couple of vears
earlier when the US space program launched a beoster with a multiple
paylead. In short, by the end ef the 1950s, it was plain to those
invelved in the unilateral development of our own second strike force
that in the future we would have te be ready to cope with multiple
independently aimed veentry vehicles and that an arms contyol agreement
which tried to secure stability by constraining missile launchers
would only provide an adversary with a strong incentive to develop such
éahiclas.

Henry Kissinger in his article, "Is an Agreement Possible on

Arms?"® (L.A. Times, 12-16, 1984) - at last - recognizes that the



Iron Law g 5

assumptions on which arms agreements like SaLT I were based proceeded
from the state of the art st the end ¢f the 19305, and from the
expectations and limited foresight of arms controllers at that time.

Contemporary weapons technology has made traditionmal arms-

contral theory obsolescent. Developed in the late 19505 and

early 1960s, this theory assumed stationary missiles and

relatively inaccurate single warheads. Since it would take

more than one attacking missile to destroy an offensive one,

it was plausible to believe that if one could negotiate

essential equality of strategic forces, the incentive for

surprise attack would have been removed,

Modern technology has overtaken this simple equation.

Today launchers can carry 10 or more highly accurate war-

heads; some missiles are becoming mobile. Equality in

rumbers of launchers has become less and less relevant to

strategic stability. Even reductions can prove meaningless

or dangerous 1f they do not ameliorate the disproporcion

between warheads and launchers.
However, he thinks that this raises merely certain "technical® issues
about the "factual content of verification™ and about whether the
wargin of uncertainty in verification is "strategically significant”.

His history, unfortunarely, is Inadequate and the trouble with the
arms control theory he has operated under is more fundamental than he
suggests. A more adequate history would show that the failure of arms
contrellers to anticipate developments was strongly influenced by a MAD
bias. and the questions which he now suggests need resolution, suggest
the same bias for evaluating "stratepic significance”. The simple view
of strategic significance would regard any, changes in adversary forces
as "insignificant" as long as they left us still able to destroy enemy
cities in & suicidal spasm., In short, it depends on the mutual assured
destruction theory which got us inte trouble in the first place.

Predictions about technology should be free of the bias that

influenced arms controllers starting near the end of the 1930s. Though
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Kissinger attended that Baedaiué conference in 1960, he has forgotten
thar some of €§e‘decisive changes he refers toc now were foreseen, not
only in 1972 when Salc I was signed, but at the time of the Conference.
They just were not foreseen in 1960 or in 1972 by the MAD arms
contrellers.

5. There are also many other indications trhat our MIRVs and even
our MRVs were understood and intended by us quite early on to have an
obviocus application to improving effectiveness in destroying targets;
they were not exclusively thought of as a "penetration ald". The
problem Henry has in understanding this history is the same problem
that arms controllers have with understanding the problem of arms
control itself -- now and in the future: HMilitary systems have more
than one purpese and there is always more than one way of accomplishing
a given purpose. Multiple reentty vehicles, whether aimed
independently or not, help at least one warhead to penetrate active
defenses. ~ But it(is also true that multiple lower yield reentry
vehicles can have a larger destructive effect than a single large
warhead. That may be true even if the multiple reentry vehicles are
not aimed independently. The first Navy MRVs (check the date) and the
MRVYs on Minureman II expleited NY2/3. These MRVs split a large vield
among several smaller warheads, and this enables them to aveid wasting
energy by overhitting the center of a large soft area target. They
spread the destructive energy more efficiently. In fact, beth the Air
Force and the Navy had an interest in the application of MRVs as well

as MIRVs to improving the efficiency in the use of destructive energy.

They were not exclusively interested in penetrating a possible
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ballistic missile defense, but in destroying actual targets once their
warheads arrived in the larger area.

These last comments on the history of MIRV and MRV supplement, and
in part cerrect, some of the statements on that histery in my previous

note "Ave the Media Penetrable?" (12/27/84)
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L NATO Counterattacks on the Ground inside WTO-- Comments on
ik Huntington, Dean. and Wartime Dissidence in che WID

i

Sam Huntington had aneother version of his proposal for

conventional recaliation on the ground in Europe vecently in

Incernational Security {(Winter 1983/8& Vol. 8, No.3, op. 32-56).

.
Jonathan Dean, former U.5. Ambassador in charge of the MBFR
negotiations in Vienna, responded in the following summer issue. Dean
had proposed a much more tentative suggestion of the same sort in

Foreign Palicy for 1982 as ane among several alcvernatives. He had

proposed a “defense through mobile counteratcack" as one of several
*innovative approaches to conventional defense". (Cchers “innovﬁfions”
A were: making more extensive use of preparved defensive pesitions in the
forward area, wider use of modern technology, PCMs to stop Soviet
reinforcement, getting the French to say that chey would support NATO

5 forces 1f che Soviets attacked, organizing West Germany's ground force
reserves into combat units correspending to the 12 active West German
divisions.) He suggested rathev timidly that the presentc policy was
"ro stand firm and immobile under attack”, and Cﬁat this was hard o do
even wicth a heavy numerical superioricy. .

Dean's intentiocn was to make Cthe present implausibhble NATO
conventicnal defense less implausible. and specifically to do so in
order to replace NaATO's strategy of depending on the firsc use of
nuclear weapons. Dean was following the Cang of Four in Foveign

sffairs
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However, he cringed even as he made the proposal for "active

consideration of defense through mobile attack.” "Consideration"

sounds mild enough-- even an active consideration. All he was

suggesting was that this shouldn't stand in the way of studying the

advantages and disadvantages of such a concept which he described as

follows:
B
Under this concept, NATO would hold its armored forces ,ﬁ
in reserve behind a screen of defensive forces. The screen
would include the additional West German reserve divsions, -

" as well as British, Belgian, Dutch, and U.S. units already o~
in forward position. They would absorb the impact of a i
first Warsaw Pact attack. The mobile armored forces would

then counterattack, carrying the conflicc into enemy terri- 3
tory. The counterattack would have the limited objective A3
of encircling and cuctting off the attacking force from its

reinforcements in order to bring about a negotiated end to =

the conflict, [Eaphasis mine) o

The last sentence, which I have underlined, indicates just how nervous
Dean was in making this daring suggestion. Dean hascens to make clear

that the purpose of the counterattack was only to bring about o

negotiations on ending the war. There is no hint that the counter- e

attacking forces might offer some support to elements in the Warsaw

Pact who might want to join the democracies, or at least declare them-

selves neutral from the conflict between NATO and the Soviet Union.

Dean made clear he was not arguing for any particular alternative, only
for doing semething that weuld reduce reliance on "extended nuclear I

deterrence”. (And in this article Dean interprets "extended s

deterrence" to mean what Mac Bundy means by it: nuclear decerrence of
conventional attack on Eurcpe. As I pointed out in my correspondence
with Mac Bundy, this alters the original meaning of the phrase which

had to do with nuclear deterrence of nuclear attack on an ally. It
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2 iliustrates the characteristic evasion of the prohlem of dealing with a
§
s Sovier LNO.)
i}
T3 In any case, Dean ends with some pileties about how arms control
3

and specifically MBFR might reduce the chance of war through

il

[T
3

&

"misperception or miscalculation”. In spite of all the modesty with

which Dean put forth his suggestion that NATO might comsider studying,

as one of several alternacives, moving forward rather than standing
'ﬁ still after an attack, he apparently was élagped down. He suggests in
his answer to Huntington {(ibid. p. 206&) that he had learned after he
had presented his modest propoesal that "degpite its logic, European

i governments will not carry ic euc.” Interestingly, in both his article

T in Foreign Policy and in his answer to Huntingron, Dean does mention

2 the possibilicy that the Soviets have fo worry about lesing control of
East Europe during a large conventional war. However, Dean mentions
this only as a way of suggescing that we don'c really have to worry

-

much about a Soviet threat of conventional war. and therefore we don't

have to do much to make up for reducing our reliance on nuclear
deterrence of conventional attack. He doesn’t suggest doing anything
in the event of war to bring about a less of pelitical control by the

Soviets. In facg, like the Gang of Four, he seems to want to exchange

pledges of ne first use without much reducding our reliance on the

devervent effects of our potential first use of nuclear weapons.

In International Security, even more than in his Foreign Policy

& piece, he has a useful description of the present NATO strategy of
iR standing still under attack. He says, "NATO forces cannot go backward,

but they cannot he gseen to be poised to go forward either.” Only this
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rime he thinks that the political constraints imposed by Cermany's
peculiar position cannot be relaxed in favor of ‘“more resolute and
militarily effective defense postures like that recommended by

Professor Huntington." Interestingly, in his International Security

answer to Huntimgten, he notes thac Huntingron's strategy would "put at

risk Soviec control gver Eastern Europe®™ as well as "rhreaten the

forward momentum of the main lines of Soviet attack by pushing up into
their lines of communication in East Germany". He admits that chis may -
be "the best single low-cost improvement NATO could make in its defense
posture®”. However, he believes that the strategy "would have adverse
security consequences as well as polirical ones because, "a more
militant NATO defense policy... could boost the morale and cohesion of
Pact forces”, it would beget more pressure by the Soviets on its
allies, greater efforcvs to modernize, and make them even more fearful
of Germans.

In short, Dean ignores, just as the Soviets would and do in

their propaganda, and ocur timid allies would in their nervousness, the

fact tharv Huntington is talking about counterattacking afrer the

Soviets have invaded Cermany. He also neglects the fact that the
counterattack could be coupled with a political strategy not for
acquiring territory but offering all the central European peoples che
right to choose their rulers-- a policy not likely te increase the
cohesion of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. He gees on te talk about
the paranoid, nervous Belshies who might let things get out of control

in their panic and {as Huntington observes) he worries abour the facc

that a NATO capability te counteratrack might be ambiguous, look like
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V% an intention to invade East Cermany and Gzechloslovakia. It appears,
- however, that he is also willing te wring his hands and wichstand the
;ﬁ much more plausible ambiguity about Sovier intentions presented by the
N Sevier deployments in Central Eurcpe. He believes that arms contrel
.od

bl can resolve that Soviet ambiguicy faverably. It apparently doesn’t
5? occur ts him thart the Sovierts might actually have expansionary

’ ambiciens -- at least contingent aggressive intentions that would be

; acted on provided the price were right.

.2 Finally, he has a discussion given earlier on NATO's "layer cake
3

h depleyment” of the national forces of many NATO countries forces which
;fg : suggests to a less oprimistic reader that the layer cake now is

particularly weak: the layers run normal ro the front, and the Soviets

need not attack all simultaneously,
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Virtual Redundancy Suffices for Preferential Active Defense

We usually formulate the basic idea of preferential defense as one
that depends on our having more vehicles or other facilities and forces
which we are defending than we actually need for ocur military opera-
tions. This implies that an aggressor planning an opening attack would
want to have a high confidence of destroying not only the redundant
elements of our force but the essential ones as well. If defense can
make its decision on which subset of points to defend and concentrate
its efforcs there and the offense cannot know which subser is being
defended, then the offense has to plan its attack as if all its targets
were equally protected by the concentrated defense,

& particular case which is especially advantageous to defense
arises if the defense, in addition, can learn as the result of its
tracking capabilities, which targets are actually being attacked.
However, é;ﬁn without that knowledge, preferential defense can offer
great leverage so long as the defense decides which subset of targets
to defend, and the offense has to assign its vehicles to targets
without knowing which targets are defended.

So much has been familisr for a long time in the ballistic missile
defense community. The point of this note, however, is to make c¢lear
that preferential defense does not depend on actual redundancy so much
as on virtual redundancy. Tf the defense can by deception or mobilicy
mulziply the number of locations at which essencial elements of his
force might be, then in effect -- from the standpoint of the attacker

-+ the targets are redundant. The attacker has te have a high

4
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confidence of destroying a large enocugh fraction of them so as to leave
less than the number of virtual points sufficient for the defender's
military purposes. This is particularly clear if the defender's
decision as to which points actually to defend is based on continuously
updated information as to fhe position of the forces which he is
defending. Such considerations apply not only to the defense of ICBMs
by a combination of active and passive measures. They also can apply
to the defense of the National Command Authority (NCA). They apply
here even more initially: we can't multiply Presidents and Vice
Presidents but we can, as the Soviets have, multiply the hidden
locations at which they might be found. An NCA moving about within a
large hardened area .in which any of several small hardened areas can be
isolated from the rest, can benefit greatly from preferential defense.
We should probably burrow a tunnel under the White House leading out in
several directions to strong points strung out along tunnels with many
usable hard points and make clear that no one is talking about
defending Washingfon and the Brave Senators and Congressmen who worry

about whether their constituents will think them cowards. It would be

nice, however, to have a protected and politically responsible command.

S
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Nuclear Winter Theorists Say Qur Retaliation Would be Suicidal, but

Luckily, So Would His Attack

Theorists of nuclear winter imply that Western response ﬁc‘a
nuclear attack would {tself cause nuclear winter. And therefore, that
the West should not actually respond. This seems plainly to undermine
the West's abilicy to deter nuclear attack-- which might seem bother-
some. But not to worry, the Soviets, in initiating a nuclear attack,
would bring on a nuclear winter, and so destroy themselves. Therefore,
they will never attack. We can't deter their attack, but they can and
vill deter their attack. It all turns out for the best in this best of
all possible worlds,

This is the key argument implicit and sometimes explicit in.the
surge of statements about nuclear winter since 1982, It is suppesed
alse to justify calls for disarmament and, in partieular, it would seenm
to justify, if not looked at too closely, a‘éall for disarmament on our
side, even if one can't get an enforceable disarmament on their side.
After all, they won't actually use their nuclear forces, since they
don't want to commit suicide, This latter point is a bit tenuous since
at the very least we have to present them with lets of military targets
near cities to make their attack large enough to cause nuclear winter.
And, in any case, it may seem inconsistent with the assumption made by
some propomnants of MAD, who also are theorists of nuclear winter, thatc

the Soviets would respond to any substantial defense of our cities by

- trying to kill as many civilians asz possible, even if it triggered
ying >4 P 44

nuclear winter. {(See Space Based Missile Defense, Union of Concerned

wt
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Scientists, p. 8l.) Consistency, however, is not their hobkgoblin.

The characteristic strategic assumption of the nuclear winter
theorists is that the only sort of attack the Soviets would make would
be so large and sc focused on cities as to end civilization in the
West, but also, fortunately for the West, in the East as wall. There-
fore, they are not likely to strike at all. This Is sometimes spelled
out & little morxe by saying that even if they attacked military tar-
gets, milirary targets in the West are s¢ numerous and so cleosely co-
locared with cities, that any actack on military targets would destroy
civies., And therefore, given the fact that burning cities might cause
the global catastrophe of nuclear winter, it would automatically
destroy life in the Soviet Union too. The nuclear winter phencmenocn,
as I suggested at West Point, is supposed to eliminate the middle man
ir deterrence. FEach side threatens te annihilate itself. MAD enemies
don't really need each other.

The problem in puncturing this balloen has nothing teo do with any
intrinsic plausibilicy it might have. To exﬁose its absurdity does not
take an awful lot of analysis and empirical examples. (The Soviets
don't have to attack all military targets in the c;taiog of potential
facilities or forces at risk in order to have a decisive effect on an
ongoing campaign. A quite small atrtack on 50 or so main operating
bases, majoer radars, and nuclear and non-nuclear munitions stocks in
Europe could determine the cutcome of an eégoing conventional war
without coming anywhere near the threshhold of a possible nuciear
winter. If our only possible response is to start a nuslear wintsr,
the Soviets might find that response incredible and make such a small

and clearly non-suicidal actack. That sort of Soviet attack is clearly
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more plausible than a suicidal attack.) The problem arises from the
fact that, with the rapid increase in megatons in U.5. stockpiles that
occured in the mi§~19505, leading to a peak at the end of the decade;
the targeting bureaucracy began to suffer from elephantiasis. And
intelligence obligingly supplied equally elephantine Soviet attackers.
Moreover, MAD doctrine penetrated the targeting bureaucracy-- as
Admiral Noel Gayler illustrates. That means that nuclear winter
theorists can easily find a retired military officer who will swear
that the Soviets would not dream of launching an attack rthat doesn't
invelve the massive destruction of American cities even if they knew
nﬂat it would bring about a nuclear winter., And a retired officer who
will also swear that even though the United Stares has developed some
limited nuclear options for responding to a nuclear actack, they chem-
selves don't take these options very seriously. The recently retired
Chairman of the JCS keeps repeating that any confliect in which nuclear
weapons ave used will almest surely be unlimited.

Fortuiately these gentlemen are not in charge of deciding on how
te respond, and American politvical leaders are no more likely to commit
suicide than Soviet ones. However, since the Depariment of Defense has
been remarkably silent about the bizarre "scenarios" put forth by
miclear winter theorists, it is worth quoting in some detail examples
of tha arguments now being made that say that any Soviet actack of
military significance is likely te start a nuclear winter.

A) Sagan, at the Oct, 1983 Conference "World after Nuclear War":

See The Celd and the Dark, pp.33-37.

Mr, Ralph Nader:...Assuming a successful first strike by
Adversary A against Adversary B, at what level would a
successful first scrike, given your calculations, invirce
sulcide for the aggressor?

.
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Dr. Sagan: We bave an excellent chance that if Nation A
attacks ¥ation B with an effective first strike,

counterforce only, then Nation A has thereby committed
suicide, even if Nation B has neot lifted a finger to retaliate.

B) Thomas Powers', article inm the Atlantic Meonthly (November 1984)

which is titled "NHuclear Winter and Nuclear Strategy”, has as subtitle
the statement,

"If the ‘nuclear winter' theory is correct, an aggressor would

destroy himself. even if there were no retalatcion”

Elsewhere in the body of the article, Powers does not clsarly
separate the question of whether the aggressor's first strike would
destroy himself because it involves attacking rhe victim's cities from
the guestion of whether the vietim's re:aliation“woald cause a nuclear
winter. He says that some military men, including "2 retired admiral®
{obviously Noel Gayler),

..who was in charge of war planning for the Joint Chiefs

of Staff (JCS) in the early 1970s-- look rueful, smile

ironically, and give vague waves of the hand and shakes

of the head when they respond to claims that a thousand
large fires in a hundred major cities could mean big

trouble worldwide, The targeting experts know we're
planning te do worse than that to the Russians. Bur 1f
you take the cities out of the war plan, there's no plan
lefe. ..

Here Powers seems to be saying that our planned retaliation would
destroy life on the planet. But he ends the paragraph by saying,
if the smoke of burning cities is really a problem, then our
current plans for fighting a nuclear war amount to literal
suilcide for the country that strikes first, even if there is
no retaliation. ..
Which last is a bit confusing: the sentence is plainly talking about a
first strike, (it says "even if there is no retaliation",) but on the

other hand, refars to our current plans for fighting a nuclear war as

amounting to literal suleide. It's hard to make head or tail out of
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that, except on the assumption that our current plans for fighting a
nuclear war mean striking firsc.
Powers, who has written a book about the $10P, also reports that
“if you take the cities out of the war plan, there's no plan left.”
and that, * if we finally admit that we can't fight a nuclear war
without destroying curselves-- really destroying ourselves-- then
perhaps the time has come to quit preparing te fight one." And
suggests that the White House and the Pentagon have been virtually
silent about muclear winter because those who know realize that the
nuclear winter thesis is right and that "if valid, threatens to make
nonsense of every notion the planners have managed to come up with, in
forty years of trying to devise a sensible way te fight a nmuclear war."
"Ar the Livermore Lab, Michael May said recently that he
wasn't sure whether the nuclear-winter thesis would stand up, but
that he very much doubted the war planners would be wiling to
leave cities out of the targeting lime-up. "You can say, "Don't
shoot at the cities-- that's fine," he said, "But are they [the
Russians] going to leave all our airfields alone . . .
Then Powers says "If those targets are attacked, the cities will burn.

If those targets are spared, we have no theory of how to fight a

nuclear war.”

€) Proxmire, Sagan, Jim Schiesinger, and Carrier on Face the Nation, 16

December 1984 provide several examples.

L. Fred Graham {(the moderator): ... one side could shoot its
weapons and with no retaliation from the other side. The aggressor
could be destroyed by a nuclear winter."

Dy, Sagan (sic): “The self deterring aspect of first strike is
ene of the many policy implications of a nuclear winter, L

2. Senator Proxmire: "...it is an illusion to argue that we can
kave a -- any kind of a nuclear war that wouldn't vety likely sscalate
one side or the other -- probably the Soviet Unidn -- but one side or

the other to hit cities. The losing side is going to do whatever they
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have to do te try to prevall or prevent the other side from -- from
prevailing, ..."

The Senator concluded that this meant ". .. that we should emphasize
arms controel ... to prevent any possibility of a nuclear war.”

However neither he nor Sagan o&#erved that arms control would have
to eliminate over 99 and 44/100s percent of the world's arsenal of over
50,000 nuclear weapons, verifiably and enforcably, in order to prevent
owners of the remaining bembs from starting a nuclear winter, {f chay
insisted on striking c¢ities. For Sagan iIn that program outdid himself
in indicating how low the threshhold was. He said that "one percent of
... the 18,000 scrategic weapons in the world ... is sufficient to pro-
duce nuclear winter. A single U.5. muclear submarine is able to
destroy 160 Soviet cities.”™ None the less Sagan says that "we should
have something closer to a minimun deterrent where no combination of
misunderstrood orders and computer failures and madne#s in high office
co#ld trigger nuclear winter.” "Minimum deterrence” is code for aiming
at gities - especially with submarines, If Sagan is right about
attacks with 180 weapons on ¢ities causing a nuclesr winter, the mini-
mum deterrant force is just the kind that will start a nuclear winter.

3. Jim Schlesinger started cff a l%ttie better and then plunged
into total confusion. He said rhat the Carrier Report is accurate but
this didn't affect us because our policy was to avoid cities. (Leave
agside the targeteers’' hypocrisy that the nuclear winter theorists have
seized on: attacking military targets in cities but burning the city
too.) He said that nuclear winter will be a new constraint on Soviet
policy because in the past they "have said repeatedly that they will
have massive attacks.™ A short time later he forgot this statement,

and said Star Wars raises the guestioh as to "whether one's opponent

by
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will simply increase his offeﬁsive forces to overwhelm any hypothetical
defense, and thus you wind up with more detonations, v,

4. Fred Graham asked about MX and Star Wars and whether we
shouldn't step them. Schlesinger said that MY was a hard target killer
and therefore, he implied, wouldn't burn cicies. (He thus ignored both
Sagan's remark about co-location and the large yiald of the MY warhead;
and in general the difference between the ability to destroy a military
target with a precise small warhead or with & large warhead causing a
lot of collateral damage.)

5. Amid the other confusions, Carrier described the NAS baseiine
case involving the explosion of 25,000 nuclear weapons as illustrating
that the NAS did not want to take an extreme. He apparently d9esn't
realize that to arrange for 25,000 weapons actually to explode would
probably gake more than the world's arsenal. Carrier and Fred Craham
both referred to DOD silence about on the NAS report.

&. Finally, Schlesinger himself said "that both sides should be
self-deterred, and the Soviets, in view of their anmounced strategy,
will be deterred from attackiég U.5. cities.? Thus, Schlesinger seemed
to agree with the neotion that nuclear wintser means that the Soviets

will never initiate a strike since they will net want to start a

nuclezsr winter,

C) The Union of Concerned Scientists, in its Space Baged Missile

Defense, 1984, has a passage that supposges that the Soviets would
attack cities massively-- apparently as the opening attack of a nuclear
war evenr if they knew it weuld trigger a nuclear winter: and moreover,
that rhey would make such an attack if and bezsause the United Stactes

had tried seriously to defend ics cities against incoming ballistic
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missiles. They say that "a likely response to a seriocus American
attempt to protect cities® would be for the Soviet Union "to target its
missiles to maximize damage to the U.$. population”; that they would
need only five percent of their ballistic missile warheads to kill up
to half of the U.3. urban population immediately and "moreover, encugh
nuclear explosions would cccur even in this very optimistic case to
pose a serious danger of triggering a climacic catastrophe {the
"nuclear winter" phenomenon).”

Optimistic case? The Soviets must really feel rather passionate
about ‘the Strategic Defense Initiative if they are willing to end life
in thelNorthern Hemisphere, including Soviet life, as a response to an
American deployment of ballistic missile defense capable of offering
*serious" protection to civilians. This Sizarre assumption, however,
is quite characteristic of the way that the possibility of a "nuclear
winter” is being used to fortify MAD doctrine, In fact, it completes

MAD's confusion.

DY TTAPS, and the ﬁas final report melt firsc and second strikes and

the Soviet Union and the U.S5. wogether inte one ecollective, simulta-
neous conduct of "a major nuclear war". They talk sometimes as if
they serisusly considered the evolutions of some plausible conting-
encies in which one side, the aggrassor, attacked and the other side
rezsponded to attack. They frequentcly refér to the various c¢asas that
they have examined as "scenarios” - which certainly scunds as If they
were accounts of various possible sequences of events. However, they
really only suppose that a very large number of nuclear explosions

happen to wvccur over large numbers of the major cities of NATO and the
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Warsaw Pact gnd possibly alse in non-alligned countries: in some cases
these responses over cities oceur simultaneously with nuclear explo-
sions uniformly distributed over non-urban land areas in the two
alliances and/or éutside them.

The Soviet Union and the United States apparently cooperate to
destroy all these targets. No break down is given as to who did what to
whom, much less in what sequence. Qv why. In fact, it is highly
doubtful that these simultaneous, or near simultaneous explosions, can
be reconciled with any faintly plausible sequence of events. For
example, in the NAS's baseline case, the Soviet Union, is said teo
asgign two bombs of wegaton yield to explode on or near the surface for
each sile on the other side. For this purpose, each side would have to
launch many more warheads teo make sure that at least two exploded in
the vicinity of the targeted silo, given standard assumptions about
reliability, median inaccuracy, etc., etc. Each side follows chis
policy in order to have a very high probabilty of destroying the
other’s ICBM's. However, the tactic seems singularly unsuccessful,
since the NAS assumes also that all of the other side's missiles are
launched. No 85-18s, sach with its ten warhead;; is destroyed. No

Minuteman III, or MX. Apparently neither side gets in a strike before

the other; they are tied for first,

E} The British IV program on nuclear winter, "The Eighth Day" shown on
WIBS on January 14, 1983, yields at least three infteresting quotations:

1. Richard Turco: "In the US, for example, there are literally
hundreds of military bases, logistics centers, communications centers,
and so forth that could come under attack in a nuclear exchange. It
happens that many of these targets are located near cities or in cities
or urbanized areas and so it follows that in a full military attack or
what is referred to as a counterforce attack of any magnitude where
many, many targets are involved, that many urban areas would come under
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collateral damage. By that I mean the area around the target is
destroyed with the target because the strategic nuclear weapons have
such power that they can literally destroy hundreds of square

‘kilometers of area.”

2. Harrator: “Another startling conclusion challenges the
credibility of a massive surprise attack or preemptive strike by one
side to destroy the other’'s weapons. It could be suicidal even if the
other side did not fire back.® A

3. Stanley Thompson (American atmospheric scientist, National
Center for Atmospheric Research): "The problem with this idea is that
you might be able to destroy an enemy and you may be able to get away
with it for a few days or even a few weeks. But the environmental
effects would be so great, even of launching only a quarter of the
world's strategic weapons, that the large-scale ¢limatic effects would
eventually come back to get the original attacker.”

F) The New York Times, and many of the authors of these nuclear winter

reports refer to a "major nuclear war” or "a nuclear confliet™ as
leaving no survivors, a global climatic disaster, possibly bringing
about such a disaster without distinguishing various sequences of
events:

i} in which one nation might use nuclear weapons suicidally and
so massively as to bring about a nuclear winter, and so make it
irrelevant-as to whether or not the other side joins in the final
conflagration.

Or, 11) the attacker uses nuclear weapons in a confined way and
retaliation is so massive as to cause a nuclear winter.
Or, {41} the destruction of life in the Northern Hemisphere is a

cooperative enterprise of both sides.

However, i and ii make almost as little sense as iii. That is te say,
it is impossible to explain why an initial attack could be self-
consciously undertaken by a non-suicidal government leadership when it

would destroy that leadership and the country it was leading, along

with the viectims of its aggression. Similarly, it is impossible o
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make plausible a serious decision by non-suicidal leaders to respond te
a confined attack by bringing on a nuclear winter; nor how, therefore,
orie could deter such a confined attack.

The gist of what the nuclear winter people are trying to say 1is
that any use of nuclear weapens would bring on the end of the world.
Therefore no one would deliberately use nuclear weapons. Therefore
there is nothing to worry about. A freeze or unilateral disarmament
seem entirely appropriate.

The nuclear winter theory is based on bizarre scenarios involving
delibevately suicidal attacks by both sides on the others' cities.
¥hile the White House and DOD have so far made no comment, the State

Department has not been silent.

G) Ssafe Department cable to all diplomatic and consular posts
suggesting gquestions and answers conceruning nuclear winter to support
the announcement of the National Academy of Science's Nuclear Winter
Study: -

Q. "Is the scenario used for the NAS report realistic? How does
it differ from an expected nuclear exchange?”

A. “A nuclear exchange scenaric is only important in that it
provides for analytical purposes an assumed level of particulate matter
for computer modeling of the atmosphere. Of more fundamental
importance is to understand how particulate matter is generated and
distributed through the atmosphere because it is precisely this connee-
tion that is not well understood at the preseat time. Therefore, given
the present state of knowladge, the details of a nuclear attack
scenario are not critical te the outcome of the NAS report noxr any of
the current studies.”

There have been large cumlative changes in the Soviet threat to

Western Europe, to the United States, and to areas outside of NATO on

vwhich Western Europe, the United States, and Japan, all depend
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cricically. Mofe such cﬁanges are impending. HNot the least important
aspect of these changes is increased Soviet capability for an attack
which is selective and disc;ﬁminate, yet is capable of making a
decigsive difference in an ongoing conventional war, This new combina-
vion of effectiveness and the ability to discriminate will be most
dramatically illustrated by the development of long range nonnuclear
weapons, a few of which are able to do a military job previously open
only to a nuclear wespon or to enormous numbers of conventional arms,
Howaver; it will make it possible to confine the damage done by nuclear
weapons to substantially less than that we normally associate with
them. None of this, of course, is likely to make a Soviet attack a
painless thing for the West, or even the Soviets. But the essential
point teo understand is that such capabilities would reduce the risks
presented to the Soviets in attacking the West, in particular if the
West has no answer to such attacks which are similarly contrelled and
nonsuicidal.

The standard picture of the Soviet style in war suggests that the
Soviets have no interest in selectivity or discrimination, only in the
massive use of brute force-- the more force, and the more brutal, the
better. There is no doubt whatsoever that the Soviets have always been
concerned with getting a milicary force which is massive in the sense
that it would be decisive in its miltary effect. However, it over
simplifies matters to suppose that their ihtérest in the azctual use of
weapons would congist only in piling up as much destruction as
possible.  Even before the possiblity of nuclear winter was comjursd
up, it was clear to the Soviets that you could have too much of a good

thing when it came to inecreasing destruction.
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$§ With Nuclear Winter, the Attacker May Have to Fear the Defenses

Success Less Than Its Catastrophic Failure

Many of us have stressed for a long time that the planner of an
aggression will, in general, want & high cenfidence of being able to
destroy a decisive proportion of the defender's military forces which

might otherwise stand in his way. The defense, therefore, does not

> have to be leakproof to deter'attack or defeat the attack's purpose.
Nuclear winter, however, and the possibilicy of boomerang effects fram
i the attacker's own attack implies that the attacker has to worry about
being too successful in penetrating and overwhelming the defenses. He
:E ‘ has to worry not only abeout achieving adequate military effect, but
also about causing too much collateral damage. He has especially to
o worry about collateral damage that devastates himself. In shorc, he
has to take the dual criterion with the utmost seriousness: He musc
knock things down, but lsave some things stahding - especially the
B Polithuro, his military force and Soviet sociery -net to say some life
in the northern hemisphere. In short, the aggressor has to werry about
both ends of the scale of uncertainty as to the outcome ¢f his actack:
failure to achieve his military =ffect, or a success in accomplishing
it that spills over into his own destruction and universal ruin.

This suggests the need for a more sophisticated formulation in

ndh il ¥

probabilistic terms of the strategy and objectives of bhoth sides.

RO,

It also sheds z new and amusing light on aone of the cliches of

those who oppose active defense of any sort. They are used to

remarking sententiously, in cthe context of claiming that the defense

WY
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has to work perfectly, that it has to work perfectly the first time it
is put to the test in an actual war; but that they say is like
expecting a relephone system to work perfectly the first time it is
tried, In the ABM debate at the end of the 1960s as well as now, they
talked of the possibility that the system will fail catastrophically.
This well worn argument has always been specious. Most important,
the defenses do not have to work perfectly today any more than they did
at the opening of the Battle of Britain in 1940. Moreover, not only
defense systems but alsc offense systems have never been tested in a
nuclear war, and there are many aspects of our offense in particuiar‘
which have never been subjected to even a realistic trial., I tried
-unsuccassfully during the ABM debate sixteen yvears ago to call to the
attention of critics that even the Minuteman silos they thought were
quite adequate had never been tested in a wartime enviromment, mnor even
in a peacetime nuclear test; nor had the United States -- uniike the
Soviets -- ever launched missile from operational silos, and seo on,
However, the risk of boomerang effects on the global atmosphere
brings a new dimension to the attacker's problem. He is going to have
to reconsider whether catastrophic failure of the defense is really in
his favor. That additional offense uncertainty (that the attack might
not only fail to penetrate but altermatively might succeed toc well)
only adds to the deterrent value o¢f an imperfect defense. This is true

in particular if the attack is directed at military targets in or near

ciries.

-4
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—n US IST STRIKE: SU DISINFORMATION AND US MEDIA CONFUSION

Supporcers of MAD hold thac the Soviets fear greatly that che US

might launch a nuclear attack on them, even if they had net attacked

e either us, or one of our major allies. As I observed in a Working Note
of March 4th, such Soviet fears fit neither US nor SU past hehavior,
The Soviers, hy violating agreements and taking over countries like
Czechoslovakia, offered much provocation for the allied use of force
backed by a nuclear threat during a period when the US had & monopoly
on such threats. And they lefrt their nuclear force extremely
vulnerable to attack until 1966 while continuing to offer intermitent

and serious provocations. During all of this time the US behaved wich

extreme cauCion because it wanted to avoid any war with the Soviet

s Union and, in particular, a nuclear war. To put it briefly, it is hard
A
to underscand why the Soviets should be worried abour a US nueclear
i '
3 strike that was unprovoked by a Sovisr actack today when the Soviets
S have a massive nuclear force, well protected, if as the racord of their
%
~‘w »
-t behavior shows they were quite unconczrned about rthe US use af nuclear
?3 weapons when they had no weapons of their own or were extremely
vulnerable.
%
gé Nonetheless the Soviets talk all the time about the Pentagon's

plans to deliver a surprise nuglear strike or to acquire the capability
to deliver such a strike, They interpret almost any new program
advanced by the Pentagon as being designed for a "first strike”. They
do this for programs that, on the most elementary sort of analysis

current in the academy, are plainly directed at improving the US

K]

capability to strike second. Thus, during the beginning of the 1970s

M
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when the US was preparing R & D on very long-range submarine launched
ballistic missiles (then called "ULMS", later renamed Trident), Soviet
disinformation agencies dencunced these systems as transparently
designed for a fi#st strike. I pointed out at the time to a Soviet
visitor (1) that the system would greatly increase the area in which
the submarine could operate and thus reduce its wvulnerabilicy to open
ocean search and destruction; (2) rhat in a first strike, submarines
ccuid‘be brought up close To an adversary both to reduce £light time
and to increase accuracy and that it was only in a second strike that
it was important to increase the uncertainty of the submarine's loca-
tion and the difficulty an adversary would have in finding it; and (3)
that the Soviets had already deployed, long ?efore we would be able ro
anything similar, che SSN-8 which had a very extended range. (It had
been tested at well over 4,200 nautical miles, according to Secretary
Laird. The current estimate for the 55N-8 Mod 2 is 4914 nm.) I asked
him whether cthe SSN-8 was a first.strike weapcen. His answer was that
the Soviet Union was a socialist country.

M&st recently Sovietr disinformation has been attacking the
Strategic Defense Initiative as indicating cur baleful incent to launch
a first strike. Some of their disinformasioﬁ activity proceeds along
the Familiar line that the SDI would defend US population and therefore
encourage the US to attack the Soviet Union since it would "somewhat
reduce the damage te its territery™. "Somewhat” is encugh reduction te
unleash the reckless planners in the Pentagon. Here the Soviet dis-

infermation activity is no mere absurd in its caricature of US decision

makers, than is the standard Mutual Assured Destruction dectrine. It

resembles the normal confusion, for example, in the aAmerican media.
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However, some of the confusion in the American media on this
subject goes beyond the norms established by MAD. And so does che
Soviet disinformation activity. The editors of the New York Times not
long ago, after having deplored the prospect of a defense of US popula-
3 tion, drew back in horrov at the indication that SDI might defend
military forces. 1In the usual MAD way, they assumed that the military
forces in question could be only silos (supporters of MAD live in a
world consisting exclusively of US and SU siles and cities) exclusive-
% ly. But they went beyond the bounds of the standard incoherence of

MAD. They said chat iv was well ;SCabliahed at the time of the earlier
éfg ABM debate in the late 1960s and settled in the ABM Treaty, that
g defending silos was destabilizing. Tom Brown, Deputy Assistant
Sacretaryrfor Strategic Systems in P A.&E. during the Carter
Administration, wrote in pointing out that tEe.?imes was confused on
the subject, that on the "eclassic™ MAD analysis of stability,

protecting strategic weapons was good and stabilizing - it was only

N . . B
[ERIARY

protecrting people that was supposed to ke bad.

[n
i
Yt

Now the Soviets have seized on the revelation that Pentagon

speclalists "are acknowledging with increasing openness that their

entire space enterprise is conceived as a cover principally for U.S5.
v strategic missile bases, that is to say, as a means of acquiring
) strategic superiority over the USSR and tﬁe(ability to deliver a sur-
Qﬁ prise nuclear strike.“i Quite a relevation. The diabolic planners in
the Pentagon are developing missiles capable of striking first by
L2 B surprise after the Soviets have struck these missiles first.
Colonel Lavrov's article in KRASNAYA ZVEZDA has some choice words

on the sinister implications for West Europe that follow from the fact

_A_._,
P
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that the US intends ABM only for cthe continental United States. And a
TASS arcicle of 8 February, 1985 pushes this notion by saying that an
ABM defense of Europe is, in any case, intrinsically impossible because

of the short flight times of TRBMs and MRBMs.

1 Lavrov, Colonel V. in Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian,
1 February 85 Morning Edicion, extracted from the FBIS,
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Soviet "Self-Detverrence”, the SecDef Nuclear Winter Report
and the Washington Post

The Secﬁéf Nuclear Winter Report had many accurate and useful
things to say. It missed the boat on one crucial thing, namely the way
Soviet actual understanding of the uncertainties invelved in "all-out®
indiscriminate attacks is likely to affect their behavior. Though they
clearly want us to believe that any use whatseever of nuclear weapons
by the West will bring on a global disaster, and will continue te say
that, they also will want to use genuine informatiocn as distinet from
disinformation about their uncertainties in shaping their attacks. The
SecDef Report deals with Soviet disinformation activities but aveids
drawing the obvious conclusions about their future operational strategy
while these uncertainties persist. That evasion obviously has to do
with the fact that a large part of our defense establishment focuses
mainly on §oviat all-out attacks and places its greatest attention on
our own "full-up” responses- and the sorts of large yield weapons such
as the MX and the Trident II with its new warhead that may figure iq
such responses,

The Washington Post news story on the SecDef Report shows the

defects of cthis evasion. The story, by Michael Weisskopf, as might be
expected in the Post, has a strong bias (“?lugging President Reagan's
'Star Wars' space defense system, the report said . ., ."). However, it
reports accurately the nuclear winter theorist's main argument:

It has been genevrally argued by the new thecry's proponents

that, if it were proven true, major shifts in civil defense policy and

nuclear strategy could result. .
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Most frequently mentioned is the idea that, if both sides
suffer atmospheric chaos as a result of a nuclear attack, a first
strike might be ruled out as self-defeating even for the aggressor.

Carl Sagan has repeated this main argument many times. Several parti-
cipants in a reéent "Face the Nation" program on CBS did the same. And
Thomas Powers has elaborated it in The Atlantic in an extended form.

Of course they have no basis whatsoever, in an examination of the
likely circumstances in which the Soviets might use nuclear weapons,
for claiming that any nuclear attack important in such circumstances
would have to produce smoke or dust in the hundreds of millions of tons
needed to make a nuclear winter aé all likely. Not one of the nuclear
winter studies has looked at limited nuclear attacks in the relevant
sense of "limiced”,

It is critically important to reject both the notion that the main
Soviet threat worth considering is an all-out, unrestrained nuclear
attack, and the notion that there are no Soviet limited options which
could be of decisive importance and yet stay well below the threshold
of nuclear_winter. To make that point involves coming to grips with
parts of the military as well as the anti-military establishment. The
SecDef Report doesn't do that. It therefore lo;es the opportunity to
demolish the main argument of the nuclear winter theorists in supporc
of MAD and MAD based arms control. and it at least defers the oppor-

tunity to clarify and drastically modify some of the established

analyses of Soviet strategy.
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Have the Members of the Politboro Ever Really Worried About an
fﬁ Unprovoked US First Strike?
-5 It has been a cornerstone of the doctrinme of Mutual Assured
Destruction that it is very important for the US and for “erisis
stability" that the Soviets be able to deter us from scriking them
unless they had launched a nuclear attack at us. That is the sense of
the word "mutual” in "Mutual Assured Destruction"™ or "Mutual
Petervence”. The consequences of this cornerstone assumption include
several obvious and, in fact, insuperable troubles with extending a US

guarantee to allies against a Soviet attack directed solely at them.

Moreover, it has led to deep problems in defining a posture with which

the US could stably deter even an attack on ivself.
It is conceivable that we can design forces that would deter the

e Soviet Union from attacking us, and at the same time the Soviets might

design and deploy forces which deter us from attacking them except

7 under some extreme circumstances, But, if we take it as our objective

not only to deter the Soviets but also to deter ourselves, that is teo

make sure that we will never attack the Soviets except in extreme

;i circumstances, we have to be awfully clear absut those circumstances
and the design if we are not to deprive curselves of any deterrent at

f; all. That is, we may deter ourselves from responding to 3 Soviet
attack. That in facr is the way MAD tends to drive the design of our

- strategic foreces. Supporters of MAD like Morton Halperin are concerned

that on some future faval day a clever briefer in SAC might exaggerate

the effectiveness of our active defenses and that CINCSAC and

ot
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apparently the President would, in the resultant euphoria, launch a
strike against the Soviet Union. He draws the conclusion that even
active defensas that perform very ineffectively could lead to that
fateful decision and therefore we should have no defenses at all, °

To put it abstractly in terms of the second strike theory of
deterrence and comparative risks, the MAD doctrinaires focus exclusive-
ly on one aspect of the second theory of stability, namely the
difference between striking first and striking second. They ignore the
even more important aspect of the theory that concerns cemparative
risks - the difference between the risk of striking and not striking.
They are so eager to eliminate any advantage Iin striking first that
they eliminate any defense whatscever, and so make striking first and
striking second equally suicidal. In short, because they fear rhat the
US would strike firset, without adequate provocation, they would make it
incredihle that we would strike at all - first, or second.

The assumption underlying MAD is that we are extreme;y dangerous
and unable to control ourselves or to resist temptation to preventivé
war. Or, =zince this assumption 1Is too curtragecus te be acceptad
explicitly by our political class, those members of that class who
accept MAD doctrine like to say that, even if it is not true that we
would launch a nuclear attack on the Soviet Union just because we felrt
we had a reasonable chance of surviving a Soviet nuc¢lear response
against our cities with only serious but not fatal damzge, nonetheless
the Soviets fear that we would. In fact, it is only "natural® for them
te fear it, supposedly - since Russiz has been subject to attack so
frequently in the past . . . since the US joined with the Western

Allies in backing the counter revolution soon after the Seviet Union
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was formed . . . since some of our leaders have made belligerent
speeches not so long ago, since . . . The reasoning is farfetched but
seldom questioned,

As & result, supporters of MAD dogma tend to worry about us more
than they do about the Soviets., Characterisrically they talk of the
"balance of terror™ as being quite stable ("not nearly sc delicate as
Albert Wohlstetter suggested”, as Stanley Hoffman put it). But only
when they are thinking of the possibility of Soviet attack. The
Soviets, cautious fellows, would never be mad enough to risk total
ﬁestruccion even Lif there were only a small chance that we'd respond by
destroying their cities. When the Western supporters of MAD think of
us, they're not so sure. We apparently are remarkably careless about
whether we live or die. Careless enough, at any rate, to scare the
daylights out of the cautious members of the Politbore. Paradoxically,
it seems we can scare these cautious chaps inte throwing all caution teo
the winds &nd inte launching a suicidal strike to avoid being killed.

Have the Soviets really lived in terror of the US launching a
nuclear attack when neither we, nor our major allies, have themselves
bzen subject to Soviet invasion or attack? Not if history has any
relevance. Neither US nor Soviet behavier suggests thart.

First, we had a nuclear monopoly ervmaﬁy years while the Soviets
were changing the map of Europe, disappointing our hopes for postwar
eooperation, and vwiolating the sense of our wartime understandings with
them in Berlin, in Hungary, in Bulgaria, in Czechoslovakia, and in
Poland. We were in no danger of nuclear destruction by the Soviets
since they had no nuclear weapons. We not only did not launch nuclear

weapons, but we also did not initiate a conventional war supported by
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the threat of nuclear weapons.

In 1948, for example, we did not risk knocking down a very flimsy
barrier-- a wooden pole put up without previous warning across the
highway from West to East Germany at Helmstedt and guarded by only two
Soviet Mongolian soldiers. We feared it might start a sequence of
events that would lead to our having to contemplate the use of nuclear
weapons. Instead, when the Soviet, in defiance of our understanding
with them, strengthened the barriers and blockaded Berlin, we
instituted an airlift rather than use 2 modest amount of force backed
up by a unilateral nuclear threat. We assumed the Soviets might
enforce their viclation of the four power understanding because they
did not believe we'd use nuclear weapons if our conventional forces
ware overhwhelmed in Berlin.

Second, for many vears after the Soviets obtained nuclear weapons
they deployed them in a way that made quite clear they did not have any
genuine fears that the Americans might launch an attack that would
destroy their nuclear force. For their bomber force in the 1350s and,
in the early 1960s not only their bomber force but their newly acquired
submarine launched missile force and ICBM force were small, unprotected
and deployed and operated in a way that left them gquite open to
destruction. Their submarine force was mainly in port, and their
bombers were not on alert and ready to take off; they had no hard, or
semi-hard silos for their ICBMs. Their first hard and semi-hard ICBM
silos were operational in 1966. They might have Deen confused ov
unaware about the first strike/second strike distinction in the 1%50s,
since the initial US studies illustrating that distinction occurred in

the early and mid-1950s and were classified. By the 1960s, however,



.
]
i
M
3

SeendaF o

3

b
15T
1

e

(S

[ ik

SU Worries re US lst Strike 5 March 4, 1985

the distinction was notoricus and had even begun to be caricatured.
Yat, in 1965 chay—had 224 launchers, none of them hard or semi-hard,
and about 78 of these ware deployed on 26 sites with one bomb capable
of easily destroying 3 missiles. If they were terrified, they had a
very peculiar way of showing it. Quite uncharacteristic of the
Bolshevik character.

I am accaching an unclassifed table on Sovier operational ICEM
launchers derived and declassified during our days of studying the US
predictions about the Soviet ICBM force compared to the actual force
deployed. This table distinguishes soft, semi-hard and hard silos and
wasn’'t used in our published work on the strategic arms race but is of

interest in this connection,
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), OPERATIONAL ICBM LAUNCHERS REALIZED c"'%ﬁi Y £ -
o HARD
e e TS P Small Large Total Hard :
Mid-Year =~ Sofe - - _Silo! Single Stlo ~  Single Silo (5_Semi Hard) TOTAL
1963 .76 BT e e o 91
1964 146 42-45 o ‘ 0 | o 188-191
1965 - w6 3 o . 0. 0 224
1966 146 78 ’ 50 18 e 0 202 %
1967 144 78 2700 T 78 426 - 510
1968 142 18 500 138 716 858
1969 142 - 78 640 ‘ 168 886 1028
1970 13 75 850 228 1153 1287
1971 134 75 1010 B ¥/ :i 1361 1495
1972 134 75 1030 288 1393 1527

lTkree launchers per site. Ome aiming point per site.

zPlha test-gite lpunchers and training launchers at 55-%, 88~11 and S5-13 complexes, In 1967 there
were sbout 40 sites ready at Tyuratam and “several" at Plegetak, In 1972 there were about 70 at test
séites.and one each at 6 85-9, 12 §5-11 and one SS5-13 complexes.

Note: The SS-1ls in Southwestern USSR are iIncluded gsince they are "almost certainly capable of striking
U.S. targets." There were 120 of these at the time of this statement (1972).
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BOHLEN 1952 ON WARTIME STRAINS ON SOVIET CONTROL GF ITS SATELLITES
(This nore might be usable in AW pilece for Arroyo Project)

Chip Bohlen, in a very intersesting memo on the bases of Soviet
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action written as part of a reappraisal of NSC 68 etc., wrote:

i

General war is clearly not something into which the
Soviet rulers would enter lightly. One of the chief factors
which they would obviously consider would bhe the relative
" strength of the enemy. But regardless of their estimate of
! this factor, they must regard any major war as highly
dangerous to the regime. It would subject an overburdened
. economy and their control of the satellites to grievous
ok strains. It would greatly increase the problem of defection.
x4 Most seriously of all it would alter to the detriment of the

party the relationship between party and army; and control
1 over the army is one of the principal cornerstones of the
. survival of the regime. )

It says something about the reluctance of the political class in the

& West to exploit Soviet vulpnerabilities even after a Soviet invasion of

S the West, that Bohlen should have been talking as early as March 19852
during a Democratic Party regime in much the same terms as we do today

B about the dangers the Soviets would face in maintaining centrol by the
Party during a war. And there doesn't appear to have been much advance

el on how we might exploit such vulnerabilities in war time.

o In a sidelight on the term "cold war” as opposed to detente shed

by one of his conclusions, Bohlen accepts as probable that the Soviets
ﬁ% would attack us if they felt they could deliver a decisive blow ta the
: U.5. without serious risk. Short of that "Soviet action is more likely
to be confined to the 'cold war' - i.e. a continuous hostility and a-

pushing and probing toward an exploitation of all Western weaknesses."

<

That definition of "cold war® would seem to include Seovietr beshavior
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during the various detentes. Yet we hesitate to probe Soviet political

waaknessas during a "hot war".
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Special Evaluation for the NSC in 1853 which Assumed Attacks So
u Large Against SAC, Cities, and Evervcthing That They Didn't Hurt SAC Much

i In the 1953 Rand Base Setudy (R244s and R266) and in the 1958

Protecting Qur Power Lo Strike Back in the 1950s and 1960s (RZ90) we

found that 2 gquite small Soviet force could surprise and destroy our
oun strategic force. Since surprise was essential in e¢rder te find SAC
onn the ground, so was the design of the attack which had to be
deliberately limited t¢ the essentials feor that mest important and
o time-urgent purpese of any Soviet attacker. A principal reason that
the vulnerability of SAC was not recognized by the powers that be had
to do with the fact that official analyses focused on "the heaviest
ié possible” Soviet attacks - ones directsd not only at SAC but also, in
combination, at "major population, industrial and control complexes in

the continental United States,” not te mention alse "all possible types

of attack including direct military, clandestine military, and sabo-

S 4

H

tage, physical and non-physical.” Such heavy all-purpose attacks were
bound to give many hours of warning te the continental radar detection
System.

The quoted phrases are taken from the May 1953 Report of the

Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the National Security Council. That

3 report (and subsequent annual reports that were made by what I recall
was later entitled the "Net Evaluation Subcommittee” of the NSC) were
not only Top Secret butr extremely limited in their distribution. One
might say that they were available only to those high officials who had

no way of knowing that the results were a consequence of arbitrary and
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self-serving assumptions about the warning available to SAC and the SAC
responses that were realistically available; and implausible Soviet
atracks which nominally included the destruction of SAC's abilicty to
retaliate but were so designed as to be quite ineffective at catching
SAC before it had been launched or at least dispersed. (In fact, the
Reports were misleading as to what SAC could do even if it had that
much warning. The members of the Gaither Committee finally learned
that in 1957 when they were briefed on R2%0, the Rand study "Protecting
Qur Power to Strike Back ete." Robert Sprague, the co-chairman of the
Gaither Committee and long term consultant to the NSC on defense,
checke# the Rand briefing on this peint wich great viger.)

No member of the Rand team ever saw a report by the Net Evaluation
Subcommittee for NSC. However one summer a few years after the Base
Study, Fred Hoffman took part in the war games at Maxwell Air Force
Base that provided the matarial for that year’'s report. And before Fred
did, Bob S;echn took part in an earlier game‘for an #arlier raport.
Specht knew of the Base Study results and how sensitive SAC's surviwval
was to surprise. When he told us the assumptions that went into the
game, we all understood how misleading the results would he. Though
the Air Force and the Department of Defense eventually accepted the
results of the Base Study and of R290 and thereby implicitly recognized
the critical defects of the NESC games, many of the small, privileged
cirele of high level officials who received the NESC reports continued
to be misled. Bob Bowie, who was Director of the Policy Planning Staff
in the mid-1950s and Scate liaison with the N3C, persisted in the
belief that SAC was invulnerable long after he left the government and

after he had heard an unclassified talk on the "Delicate Balance". 1
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knew the NESC reperts had misled him, but could hardly tell him.
In any case the 1933 Report is now available in the recently

published Documents on Fereign Relations of the United States: 1952 to
3

1954, Volume II, Part 1, pages 332ff. The Report has many interesting
T features but among the most interesting is the fact that it illustrates

how the assumption of a huge Soviet‘atcack has frequently and possibly

invariably been self-serving. HNot really a "worst case" as the myth

goes, but an excessively optimistic one in comparison with smaller

attacks well designed to accomplish their highest priority purposes,

There are some present analogies, Unrestrained, indiscriminate

Soviet attacks are extremely improbable, and more svidently now because
| ” such attacks might cause a nuclear winter and thus directly kill the
Soviets even without our response. The muclear winter theorists depend
on this to conclude that the Soviets are unlikely to initiate any

nuclear attack. They too avold censidering purpesive smaller attacks.
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Totalr.uin, #117
3/13/85

Carl Sagan on the Comforts of Total Ruin

It seems to me even without the climatic catstrophe, nuclear
war i5 to some degree unthinkable. But the fact now that the
human speciss may be imperiled, that even a "small” nuclear
war might have disastrous agricultural censequences, the fact
that nations that are distant from the conflict, that have no
party in the quarrel nevertheless would be devastated-- that
is perhaps an additional increment in the motivation of world
leaders to avoid nuclear war. 1If so, I'm glad about it.

Carl Sagan made that statement after citing the estimates of the
World Health Organization that in their 10,000 megaton war:

...the number of people who would be killed directly,

immediately by the blast, fire and prompt radiation of a

nuclear war £s 1.1 billion people. And they estimated that

an additional 1.1 billion pecple would be so severely injured

that they would die if there were no medical care available.

And of course there wouldn't be any medical care available

because almost all the doctors would be killed.
Two billion dead is more than enough for mest of us. Two billion more
in infact. But some of the theorists of nuclear winter are also
enthusiasts for it. Apparently they feel that a world leader might not
be deterred by the prospect of destroying nearly half the population of
the earth through the local effects of nuclear explosions, but might
be affected if he thought the other half would die later in a global
miclear winter. HNuclear winter then might furnish the neeaded

"increment in motivation". Ann Ehrlich apparently is afraid that even

the extinction of all life on earth might not be encugh to give cur

12
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reckiess leaders pause. After azll, Carl Sagan in other contexts has

freqéent}y talked about the possibilty of finding life on a planet in
| o .
scme!distanc solar system. Dr, Ehrlich, therefore, has stressed that a

nucl%ar winter "could render all but uninhabitable the omly known
h&%it?ble planet i{n the universe”. And some {document or cut} have

added thac the ¢hance of life elsewhere is not substantial enough for

|

'regard this as less than decisive.

i

|
enthusiasts for nuclear winter feel that some worid leaders might not

us to Apparently, seme of the

be satisfied by anything less than disaster on a more than galactic

scalej - "

B
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Disk: #117
SAGVS  FER

Sagan Vs, Fermi on the Evils of Large City-Destroyving Eombs in
Contrast to Small Nuclezr Weapons

- Sagan uses as one of the epigraphs for his article in Foreign
Affairs (Winter 1983-84, pp.237 ££.), a quotation from Fermi and Rabi's
addendum to a 1949 General Advisory Committee report to the AEC on the
"Suaper", or fusion weapon:
The fact that no limits exist to the destructiveness of this
weapon makes its very existence and the knowledge of its
construction a danger to humanity... It is ... an evil thing.
The context of that quotation from Fermi and Rabi makes clesar that
i their strictures applied to any weapon which has “"only advantage when
its energy release is from 100-1000 times greater than that of ordinary
i@ atomic bombs™ and whose "area of destruction therefore would run from
150 to approximately 1000 square miles or more." They said that
( “necessarié& such a weapon goes far beyond any military objective. ..
- but beéomes a weapon which in practical effect is almost one of
> genocide... It is clear that the use of such a weapon cannot he
justified on any ethical ground... It is necessarily an evil thing
considered in any light."
Fermi and Rabi then rejected the Super because they thought it was
intrinsically of encrmous yYield and so would indiscriminarely destroy

I population centers. It appeared to differ qualitatively from the

"ordinary" fission weapons which had much smaller yields and smaller

B e

areas of destruction, In fact, they joined with the other members of

Skl

the General Advisory Committee in recommending an intensification of

the AEC's efforts to make small weapons of new designs and in large
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numbers for use against military targets,

In the end, as it happens, the Significance of fusion did not lie
in the huge 50 and 25 megaton devices that concerned the GAC. Neither
its proponents nor its opponents anticipated av the time its principal
use would be in making low and medium yield weapons smaller and of
lighter weight. But the GAC's concern about huge indiscriminate city
destroying weapons was an entirely reascnable one. In fact, this
concern was shared by such supporters of the H-Bomb development, as
Charles Hitch who recognized its military impeortance, The GAC under-
estimated the milltary importance of large yield weapens in an era when
inaccuracies were very great and they guessed wrong about the yields of
the fusion weapons that would ultimately be fielded. They were not
wrong, however, in their concern about the ﬁollaCeral harm that would
be done by very large bombs. Now that accuracies have already drasti-
cally improved, and are continuing to improve, it will be possible to
use precise, low yileld weapons te get both increased military effec-
tiveness and reduced collateral damage. And egpecially now that the
collateral damage may be global in scale, there should be lictle con-
croversy about the urgency of continuing efforts te confine destruction
to military targets,

Sagan, on the other hand, hardly has the right to cite the Fermi
and Rabi 1949 statement in support of his own views. For he has been
for the freeze on innovation and therefore in effect opposes programs
for reducing the yields of nuclear weapons and for improving precisicen
and discriminate delivery methods that permit the destruction of

milicary targets with fewer weapons or weapons of lower yield. In
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short, he opposes the important movement towards weapons that can
destroy military targets with less collateral harm to bystanders,

His Foreign Affairs pilece formulates a Mutual Assured Destruction

and minimum detertrence pesition rather ¢ryptically., He says:
Something like a thousand warheads {or a few hundred

megatons) is of the same order as the arsenals that were

publicly announced in the 1950s and 1960s as an

unmistakable strategic deterrent, and as sufficient to

destroy elther the United States or the Soviet Union

"irrecoverably." Considerably smaller arsenals would, with

present improvements in accuracy and reliability, probably

suffice. Thus it is possible teo contemplate a world in

which the global strategic arsenals are below threshold,

where mutual deterrence is in effect fo discourage the use

of those surviving warheads, and where, in the unhappy

gvent that some warheads are detonated, there is little

likelihecod of the climatic catstrophe.
In this muddled passage Sagan begins with a sentence about a "publicly
anncunced® number of warheads that were an adequate strategic.
deterrent. While a "public announcement" sounds like an official
promulgation of truth, he is obviously only referring to the sentiments
of a small group of amalysts in the Academy and in contract research
organizations who, beginning in 1958, espoused the use of threats to
destroy cities and to aveid military targets-- Jetome Wiesner, George
Rathjens, and others. Neothing could contrast more with the sentiments
expressed by Fermi and Rabi Iin 194% when they rejected a weapon that
went beyond any military objective and whose only advantage appeared to
them to be its use to destroy whole cities, It wagn't until che mid-
1960s that McNamara espcused a capability for Mutual Assured
Destruction as an implicit threat and a method for sizing the US
Strategic Force. And even then McNamara did not adopt it in its minimum

deterrent form., Nor did he eschew the objective of limiting damage to

the US. Nor did he then abanden plans actually to use nuclear weapons
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against military targets if deterrence failed.

Sagan'’s second sentence, oddly enough, appeals to future advances
in precision and reliability: he says they would make it possible to
reduce the arsenal further than had been contemplated in such publie
pronouncments, {.e. in the minimum deterrence doctrines that sprouted
after Sputnik at the end of the 1930s. However, the significance of
improvements in accuracy is that they permit the use of fewer, or small
nuclear weapons to destroy small military targets. HNot large cities.
For the perverse purpose of descro;ing large cities -- which was
rejected by Fermi, Oppenheimer, and others near the end of the 1940s,
but seized on as ihe one essential threat at the end of the decade by
some former members of the Manhattan Project -- huge, inaccurate
weapotis can serve quite adequately. Sagan, iike many theorists of
nuclear wintexr, clings to a declaratory strategy which relies on
threats to .destroy cities.

In the confused and biased news accounts describing the SECDEF's
March 1983 report on nuclear winter and the reactions to it, reporters
said that:

propenents of the 'nuclear winter' scenario... were
puzzled how defense planners could use the report to support

the campaign for new nuclear weapons sytems,

It would be far more prudent to.make sure thers were so
few nuclear weapons that no misunderstanding or madman could

trigger a nuclear winter,’ said astronomer Carl Sagan.
{Tha Washington Post, Michael Weisskopf, 3 March 1985.)

Carl Sagan was quoted as saying:

...1it is sad that they can grasp the anormous dangers
of nuclear war and somehow not realize that the answer is not
to build more weapons.

{Science, op cit "DoD Says 'Nuclear Winter' Bolsters Its .
Plans", &4/85, Vol. 227)



oy

5 AW 3/14/85

But the Dol report did mot recommend more weapons. If pointed out that
more accurate systems had already made possible the unilateral
reduction by the United States of 30% in the total number of weapons as
well as a factor of four reduction in the the yield of our stockpile.
Apd it said that this reduction is continuing and that, moreover, it
included as a prospect extremely accurate and highly effective pon-
nuclear systems {(see page 1l of the SecDef report.) Moreover, aside
from such unilateral reductions, it said that the United States had,
and would, propose agreements for verifiable bilateral reductions.
Sagan misrepresents the report.

The SecDef report ocmitted to mention that Soviet plammers are
unlikely to be sulcidal and s¢ may also use precision to reduce the
possibility of global effects. Sagam himself ignores this. But the
new systems the Dol repert supported include non-nuclear offense and
defense which 1) could replace some of our nuclear offense forces and
2) make possible the use of fewer or lower yield weapons. Since the
nuclear wintar effect depends not only the numéer and tfpes of targets
attacked, but on the number, average yield and total yield of the
weapons used in the attack, chere is no reason for puzzlement except
for prejudice against innovation.

The Post stresses Sagan's prescription 4s one of reducing the
number of weapons. The Science magazine account of his reaction and of
other proponents of nuclear winter scenarios suggests that Sagan is
thinking of yield: "Sagan's own prescription is to reduce the total
yielﬂ of US and Soviet arsenals below a threshold at which 'nueclear

winter' might be triggered.” (Science, R, Jeffrey Smich, p. 1320 Vol
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227, 4/85) Average yields have gone down in the US arsenal since the

1950s, And votal yield was four times as high then, The SECDEF report

...over the past 20 years or so, this policy and other
considerations have resulted in development of systems which
are more discriminating. This, in turn, has led to reduc-
tions of some 30% of the total number of weapons and nearly a
factor of four reduction in the total yield of our stockpile.
This direction continues today, and the prospects for
extremaly accurate and highly effective non-nuclear systems
are encouraging.

(SECDEF report, "The Potential Effects of Nuclear War on the
Climate” Harch 1985.)

Both the critics of the SECDEF report and the media seem not to

have read that passage in the report,

te, s
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Aprii 1, 1983 :
AW Memoc on Impact of Star Wars on European Allies
Tape .mem, Disk 119

%

This morning's Washington Post, April 1, 1985, has a piece by Don

Oberdorfer about the Allies fearing the political impact of Star Wars.
The views he is talking about were expressed at rhe Atlantik-Bruecke
(The Atlantic Bridge Conference which was put on by the American
Council on Germany) in Texas with 120 prominent West Germans, and 80
Americans. It was the 13th biennial meeting. It was primarily of
interest in the exprsssions of foreboding that the Allies vented. And
it was mainly a clear revelation of the fact that they have not budged
at all toward recognizing that it is the policy which they have backed
of threatening a suicidally massive destruction which is incredible,
and which undermines deterrence, |

On t%e contrary, they complain that the Reagan Administration is
causging the trouble when it says threats to destroy cities are immoral
and incredible because they reinforce the views of the pacifist lefr.
They do net face up to the fact that threats to end the.werld are
unbelievable, In other words, our allies have progressively shed all
clothes until they are naked of anything buc the most transparent
pretense chat they would ever actually use nuclear weapons in response
to an attack. They consider the child who says the emperor is naked
rather than the emperocr's lack of clothes as the problem. The arcicle
by Oberdorfer says,

Reagan and some of his aides, in appeals for
SDI, have raised doeubrs about the long-term viabilicy of
deterrence Chrough the threat of retaliation-- sometimes

called Mutual Assured Destruction-- and at times have
suggested ic is {immoral.

14



The degrading of deterrence is "one of the mest
difficult problems of the years to come" said a West German
official. Noting that previcusly the West German peace
movement, rather than the US ally , was attacking the
morality of nuclear weaponry, the official added, "I think
it is a mistake by the US to moralize the question."

]

The interesting thing about this quotation is that the West German
official casually identifies deterrence with MAD. He never notices or
considers for a moment that.MAD may be a recent aberration, that deter-
rence for many years rested on a threat of a response which we always
intended actually to make. And deterrence was not directed at cities,
but was primarily directed at military forces and war supporting
industry with weapons that did not totally obliterate the difference.

Second, this same West German official casually assumes that if
one suggests that nuclear weaponry should not be directed at destroying
population, and in fact at the mutual destruction of populations in the
West and the East, one is attacking the morality of nuclear weaponry,
rather than how the Europeans have come to think of applying nuclear
weapons.

Two other articles, one by Flora Lewis in the New York Times, and
another from the Post display the same confusion. (They also are
attached.) |

The problem of clarifying European views is complicated by the
carelessness and imperfect clarity of the views of the Administration.
It's absurd of course to identify deterrence with MAD. It is, for one
thing, completely unhistorical. In any case, it identifies one very
poor way of deterring with all possible ways. Reagan himself has from
time to time lapsed recently into talkiﬂg about our present policy, and
talking about deterrence in general and any reliance on offense forces
as being the policy of Mutual Assured Destruction. In this way, by

2
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drawing an absolute distinction between strategic offense and strategic

defense, rhe Administratvion confuses the issue and fortifies the fears
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of the Germans while aiso fortifying their own misguided views.
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Attachment 15

AGENDA FOR THE JOINT MEETING OF THE
SECURITY AND ARMS CONTROL PANEL
US-sQVIET PARALLEL STUDIES PROGRAM

New York, NY
Januarv 14-16, 1985

LEAD OFF SPEAKERS ARE AS iINDICATED BELOW

I. HNorms of Relations Between Nuclear Powers
(Walter Stoessel, Brent Scawerofrt)

II. Preventing an Arms Race in Quter Space
(Steve Meyer, Fred Moffman)

III. urther Strengthening of the Non-Proliferation Regime and
t

eps Tcwards a Compreshensive Test Ban
{Joe Hye, Bill Patter)

o
z
)

IV. Increasine the Effecrtiveness of the UN in cthe Consclidasio
of Internaticnal Peace and Security
(Bi11 Vanden Heuvel, Linc Bloomfield)

0



AMERICAN PARTICIPANTS

Joint Meeting Between UNA-USA and the Soviet UNA
S on
Security and Ams Control Issues

Vista International Hotel
New York City
January 14-16, 1985

|  CHAIRMAN

1 WALTER J. STOESSEL, JR.
- Formerly, Deputy Secretary of State
‘ and ambassador to the USSR,

Poland, and the Federal Republic of Germany

WILLIAM M, BEBECHER

Diplomatic Correspondent
The Boston Glohke

LINClpLN P. BLCOMFIELD

Professor of Political Sciernce

Mass%chusetts Institute of
Technology

BARRY E. CARTER
Associate pProfessor of Law

Georgetown University Law Center
|

ANN P“l. FLORINI
Progect Director
Multilateral Project
UNA-USA
|
RICHARD N. GARDNER
Professor of Law and
Inﬂernational Organizations
Colunbia University Law School

TOBY TRISTER GATI
Vice Pre51dent of Pollcy Studies

A-U|SA

NA-USA

FRED S. HOFFMAN
Director

Pan Heuristics
R & D Associates

ROBERT KLEIMAN
Member

Editorial Board
The New York Times

EDWARD C., LUCK
President

STEPHEN M. MEYER :
Associate Professor of Polltlcal 5c1=nce
Massachusetts Institute of Techmology: = ™

GERALD E. MILLER
Vice admiral
United States Navy (retired)

FREDERIC A. MOSHER
Program Officer
Carnegie Corporation of New York




JOSEPH P. NYE

Professor of Govermment
JFK Schocl of Govermment
Harvard ﬁniverSi;y

JEAN PICKER
Vice Chairman
UNA-USA

WILLIAM C, POTIER
Executive Director

Center for Internationzl and

Strategic Affairs

University of California, Los Angeles

STANLEY R. RESCR
Partner
Debevoise & Plimpton

ENID C. B, SCHOETTLE

Progrzt Officer in Charge
International Division
The Ford Fourdation

BRENT SCOWCROET
Lieutenant General
United States Air Force {(retired)

IVAN SELIN
Chairman of the Board
Arerican Management Systems, Inc.

HELMUT SONNENFELDT
Guest Scholar
The Brookings Institution

JOHN STREMLAU

associate Director

International Relations Division
The Rockefeller Fourdation

WILLTAM J, VANDEN HEUVEL
Partner
Stroock & Stroock & Lavan

UNA-USA gtaff

LORI HOWARD
Project Ceordinator
Policy Studies

SCOTT SPENCE
Intern
Policy Studies

TORRY CAVANAGH
Administrative Assistant
Policy Studies



SOVIET PARTICIPANTS

Joint Meetirg Between UNA-USA and the Soviet UNA

on

Security and Amms Control Issuves

Vista Internaticnal Hotel
New York City
January 14-16, 1985

CHAIRMAN

ROALD Z.
Direc

SAGDEEV
tor

Institute of Space Research
USSR Acadeny of Sciences

SERGEI P. GRIBROV

Secretvary General

United Nations Asscciation
of the USSR

SERGEI I. KISLYAK

Second Secretary

permanent _Mission of the USSR
to the United Nations

VITALY 1. KOBYSH

Chief of Section :
International Information Departhent
Central Committee

Communist Party of the Soviet Union

STRNISLAY H. KOMDRASHOV
Political Observer
Izvestia

STANISLAV M, MENSHIKOV

Consultant

International Affairs Department
Central Caimittee

Coamanist Party of the Soviet Union

YURI K. SHIYAN

" Executive Secretary

[MNA-USSR STAFF

KARINA G.

Comittes on Disarmament
and Security
USSR Acadeny of Scilences

VLADIMIR V. SHUSTOV

Deputy Pemanent Reprasentative

Pemanent Mission of the USSR
to the United Wacions

GENNADY A. VORONTSOV

Vice president, IWA-USSR

Vice Rector

Diplomatic Academy of the USSR

POGOSOVE
Senior Staff Menber
United dations Association of the USSR
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Biograshies of Soviet Participants
Januaryv la—-16, 1935 Joint Meecting witn UNA-USA
on Arms Cortrol and Security Issues

.Chairman
04D ZINNUROVICH SAGDIVEV (Age 31 {phonetic: sahp-DAV~ve?)

H.] *

+

t Director, USSR Academy of Sciences, Space Researen Inszitute, Moscow,
since 1973

: inrergacionally recognizsd plasma physicist

research director, Venus-Hallev's Comet (Vega) project

T+

s

sroponent of international space cooperation

e : menber, Comnittee of Soviet Scientists in Defense of Peace and Against
Nuglear War

& -

gﬁ : travels frequently to West

"

last US wvisiv May 1984 for private discussien on Impac: of US space
waanpons iniviatives

: hzad of Sovie: deiegation ro 25ch Commictee on Space Rssearch mesting,
Sraz, Austria, June-Julvw 1984

: full member of USSE Academv of Sciences since 196%
P
R : noids QOrder of Lenin and lenin Prize
. : ¢nea3xks Lnzlish
s : married, twoe children
U
B
=
13, ‘



Pipeieipants

SERGEY PETROVICH GRIBKOV (Age 31} (phunetic: greeb-R0V)

current peosiclon, Secretarv-General, Soviet % Associaticn

L33

: scaff mewmber, Moscow News Weeklyv in the iasc 1950s; Secracary of the
Soviet Peace Commitcee, 1969-73:; acrtached ro the LN Secrescariat in
dew Yerk, 1973-73; long involvement wicth the USSR United Yarions
Associazion

: graduatz of the Moscnw Scape [nstiture orf incernacicoul Relacions
: speaks Zluent Ingllish

;o married

YITALY IVANOVICH KOBYSH (Age 56) (phonetic: KO-bish)

: Chief, US Sector, International Information Desartment, CPST Central
Commitrae, since 1979 .

xe

career fournalisc; has had tours abroad as =z corvespondent for lzvestiva
in Lacin America {(Brazil, Venezuela, Trinidad}, 1944-¢3 {z2xpelled from
Brazil in 1966 for "injurious"” breadcasts); London, 1963-71; and Yew York,
1972~78

: has traveled tu the United States several times since then, including a crip
in 1380 to c¢cover the Republic Narional Convencion

e

regular participant in "Studio 9," z Moscow television program on international
affairs

: policical observer on international affaires for Literacuranava Cazeca

married

o

: speaks Znglish

STANISLAV SIXNOLAYEVICH KONDRASHOV (age 53) (phonetic: wun-dran-SiOfF)

! carsey journalist serving as Izvesciva political observer since 1974

"

specialist in American policics

two tours as press correspondent in OS5 {dew York 1961-58. Washingren, [1971-78)

.

e

hegan career with [zvestiva in 1951

4

first post abroad was Caizo (1937-61)

v

most recently ia LS in Ocrober 1984 to cover presidential campaign

T

mamwied, with at least three children



STANISLAV MIKHAYLOVICH MEXN'SHIKOV (pnonetic: MEN-snse-kuf)

Senior Adviser, Internaticnal Uepariment, Centzal Cormiceee, CRSU
{since mid~1980); considered to be ranking staftf official in the
Internationzal Deparrment .

“x

e

has been described as an advizer on both fereizn and 2conomic affaire,
and in radio and relevision sppearances has discussed these issuss,
as well as disarmament amd arms control.

k] i

: Economic Affairs Officer, UN Secretariar, 1973-15640

'

Section Chiefl, Institute of Economics and Orzanizacien of Induscrigl
3 Production in Nevosibirsk, 1970«1974

one of several Deputwy Direcrors, IMEMO, 1964-1970.

-

¢ gerved on editorial scaff of the Journal New Times. 1957-1960

¥

graduated the Foreign Miniscrv's Insticute of Intermational Relarions
and then taughr there for five vears

-

speaks fluent English

: father is Mikhail Menshikov, Ambassador to the U8 from 1938-1941

KARINA CEORGIYEVXA POGOSOVA (Age 38) (phonetic: pra-guh-SO-vah)

-

£
h? : has served as a translator/consultant for Sovier U associacien celegacicns
- vistting the US (1974,1976, 1982) and for a special UNGA session on
" disarmament (1%82)
fé : also listed as a senior consultant of the Sovier Sommittes for the
Defense of Peace
- -y

speaks English

i
e




YURIY NONSTANTINQVICH SHIYAN (Age <0} i{pheoneric: she=-YAN)

: senior advisor, USA Desk, Foreizn Relations Adminiscracion, Academv of
Sciences, since at least 198l

: serves as liaison for scientific excharnges between US National Academv or
Sciences (3AS} and the Soviecr Academw

in January 1982 and May 1983 ctravele< to the United States as member of

high-level Academy delegarion to parcicipate in discussicns with XAS
scientists on problems of incernacticnal securicv and arms concrol

speaks English

LY

GENNADIY ANATOL'YEVIZH VORONTSOV (Age 33) {phonetic: van-runt-SakV)

prorector, Diplomacic Academy, Miniscrv of Foreign Affairs, since at least
May 1982

: formerly, worked at Institute of World Economics and Intermational
Relations (IMEMO)}

has traveled extensively in the United Scates: here for three months in
1977 for scholarly research

-has attended manv UN meetings dealing with disarmament, including SS0OD II
and several meerings with each of che UN Group of Experts on All Aspects
of the Conventional Arms Race and Nuclear Free Zones

specialities: Soviet internal politrics and internacional affairs

: received a Candidate of Historical Scsiences degree (equivalent e a Ph. D.)
from Moscow State Institute of Iatsrmaticnal Relations, 1972

e

speaks English
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VLADIMIR VIKTOROVICH SHUSTOV (Age Sh4) {phonetic: shoos-tof)

:Deputy Permanent Representative. Soviet Mission to the United Nations
{cne of five Deputy Permanent Representatives)

rdisarmament specialist

rserves in UN First Committee {(Political Affairs) anc Fifth Committee {Administratior
and Budget) and on the Ad Moc Committee an the !ncizn Jcean

rin 1981-82, he also served on the UN Disarmament (ormission

rd

= g

:member of the Soviet delegation to the MBFR negotiations in Vienna, 1973-79,
while at the same time a Counselor in the Intermaticnal Organization Deparetment
of the Sovietr Ministry of Foreign Affairs

iduring the 1960's, an advisor to most of the UN sessions of the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Lommission: in 1971, an the Sovier deiegation to the Conference of

¢
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Commirree on Oisarmament

J861-66, affiliated with 1MEMD ‘

thas written on disarmament and arms control guestions, including a 1981 article on
“Negotiations on the Mututal Reduction of Armed Forces in (entral Eurcpe.”

:fluent English

tborn, Leningrad

married to Larissa Viadimirovich, no children

&£
SERGEI IVANOVICH KISLYAK {Age 34) [(phoreric: Kees les vak)

:5econd secretary at the Soviet Mission to the United Nations since August 1981
cratomig energy specialist

thas worked exclusively on disarmament matzers at the UN
L:From 1978-1981, third secretary in the lnternaticonai CUrcanization Department of the

Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs, with responsisiiity for nonproliferation

{at the NPT Review Confarence) and the UN Snecial Session on Disarmament (UNSSOD)

: 1980~ member of the UN Committee on the Huclear Cacabilties of South Africa

11881, on the Soviet delegation to the Presarastory Coonittee of the UNSSOD

:good English ‘

:Ukranian; wife- Natalia., one daughter. age 10
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Heritage Foundation
= Guest List for Fred Hoffman Luncheon

?3 ) Wednesday, February 13, 1985

pii Mark Albrecht - Office of Sen. Pete Wilson
;{% }Kgr: §§§?%°c§€§§§iilﬂegu?ﬁfﬁgenﬁi‘Eggﬁe g}&op
James Frelk - Republican Study Committee
Jerry Gideon ~ Office of Rep. Dorman

Gen. Daniel Graham - High Frontier

Doug Graham - Senate Armed Services Committee
Brian Green =~ Policy Analyst, Heritage

s James T. Hackett~ Editor, National Security Record, Heritage

T: Manfred Hamm - Senior Policy Analyst, Heritage

L Francis Hoeber ~ Hoeber Corp.

- Diare Holman ~ Crosland—Holmpn Communications
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for t;:he last 20 years, aad about the direction in which we need to move

duriﬁg the next 20 years. The debate has only ostensibly been ahoug'thé
proiiand cons of spending next year”s funds on research snd development.
!hat[the basic issues have been largely implicit is unfortunate,

EntxJncheé Western opinion resimts rethinking a declaratoxy strategy that

has stressed s supposed virtue in US vulnerability. And the Soviets hﬂvelrf?

been campaigning furiocusly to 2id s naturzl Western resistance to ¢hang§q;'

2.
B

The Séviat campaign is also natural since in the 20 year period in which
the Vfat has relied on thrests of Mutual Assured Destruction, the-Sni@éﬁs"
have éitered vhat they call the "correlation of forces” in their favor.

fhe orthodoxy reflected in the SALT ﬁrocess and in much of the publie

¥eds (LA
TRy

discugnicn of the SDI is that of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD)--a

dectrﬁua that holds that the only proper ro;a of miclear weapons on bo;h
sides Es to deter theiﬁ use by the other side, and that they must perform
this role through the threat of massifa and indiscriminate attacks on
cities, dégisncd to inﬁlict the maxiwmum desiructica on the sdversary”’s
civiii?n population. On this view, any us§ of mclear wgapon§ ig and
should]be clearly suicidal. Anything that interferes in any measure with
the ntﬂer side”s ability to inflict “assured destruction” is
"destsgilizing"4-in crises it is supposed to induce preemptive attack and,

T in theilong term military competition, a "spiralling suclear arms race"

. with u#limited insxease; in the potential for indiscriminste dest;uction-
on both sides. MAD was the Western, though mot the Soviet, strategic

foundation for the ABM Treaty aund the 3ALT offense agreementa, It is

largelyiunconsciaﬁs dogma dominating the media discussions of puclear

i

|
strategy, SDI, and arms sgreements,

[ ]




Some who advocate thia policy like to think of it as mot & policy,
but & "fact." A supposedly unalterable fact of nature. There is a grain
of troth and a mountain of confusion in this assertion. The grain is the
unquestioned ability of nuclear weapons to inflict massive, indiscriminate
and possibly global destruction. The mountain is the conclusiom that this
is the way we Bhould design and plan the use of nuclear forces, avd even
more important, the assumption that this is the way the Soviet Union does
degign and plan the use of its nuclear forces, The prescription for ouy
own strategy and the sesumption about Soviet strategy are not unalterable
facts of nature but matters of policy choices in each country. The con~
trasting US and Soviet choices brought about the relative worsening of the
US position.

| This is pot the place for s detailed critique of MAD, but a summary
of its principal deficiencies is essential to assess the potential role
for defenses in our strategy. A central point onm wvhich most critics and
pupporterd of SDI agree is that the assessment of defenses depends criti~
cally on what you want them to do. And what we want them to do depends on
gur underlying strategy.

MAD as a strategy might have something %o recommend it (not mearly
enough in my view) if the temsions between the Soviet Union asd the US
were restricted to the threat posed by nuclear weapons., Relations between
the United States and the Soviet Union bave not been dominated by the
poasibility of border conflicts between the two countries or the fear of
invasion by the otbher. Rather the post-World War II military competition
arose from the desire of the Soviet Union to dominate the countries on the

periphery of its Empire and the desite of the United States to preserve



the independence of those countries. No muclear strategy can lonmg ignore
the role of nuclear weaponms in mapaging this underlying conflict of
interests, nor can it ignore the asymmetry in the geostrategic situatioums
of the two countries., 7The US guarantees & coalition of independent coun~
tries against muclear attack by the Soviet Union. We bave alsoc affirmed
in NATO strategy that we would rgspoad to overvhelming nonmuclear attack
with whatever means proved to be necessary to defeat such an attack. Do
ve nov mean to exclude s US nuqlgar response in both these cases? VWhat if
the Soviets launch & nuclear attack, but cme directed solely at our allies
and vhich avoids any damage to tSa U87 How long can an explicitly
suicidal muclear response remain a credible threat in the eyes of our
allies or the Soviet Union?

On the Soviet side, there is abundant evidence that they have never
accepted MAD as a strategic basis for their military programs (in contrast
to their rhetoric designed to influence Western opinion). They continue
to maintain and improve, at massive cost, air defense forces, ballistic
missile defenses and protective measures for their lesdership and elements
of their bureaucracy intended to ensure the continuity of the Soviet
state, Their military strategy bas increasingly focused omn qualitative
improvements to their maseive forces intended to give them the ability to i
win a quick and decisive military victory in Europe using their nonnouclesr W
forces to attack our theater nuclear futée as well as our conventional
force while deterring the use of;aar miclear forces based cutside the

‘theater. Deterring a suicidal use of nuclear force is not very difficult.
They have steadily improved the flexibility of their own muclear forces in

vhat Lt. Gen. William Odom, 8 leading professional student of Soviet -
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military thought, has called their "strategic architecture.” They design
that architecturs for the pursuit of Soviet political goals as well as
military operati;ns,

They clearly wish to dominate on their periphery and to extend their
influence over time. By creating conditions that weaken ties between the
United States and other independent countr%ea they serve both ends. They
clearly prefer to use latent threats based on their military power, but
have shown themselves willing to use force either directly or indirectly
and in a degree suited to their political goals. Tbey regard wars, espe-
cially long and large wars 2s posing great wmcertainties for them,

Secause they camnot rule cut the occurrence of such wars they ataemptxto
hedge against the uncertainties in their preparations. There is wmo reason
to suppoge that their plans for the use of nuclear wespons are iocopsis~
tent with their genersal approach to military planning.

From the Soviet point of view, ?eaternagublic espousal of MAD is
ideal. Western movement away from such a strategy based om indiscriminate
and suicidal threats would increase the difficulty of Soviet political sad
strategic tasks. The consequences of Western reliance on threats to end
civilization can clearly be seen in the increasing level of Westerm public
anxiety asbout a nuclear catacylsm, While the incumbent governments among
our gllies bave successfully resisted coercion, tremds in public opinion
and in the positions of opposition parties give us little reason for
comfort. In the US as well, public attitudes reflected in the freeze
movement will make it increasingly difficult to compete with the Soviets
in maistaining parity in nuclear offensive forces. _The Soviet leaders

have reason to believe that the West will flag in its effortas to make up



for the ground it lost in the quantative offense competition. Proponents
of MAD have also impeded and delayed qualitative improvements in the name
of "stability.™ Finally, a broad and increasing segment of the public is
questioning the morality and prudence of thrests of unlimited destruction
as a basis for our strategy.

The specific relevance of MAD to the assessment of SDI is best illus-
trated in the assertion by critics of the hopelessness of the SDI”"s task.
They observe that if even one percent of an attack by 10,000 warheads gets
through the defenses, this means 100 nuclear weapons on cities and that
for more likely levels of defense effectivenmess, the ballistic missile
defenses would be almost totally ineffective in protecting‘citiea. They
generally leave implicit the remarkable assumption that the Soviets would
devote their entire (and in this example, presumably undamaged) missile
force to attacks onm cities, ignoring military targets in genmeral and not
even making any attempt to reduce our retaliatory blow by attacking our
nuclear offensive forces. If the Soviet attack, for example, devoted 2/3
of their forces to attacking military targets then only 1/3 of the wvar-
beads surviving a defense like a boost phase intercept system would be
aimed at cities. In one particularly remarkable exercise of this sort,

the authors concluded that defenses would cause the Soviets to concentrate

their forces on our cities, even if their attack were to result in nuclear
winter. |

Such & bizarre assumption suggests the absence of serious thought
about the objectives that might motivate Soviet leaders and military
pPlanners if they ever seriously contemplated the use of mclear weapons.

Whatever we may think of the heirs of Karl Marx, the followers of Lenin



and the survivors of Stalin, nothing in their background suggests suicidal
tendencies, Cartainly, their strictest ideological precepts call for the
preservation of Soviet power and comtrel. Neglect of the asctual motiva«
tion of our adversaries is partiéularly strange in a strategic doctrine
that professes to be concerned with deterrence. Despite the fact that
deterrence is in the mind of the deterred, those who espouse MAD rarely go
beyond the gssumption that the attacker”s purpose is to strike

preemptively before he is attacked.

MAD doctrine takes it as axlomatic that to deter such a Soviet attack

ve must threasten "assured destruction™ of Soviet society. A consequence
q

.of this view is that only offensive forces can directly contribute to

deterrence. Defensive forces can contribute only ;f they are useful in
protecting ocur missile silos and the "assured destruction”™ capability of
the missiles in them. Beyond this ancillary role in deterrence, MAD
relegates defenses along with offensive counterforce capability and eivil
defenaes ég the role of "damage limiting® if deterremce fails. But since
our damage limiting tapabi}ity diminishes Soviet assured destruction capa~
bility, eliciting unlimited Soviet efforte to restore their deterrent, MAD
dismisses damage limiting (and with it defenses) as pointless and
destabilizing.

To recapitulate, acceptance of MAD doctrine implies for SDI:

e Defenses must be essentially leakproof to be useful;

o Defenses can at best serve am ancillary role in deterring
attack; '

o Defenses that reduce civilian damage are inherently
destabilizing,



Even 8 leakproof defense would not satiafy the last condition.
Together these three conditions implied by MAD are an impenetrable
barrier-—a leakproof defense sgainst SDI. Since I have indicated above
reasons for rejecting MAD as s doctrime, I believe we should reexamine
each of these in turm.

Most important, if defenses miat be leakproof to be useful, then the
odds of success for the SDI R&D program are much lower than if 1esse;
lévelu of effectiveness can contribute toc our security objectives. The
record is replete with instances of faulty predictions about the impossi-
bility of technological accomplishments by those with tbe highest scien-
tific credentials, and we should view current predictions about the
izpossibility of effective ballist?c missile defenses in the perspective
of that record. Nevertheless, if everything in & complex and diverse R&D
program must work well to derive any bemefit, the odds of success will be
lov and the time required very long.

The eritice compound the problem further by demanding that the SDI
reseaych program prove and guargntee gt its ocutsset that the defeaaes‘:hat
might ultimately be developed and deployed will be able to deal with a
wide variety of ingenious, but poorly specified and, in some cases,
extremely farfetchbed countermeasures. Critics can produce countermeasures
on paper far more easily than the Soviets could produce them in the field.
In facF. the critics seldom specify such‘"Soviet” countermegsures in ways
that seriously consider their costs to the Soviet Union in resources, in
the sacrifice of other military potential, or the time that it would take
for the Soviets to develop them asnd incorporate them into their forces.

The countermeasures suggested frequently are mutually incompatible.
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If, inatead, we replace MAD with a view of deterrence based on a more
realistic assessment of Soviet strategic objectives, we arrive gt a radi-
cally different assessment of the effectiveness required for uvseful
defenses and of the appropriate objectives of the SDI R&D program. The
point of departure ought to be raflee:ia; on the wotives that might induce
Soviet leaders and military planners to contemplate actually using nuclear
weapons, The test of deterrence would come if we and the Soviet Union
found ourselves in & major confrontatiomn or nonnuclear comflict.

In such circumstances, Soviet leaders might find themselves facing a
set of alternatives all of which looked unpleagant or risky, If, for
example, they lacked confidence in their ability to bring a nonmuclear
conflict to a swift and favorable csnclusion;lthey wmight consider ensuring
the futility of opposing them by a militarily decisive use of mclear
weapons, A decisive nuclear attack in this sense might or might not have
to be "massive,™ in the sense of "very large." Its primary motivation
would be the destruction of a set of general puzpose-fo:ce targeta suffi-
cient to terminate monnuclear resistance. If Soviet leaders decided that
the gains warranted the risks they would further have to decide whether to
attack our ouclear forces or to rely on deterring their use in retalia-
tion, The extent and weight of such an attack would be a matter the |
Soviet legders would decide within the context of & particular conotin-
gency, based on their assessment of our probable responses.

The alternative risks they would face would be the prospect of
puclear retalistion to an early puclear attack op one hand; on the other
hand, those of gradual escalation of a ponnuclear confliet in scope and

violence with the ultimate possibility of nuclear conflict in any cass.

1



In either case their priﬂari concera vould be to achieve military victory
vhile minimizing the extent of dsmage to the Soviet Uniom and the riak of
loss éf Soviet political control, Their targets would be selected to
contribute to these goals, Wholesale and widespread attacks om civilians
would not contribute but would only serve to insure a similar response by
the large nuclear forces remaiaing tc us even after 2 relatively success-
ful Soviet counterforce attack, And this does oot even take account of
the possibility that, should they launch & msgsive attack on cities, that
might trigger muclear winter, making our retaliation irrelevant.

The m#gﬁitude of collateral damage to Western civilians from a Soviet
attack with military objectives would depend on the extent of Soviet
attack objectives and the weight of attack required to achieve those
objectives. Like us, they have been improving the accuracy of their
vespons and reducing their explosive yield. As this trend continues,
motivated by the desire for military effectiveness gnd flexibility inm
achieving strategic objectives, they will become increasingly capable of
conducting effective attacks on military targets vhile limiting the damage
to collocated civilians and while remgining below the threshhold of uncer-
tainty of global effects that would do serious harm to themselves. At
present, a Soviet attack on a widespread set of general purpose force and
nuclear targets would undoubtedly cause very great collateral damage but
could be conducted so as to leave the bulk of Western civil society
undamaged and to remsin safely under thelzhxenhhaid for a major climatic
change affecting the Soviet Union.

We should judge the utility of ballistic missile defenges in the

light of their contribution to deterring such attacks and their ability to

10
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reduce the collateral damage from such attacks if they occur. The rele~
vant question for the foreseeszble future is not whether defenses should
replace offensiv& wespons but ?hether we should rely exclusively ‘on offen-
give weapons or ;hether & combination of militarily effective and dis--
criminating offense and defenmses will better meet cur strategic require~
ments for deterrence and limiting damage.

This change in the criterion by which we judge defenses from the one
imposed by MAD has profound consequences for the level of effectiveness
required of defenses, for the treatment of uncertainty asbout defense
effectiveness and for the terms of the competition between offense and
defense. Instead of confining the assessment to the ability of defense to
attain nesrly leakproof effectiveness, & realistic consideration of the

role of defense in deterrence recognizes that an attacker will want high

confidence of achieving decisive results before deciding on so dapgerous z
course as the use of nuclear weapons agsinst & puclear-srmed opponent.
Analysis will show that defenses with far less than leskproof effective-
ness can 80 raise the offensive force requirements for attacks on military
target systems that attacks on limited sets of critical targetsn will
appear unattractive and full-scale zttacks on military targets will
require enormous increases in force levels and relative expemse to achieve
pre-ﬁefense levels of attack effectiveness snd confidence im the results.
Secauge of an attacker”s desire for high confidence in a succesaful out=-
come, he must bear the burden of uncertainty about defense effectiveness
and is likely bias his assumptions toward overestimating it. This is
particularly important for his willingness to rely on sophisticated coun—

termeasures such as those liberally assumed by critics of the SDI.
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In addiﬁion, the technical characteristics of the defenses that are
contemplated in the SDI would pose particularly difficult problems for a
Soviet attack planner. A particularly prevalent and misguided stereotype
in current discussion contrasts "an impenetrable umbrellz defense over
citiea™ with & hard point defense of silos as though these were the only
choices. Reality offers more types of targets and defemses than are
dreamt of in this "city-silo" world., The preceding discussion has
asttempted to show the importance of general purpose force targets in
motivating a possible puclear attack. With respect to the characteristics
of future defenses, the technologies purszued under the 3DI have the poten~
tial for a multi~layered defenaawvhich begins with boost phase intercept,
continues in the exo-stmospheric mid-course phase and terminates with
systems for intefaept after reentry into the atmosphere. Each sucessive
layer is.ﬁore specific in terms of the target coverage it provides, but
none in effectively so circumscribed thatr it is properly described as a
point defense,

This means that defenses can simultanecusly protect several military
targets and can simultanmepusly protect military targets aﬁd collocated
population, The problem this poses for the attacker is that he cannot, as
he could against point defenses, economize in his use of force by predict~
ing which defenses protect which targets and planning his attack precisely
to exhaust the defense inventory {even assuming that he can afford to
forege attacks om some military :argets}; Moreover, to the extent that
there is redundancy in military target systems {or in their possible
unknown locations), and the defense can identify the targets of particular

enemy warheads in midcourse, or terminal, phase {as it can), the defense

12
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can defend targets “preferentially.” The offense would have to treat all
targets as equally defended by such a concentrated defense., This greatly
enhances the competitive advantasge of the defense.

Another implication of the foregoing discussion is that defemses do
not come in neat packages lsbelled "protectiom of military targets™ anmd
"protection of civiliane." Warheade aimed at military targets will, in
general, kill many collocated civilians and defenses that protect against
such attacks will reduce civilisn casualties. Again, in contraat to the
kind of nightmare attack assumed by MAD theorists, when we consider more
realistie Soviet attacks, effective but faf from leakproof defenses can
protect many civilians against collateral demage. If, moreover, i Soviet
attack planner knows that we will protect collocated military targets more
Beavily and he must choose between attacking similar targets some of which
are collocated and others of which asre isolated, be will opt for the
isolated targets if he wishes to u#ximi:e his military effectiveness (the
reverse of vhat is generally agsumed by critics of defenses}. When we
understand that the problem of protecting civilians is primarily the
problem of desling with collateral damage, it becemes clearﬁ;h:: wve do not
need leakproof defenses to achieve ueeful results. The more effective the
defenses, the greater the protection, but there iz no reason to expect a
threabhold of required effectiveness.

Another charge levied against defenses is that they are "destabiliz-
ing." ’Thz prospect of leakproof defenses is sllegedly destabilizing
because they present an adversary with a "use it or lose it" choice with
respect to his nuclear offensive capability. Defenses with intermediate

levels of effectiveness are also held to be destabilizing because they
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vork much better if an adversary”s force has previously been damaged in a
counterforce strike, intensifying incentives for preemption in a crisis.
The first charge hardly needs response. Leakproof defenses, if they ever
become a reality, are unlikely to appear on short notice or all at once.
The Soviets know that they can live under conditions of US nuclear
superiority without any serious fear of US aggression because they have
dore 8o in :hé past. In fact, they survived for years under conditioms of
US monopoly. They can also and are pursuing defense themselves, and
undoubtedly will continue. The notion that they would have no choice for
responding to US defenses other tham to launch a preventive war is not a
serious one.

The crisis stability argument is also a weak ome., The analysis
generally advanced to support it is incomplete and inadequate to determine
the strength of the alleged effect because it is unable to compare mean-
ingfully the importance of the difference between striking "first" and
striking "second" with the difference between either and "pot striking at
all." Such analyses ignore, therefore, ome of the most important elements
of the theory of crisis stability contained in_the original second-strike
theory of deterrence. Moreover, since defenses would contribute to deter-
rence by denying achievement of Soviet attack objectives, it would at
least be necessary to determine the net effect of strengthening deterrence
with the effect of intemsifying incentives to preempt and this the
analysis cannot do. Finally, the argument focuses on the wrong culprit.
The grain of relevance in the argument is its identification of the
problems presented by vulnerable offensive forces. It then superimposes

partially effective defenses on the vulnerable offemsive forces and

14



o

PEW;

.,
s
il

L-,.¢;>_}
Ly ik
AN

1 At te

e g
Lo
s

LT :
R Rt

ol

Sns b et
[N

HEPG R
b 55

f‘::», Totat
i et

concludes that the defenses are destabilizing. But it would be a virtucso
feat to deaign SDI type, multi~layered defenses that would not, willy~
nilly, reduce the vulnerability of the offensive ouclear forces, and it
would certainly be possible by proper design to reduce that'vulaegability
far enough to eliminate the so~called destabilizing effect while realizing
the other benefits of defenses.

Turping next to the effect of introducing defenses on the long~term
military competition, we once again encounter the charge that defenses are
destabilizing, A common assertion iahcha: the offense will always add
force to overwhelm the defense with the net result of larg§r offensive
forces and no effective protectionm. This stereoctyped "law of action and
reaction” which flourished in the 1960s and early 1970s was also supposed
to imply that if we reduce defensea, the Soviets will inevitgbly reduce
their offenses. It has no basis in theory, and it has been refuted by
realiéy‘ The United States drastically cut its expenditures om strategic
defense in the 1960s and 19708 while the Soviets tripled their expendi-
tures ﬁn strategic offenmse, After we sbandoned any active defense against
ballistic missile attacks even om our silos, the Soviets deployed MIRVs
for the first time and increased them at an accelerating rate. The
action-reaction theory of the arms race led to some of our worst intelli-~
gence failures in the 19608 and early 1970s.

The effects of US defenses on the iﬁcentives governing Soviet offen~
sive forces are likely to depend on the terms of the competition as they‘
are perceived by each side., The incremental incresse in effort or force
gsize by the offense required to offset an increment of effort or force in

the defense (the "offense~defense leverage”) is particularly important in
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detepmiuiag the character of the long-term response by the offense to the
introduction of defenses. The leverage in turn as suggested by the fore-
going discussion, is extremely sensitive to the strategic criterion wve
adopt, the specific targets being protected, and khe characteristics of
the defenses. When we assess the role of defenses within a straté%ic
framewvork like the one cutlined above and take account of the defense
characteristics that could result from the technologies pursued under the
Sﬁl, the leverage is radically eshifted in favor of the defemse compared
with the results suggested by evaluations within the MAD doctrins aand
under the mialeading sterotype of defenses characteristics prevalent in
public discusaion,

More fundamentally, ballistic missiles now offer an attack planner a
degree of simplicity and predictability associatad‘vith no otker wespon
system, Planning a ballistic missile attack is much more like building a
bridge than it is like fighting a war. The distinguishing characteristic
of warfare, az active and unpredictable opponent, is missing. Iotroduc~
tion of defenses will change that radically and the change will reduce the
strategic utility of ballistic missiles, now the keystone of US and Soviet
military forcea, President Reagan called for defenses to make ballistic
missiles "impotent and obsolete."” Defenses of velatively moderate capa-
bility can make them obsclete to a military plaoner long before they are
impotent in terms of their indiscriminste destructive potential,

If this point is reached or foreseen, the incentives governing nego—-
tiations over srms agreements will be fundamentally changed in a direction
offering much more hope of agreement on substantial reductions in forces

on both sides., Morecver, the growing problems of verification of

16



limitations on muclear offensive systems makes it increasingly difficult
to foresee the possibility of agreeing to sizable reductions in the
sbaence of defenses. One of the contributions of defenses can be to
increase the ability to tolerate imprecision in the verifiability of arms
limitations,

The point of view advanced here bas major implications for the
conduct of the SDI R&D program as well as for the criteria we should apply
to evaluating its results when we approach the decizion for full-scale
engineering development and deployment, If we adopt the MAD view of the
role and utility of defenses, and require essentially leakproof defenses
or nothing then we will conduct the SDI on what has been cslled the "long
pole" approach. We will seek first to erect the "long pole in the tent,”
that is, we will devote our resources to working on tbose technical
problems that are bardest, riskiest aad th#t will take longest and we will
delay working om those things that are closest to availability. The
objective of this approach will be to produce a "fully effective” multi-
layered system or nothing, Unfortumately such an approach increases the
likelihood that we will io fact produce nothing and it is certain that it
delays the date of useful results into the distant future.

If inatead, as argued here, we believe that defenses of moderate
levels of capability can be useful then we will conduct SDI in a fashion
that seekas to identify what Secretary ?einberger bas called "transitional®
deployment options., These may be relatively near term technological
opportunities, perhaps based on single layers of defenses or on relatively
early versions of techmologies that can be the basis for later growth in

system capability. Or if they are effective and cheap enough they might

17
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serve for a limited lifetime against early versions of the Soviet threst
while the SDI technology program continues to work om staying abreast of
qualitative changes in the threat. Such an approach would incorporate s
process for evaluating the transitional deployment options in terms of
their effectivensss, their robustness against realistic countermeasures,
their ability to survive direct attack on themselves, their cost and their
compatibility vith our long-term strategic goals., Such an approach repre-
sents the best prospect for moving toward the vital goals emuncisted by

President Reagan two years ago.
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EURO-AMERICAN SEMINAR ON

THE STRATECIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE

AND ITS IMPACT ON EUROPEAN SECURITY

Jointly organized by IFRI, RAND, SWP and RIIA

Trianon Palace Hotel — Versailles

* Friday March 22

5 po—8 pm
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& rue Ferrus (F) 75583 PARIE Cedex 14 T.(33.1) 5809108 Teéiex 201 880 F

22=24 Marech, 1983

AGENDA

SESSION T

WESTERN OBJECTIVES AND TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS

Chairman : Thierry de Montbrial

—— A

- U5 Administration overview

Resgpondents

- French official view

- Industrial aspects : a European view

Respondents

DINNER
A

Attachment 1%

: Participants assemble at the Trianon Palace Hotel
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Robert Alston

Hubert Fiegl
Hubert Vedrine
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Dr Fred Hoffman's address to the
House of Lords All Party Defence Group
26 March 1985

Amongst those present were:

The Earl ?f Bessborough (Minister of State, Ministry of Technology
1¢70

Lord Beswick {Minister of State for Industry 1974-75)

Earl Cathcart

The Earl of Cork and Orrery

Lord De Freyne

Ear]l De La Warr (Member of the North Atlantic¢ Assembly)

Earl Fortescue

Lord Gainford

Lord Gisborough

Lord Gladwyn {(former Ambassador to France; Liberal Party Spokesman
on Defence and Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs)

Lord Glanusk .

tord Hénkey {(former Ambassador to Sweden)

Lord Home of The Hirsel (Secretary of State for Foreign &
Commonwealth Affairs 1960-63; Prime Minister and First lLord
¢f the Treasury 1963-64) :

Lerd Iranside

The Earl of Kimberley (UK Delegate to North Atlantic Assembly;
Secretary House cof Lords All Party Defence Group)

Lord Margadale

Lord Marley : _

Lord Mayhew (Minister of Defence for the Royal Navy 1964-1866;
Hember of UK Delegation to NATO)

‘Lerd Melloy

Lord Mulley {Minister of State Foreign 0ffice 1967-6%; Minister
of Transport 1969-70 and 1974-75; Secretary of State for
Educati?n and Science 1975-76; Secretary cf State for Defence
1676-79 ‘

Lord Newall (Member of Delegation to Council of Europe and Wesiern
European Union)

The Earl of Unslow

Lord Orr-Ewing

Lord Reay (Member of European Parllament 1973-79; Member of
Council of Europe and Western European Un1on)

The Earl of Selkirk {former Paymaster-General and First Lord of
the Admiralty)

Lord Stewart of Fulham {(Secretary of State for Foreign and Common-
wealth Affairs 1968-70})

Lord Yaux of Harrowden

The Rt Hon Julian Amery MP (Minister for Foreign and Commonwezlth
Affairs 1972-74)

The Hon Robert Boscawen MP

Neville Trotter MP

Asked guestions.
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o February 18, 1985

T0: Dr. F. £. Ikle
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FROM: F., S. Hoffwman
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SUBJECT: Status and Prospects for SDI

1, Recent discussions indicate to me that SDI faces an acute problem on

. the Hill in the coming weeks. The size of the requested budget increase
" for FY 1986 would be a lightning rod at any time, but especially in a year
e when the DOD budget will be under heavy attack. If, at the same time,

both friends and adversaries see SDI as nothing but a research program

for at least the next five years, large cuts are almost a certainty. And

failure to obtain a substantial increase this year would undercut the

program”s credibility as a Presidential initiative.

bt
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2. As you know, I have urged that the SDI R&D program should emphasize the
identification of transitional or evolutionary deployment optioms.
Nevertheless, I believe that the presentation of such options must be
preceded by an understanding of the relevant technologies, the definition
of systems concepts, an assessment of their performance in the light of
their missions, their resource requirements and an analysis of their
policy implications. While I cannmot judge the Administration”s curreat
state of preparedness to present substantive conclusions on tramsitional
deployment optioma, I have the impression that the work haa not yet gone
far enough to establish a common set of views in this area among the 08D,
the JC5 and the SDIO. Ad hoc and incomsistent views exposed before the
Congress would do far more harm than good.
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7 3. In the absence of readiness to diecuss specific Program goals, it is
easentigl to offer the Congress the outline of a continying decision
process to develop uﬁeful transitional options as early as possible. Such
a process could reassure both those who now believe that all decisions are
"on hold" until a 1990 decision about development of a "fully effective ,
- multilayered system™ and those who are concerned that pressure for early
deployments will lead the program into a dead end. The description of
‘the process ghould demonstrate that the the SDI R&D program ob jectives
asgign high prieority to the development and identification of tramsiticnal
deployment options coneistent with the program”s long term goals, that the
SDIO will identify such opportunities as scon as technological progress
suggests their availability, and that the 0SD and the JCS will agsess the
S pelicy, strategic aspects and resource implications of such options as
soon as they can be identified.
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4. Elements of the process might include the following:

s a. A characterization of the SDIQ pilot architecture study in terms
relevant to the time-phased ordering of deployment optiouns.




b. An SDID assessment and report to SECDEF and the JCS, based on the
first round efforts of the "horse race" contractors, service efforts,
and internal SDIO analyses, making an initial assessment of
technological opportunities for transitional options and their
relation to longer term R&D efforts. (Before end CY 1985).

¢. Subsequent assessments by the JC3 and the OSD of the strateg&c
utility, policy impacts and resource implications of the
opportunities identified, to be reflected in FY 1987 presentatiomns to
the Congress.

d. An analogous outline of a process for repeating the cycle in
subsequent years to underline the need to review and revise program
objectives as the research program proceeds. To heighten the special
status of the SDI as a Presidential initiative, the process might
include explicit provision for continuing NSC review.
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Soviet aims at Geneva appear to be focuamed on SDI. I assume that
this is not merely & feint. Then the questions are: what do they hope to
accomplish and why, and how do they plan to do it.

SOVIET AIMS

SDI has been described by the Administration as a research program
for some years to come., The Soviets camnot realistically hope to cut off
e regearch. They cannot get explicit support for this from the West
23 Europeans as shown by Margaret Thatcher”s recent remarks, Even SDI s
M opponents feel obliged to pay lip service to the inevitability of research
on technologies for defense {the sentiment may be genuine among some of
] the pbysical scientists whose laboratories will find interesting tasks in
3 the program). And deployment is pow constrained by the ABM Ireaty which
has pot so far been questioned by the Administration.

If SDI is a primary focus of Soviet concern at Geneva, it mist be
because they view it as more than a research program. I believe they do
. and that they may have in mind the goal of ensuring politically that it
e will become no more than an interminshle and pointless research program.

i The direct megng to this end would be a proposzal for an ban on development
of ASAT weapons which would serve two purposes. It would seal off a
o rationale, not now probibited by the ABM Treaty, which could serve as a
H defense of demonstrations in the SDI program that are heing challenged by

those who wish to restrict U,S. activitiesg under a broad interpretation of

s the ABM Treaty“s provisioms. Second, and perhaps even more important, it

s would put the Admipistration on record as abandoning any prospect of

b of development or deployment of exoatmospheric components of SDI since any
system able to intercept ballistic miseiles in space could also intercept

5z satellites in orbit.

If they felt it necessary to make the proposal more palatable to the
Administration, the Soviets could propose or accept an ASAT Treaty of
- limited duration, say until the year 1995 or 2000. Such a proposal might
i be viewed as consistent with the SDT by those in the Administratiom who
believe that systems development and deployment decigions should be
deferred in any case until we are ready to consider a "fully effective,
multi~layered system against the fully responsive threat”. And if they
felt the need, they might make the package all but irresistable to many in
o this coustry and almost all smong our Allies by throwing in some
i reductions in S8-18s and 58-20s, perhaps for an additional consideration




in terms of M-X, D-5, and Pershing II.

The essential point concerning SDI is that such an agreement would
make it impossible to defend near term SDI budgets at anything like the
level proposed by -the Administration. With any development or deployment
decision pushed so far into the future, why should the hard-pressed DOD
budget be strained to such an extaordinary degree for a long, long-term
research program? In turn, if the SDI budget remains close to the levels
planned prior to March 23, 1983 for the second straight year, opponents
will fairly note that the President”s initiative is politically dead.

And with it will die not only the President”s technological initiative,
but his explicit break with the declaratory policy of MAD, the prinmcipal
near term effect of his speech.
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-4 Ambagsadoyr Seymgur Weiss
s 8905 Transue Drive
Bethesda, Maryland 20034

i Dear Sey,

£ The discussion that follows applies some ideas developed by Albert

i and Roberta Wohlstetter to the amsessment of the issues that are central

s to the Geneva talks and to US negotiating strategy.

7 A major tbrust of Soviet strategy on current arms negotiations,

03 supported by some Americans who are enthusiasts for arms control and
opposge SDI, is to conduct & pincer operation against SDI. One arm of the

= pincers is a broad construction of the the ABM Treaty limitations that

g% would constrain our demonstrations of SDI technologies (and even our

laboratory research if they can manage it). The second arm is a compre-
hensive ban against developing or scquiring weapons in space that would

# . . -
gé fortify the copstraints oo SDI R&D and would put the current Admisistra-
*ﬁ tion on record as agreeing to limitations that would prohibit deployment

of substantisl elements of SDI.

A Any comprehensive babn on ASAT weapons coupled with & broad interpre~
tation that prohibits activities or eystems based on capability would have
this effect because many elements of SDI will inevitably bave a joint

. capability against ballistic missiles and satellites. Soviet behavior, in
& contrast to the standard they would like to impose on us, is based on a
narrov interpretation of treaty limitationas. Specifically, they argue, as

§§ in the case of the RKrasnoyarsk radar, that the intent rather than the

5 capability governs the legitimacy of the activity (e.g. Sspace monitoring
rather than BMD battle management). Both the broad implications for
negotiating strategy and the specific implications for the future of SDI

-
F ’§
¥

of accepting this double gtandard are ¢ritical issues.

-
-
0

We have some ideas about negotiating strategies and internal policies
designed to deal with this problem.

Fred Hoffman

R FSH pe
A cc: Albert Wohlstetter,
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ot WARNING AND NO RESPONSE

April 2, 1985

Roberta Wohlstetter

Air Force Senior Intelligence Officers Conference

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida
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Most of the time when we talk about problems of warning we think of
surprise attack~—Pearl Harbor, Barbarossa, the inwvasion of Afghanistan,
the murderous assault on our embassy in Lebanon, and so en--disasters
which are sudden and bloody. We quarrel about whether there was a failure
of intelligence. Or a failure to use and reapond to intelligence eignals,
which after the fact always loock marvelously clear. However, we bhave
other troubles., Some of them creep up on us incomspicuously. The change
at any given time seems innocent encugh. But the changes add up and can
ultimately spell disaster. These are the slovw Pearl Harbors. Here the
problem is that after each small ;hange even hindsight is not very clear.
In fact, one can sometimes argue interminably even about the cumulative
disaster.

For‘example, did our responses to the Berlin Wall represent a
success? Khrushchev did not go further and‘cénclude the separate peace
with East Germany that he had been threatening. HNuclear war wag avoided.
Tension was reduced. Or was the Wall a failure for the Allies? A "need-
less capitulation,” which replaced the Four Power arrvangements with East
German contyol over East Berlin? After each indecisive and bloodless
engagement in a long sequence, we can easily declare a victory and go
home, as Senztor Aiken suggested we do from a bloodier conflict. Yet
Intelligence did not foresee well in advance the division of the city of
Berlin and our goverament did not responé in a way which would restore us
to our prior position.

We face @& similar untidy problem in connection with the violations of
SALT I and II. Here there is plenty of warning bulb no immediste disaster

and no response,
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My colleagues and 1 several years sgo did a study broad enough to
include these less dramatic but important problems of warning and
reapo?se. We divided signals that might require timely response imto four
categ;ries: (1) warning ino peacetime of possible attack; (2} signals
during an ongoing war of escalation to higher levels of viclence ér of
spreaﬁing to new combatants or new places; (3) warning of a sudden or slow’
chang§ in the balance; and, {4) signals of violations of treaties or
agree%ents or "understandings'" or implicit codes of tolerable behavior.
On th% third category, we had a major failure of intelligence in the 1960s
and e%rly 1970s. We did not anticipate or even notice the slow ﬁum ma jor
changé in the strategic balance-~what the Sovieﬁs call the correlation ofi
forces. Today, however, I want to address the related #reblamslin the
fourth category, the problem of violations.

éigaala of viclation are obviously a less sexy subject than.signs
that é surprise attack is on its way. Nevertheless, signals of violationm,

and s%ecifically signs that the Soviets are vioclating SALT I and SALT II,

— «

have made the headlines as the substance of those agreements continued to

erode, (You are all familiar with the President’s recent reports to the

Congress on Soviet non-compliance.) The headlines are likely to recur now -

that we are trying for mew and more comprehensive agreements. Intelli-

gence officers are expected to evaluate whether there has been a viola-
tion; whether there will be, and whether 'or not the supposed violation is
izportht. Here intelligence has an important role to play in getting the

attention of policymakers and prompting them to respond in a way which

will stop the erosion or offset it.
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I am painfully aware that intelligence officere are permitted only
the most mild and indirect methods for suggesting responses to a decision-~
maker. But an attack is so obvious a disaster you can always hope that
your reading of the signals will inspiée some precautionary movements.
Ambiguous violatione of agreements are much more difficult to deal with,
first, because the agreements themselves are ambiguous. We know when we
have been attacked, but with violations we can always argue to ourselves
that any specific act is not yet s violation. The Soviets generously will
always help us to go down that road. Second, any imdividual violation is
part of a lengthy process, a sequence of events, none of which is deci-
sive. We can always argue about any individual act, that even if it is a
violation, "techmically" or literally, it doesn”t in itself matter much.
Moreover, in ché strategic field prevailiag dogmas about Mutual Assured
Beaﬁruetion, or MAD, and Minimum Deterrence make it even easier to argue
that it doesn”t matter. According to MAD, it makes no difference whether
an adversary has several times as many mizsiles as we, 5o lopg as he
cannot he sure that a few of our missiles will survive his attack and be
launched against some of his ¢ities. In short, on the MAD dogma there are
no significant violations.

Even before the bardening of dogmas of Mutual Assured Destruction, if
we look back in time, we can find this sort of argument in connectiorm with
a series of treaties involving the United States and other goveruments:
for example, in defense ¢f German violations of the Versailles Treaty, or
East German violations of the Quadripartite Arrangements governing the
division of Germany and of the city of Berlin, or Indian violations of

their agreement on nuclear cooperation with the US goverument, etc.  Take



the first example, the slow accumulation of viclations by the Germans of
the Versailles disarmament clauses in the early 1920s. These were clearly
poted and reported by members of the Allied Control Commission, who were
entrusted with-Qn-thewgreunﬁ inspection. But no government leader wanted
to take any action. S0 long as Germany was judged to be incapable’af
waging war--"with no allies, no Navy, and practically no finance," then
each violation in and of itself was considered wilitarily insignificant.
One British foreign office report reviewing the year of 1921 does admit
that there have been certain "difficulties with the German Government over
the organization of the police. Hidden depots of grms have from time to
time been discovered. The work of control has, upon occasion, been
deliberately obstructed. The "Deutsche Werke” are actually manufacturing
material of potential military value. A German Army handbook recently
appeared to contemplate the use of prohibited weapons and the eventual
resurrection of a National Army.” And so on. Nevertheless, as the
British Ambassador to Berlin explained to ﬁis Foreign Secretary Earl
Curzon, fﬁese instances were "in great part motivated by a genuine desire
to guard against internal disorders and z net unnatural policy of defense
againet external dangers.” The Germans were interested only in defense.
Ho single violation was judged to be important enough to make it the
occasion for a sanctiom or, even in some cases, a complaint.

There are always 8 multitude of reassons for turning a blind eye to
infractiona, but one essential that runs through many examples is the
desire to keep an existing agreement intact, or to keep relations calm, if
not actually pleassnt, inm order to write a new agreement. So the British

persuaded the French not to raise objections; the Allied Control
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Commission for supervising German disarmament was abolished and a much
weaker form of monitoring substituted through the League of Nations. The
three foreign ministers of Germany, France and England either ignored or
suppressed the Commission”s final report sbout Germany’s non—coayi%ance in
order to pave the way for a new disarmament agreement. In fact, Briand
and Stresemann, the French and German ministers respectively, shared the
1926 Nobel Peace Prize. Yet we know today that Streseman was a major
figure in Germany“s rearmament. Seven or eight years later with Hitler's
accession to power, it was too late to do more than protest about German
rearmament. No one suggested giving Hitler a peace prize. By then the
changed balance was clearly connected with the prospect of a war, whose
likelihood was all too palpable.

The most recent quarrel about "is it or is it not a violation?®
concerns the Soviets” Krasnoyarsk Radar. The quarrel centered first on
whether or not the construction of this radar violated the SALT I Treaty.
Gerard C. Smith and Paul Warpke, former arms control negoetiators, thought
not. They implied that ?S accugations were gimply paving the way for US
violations. And they were not alone. Now, however, even among the
origipal SALT negotiators, the comsensus seems to be that this radar does
conatitute a viclation. The Treaty requires that phased array radars of
this sort should be deployed alcgg the periphery of the Soviet Union and
should he oriented outward so that they cannot be used to manage inter-
ceptors in a battle against the penetrating of fense missiles of the other
superpower. The Rrasnoyarsk Radar is located deep inside Central Siberia,

and its coverage extends over a large ares in Siberia and Central Asia.



The quarrel, however, persists. It has shifted to the radar’s mili-
tary significance and here we find the familiar argument that "by jtself”
the viclation is mot important. Arncld Horelick, for example, a well
known Sovietologist and a good friend, says "it is a techmical vioclation,
not tolerable in principle, and should be of great comcern as a threat to
the ABM Treaty. But it poses no strategic threat ipn apd of itself and is
probably at best only a marginal add-on to a bresk-out capability.”
Stephen Meyer, a Sovietologist at MIT, concurs that it is “clearly 2
treaty violation...but it“s cbviously not a sinisier plot to speak out
{f£rom! under the treaty."

And what do the Soviets say? They argue, of course, that the radar
is strictly within the terms of the agreement. Krasnoyarsk has been
designed simply to track objects in space, an innocent (or at least
allowed) purpose. However, it is very poorly located to give the Soviets
any significant additional capability for that innocent purpose. It does
illustrate a point in this game of creep~out. Every military system can
perform more than one function. If the Soviets field a system that pef-
formes a prohibited function, they and some of the tolerant dreamers on our
side usually can cite a legitimate fumctior it might perform (however
badly or however well). On the other hand, when we field a system for a
function that is permitted, not only the Soviets, but many of our chaps
thinrk we shouldn’t because there is some conceivable jillegitimate purpose
to which we might extend the system. (For example, the ABM Treaty pro-~
bibits employing a defense against etrategic missiles; it does not forbid
deployment of a defense against the shorter range ballistic missiles in

the theater. Nonetheless, many of those who have defended the Krasnoyarsk
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radar oppose our deploying or testing defenses against tactical ballistic
misgiles——because they think we might extend ocur defense to one that
works againast ICBMs.)

The Soviets will always produce some justification for their actions,
sometimes wildly implausible--as, for example, their statement that Presi-
dent Amin had invited them into Afghanistan in order to get rid of the
CIA. Sometimes they also come closer to the truth. They do not expect us
necesgarily to believe their lies, in fact some of their more blatant ones
show their contempt for us: Americans will believe almost anythimg--or
at least tolerate the fiction. In the area of arms control, they have
tried to appear more plausible, looking for loopholeas in the agreements
through which they can slip and still be within the letter, if not the
spirit. And Americans have cooperated, since these violations are
occurring in peacetime and no onme can think of an easy means of enforce~
ment., Military means won“t do, and terminating the agreement seems to
surrender hope. A superficial justification makes it possible for us to
ignore the Soviet move; it accustoms us to a continwally changing reality*
What, after all, at this time could the current Soviet ballistic missile
defense system do to stop our reemtry vehicles?

The problem stems not only from ambivalence on the part of negotia-
tors and deciaionmakersa, but alss from the fact that ambiguities are
inherent in most agreements. One of the worst set of agreements in US
bistory concerns the relation between the Soviet Union and the United
States with respect to the occupation of Germany after World War II.
While the physical character of occupation zones was delimited rather

exactly, questions of administrative rights and access from one zone to



another wers often left wvague, or not addressed in the original agree-
ments. All negotiations om the Allied side proceeded on the assumption
that Cermany would always be one economic, political and cultural umit,
even though occupied at firet by three and then, with the addition of
France, four different powers. It was alsc assumed that Berlin would be
jointly occupied and administered under an Allied Control Council, and
would remain the capital of the whole of Germany.

Russia was an ally fighting the Germans when the first agreements
were being negotiated in the year prior to the clese of the war. With the
Americans it was partly trustful naivete, and & natural tendency to iden-
tify co-belligerents as allies or even friends; with the British it was
partly a code of gentlemanly behavior, a sense of the limits of their
waning power and the need to rely on the US, that permitted acquiescence
to many of $talin”s demands. Stsalin”s demands were uncluttered by such
complexities. Among our military the arrangements depended in part on
collegial relations, like those between Marshal zhuko; and ﬁene?al Clay.
The Frenc;, who came into the negotiations later, were concerned about the
¥rench. They were terrified of German resurgence. Germany, understand-
ably, had few friends at that time and the American Joint Chiefs insisted
that the lines dividing the zones in Germany should not be negotiated
before the end of the war and that the dividing lipes should be drawn
where the Allied armies stopped. President Roosevelt, himself, preferred
to postpone discussion of any post-war settlements until victory had been
won.

As a consequence, on the subject of access to Berlin by the Western

powers, there was nothing put in writing by the end of the war. GCeneral
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Clay had Marshal Zhukov’s word that there would, of course, be no problem.
Yet Soviet restrictions on access to Berlin and between East and West
Germany started immediately on conclusion of the war. For example, in
response to Allied requests for access to Berlin via three rail lines, two
highways, and two air lanes, Marshal Zhukov informed General Clay that he
felt that ons rail lipne, one highway and one air lane ought to be enough.
Fortunately, the pilots who had to fly into Berlin, frequently under
conditions of poor visibility, insisted on having three air lanes between
Berlin and Hannover, Hamburg and Frankfurt simply for reasons of air
safety. And General Clay, by asking for six lanes, managed to get an air
corridor agreement for these three lanes put down in black and white in
November of 1945. This was a safety provision, however, not a political
move in & struggle for power.

Signals of the violations of an nndergtaading usually start at an
almost inaudible level. They are hard to hear against the noise of day-
to-day tensions. In the case of the Berlin Blockade, the background noise
was provided by a debate in Washington between those who still clupg to
President Roosevelt”s hope that the US could work harmopicusly with the
Soviets and those who regarded Berlin as a purely military problem and
believed that we should withdraw because Berlin could pot be defended
againat the much larger Russian groumd forces. In addition, those con-
cerned about Germany s future were eagagéd in a debate about currency
reform for the whole of Germany to stem the rising inflation. France and
Rugssia were opposed to the Bizonia recommendation {Bizonia was the name
then used for the two American amd British zonmes) to issue a new curremcy

and to cancel Germany s national debt.



For those on the spot in Berlin, like General Clay, Ambassador Murphy
and their Intelligence officers, the Ruasians gave the U5 "plenty of
warning about the‘BetIin tlockade.” Both Clay and Murphy had been urging
a currency refor% since mid~1946 but knew that they could expect trouble
if they proceeded to institute it in Bizonia alone, and did so without
Russian cooperation. The Russians, they feared, would take some counter-
action. (They did not worry about French counteraction.) But the
Bussians in the Allied Control Council would not agree te the currency
reform and walked out im March of 1948. Three months pricr to their
walkout they had begun to test the will of the Western powers to stgy in
Berlin. At first they were siwmply harassing actions, delays of tramsport,
or boarding of military trains in an attempt to examine passengers, which
wag routinely refused by the Weatern commanders. The first signal of the
blockade was very small indeed. The Russian military governor informed
General Clay that the highway to Berlin would be closed for repairs until
further notice, and he placed a wooden pole across the road at Helmstedt, 5
the poiﬁt shereithe highway from West Germany meets the Eastern border.

Two Mongolian soldiers stood on guard. The Mayor of Berlin thought the

Russians were bluffing and advised taking the pole down. Washington

disagreed.

From this emall beginning there came a mwounting series of Soviet
actions to delay and obstruct and finally cut off all rail, autobahn and
canal traffic., At each point the Rusaians gave reasons which, taken alone
looked not totally implausible. There were road repairs, Ytechnical
difficulties,” and the Allies” creation of "economic disorders in the

Soviet zone."™ VWhen the Russians cut off the Berlin central electric
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switch control station located in their gector, it was because of a
"shortage of coal.” Cumulatively, the explanations were hard to believe.
At last, with a total blockade of all land and water routes, the United
States wag prepared to counsider this a hostile act. Not that thexe had
not been local protests by our representatives. A number of notes
travelled between General Clay aund the Ruseian Marshal. But no one wanted
to use force. For in the background was the painful memory of the recent
great war, and the almost universal assumption that any armed confronta-
tion would escalate to “general hostilities™ or as the Joint Chiefs put
it, "global conflict." And that meant we would have to use our nuclear
weapons. Obviously not the solution to a traffic problem.

In the beginning one could argue that cutting off one highway for
road repairs was not a viclation. But then how about an alternate route?
We did bring up this question, but the Soviets had a ready answer, The
Allies, they felt, were interested in an answer to this question alome,
whereas they had other related questions which were impertant for them.
It was impossible to provide alternate routes as long as the West was
creating internal disorders in the 3oviet zone through its curreancy
reform,

General Clay decided in April of 1948 to test whether or not the
Soviets were bluffing--he sent a military train to Berlin to test the
order forbidding allied military trains to enter the Soviet sector unless
first inspected by the Russians. The Russians simply shunted the train
off the main line by electrical switching to a siding. There "it remained
for a few days until it withdrew," General Clay confessed, "rather

ignominiously.”™ The train crew would have been able to turn the switch,
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“provided there was no Russian interference.” But General Clay assumed -
the Rugsians “meant business."” As Dean Acheson put it, then the question
would have been who would shoot first and what would have been the
response to the ;hoatinga In April, General Clay, Acheson thought wisely, P
did not attempt to find out. He tested no further,

The Berlin airlift was the solution, a defensive measure which had E
ample legitimate backing in the Air Corridor Agreement., I have the feel- ‘
ing on rereading some of the early texts that the existence of this
agreement made the airlift response acceptable to many who originally
would have preferred to withdraw, George Kennan, for example, refers to
our "right” to use the air corridors, but suggests that we had no right to
access by road, rail or barge, At any rate we had no written documents to
prove our rights. We were not deterred by the prospect that the Russians
might initiate an air attack on our planes. According to Dean Acheson,
that would have "brought a devastating response.” But the respomge that
the US actually had in mind was not exactly devastating: it was outlined
on Octobe; 1, by the Policy Planning Staff--in such an event, "the US
should immediately demsnd an explanation frow the Government of the USSR
and should include in its communication a warnipg that the US may be
forced to adopt defeneive weagures to protect US planes against such
acts.”

For the Russians the fact that the legitimacy of the airlift was
based on written documents probably was not crucial. They expected it to

fail. Fortunately the airlift--which conferred costs om us rather than

the Russiana--was not our only leverage.
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At the beginning of the full blockade on June 24, 1948, Generals Clay
znd Robertson instituted a counter-blockade. West Berlin atopped all
shipments into the Soviet zone. Next on July 8, the Western zones stopped
deliveries of reparations to the Soviet Union, and then on September 13,
the American and British zones suspended shipments to the Soviet zone of
8ll goods which they produced. That imposed costs on the Soviets since
the Soviet zonme, now East Germany, depended for its manufactured goods on
these shipments, and the Soviets began to feel the effects of the counter~
blockade. The first hints of a change in the Soviet attitude began in
January 1949--as usual, not directly, but through a newspaper man.
Kingsbury-Smith, Buropean Cenersl Manager of the Hearst International News
Service, submitted four questions to Stalim: the fourth question was
Twould the USSE be willing to remove restrictions on traffic to Berlin if
the US, Britaio, and France agreed not to establish & separate Western
state pending a Council of Foreign ministries meeting, to discuss the
German problem ss a whole?" Stalin answered that it would, upon
acceptance by the allies of the condition stated in the question and upon

their removing their counter-restrictions against traffic te the Soviet

zone {my emphasis). This opening blossomed into negotiations between the
two UN representatives, Philip Jessup and Jscob Malik, who began talking
in March and arranged the termination of the blockade in May.

The airlift itself had, of course, been an samazing demonstration of
ingenuity and high morale on the part of all participants and by January
even the most skeptical observers had begun to feel confident that the
West could wait out Soviet truculence. But we know that the Soviets are

very hard to outwait. Is it possible that Stalin might have continued to
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stall, if the counter-blockade had not begun to hurt him more than the
blockade was hurting the Allies? BStopping traffic to the Soviet Zone,
unlike the ai:lift, was'not purely defensive, it was a coumter-action
matching the Soviet action and causing corresponding pain,

In the case of the Berliom Wall the background noise not only ‘
distorted the Intelligemce picture, it made it very likely that the Allies
would be caught by surprise. Khrushchev had been threatening for some
time to make a3 Beparate peace treaty with East Germany and to make Berlin
into a "free city." Hise latest blast on August 7th, on the occasion of
the happy landing of the Soviet Cosmonaut Titov, referred to a Soviet
- superbomb that could reduce all of Cermany to dust. He wanted to incor-
porate the city of Berlin into the East German state, and to paralyze the
Allies with fear. The Ulbricht regime in East Germany was only too happy
to cooperate in his various bharsesing actions. The Allies were prepared,
therefore, for the sealing off of all Rerlin from the West in a repeat of
the 1948 gituation. But not for what happened--the division of the city.

Grea; Britain and the United States had been careful as the harasa~-
ment began to make sure that they would make no response which would
amount to recognizing the Ulbricht regime. On February 3, six months
before the Wall, for example, the Ulbricht government announced that the
Allied military missione in Potsdam would now be accredited to the German
Democratic Republic rather than to the Soviet Union and declared invalid
the old passes issued by the Soviets which permitted access to the Soviet
Zone. The missions had been established originally to facilitate commni-

cations among the four powers. The Soviets had similar cutposts in Frank-

furt, Bad Ssalzuflen, and Baden Baden. They had become by 1961 primarily
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an agreed means for gathering mutual intelligence. We have been reminded
recently of how dangerous and difficult the Soviets make this job for the
West, by the recent murder of Major Nicholson. In 1961 Ulbricht”s attempt
to make his government the source of passes was not only a move for
de facto recogunition of East Germany by the West, but may have bee; also
an attempt to further cut off Allied intelligence which might reveal their
preparations for erecting the wall., To counter the move toward recogpoi-~
tion, the United States objected immediately and threatened to close the
Soviet misdion. The French on February 25, restricted the Soviet mission
in Baden Baden to its headquarters and the British followed suit two veeks
later. Fipnally on March 14, the East German passes were withdrawn.
Harrassment, however, was primarily directed against East Berliners
and those West Berliners who daily croesed over into the Eastern zone to
work. Since 1945, East Germany had suffered a loss of over two million of
its population to the Weat and the flow of refugees had been increasing
enormously in the two months of June and July. Col. David Goodwin, who
was head ;f G-2 in Berlin, was aware that the economy of the East would
"not continue to be viable"™ at the current rate of exodus, particularly
since the East was losing much of its younger working class. BHe and the
other members of the Berlin Watch Committee, who had the task of watching
especially for any sign of hostile military action, were expecting some
action to reduce the refugee flow, but were puzzled about what that action
would be and when it would occur. There were apparently three reports
that said a wall might be erected to divide the c¢ity, but the Watch
Committee judged them unreliable. The consensus was that a wall acrose

the city was impracticable and the least likely optiomn. The CIA station
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chief said it would mean "political suicide” for Ulbricht; the closure
would mest probably be at the border between East Germany and East Berlin
which would effectively eliminate the Berlin escape hatch without dis-
turbing the four power status of the city.

some tow argue that Intelligence should have known about the closure
hecause of the large amounts'ef barbed wire, cement and other materials
that were brought in. But it was not so easy. Col. von Pawel, Chief of
the American Mission in Potsdam, has pointed out that "the very large
‘areas of the Zone restricted to us...by the Soviets denied us access ta
well over one~half the Zone...S58D tails were with us most of the
;ime...when we thought they were not, we usually were wrong." In any
case, even if discovered, all that material might have been seen as
destined for use at the East German border rather than to divide the city.
Col. von Pawel was one of the few who argued that the East Germans might
put a wall through the middle of the city. He noted that if they sealed
off the entire city East Germans and Westerners would continue commuting
between f;sa and East Berlin, and that if a wall dividing the city seemed
the least likely optiom, "then," he said, "that is where I place my bet
because we ve never outguessed the Soviets before."

The majority opinion in the Intelligence community, however, fitted
very well with Washington“s predisposition, and also with London”s and
Paris“s. On the night of August [2-13, when the first barbed wire was
being put in place and the alarms were being sounded, most heads of State
were on vacation. When they were assured that access to West Berlin was
not affected for the allied powers, as they had feared, they decided not

to respond. The pete of protest prepared by the Western Commandants in
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Berlin to the Soviet Commandant was not delivered until August 153, and the
note from the United States to the Soviet Union not until August 17--
already too late to take action to remove the Wall.

Our officers stationed in Berlin viewed the erected wall differently
from £hosg in Washington. They knew better how it dashed hopes of the East
Berlipers, and bow this in turn wmade more likely the ultimate loss of both
West and East Germany to the Soviets, The staff of Mimister Alan Lightner,
who represented the State Department in Berlim, clearly favored taking
immediate countermeasures, even though nothing bad been planned in advance
for such a contingency. As one of his staff, Richard Boehm, wrote later,

«++ we did not share Washington”s analysis of Soviet intentions. We

thought they were testing us but were not willing to risk seseing that

testing turm into anything really dangerous...l still think so... The

Soviets proceeded very cautiously and piecemeal, or at least, one

step at a time, as if to pull in their horms, which they almost

invariably did on those rare occasions when Washingtoa stood up, or
when we in Berlin took actions on our own initiative.

The State Department at home was more timid., The refugee flow had

embarrassed us as well as the Soviets. The refugee centers in the Western
zones were not equipped to handle an exodus that was averaging 2,000 a
week and bad risem to close to 5,000 a week juét before the closure.
Some, therefore, greeted the Wall with relief, and described it as a
victory for the US. It only showed, they said, how the Soviet ecomomic
and social menagement had failed. Instead of fearing the loss of &ll of
Germany to the Soviets, the State Department shered the Soviets” fesr of
another East German uprising against Soviet control at least "at that
time.” The State Department summed up its position in g cable of July 22,
1961 to the US Mission in Berlim:

Like Soviets US is faced with dilemma on East Germany. While we

would like see unrest there cause Soviets to slacken pressure in
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Berlin, we would not like revolt gt this time. Nor would US like see
drastic measures taken halt refugee flow, particularly since this
might only fan flames in East Germany.

Soviet and GDR lea&ers seem to be creating enough difficulties for
themselves in East Germany, without US tsking a hand. We plam,
therefore, do nothing at this time which would exacerbate situation.

H

In event of German uprising, US course of action would be decided in

light of circumstances st the time.

The Western Three and the West Germans had all discussed at length
what sorts of economic countermeasures to take if Westerm access to West
Berlin were denied. These ranged from a gradual tightening to a full
embargo of East~West trade. Access to East Berlin was not considered
"vital," though it was considered proper to protest diplomatically against
the cutdff. The main reason for paralysis when it actually happened was
again a fear of gemeral hostilities, again predictions of escalation to
nuclear conflict, and this time the United States no longer had a monopoly
of nuclear power. The planning to increase conventional forces im Burope
in order to become less dependent on nuclear power had just begum under
former Secretary Acheson, but in August 1961 the relative strength of
Soviet conventional forces wae overwhelming,

American intelligenmce was clear that our acceptance of the Wall meant
a victory, not a failure, for the Soviets, To quote from an INR note of
August 18, 1961:

By taking actiom under cover of publicity on the refugee movement,

the bloc camouflages the vital element of its move-~—the change in

status of East Berlin. This change is to be accomplished by a show
of force which the Western Allies are expected to protest but also to
learn to live with. The Soviet maneuver is thus well calculated to
achieve two important Moscow aims: an end to the refugee flow and
replacement of four-power responsibility by East German control over

East Berlin. To the extent that the maneuver is not successfully

challenged, it strengthens Moscow”s hand vis—a~-vis the West on the
Berlin question.

18
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To sum up, I won“t go back to the inconspiguous start of the Soviet
erosion of our position in Berlin with the fragile pole across the road
near Helmstedt in 1943.. Rather, my purpose is to make a few general
obgervations about Soviet strategies for changing the world in their
favor, slowly and patiently and at small risk. ‘

Soviet strategy is designed to begin in s small way which they think
we¢ may not notice or may ignore. Moreover, though it may plainly be a
violation of our understanding they may give it some color of legitimacy,
a facsde~-even though a very transparent ome. {They do this even in the
case of a surprise attack. When they invaded Finland, it was advertised
a8 & counterattack to an invasion by the aggressive Finns. When they
invaded Afghanistan they wrote themselves & message from President Amin

invitiog the invasion in response to US intervention.) It is easier when

they put up & barrier on the road leading'frem West Germany to Berlin

‘through East Germany. The road was in need of repairs. Then there were

"rachnical difficulties.”

The second point to be observed is that the Soviets may not expect
this cover of legitimacy to be believed. It is pot s¢ wmuch intended to
deceive us as to give us an opportunity to deceive ourselves or to save
face.

Third, these small actions are both a probe tc test our response and
a means of training us. They begin to accustom us t¢o a new reality. A
reality for the future.

Fourth, if we don"t respond the Soviets are likely to maintain the
gains they have made, waiting to go further at some later date, or they

may probe further without delay. If we do not respond, the situation will
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not return to the previous norm. And the Soviets when the time is right
push further. This situation is therefore not stable in the rigorous
sense. As Nathan Leites, one of the most perceptive observers of the
Soviets, has pointed out, the Soviets are themselves very conscious that
some pmall adverse changes might start an avalanche unfavorable to them-
selves, but they don”t mind starting avalanches--glow or fast--om our side
of the hill,

Americans and other Westerniers preoccupied with "crisis stability™ inm
the recent fashionably muddled meaning are reluctant to respond to small
provocations even in a small way. They don”t want to stir up a supposedly
parancid Soviet bear. Théy like to reassure the bear that we are not
aggressive, that there may be some misunderstanding. Some of my own good
friends in the McNamara administration of the Defense Department gave
credence to the theory of the psychologist Charles Osgood that the way to
respond to Soviet advances is not in kind but to move back and to aveid
provocations on our side to encourage the Soviets gradually to recipro-
cate, I‘; afraid this hasn”t worked.

Our own counter~strategy, first of all, must be to take these small
changes seriously, even when they seem trivial. Some have been almost
comic, like cutting off the lags of the chairs of the American delegates
to the Koreap armistice talks, so that the Americans were lower tham the
Roreans at thé table. It is important to make proportionate counter-
moves, sometimes to offset the oppotent”s gaims, or to induce him to
withdraw. Here intelligence of ficers are expected to give perspective on

whether the violation is a signal of continuing erosion or of one big

breakout, and they are expected to predict how the Soviets will behave if
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s we undertake certain counter-moves. Our decisionmakers want to be teld
what all thie wmesns for the long run future. But they may not want to be

disturbed.

The craft of intelligence is absolutely indispenosable. But-~like

coal mining or skydiving--hazardous. All I can say is--lots of Iluck.
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"WHAT IS AT ISSUE HERE IS WHETHER OUR FORCES
SHOULD BE AUGMENTED BEYOND WHAT | AM RECOM—
MENDING IN AN ATTEMPT TO ACHIEVE A CAPABILITY |
TO START A THERMONUCLEAR WAR IN WHICH THE
RESULTING DAMAGE TO OURSELVES AND OUR ALLIES
COULD BE CONSIDERED ACCEPTABLE ON SOME

REASONABLE DEFINITION OF THE TERM."
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE McNAMARA

TO PRESIDENT KENNEDY
November 21, 1962
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LIMITING DAMAGE AND
. BINOMIAL PROBABILITIES

I T

THE FACT THAT DEFENSE CAN EASILY BE OF SOME USE BUT IS VERY UNLIKELY T0 BE
SC PERFECT IN ITS EFFECT AS TO MAKE THE PARTY DEFENDED EXCESSIVELY AGGRESSIVE 1S
RELATED TO SOME RATHER BASIC ARITHMETIC OF OFFENSE AND DEFENSE IN THE NUCLEAR AGE.
DEFENSE 1S QUITE LIKELY TO BE USEFUL IF UNDERTAKEN INTELLIGENTLY, BuUT ITS USE
WILL BE LIMITED. THE REASON FOR THIS IS THAT AGAINST A NUCLEAR ATTACK THE
BINOMIAL PROBABILITIES WORK TO MAKE THE LIMITING OF DAMAGE LESS THAN COMPLETE
WITH A HIGH CONFIDENCE. ON THE OTHER HAND THEY WORK AGAINST THE OFFENSE, IF IT
IS TRYING TO ﬁﬂ A NEARLY COMPLETE JOB. TO DEFEND ALL THE TARGETS ATTACKED WITH
HIGH CONFIDENCE IS EXTREMELY HARD, To DESTROY ALL OF A LARGE NUMBER OF DEFENDED
TARGETS 1S ALSO VERY HARD. [T 1S NO LUCKY ACCIDENT THEN THAT REASONABLE CALCU-

LATIONS SHOW THAT DEFENSE CAN BE USEFUL. BUT MUCH MORE LIMITED THAN THE DEFENSE
ENTHUSTASTS USED TO CLAIM; AND SO, HARDLY LIKELY TO INDICATE THAT WE ARE RARING
TO GET INTO A NUCLEAR WAR, OR IF WE TAKE CARE TO PROTECT OUR DETERRENT, TG PRO-
VOKE AN ENEMY IKRTO INCURRING SEVERE DAMAGE TO HIMSELF, IN THE FEAR THAT SIMPLY
BECAUSE WE CAN GET AWAY WITH 40 OR 50 MILLION CASUALTIES, WE MIGHT ATTACK HIM,

ALBESI HQHLSTETTER
2 NoveMBER 1965




THE EXPECTED—VALUE APPROACH

TO WAR PLANS

SIOP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

'~ SINGLE—VALUE, EXPECTED—QUTCOME
—  HIGH ASSURANCE OF MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT
= “PLAN MUST REMAIN AS STATIC AS POSSIBLE"

~ MEAN VALUE OF OPERATIONAL TESTS BEST ESTIMATES
FROM MODELS

—  “QUESTIONABLE WHEN APPLIED IN A SCENARIO
BOUNDED BY A LIMITED NUMBER OF EVENTS"

COL. RICHARD L WALKER
.. STRATEGIC TARGET PLANNING .
1983
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PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS

", .. IN CASES WHERE ACTIONS ARE NOT REPEATED ON A MULTIPLE l
BASIS AND ARE AIMED AT PERFORMANCE OF VITALLY IMPORTANT
MISSIONS, IT IS INADEQUATE TO UTILIZE AVERAGE RESULTS FOR A |
COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF VARIANTS. 1T IS NECESSARY TO
? GUARANTEE MISSION EXECUTION. THEN, FOR EXAMPLE, IN CALCUL -
. ATING THE REQUISITE COMPOSITION OF WEAPONS ONE SPECIFIES

PROBABILITY OF OBTAINING RESULTS NOT BELOW A SPECIFIC LEVEL
AND SELECTS THAT VARIANT OF WEAPON COMPOSITION (TYPE AND
NUMBER) WHICH WILL ENSURE FULFILUMENT OF THIS CONDITION
WITH MINIMUM QUTLAYS (OF COURSE IF SUCH A PROBLEM IS CON—
SIDERED 1N PLANNING WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT). DETERMINATION
OF GUARANTEED PROBABILITY OF MISSION EXECUTION IS ONE OF |
THE METHODS OF SUBSTANTIATING A DECISION WITH UNCERTAINTY. . ."
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PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS AND
THE CORRELATION OF FORCES

3

FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF CONDUCTING MANEUVERS AND EXERCISES, WITH CONSIDERATION
OF THE EXPERIENCE OF PAST WARS, THE DEPENDENCE OF THE PROBADILITY OF MISSION
ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE SIDES' CORRELATION OF FORCES CAN BE DEDUCED FOR VARIQUS
CONDITIONS OF CONDUCTING COMDAT OPERATIONS,

IN THE GRAPHIC (FIGURE 25) Kaap IS THE MINIMALLY ATTAINABLE VvALUE K IN
WHICH THE PROBABILITY OF MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT 1S NO LESS THAN THC ASSIGNED,

>
THAT 15 PB > PDOP

ol
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- K

FIGURE 25, A GRAPIIIC OF TIE DEPENDENCE OF THE PROBABILITY OF MISSION AC-
COMPLISHMENT ON 'THE SIDES' CORRELATION OF FORCLS AND MEANS FOR VAR 1DUS
CONDITIONS,
K. V. TARAKAHOV, MATHIEMATICS AND
ARMED coMBAT, 1974, e, 306/,
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NEXT STEPS:

ASSESSMENT OF TARGETING STYLES

® HOW TARGETS SELECTED

— DBETERRENCE = MAD VS. OPPOSING POLITICAL/MILITARY POWER
"ACHILLES HEEL"/CRITICAL NODE VS. CONGRIEVE

® HOW TARGETS GROUPED
— HOMOGENEQOUS VS, INTERDEPENDENT SUBSETS

® HOW WEAPONS ASSIGNEDVALLOCATED
— CROSS—TARGETING

® HOw OPTIONS GROUPED

HOW RESULTS ASSESSED
—  PHYSICAL VS. MILITARY EFFECTS
— COLLATERAL DAMAGE (LOCAL AND GLOBAL) VS. DUAL CRITERION
— EXPECTED DAMAGE VS. CONFIBENCE IN QOUTCOME

i ey iy s
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IS THE DEFENSE OF THE US. VITAL
TO THE DEFENSE OF NATO?

— IS US. REINFORCEMENT ESSENTIAL TO

NATO'S DEFENSE?

— WILL THE SOVIETS TRY TO PREVENT
US. REINFORCEMENT?

—  WHAT CONUS TARGETS ARE CRITICAL
TO U.S. REINFORCEMENT?




CONUS TARGET SETS CRITICAL TO NATO
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' SERIOUSNESS IN ARMS CONTROL
~ AND
BIG MISSILES

" .. WHAT DOES SERIDUINESS IN ARNS CONTROL MEAIN? |
 ACCORDING TO [THE ADMISTRATION'S CRITICE) SERICQUENESS 1S TO
EE FOUMD ON THE SIDE OF THE BIG GLIIS — — OF, B4 THIS CAZE, THE BIG
MISSILES.

CEMAF D TUO HUCH BESTRAINT ON THE PART OF THE SOVIETS. . .

AP0 YOU £0E MNOT SERICUS.

HOLD QLT FOR Al AGEEEMEMT WORTHY OF QUR CIHILDFER'S
CESPECT {#HD vATH SOME CHARMCE OF PROTECTING THEIR SAFETY AND
LIBERTY)

AlFD V) ANE NOT SERICLSS.

SCAIGUIMESS FESIDES WITH THOSE WHO DOR'T WONRT TOO FHUCH

ABC;UT THE TEFR 15 GF AR AGREEREHT AS LOWG AS SOMETHING GETS SIGHED .

HMOT S VIEW."
RICHARD FEALE
COMMITTEE FOR THE FIREE WORLD
19 ARCH 1985
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IMPERFECT ARMS AGREEMENTS

*
-

WHERE ARE WE SAFER

1

IMPERFECT AGREEMENTS AND NO DEFENSES?

IMPERFECT DEFENSES AND NO AGREEMENTS?

BOTH?
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ARE WE SAFER WITH ..

SALT/ABM TREATY OR IMPERFECT DEFENSES?
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ARE WE SAFER WITH ...

START AND IMPERFECT DEFENSES?

EXFPECTED NQO. SOVIET Rvs
(Thousanas)
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SOVIET MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

— AVERTED LOSSES = DAMAGE WITH DEFENSES
DAMAGE WITHOUT DEFENSES

m
2
i

SP m
S n@) %3
[

i == index of weapon types

m = no. of weapon types

n no. of weapons type i

Q= ‘nuclear potential' = lethal area of weapon

P; = probability of anticipating/preempting

— COEFFICIENT OF STRIKE PREVENTION




‘'HOSTAGE UNTO FORTUNE’

BuT BEFORE WE LEAVE THE FLYING BOMB, WE SHOULD REMARK ITS TECHNICAL
EXCELLENCE AS A WEAPON. ITS SIMPLE CONSTRUCTION MADE IT CHEAP TO PRODUCE, AND
IT WAS DESIGNED TO EXPLOIT THE EXTRAORDINARILY FAYOURABLE SITUATION IN WHICH THE
GERMANS FOUND THEMSELVES, ABLE TO SHOOT AT SUCLH A GREAT TARGET AS LONDON FROM AN
ENTIRE 90° ARC RUNNING FROM EAST TO SOUTH, THE BOMB WAS HARD TO SHOOT DOWN, AND
IF WE HAD NOT HAD SO MUCH PRIOR WARNING OUR DEFENCES WOULD HAVE FARED POORLY. As
IT WAS, AN ANLYSIS GF THE ECONOMICS OF THE CAMPAIGN SHOWED A LARGE BALANCE IN THE
GERMAN FAVOUR: THE COST OF OUR COUNTERMEASURES, ESPECIALLY IN BOMBING THE SITES,
EXCEEDED THE ESTIMATED COST OF THE CAMPAIGN TO THE GERMANS. BUT THE FACT was
THAT WE STARTED FROM A POTENTIALLY DISASTROUS POSITION GEOGRAPHICALLY, WITH
LONDON A GREAT ‘HOSTAGE UNTO FORTUNE' AT THE FOCUS AND MERCY OF THE GREAT FRENCH
" COASTAL ARC; AND THE BALANCE ON WHICH JUDGEMENT MUST BE PASSED 1S NOT BETWEEN
BRITISH AND GERMAN EXPENDITURE BUT BETWEEN OUR EXPENDITURE ON COUNTERMEASURES
AND THE DAMAGE THAT WOULD HAVE ENSUED IN LIVES, MATERIAL AND MORALE IF THOSE

COUNTERMEASURES HAD NOT BEEN UNDERTAKEN.
R, V. JonEs
THE Wizarp WAR: BRiTISH SCIENTIFIC

* INTELLIGENCE, 1939 - 1845
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“"THE MORE SUCCESSFUL ONE CAN BE IN
GENEVA IN REDUCING OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR
WEAPONS IN EAST AND WEST TH‘E MORE
SUPERFLUOUS IT COULD BE TO DEPLOY

SPACE—BASED WEAPONS."

r * CHANCELLOR HELMUT KOHL
NYT, 3/28/85, P.43.
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ALTERNATIVE ARMS AGREEMENTS
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ALTERNATIVEE ARMS AGRELMENTS
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ALTERNATIVE ARMS AGREEMENTS
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ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS
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ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS

MO ARMS ACREEMENTS
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ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS
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ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS

HGO ARPMS AGREEMENTS
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ALTERNATIVE 1S BMD QP HONS

START

0} T T T T T 1 T T T T T T T T
6T 4 B 8 0 17 14 6 18
{Thousands)
NO. AFRIVING SOVIET wiAFOML
+  50% o 25% A 12.5% R T 3¢




ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS
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ALTERNATIVE US BMD OPTIONS
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ALTERMATIVE US BMD OPTIONS
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AREA AT RISK [SALT 1996=100]

ARE WE SAFER WITH ...

SOVIET FAST-BURN BOGSTERS?
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ARE WE SAFER WITH

0 START AND SOVIET FAST-BURN BOQSTERS?
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A
® /PRESIDENT REGAN'S CHALLENGE TO THE
CONVENTIONAL WISDOM

~ “THE HISTORICALLY AMAZING THEORY THAT VULNERA—
BILITY CONTRIBUTED TO PEACE AND INVULNERABILITY
CONTRIBUTED TO THE RISKS OF WAR™
HENRY KISSINGER
ATLANTIC INSTITUTE, 1979,

— "WHAT ALL THIS LEFT UNEXAMINED WAS THE VALIDITY
OF THE REASONING THAT LED TO THE [ABM] TREATY IN
THE FIRST PLACE. AND THIS SILENCE IS AN INTERESTING
REFLECTION OF THE IMPACT OF CONVENTIONAL WISDOM_
HENRY KISSINGER 1982.

—  "HOW WILL WE MEASURE PROGRESS?"
- HENRY KISSINGER, 1984,
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DEFENSES NEED NOT BE PERFECT TO. BE EFFECTIVE
SOME IMPERFECT DEFENSES
— SAFER THAN IMPERFECT ARMS AGREEMENTS

— CAN DO WHAT AGREEMENTS CANNOT:
= NO CONFIDENCE IN SOVIET WAR PLANS
= '‘NO RETURN ON SOVIET INVESTMENTS

— NO CONFIDENCE + NO RETURN = NO WAR

-




THE SOVIET BOMBER PROGRAM

- .

— "THE COST OF CONSTANTLY UPDATING OUR BOMBER FORCE WAS
IMMENSE . .. WE NEEDED TO HAVE SOME MEANS MORE RELIABLE

THAN BOMBERS OR DELIVERING OUR BOMBS TO THEIR TARGETS."
N. KHRUSHCHEV, 1974.

G
{oR

o TR VT b
SRR L R

"LONG—RANGE BOMBERS . . . HAVE BECOME ESPECIALLY VULNER—
ABLE ... WiLL GFTEN BE FORCED TO BE IN AN AIR BEFENSE ZONE
FOR EXTENDED PERIODS OF TIME, WHICH SERIOUSLY COMPLICATES
THEIR CARRYING OUT COMBAT OPERATIONS.

CONSEQUENTLY, THE MISSIONS Of BESTRUCTION OF TARGETS
DEEP IN THE ENEMY'S TERRITORY WILL BE EXECUTED MORE RELIABLY
BY THE STRATEGIC ROCKET TROOPS . ..

THE STRATEGIC BOMBER AIRCRAFT CANNOT REGAIN ITS LOST
IMPORTANCE."
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MARSHAL V.D. SOKOLOVSKIY, 1975
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SOVIET BOMBERS vs US DEFENSES '55-60

“We needed more reliable means.”
5 .

NOC., SOVIET BOMBERS REQ'D
(Thousonds)
L
L

0 20 10 60 80 100

US DCFENSE CFFECTIVENESS :
0 T15=10%T CONF =957 + TS5=50%T CONF=50%

b
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NQ., US INTERCEPTORS REQD
(Thousaonas)

40

SOVIET WAR PLANS vs US SDI

Weapons Req'd to Save/Defeal Plans
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NO. US INTERCEPTORS RzZQ'D
(Thousands)
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US DEFENSE "REQUIREMENTS"

Traditional US View
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WHOSE MARGIN? DEFENDER
OR ATTACKER?

CAN THE SOVIETS BUY BACK

CONFIDENCE IN THEIR WAR PLANS?
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@ REQUIREMENTS FOR AN EFFECTIVE DEFENSE

— AT A MINIMUM, BE ABLE TO DESTROY A SUFFICIENT PORTION OF AN AGGRESSOR'S
ATTACKING FORCES TO DENY HiM CONFIDENCE iN THE OUTCOME OF AN ATTACK
OR DENY AN AGGRESSOR THE ABILITY TO DESTROY A MILITARILY SIGNIFICANT
PORTION OF THE TARGET BASE HE WISHES TO ATTACK.”

— “ANY EFFECTIVE DEFENSIVE SYSTEM MUST, OF COURSE, BE SURVIVABLE AND
COST—EFFECTIVE.™

— "THE DEFENSIVE SYSTEM MUST BE ABLE TO MAINTAIN ITS EFFECTIVENESS AGAINST
THE OFFENSE AT LESS COST THANIT WOULD TAKE TO DEVELOP OFFENSIVE
COUNTERMEASURES AN PROLIFERATE THE BALLISTIC MISSILES NECESSARY TO

OVERCOME IT."
Tl RESIDENT'S STRATEGIC DEFENSE

INITIATIVE, JANUARY 1985.




10,000 WEAPONS VS. 1 TARGET?

—~ "LET US CONSIDER THE CASE OF A THREE—"LAYER"

" SBAMS (SPACE—BASED ANTI—MISSILE SYSTEM), WITH
THE OPERATIONAL RELIABILITY OF EACH OF THEM
EQUAL TO 90 PER CENT. IN THE LAUNCH OF 1,000
ICBM 100 MISSILES PASS THE FIRST LAYER INTACT
(LET US ASSUME THAT EACH CARRIES 10 WARHEADS).
SO EVEN AFTER PASSING THE TWO SUBSEQUENT
LAYERS AT LEAST 10 WARHEADS WILL BE ABLE TO
CLOSE IN ON THE TARGET."

COMMITTEE OF SOVIET SCIENTISTS, 1984




PROBABILITY OF FAILURE
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MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND RISK

SSPK = 1.0 REL = 1.0

0 0.5

PROBABILITY OF HITTING TARGET
o W/T=1 +OW/T=2 T8 W/T=4 4 W/T=10
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Executive Summary

The most dangerous threat in the unstable Persisn Gulf region comes
from the Soviets. They have always had strong interests there beyond its
oil: its access to the warm water and its location in the defense of
their southern border. In spite of demand and supply responses to higher
0oil prices in recent years, the West as a whole will continue to depend on
Gulf oil for a long time., Our vulnerability remains real and direct
benefits to the Soviets are potentially quite high. The revenues from
Gulf oil exports were about $100 billion even at the depressed 1983 level.
Furthermore, they are projected to increase to $300-500 billion per year
in the 1990s.* Soviet control of the oil and its revenues would alter
completely the Western Alliance as we know it. They could allocate sup~
plies and threaten disruptions with a design to tear the Alliance apart by
exploiting differences in members” dependence and wulnerability.

The West is curreatly ill-prepared for a military response to this
threat. Yet, such a readiness could do the wost to deter and counter it,
In general, our major allies have shown great reluctance in contributing
directly to the conventional defense of the Gulf, Some policymakers in
the United States, as well as in allied countries, feel that the Wast
6imply cannot do enough, short of World War III, to counter a Soviet
invasion in the Gulf, and argue wishfully that the Soviet fear that we
might somehow start World War III would be sufficient to deter them.
However, as the Western view of nuclear weapons is becoming apocalyptic,

the possibility that we would do so has become increasingly incredible.

*Private communication with John Weyant, Stanford University, June 1984,
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This study shows that the West, with considered and feasible efforts, can
make the price of Soviet attempts to contrel the Gulfs oil inordinately

high and the attaioment of their military goal greatly uncertainm.

Scope of Study and Approach

This report deals with force requirements in countering a Soviet con-
ventional invagion of Iran for the control of Tehran and the Ehuzistan
province, Iran“s oil-producing region. Our study of these requirements
can be broadly broken into two areas: air interdiction and naval support,
The emphasis is on the identification of policy and military measures that
would improve the West”s capability in either or both areas in defending
the Gulf against a Soviet invasion, Moreover, the Tecommended measures,
if implemented jointly, would reduce substantially the overall foree
requirements. The years 1989 and 1994 are used as times of reference.

The analysis begins with a specification of contingency and forces of
both sides deployable in the conflict. Requirements of interdiction from
the air, which are critical in the defense of Iranian oil, are estimated
first. We expect air interdiction to be particularly effective in Iran
because of its rough terrain and lack of redundanecy in its road network,

Our interdiction missjons are designed to fulfill the following
objectives: (i) chokepoint attacks to slow Soviet force advance and
logistics support in order to allow US force buildup at the Gulf; (ii)
force attrition to keep Soviet forces which are in contact with ours at or
below a level that we can handle; and (iii) airfield attacks, preferably
both in the Soviet Union immediately north of Iranm and in Iran, to

degrade their air power which, otherwise, would cause severe attrition on



our bombers attempting to ¢arry out interdiction missions and on our
forces landing at the Gulf.

The aircraft and cruise missile requirements to carry out these
interdiction missions are estimated under sixteen cases. These cases
result from the combinatorial yes/no possibilities of the availability of
air basee in eastern Turkey, the use of cruise missile ships in the
Mediterranean, the promptness of response of a US carrier task group, and
the attack of Soviet mobile forces, in addition to fixed chokepoints,
along their route of advance during the initial 10 or 20 days of the
conflict. In regard to this last poasibility, the Rapid Deployment Force
would have, at least, = better margin of safety if attrition of Soviet
vehicles began early on. However, since we have assigned top priority to
the more time-urgent chokepoint interdiction, there are situations where
the remaining assets are insufficient or inefficient against moving
targets during the early phase. In such cases, we are forced to postpone
these air a;tacks on vehicles,

Hext, we study three issues which are pertinent to naval force
requirements in supporting our operations inm the Iran contingency, as well
as other contingencies and theaters, Recall that land-based aircraft and
cruise missile ships are to be used for air interdiction missions. How-
ever, carrier task groups and other naval units are required for initiat-
ing air cover at the Gulf and controlling the sea lines of communication
(sLoCs),

The first issue deals with the damage to a US task group by surprise
Soviet attacks versus anticipated Soviet attacks. If analysis shows that

the damage by a surprise attack would be severe, the Navy would have to
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allocate additional assets to defend the task group continuously, even
prior to D-day, as long as it is under the Soviet threat., The second
issue deals with our task group’s prepositioning tactics during crisis
with the Soviet Union in one of its nearby countries. Should we station
the task group a good éistance from the crisis area to reduce threats to
the task group, or near it to gain promptness in response when the con-
flict actually breaks out? The third issue deals with the effectiveness
of ground attacks in degrading Soviet Naval Aviation {SNA) operations.
This last issue is analyzed from a Soviet perspective, while our previous
analyses emphasize a US perspective,

Finally, we review and identify areas where cooperation from our
allies would be feasible politically and most useful militarily in the

defense of the Gulf,

Recommendations

Our reéommendations, each followed by key rationale{s) and findings,
are given below,

(i) Plan to employ cruise missile ships in the Mediterranean $ea for
the interdiction of heavily-defended fixed targets such as chokepoints in
northwestern Iran and airfields in Soviet territories directly north of
Iran, Five well-protected destroyers, with 50 launchers each for land-
attack missiles and with an at-sea Teload capability as fast as once a
day, are very effective in performing these tasks.

(ii)} Concentrate om persuading our NATO allies to provide the badly
needed assistance in logisties support, protection of sea lines of communi~

cation and defense of the land- and sea-bases in Turkey and the

aheh g N g T



;
[

i

£

;‘?M

L
3
£, 1

e

Mediterranean for US power projection. We do not recommend at this time
vigorously seeking major allied participation in combat outside the formal
NATO treaty area {(such as sending in ground troope) because of the diffi-
culties in obtaining political acceptance for such a role. One exception
is the encouragement of French and British naval forces in the Indian
Ocean to join our own feor sea control.

The Alliance must have the will and jointly develop the capability to
defend Turkey against Soviet air attacks or invasion., Turkey must be
assured that it will be defended successfully by its NATC allies against
Soviet aggression, if it is to permit the use of its bases im contin-
gencies involving the Soviet Union which occur ocutside the formal NATO
treaty area.

Also, air interdiction from eastern Turkish bases and the Mediter-—
ranean Sea, and its supporting operations and defense, should be incor-
porated into planning and exercises in which the US and her allies, parti-
cularly Turkey, are participating.

(1ii) 1In view of the termination of the program on medium-range air-
to-surface missile (MRASM), accelerate the development of a mew conven—
tional air-launched cruise missile and retrofit some B-52¢ as carriers for
these missiles. These bombers c¢an launch a large number of missiles daily
on target from positions outaide the enemy”s area and terminal air
defense, Tt would also diversify our conventional land-attack capability
against heavily~defended fixed targets from sea to air.

To the extent possible, but without an appreciable delay of their

deployment, incorporate into these air- and sea-launched missiles improved



guidance, munitiona and survivability,

{iv) In the current debate on maritime strategies, the intimate
connection between power projection against the Soviet Union and sea
control is not given its due emphasis. Because of the growing range and
performance of SNA bombers, it is a false dichotomy to separate our capa-
bility to make counterattacks on bases in the Soviet Union from our capa-
bility to protect the sea lanes to our allies and friemds inm guch regions
as the Gulf, the Mediterransan, the North Atlantic and the northwestern
Pacific. In practice, it is becoming increasingly difficult to defend our
naval forces in performing sea control missions without counter-attacking
the SNA bombers and their operations in the Soviet sanctuary.

In addition to sea control, many of the naval strategists who are
against big carriers, Aegis cruisers and other high-performance platforms
and systems visualize the role of carrier task groups only in over-
restricted Third World contingencies where threats to our naval forces are
weak, They-tend to think of those contingencies im which we do not have
te face the growing SNA threat because the Soviet Union is either not
involved or fzr away. It would be grossly ilnadequate to only have a
capability against future Vietnams and future Falklands. Our naval forces
musat be equipped to perform sea control and other missionms under Soviet
threat at the periphery of the Eurasian land mass where many of our allies
and friends are located. Therefore, it is importamt to emphasize the
critical role of carrier operations in contingencies where the United
States and the Soviet Upion are militarily involved im a third country

near the Soviet Union.
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Instead of diverting resources from the carrier task groups, as
recommended by these strategists, we need to strengthen their defense
capability by including bases for SNA operations as an additional zone in
our fleet”s antiair warfare (AAW) defense in depth. Carrier task groups
that can remain viable under Soviet threats are essential in maintaining
lines to our allies, not an alternative to it. The Navy needs to develop
an attack-at-source capability against SNA by equipping its ships (and
particularly its submarines) with land-attack conventional cruise missiles
of much longer range. This means that the likely near—-term range would
have to be substantially increased, say, to 2,000 mmi.

Attacking SNA at its sources will become even more critical when the
Soviets increase the range of their air-launched antiship missiles by a
factor of two or more, which will enable their bombers to sta& outside the
threat of all our other zones of AAW defense. A strategy solely based on
the interception of missiles is bound to lose, if the bombers that launch
them are not attacked and can engage in an unopposed shuttle operatiom.
This applies to the defense of naval forces against SNA threat, whether
they are performing power projection on a third country”s soil or sea
control missions, '

On the other hand; we found that seven submarines each with 60 con-
ventional land-attack cruise missiles can substantially enhance a carrier
task group”s survivability and power projection capability in a cost-
effective manner by attacking ASM checkout, assembly, and storage facilities
and/or SNA bombers on the ground, In fact, we have even identified some
cases where c¢ruise misgsile submarines would make a difference in whether or

not a task group can survive to perform its missions in our contingency.
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(v} This study includes an initial analysis on where US naval forces
should be positioned during a crisis and before the actual outbreak of a
conflict involving the Soviet Uniou.iﬁ one of its nearby countries,
Because of the importance of such a naval policy, its analysis should be
expanded. It would involve the tradeoff of reduction in threat and reduc-
tion in response time, as explained earlier. It should be elaborated in
terms of crisias location, threat level and referemce time.

As SNA extends its reach by replacing Badgers with Backfires, and
even longer-range bombers later, the tactic of threat avoidance prior to
D-day or, worse yet, at all times would make our naval forces incapable of
performing a growing number of operations., If we allow task groups to
enter an SNA threat area prior to D—day, we would have either to allocate
additional assets to defend constantly against surprise attack or to hope
that the surprise attack would cause little damage. The latter is unrea-
listie, We-studied the situation for the balance of the 19%80s and found
that a surprise attack would cause severe damage, From the Soviet per~
spective, a surprise attack would substantially reduce the Soviet entry
price, as measured by the number of ‘SNA bombers killed, of putting two
of the three carriers in a task group out-of-action, Moreover, the number
of carrier—based aircraft required for surveillance in fleet air defense
to achieve constant readiness against a surprigse attack is only a small
percentage wmore than that required by 2 tactic of staying out of SNA range
until after D-day. This additional requirement seems reasonable
considering the gain in critieal téme for response, Further consideration

should include the Sovier surface and subsurface threats,



Cruise Missile Ships and Allied Cooperation

We now elaborate more on the rationale for recommending the operation
of cruise missile ships from the Mediterranean instead of the Arabian Sea,
because the choice might seem counter—intuitive in a Gulf contingency.
First, cruise missiles can be launched from some of these ships within 24
hours after D-day without presuming costly prior-to-D-day response to
ambiguous warning of Soviet mobilization, becavse they can come from
normal operating areas of the Sixth Fleet already in the Mediterranean and
where they already are explicitly covered by the NATO treaty. Second,
gince the SLOCs in the Mediterramean are critical te countries of southern
Europe, the West needs to establish a protective capability there anyway,
regardless of the deployment of cruise missile ships or the Persiam Gulf
mission, The stationing of these ships there can take advaﬁtage of the
already required protectiom of a treaty-covered area. Third, the eastern
Mediterranean is substantially closer to targets near the origins of a
Soviet Gulf invasion, namely those in the Transcaucasus and along the
critical invasion routes in northwestern Iran., This is particularly
important given the range conmstraints of likely near-ferm conventiomal
cruige missiles. Ideally, we would prefer to launch them from ships
further west in the Mediterranean where the Soviet air threat is corres-
poudingly less severe and easier to protect against., This is one reason
we recommend a substantial increase in follow—-on conventional cruise
missile range and payload capability. During the interim, our allies and
friends should coordinate their resources to protect these ships in the

castern Mgditerranean, It particularly requires a strengthened air
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defense composed of both surveillance and intercept aircraft based in

Turkey, Greece, Israel, and British bases in Cyprua,

Air Interdiction Regquirements

In addition to-air iuterdiction requirements, we have also made
estimates of (i) damages of surprise versus anticipated Soviet attacks on
our task group, (ii) the additional carrier-based air surveillance
requirements in maintaining our task group in defense readiness for a
longer period of time against surprise attack, and (iii) SNA bomber
requirements to inflict a given level of damage to our task group with and
without our ground-attacks to degrade their operations. These estimates
have already been summarized in the findings pertinent to recommendations
(iv) and (v). Here, we will concentrate on the quantitative results of
air interdiction requirements.

To isolate the contribution to air interdiction from each individual
measure under various situations, we make eight pair-wise comparisons out
of the sixteen cases. In each pair, the two cases only differ in the
availability of the measure in question.

Firast, availability of cruise missile ships could provide the largest
reductiocn in the cost of weapons consumed and platforms attrited im air
interdiction, The cost drops significantly in 1989 and by a smaller but
still significant amount in 1994. We have assumed that the effectiveness
of cruise missiles and other interdiction weapons against fixed and/or
moving targets will be significantly improved and the overall interdiction
requirements substantially reduced by 1994, The smaller cost reduction in

1994 reflects that the pursuit of recommended weapon improvements would
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reduce but not elimipnate the reliance on cruise missiles. Perhaps even
more important than the overall reduetion in interdiction cost is the
decrease in aircraft requirements for attack, escort and defense suppres-—
sion by a large percentage in 1989 and a small but still sizable amount in
1994, Without the availability of any of the three measures, Turkish
bases, CM ships and prompt carrier arrival, the number of aircraft re-
quired for air interdiction would be very large in 1989 and extremely
difficult to meet because we cannot expect aircraft deployable to the
theater to be anywhere near as large.

Also, there would be a corresponding reduction in logistics support
which often turns out to be the binding constraint for a conflict far from
home. Of course, the use of CH ships would increase the cruise missile
resupply requirement substantially. But, the increase in logistics sup-
port for those additional missiles should be much more than compensated
for by the decrease in support for the aircraié. We consider the reduc~
tion in logistics support to be an important contribution of the recom-
mended measures.

Second, the availability of Turkish bases for US air operations
lowers the air interdictiom cost by a sizable amount in both 1989 and
1994, The reduction is caused by the proximity of eastern Turkiaﬂ bases
to targets in northwestern Iran, allowing wmore efficient use of aircraft
based there than those based at the Gulf. These estimates assume that
attacks on Soviet vehicles, instead of fixed zargetg, can be safely
postponed until US fighter/bombers can conduct these attack missions from

bases at the Gulf. Otherwise, Turkish bases are essential for wvehicle

attacks during the initial 10 to 20 days.

1)



In addition to air interdiction missions for slowing down ground

force advance, attriting their vehicles, and degrading their air power, as

quantified here, tactical aircraft from Turkish air bases would serve a

S critical role in blocking a Soviet attempt to seize critical points on the

Gulf from the beginning with deep airborne deploymenta., They used such

tactics against Czechoalovakia in 1968 and Afghanistan in 1979 to preemp-

tively grab key enroute and forward positions, While Saviet air trans-
ports would be highly vulnerable if opposed in such an operatiom, we have
& few places besides Turkey from which such opposition could be effectively
mounted. On the other hand, if we let them deploy airborme troops to the
Gulf first, our landing would then face heavy opposition and would be much

more difficult, if not impossible.

Third, a key contribution of a carrier task group is the initiation

3]

%ﬁ of an air cover over the Gulf., Before local air superiority is achieved,
iy " it is doubtful that any sizable amcunt of assets could be airlifted into
§§ the area because of vuloerability to Soviet bombing on the ground and

E% interception in the air, Prompt arrival of the task group at the scene
) would allow an early commencement of substantial airlifts into the Gulf
%g and, thus, more assets and forces would be in place over our assumed 60-

day buildup period. The more US forces defending the Gulf, the more
Soviet forces could be handled in direct combat. This provides a better
margin of error as to the amount of their enroute forces that must be
attrited. A prompt arrival leads to.a decrease in the cost of necessary
interdiction by an appreciable amount in both 1989 and 1994. This reduc-

tion in cost and requirements means that, if the same interdiction efforts
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were maintained instead, US forces would face less Soviet forces in direct
combat. Earlier arrival of US forces also allows for greater confidence
that our initial forces can seize s secure landing for follow-on deploy-
ments, Thus, the contribution of a prompt arrival might be larger than
our estimation here, reinforcing our recommendation.

Finally, deploying cruise missile ships in the eastern Mediterranean,
using airbases in eastern Turkey and speeding carrier arrival, all contri~
bute to our capability to defend the Gulf, independent of the availability
of the other two measures. Thias is an attractive feature from the per-
spective of risk diversification, More importantly, their joint implemen-
tation would drop the imterdiction cost very substantially in 1989 and
1994, The aircraft requirements are lowered also by a large amount. The
corresponding reduction in logistics support for aircraft would far out-
weigh the increased support resulting from additional cruise missiles
deployed.

In sum, the three measures can produce substantial reductiom in
overall cost and requirements for air interdiction, which is a critical

component of our defense strategy against a Soviet invasion of Iran,

13
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TASK ONE, Contract MDA903-84-C-0325:

Assess the Role of Intelligence in Terror and in Countering
Terror by Non-Terrorist Means.

Paul Johnson in a statement made at the Jonathan Institute”s second
conference on international terrorism underlined the need for govermments
to know their enemy, that is, to collect information about "movements,
routes, identities, weapon stocks, methods, plans, codes, safe houses, and
bases of all terrorists everywhere." He might also have added the need to
understand the ideclogies and sources of finance. These can be of great
help in refining our intelligence, In the first case study presented here
(Vol, I-A), "Armenian Terror as a Special Case of International
Terror," by Albert Wohlstetter and Nancy Virts, for example, we have a
view of a terrorist group fueled by Marxist ideology which openly asserts
its connection with the Soviet Union and openly espouses territorial
ambitions: the annexation of Eastern Turkey to Soviet Armenia. The
Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia (ASALA) is a surrogate for the
Soviet Union which is unique in boldly announcing the association. Nancy
Virts looks in an additiomal paper, "Dissent in Soviet Armenia," at
Armenians inside Soviet Armenia (Vol. I-A).

The second case study on Latin American by David Blair (Vol.I-B)
points to the fact that intermational terror, whether or not sponsored
by the Soviet Union, will more likely be aimed at democratic governments
which are much more vulnerable than dictatorships. It also considers the
drug traffic which has been financing Colombian and Peruvian guerillas and
which serves to disrupt the target countries and increases the dependency
of peasants or farmers who grow the crops. Drug trafficking also is a
ma jor source of funds for Armenian terrorists in Europe. An investigation
of 1llicit arms and drug trafficking in Bulgaria and Turkey, as we now
know, helped Italian Intelligence to trace the origins of the most famous
terrorist attack of this decade: the attempted assassination of the Pope.

In countering terror by non-terrorist means, the most successful
methods so far have been the use of metal detectors and X-rays for
passengers boarding planes in order to discourage hijacking. These of
course have been in use for some years. But prevention is beginning to
take on a renewed interest in the United States. In California, for
example, several attempted assassinations and bombings by ASALA have been
prevented by the use of telephone taps on the residences of known
suspects, and the same has been true in England. The Armenian language is
not well known in the West and had functioned earlier as a code, but with
the movement becoming international and a younger generation entering the
ranks, ASALA members have had to use English or other more familiar
languages.

[ dd



However, once the terrorist attack has occurred, it is important to
try to reduce the political impact which the terrorists want and have
learned to expect from a sympathetic Western press. It is unfortunately
true that while many deplore the terrorist”s use of violence ip general
and in the abstract, there is often ome particular group which arouses
their sympathy--whether for racial, ethnic or ideological reasous—-and
which they then believe to be "freedom fighters,”" But there is no such
person as a "good" terrorist. As Paul Johnson has put it, much better
than we can, "terrorism must be fought with the same absolutist rigour
with which the civilized powers once fought piracy and the internmational
slave trade. There were no "good” pirates. There were no "good” slavers.
There can be no “good” gunmen."

It is also true that there ia no "good" way to exact vengence once
the terrorist act has occured. A reprisal that kills innocent bystanders
is not only immoral; it is usually ineffective because public attention in
the West will shift from the origimal terrorist act to the terror of the
Western response, But there is hope for discriminate reprisal in the
advent of more precise advanced weapons, which with better intelligence
would permit the elimination of the terrorists or their headquarters with
minimal damage to innocent civilians. The PLO, for example, had a habit
of placing their artillery next to hospitals or department stores, or
foreign embassies. The new weapons will make it possible from a distance
to destroy the artillery with much reduced risk and uowanted collateral
destruction,
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SUMMARY

The major conclusion of our work on Armeniap terrorism is that any
government Tesponse to terrorism if it is to be effective, must both
physically stop terrorists from carryimg out attacks and minimize the
political impact they desire. To do this, governments must have a sophis~
ticated and discriminate understanding of the objectives and methods used
by terrorist groups, Intelligence information is important in achieving
both these goals. In the paper, "Armenian Terror as a Special Case of
International Terror," Wohlstetter and Virts point out that the response
of Western governments to acts of terrorism committed by Armenians againat
Turks in their countries bave often done more to further the terrorists”
goals than the acts themselves because these govermments are upaware of
what these goals actually are and the extent to which they further Soviet
interests. The fact that the Soviet govermment has begum recently to
support Armenian grievaunces against Turkey, while at the same time perse-
cuting Armenian nationalists within the Soviet Union (as discussed in
"Dissent in Soviet Armenia") makes the intent of Soviet interest in the
Armenian cause quite clear. Wohlstetter and Virts also stress the impor-
tance to democratic governments of responding discriminately to terrorism.
Bistorically, terrorists have had great sucesss in focusing attention away
from the brutal nature of their own attacks by provoking govermments into
responding indiscriminately to their attacks. While such a response may
be understandable when terrorist attacks are savage, the deliberate or
grossly careless destruction of civilians is never justified and for a
democracy almost never prudent. Precise intelligence and discriminate
weapons are needed to respond to terrorism precisely enough to be
effective.
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While the use of terror to achieve political goals is not new, the
importance of térrorism as a mode of armed conflict has incrgased dramati-
cally in the past decade. During this period, all the major chromologies
of terrorism show an upward trend in the number of incidents of interna-
tional terrorism recorded. According to the chronology prepared by the
Rand Corporation, in 1981-82 the number of incidents increased 100 percent
over the previous two-year period.l Not only has the number of terrorist
incidents increased, but the range of targets hit by terrorists has also
expanded. Terrorists in recent years have attacked everything from
politically symbolic targets, like embassies and diplomats, to innocent

tourists in airports and train statioms in all corners of the world.

I.

Several factors make the recent rise in terrorism particularly dis-
turbing., Ome is the increasing technical sophistication and destructive
power of the terrorists. In the October 1983 bombing of Marine head-
quarters in Beirut, terrorists used a bomb employing a "gas enhanced
technique,” which greatly increased its destructive power. According to
the FBI Foremsic Laboratory, the bomb, whose yield was estimated as equi-
valent to over 12,000 pounds of TNT, was the largest conventional bomb
planted by terrorists within the knowledge of the explosives experts
community. (The largest blockbusters designed by the British to be
delivered by manned bombers release 5 or 10 tons of energy.) According to
FBI reports, this gas boosting techmique is relatively simple to employ.2
If the gas-enhancement process should spread to other terrorist groups,

the increase in their destructive power could have serious comsequences.



Another factor which makes modern terrorist incidents even more £

disturbing is the succees achieved by terrorists in exploiting the media

of modern communication to achieve their political goals, to arocuse sym—

pathy for their cause and to discredit the govermments they are attempting

)
%
I

to destadbilige, 1Im fact, they have frequently focused the spotlight of

public attention on the government”s response to terrorism and away from E%
the terrorists” acts themselves, In this way, a2 government response that R4
effectively halts 8 terrorist activity may nonetheless serve the gg
terrorist”s purpose. Even research men with well—established and deserved .

A
credentials have had grudgingly to admit that terrorism has not only been qﬁ
successful but perhaps even essential for the terrorist”s success. Two é%

quotations illustrate this:

ey

Without endorsing terrorism one must wonder what success [the
PLO] could have won had they operated within the established
bounds of conventional wvarfare and polite diplomacy.3
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In short, it wmay have been necessary for the PLO to use terror to achieve

its ends, -~
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Another author puggests that the Kurds failed because they didn”t use

terrorism. 'g
5

If the Kurdish leaders had resorted to terrorism on the scale
exemplified by the spectacular Palestinian operations they gg
would probably have won more internatiomal publicity and b

recognition~—and even the chance to present their case to the
United Nations.% ro
1)
. P . . . . . . e
There is a third disturbing factor in the Tecent rise in terrorism: G
it is the increasingly obwvious fact that sowe governments are using Eﬁ
ut
EY

terrorists or assisting spontaneously-generated terrorisw outside their

g;’zé
borders not simply as & way of suppresaing potential dissidence within &é
their own domestic borders (as Stalin used "Jackson" to murder Trotsky, as i
I
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the Bulgarians recently silenced the dissident literary figure Markov
whose broadcasts over Radio Free Europe had a very wide audience inside
Bulgaria{ and as Khadaffi continues to murder dissident Libyans abroad).
They use terror as a way of making it extremely hard for other governments
to govern and as a way of increasing their own influence and expanding
their control.

If we are to respond effectively and appropriately to terrorism, we
need a2 more discriminate and sophisticated understanding of both the
objectives and the methods of terrorist groups today. It will further
this purpose to analyze the wave of violence by some Armenian groups
begioning in the mid-19708. Armenian terror has some special and particu-
larly interesting characteristics. It is also an excellent illustration
of some of the main traits of international terror. A close analysis of

Armenian terror should then be most useful.

II.

The mégt striking thing about Armenian terror is its sudden
appearance in 1975 as a nominal response to a disaster occuring 60 years
earlier, during World War I.7 It is at least cdd that so many years after
the alleged massacre of Armenians in the terminal phase of the decaying
Ottoman Empire, a sudder eruption of terror should be directed indis-
criminately at the diplomats representing the Turkish Republic and their
wives, children, chauffeurs, and almost anyonme else nearby. ﬁothing like
it comes to mind. No Philippine terrorist, descended from a father bruta-
lized by the Japanese invaders more recently in World War II, has set out

to destroy the diplomats of modern Japan; and no Israeli or Jewish

terrorist group has systematically targeted diplomats of Bonn even though



the Holocaust was much more recent and was quite unambiguous in its geno-
cidal purpose.6

The second most striking characteristic of the eruption of Armenian
terror was not only its sudden appearance but its extraordinary effi~
ciency, organization and ecope. That an organization capable of operating
in the eastern as well as the western hemisphere and in the southern as
well as northern hemisphere in quick succession and sometimes almost
gimultaneously should spring into being full-blown is remarkable to say
the least, It was also able to carry on operations with extraordinary
secrecy-—in New York, Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, Madrid, Sydney, Paris,
ete. It took several years and the accidental explosion of a bomb in a
Swiss hotel before any member of the Armenisn Secret Army for the Libera-

tion of Armenia (ASALA) was clearly identified., The leadership remained

. obacure even longer. The headquarters, while genmerally presumed to be in

Beirut, vag not known, snd even the magazine Armenia, the house organ of
ASALA listed no address and was supplied for distribution at the hotels of
Beirut without any formal supplier. In the view of some Western govern-
ment officials responsible for countering‘terrorism, ASALA has been the
most efficient of all current terrorist groups. In brief, however sudden
its start, the recent wave of Armenian terror had nothing smateurish about
it. It had all the earmarks of highly professional advice and support.

A third notable characteristic was its ability to survive apd come
back even after sharp reverses, The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982
did find and destroy the ASALA headquarters. This, however, did not
prevent ASALA from responding to hopeful Turkish statements that "the

backbone of the Armenian terrorists has been brokem. They will never
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E% reorganize,"/ They have not only reorganized, but launched one of their

g most destructive raids, this time inside Turkey itself at the Esenboga

ﬁg Airport serving Ankara. The raid killed nine people, more or less at

ﬁ% _ random, and wounded many more., ASALA then warned Canada and other coun-
> tries where Armenian terrorists were imprisoned that they would be subject
?ﬁ to terrorist reprisal. Less than three weeks later the Justice Commandos

of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG) fulfilled the threat. They assassinated

i the Turkish military attache in Ottawa., (The curious symbiosis between
’?} ASALA and JCAG combines both cooperation and competition. It will merit
’ further comment.)

Fourth, the Armenian terrorists have not only assassinated some 41
Turkish diplomats and members of their families at widely separated parts

bﬂ of the world. They have directed their efforts at bombing the offices of

ﬁ% the Turkish airlines in several cities. And they have also threatened the
i _

e airlines and other agencies of foreign govermments other than Turkey. The
E%l Armenian terrorists have dome this in order to coerce them into going easy
;; on Armenians imprisoned for the murder of Turks or for other crimes

&5 committed or their territory. Moreover, they have been quite successful
7 in coercing some of these governments,

e Armenian terrorists have carried out their attacks under several

names. The two major organizations are ASALA and JCAG. Their precise

] relationship is not easily defined. It is usual to identify ASALA as
[ﬁ- Marxist and JCAG, which is associated in general with the century old
Dashnak, as "conservative." However, in the terrorist”s world of shadows
and mirrors, competition for the same goal frequently turns out to be a

form of cooperation and indeed a nominal separation may be a substantial



identity. ASALA“s house organ is full of sectarian attacks on JCAG and
Dashnak as bourgeois and quite incapable of understanding dialectical
materialism., On the other hand, Armeniz also contains articles complain~
ing that JCAG is imitating ASALA s methods exactly——it is a copycat,
infringing on ASALA”s patents, s0 to speakﬁs

And, sometimes, when ASALA is listing terrorist operations it has
carried out successfully, it will inmelude some that were performed under
the name of the Justice Commandos. What this should suggest to the reader
is that the distinction between ASALA and JCAG is not a very important one
so far as the operatiomal implications of their work is concerned. Nor is
it worth spending a great deal of time on, as journalists and even some
foreign ministries and intelligence agencies seem prone to do in trying to
determine precisely what are the relations between these terrorist organi-
zations and the Soviet Union. The most important ohservationm in that
comnection is that their goals and actions, whether by serendipity or
Soviet design, serve the aims of the Soviet Union.

The fifth and perhaps most striking aspect of the wave of Armenian
terror begining in 1975 ia that it may be the only major terrorist move-
ment which explicitly aims at detaching a piece of territory from an
existing state and attaching it to the Soviet Union--gnd a most strategic
piece of real estate at that. Soviet, as well as Czarist Russian designs
on Turkey have been long standing, The most familiar to the general
public have comcermed the Turkish Straits, the Bosphorus and the
Dardanelles. Napoleon, in fact, said he was willing, "to abandon mastery
9

over half the world rather than yield to Russia those narrow straits,”

The Straits, of course, remain vital.

W awtr oo M RTRELA A ERG AL sd Lraae R e e EmA ALt MR WY, ITOTAg A 4 gy mnLrn ek arts YW A (5f e 1 A R s 3 g W A A A Ve Erme m e o e ey

L

[ i
i

B
B
ey

g Y

»"; N
fﬂ
I |
i
&

“h

s 4%
2Lty
.

Lo, r——
‘a o

] 0%

{::.:,.s.u’a "

e

- i
uL Ty

P



o

{§
5

(et

I
i

VAT

Fana X

o}
"1
K

However, the Soviets, like the Czarist Russians bave also had major
aspirations in Eastern Turkey which is strategically closely connected
with and even critical for the defense of the Persian Gulf.l0 Horedver,
the strategic importance of the six eastern provinces of Turkey claimed by
ASALA and JCAGC has grown enormously since the Soviets secured the agree-
ment of the Axis powers about Soviet aspirations in that direction. The
upper Persian Gulf contains 90 percent of all the oil in the Gulf, and oil
is no longer important exclusively as a wartime material ae it was in the
1940s for all but the United States, Gulf oil is now vital for the
peacetime economies of western Furope and Japan. Anyone who was unclear
about the great increase in dependency on this area of the world during
the 19608 could have been under no illusioms by 1975 when ASALA got
underway. The oil crisis in 1973 made it crystal clear. ASALA at any
rate is explicit that Turkey is "the most important base of the

mideast, 11
It is clear from ASALA documents that its goals are hardly describ~
able as simple nationalism or independence. When it talks of "liberation"
it means liberation from Turkey. It does not exclude, in fact it entails,
subordination to the Soviet Union. For example, an iasue of Armenia
explaing: "0Our forces mever strike against $.5.R. of Armenia, which is
already liberated.” Tn short, "independence™ or "liberty" are umderstocd
as quite compatible with being part of the Soviet Union. In fact, the
article goes on to say, "we are fighting‘for one united and socialist
Armenia, so there mmat be a unity with the S.8.R. of Armenia," which
should be clear enmough almost to persuade our media who are always looking

for a "smoking gun."l2? Of course it’s rather hard lines for an Armenian
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unprovoked murder -of innocents 60--or now nearly 70~-years earlier is that
even if the Armenianm terrorist”s versiom of the history of 1315 were
correct and complete, it could under no circumstances juatify the killing
of Foreign Service officers, their wives and children, none of whom had
any political or moral respousibility im 1915, and few if any of whom were
even borm at that date. It should also be plainly said that anf deli-
berate or megligent destruction of inmocents by Ottoman Turks or Rurds or
present—day Republican Turks could not and cannot be justified as a
reeponse to similar acts of terrorism aiwmed at Turks. As justificationm
for the assassination of inmocents, distant or even recent history is
simply irrelevant.

There is a lomg traditiom in the Weat which stresses the need to
diseriminate combatants from innocents even ;p time of war and to impose
restraints on the defemse of values to ensure that the process of defense
does not destroy the values being defended, This lomg traditiom is by mno
means the only one in the West, Christianity, for example, has had a
tradition of holy war or crusades as well as that of just war, but it is
the just war tradition which has been the mainstream for a long time.16

If we understand the writings of Professor Halil Inalcik,17 the
excellent historian of the Ottoman Empire who is the University Profeasor
of History at the University of Chicago, the ﬁttomans,'at the height of
their power, also had s tradition of restraint on the use of such power.
For example, they held the tenmets of the Shria, specifically against the
killing of women and children and even spared combatants if they came over

to the Ottoman side. The massacres of the 1%th and early 20th century

10
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involved bloody excesses by Christian nationaliste as well as by the
Ottoman rulers.

There is no question that traditions of restraint have frequently
been honored in the breach., Nonetheless they are of lasting value.

Moreover, they have relevance of a pragmatic or prudential sort for
understanding as well as dealing with the phenomenon of terrorism.
Terrorists paradoxically breach these rules flagrantly and yet depend on
them in an essential way for arousing the sympathy of domestic and foreign
publics and provoking horror at the use by govermments of terror in

response to their terror.

I1I1,

While no history can justify the murder of innocents, one very
revealing piece of history has to do with Armenian terror in the late 19th
century. It illuminates the goals of the Armenian terroristértoday and
also illustrates in a fundamental way the persistent characteristics of
terrorism ;hd the enduring effects of answering terrorist acts with
terrorist means,

Though there is some controversy surrounding the events of this
period, the evidence is clear that some Armenian revolutionaries were
engaging in terrorist acts deliberately to provoke the Turks into respond-
ing with counter-terror. The hope of these terrorists was that the publi-
city surrounding the Turkish response would cause the Western powers (and
in particular, Czarist Russia as the protector of Eastern Christianity) to
intervene and establish an independent Armenian state. According to one

American missionary, Cyrus Hamlin, an Armenian revolutionary told him the

strategy of ome group, the Hunchaks was to:

11 .



«» watch their opportunity to kill Turks and Kurds, aet

fire to their villages, and then make their escape into

mountains. 7The enraged Moslems will them rise and fall upon

defenseless Armenisns and slaughter them with such barbari«

ties that Russia will enter, in the name of humsnity and

Christian civilization and take possession.
Correspondence between American officials in Turkey and the Secretary of
State contaln a number of reports of American missionaries in fear of
being assassinated by revolutionaries "who hope thus to bring odium on the
Turks™}? and of the activities of Armenian revolutionaries whose real pur-
pose was reported to be "to lead the ignorant throng into the commission
of euch acts as will bring about & massacre of Christians..."20 Thege
wvere evidently more tham just scattered incidents., Im 1895, the American
minister in Turkey expressed the following opinion in a report to the
Secretary of 3tate:

Permanent security and order in the Ottoman Empire are made

impossible by the rancor of race and religious hatred; now

more bitter than ever, but above all by the schemes of the

Armenian anarchiste, who will never rest while certain of the

hy of hristi 14.21

sympathy of the Christian world.

Thege accounts and those appearing in the British Blue Books add
support to the conclusion of William Langer, a noted Harvard diplomatic
historian, that "Buropeans in Turkey were agreed that the immediate aim of

.

the [Armenian] agitators was to incite disorders, bring about inhuman
reprigals, and so provoke the intervention of the pcvers."22

However, to.accﬁyt the evidence that some Armenian revolutionaries
were deliberately provoking the Turks to take revenge on Armenians does
not imply that all responses of the Ottoman goverment to Armenian

terrorist activity or the responses they tolerated by the RKurds were

either justified or prudent. The same correspondence of American

12 .
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officials in Turkey from 1895-96, which reports and condemns the activi-
ties of Armenian terrorists, also reports some bloody reprisals by Ottoman
officials and Kurds.23 Christian missionary reports of Muslims responding
to terror by Armenians cannot all be attributed to the sympathy of
Christian missionaries with Armenian Christianity. If the reports of the
various American consuls are at all representative, many American mission—
aries themselves were in fear of their lives at the hands of Armenian
revolutionaries., The following response of the Ottoman government to the
American Secretary of State is not any more justified than the present
Armenian claims that their current campaign of terror can be justified by
Turkish attacks on Armenians from 1880 to 1915: "If the repression is
severe this is because the insubordination is organized in a cruel
manner,'2% 1In either case, the issue involved does not turn on the truth
or falsity of either Turkish claims that Armenians deliberately attempted
to provoke Turkish reprisals or Armenian claims that Turks deliberately
massacred Armenians, There can be no justification for deliberate attacks
on civilianms.

In addition, by reacting to Armenian terror in ways that were per-
ceived by the Western powers as counter-terror, the Ottoman officials
reacted precisely in the way the revolutionaries desired. Although the
adverse Western publicity surrounding Turkish actions against Armenian
revolutionaries did not result in the establishment of an independent
state, it did have a strong effect on Turkey’s relationship with the West,

which is still being felt today.

13



iv.

From 1975 to November of 1979, ASALA operations were limited to
assassinations of Turkish diplomats and bombipgs which seemed to have been
carried out in a way to destroy facilities rather than killimg civilians.
Since that time ASALA began operations against Western targets., Attacks
have been launched against targets in Western countries whose policies or
actions are unacceptable to ASALA. In particular, ASALA has targeted any
country that jails or attempts to prosecute its members., 1In 1980, after
two Armenian terrorists were jailed in Geneva, ASALA began a bombing
campaign against Swiss interests under the name of the October 3rd Move-~
ment. The campaigns lasted until the two ASALA members finally received
18 months suspended gsentences and were prohibited from entering Switzer-
land for fifteen years, During the period from August 10, 1980 through
December 12, 1981, the June 1982 issue of ASALA"sz publication, Armenia,
credited the October 3rd Movement with 21 bombings, including bembings ;f
Swise Air offices in Beirut, London, Rome, and Milan. After another ASALA
member was apprehended in the act of assassinating & Turkish diplomat in
Geneva in June of 1981, ASALA launched a similar campaign under the name
of the June 9th Organization. PBetween the time of the arrest and trial,
this organization c¢laimed respomsibility for 15 bombings in places as
diverse as Los Angeles, Gemeva, Tehran, and Madrid., Imstitutions im
France have also come under ASALA attacke because of the treatment of
ASALA wembers imprisoned as a result of several previous incidents.
Communiques published in the June 1982 issue of Armenia make it clear that
these attacks were not simply revenge, but part of ASALA"s strategy to

force Western countries to legitimize ASALA”s terrorist activities by
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§§ Tecognizing its members as political prisoners. After France granted four
t ASALA members political prisomer status, Armenia gloated:
Eg The %ictory had been won. As poliiical prisoners the four

would go before a French court as the defenders of the rights
= of the Armenian people. The tables would be turned; the four
would not be the object of accusation for the French Justice,
It would be Ege Turkish govermment that would take the seat of
the accused,

While ASALA continues to engage in these types of operatioms,
currently there are indicatioms that future operations may involve larger
numbers of civilian casualties. On August 7, 1982 a three-man suicide

squad went on a rampage at the Ankara airport that left nire dead and a

2
i-_ d

S
o |

large number wounded. On July 15, 1983, a bomb attack at the Turkish

—
R
SR

airlines counter in Orly Airport in Paris left eight dead and 55 wounded.

& According to a number of reports, ASALA is now divided into an American-
[ ) . . :

European wing, which wants to restrict its attacks to Turkish targets, and
E§ a Middle Eastern wing, which favors indiscriminate terrorism.Z6

Both the statements made by ASALA and the type of operations in which

v

it

they have engaged indicate that its primary goal is not an independent

Armenia, but that eastern Turkey be removed from Western influence.

Another indication of the importance ASALA places on the separation of

et eastern Turkey from the West is its willingness to cooperate with radical
Kurdish groups, traditional enemies of the Armenian people, who share the

i same goals.27

While freeing Turkish Armenia from Turkey and attaching it to the

L Soviet Union is one obvious way of removing Weatern influence from Turkey,
Fﬁ a less-obvious way of limiting Western influence in this area would be to
disrupt Turkey’s relationship with its NATO allies. ASALA"s operations

seem designed to achieve this result, Almost all attacks have taken place

15




outside Turkey in Western countries, and ASALA seems to have gone to great
- lengths to coerce those countries who have apprehended its members into i
treating them leniently and/or as political prisoners. Unfortumately, it

has been successful too often. When Turkey perceives fellow NATO coun-

e

tries reacting with indifference and in some cases, even sympathy towards

vt

o
PoGREE

ey

terrorists accused of attacking Turkish interests, the relationship

between Turkey and these countries is inevitably strained., It is no fﬁ
coincidence that a news clip from the Herald Tribune describing the =
deterioration of Turkish-French relations after the June 1981 slaying of ;g
two Turkish diplomats in Paris was xeroxed in the Fall 1981 issue of -
Armenia.28 ég
The point of the preceding discussion is not that Armenian terrorists 3

e

shoaié be dealt with severely because they oppose Western interests, 2
Terrorists should be dealt with severely because they attack imnocent . ;%
il

civilisne, not because of their cause. However, unless their aime are -
well understood, it ias impossible to respond in ways that minimize the Eg
political impact the terrorist desires., Theoretically at least, it is -
always possible to frustrate a terrorist by not responding as he would %g
like, Ao appropriate response to terror is one that does more than stop iﬁ
the terrorist, It also must deny him the political impact he desires. 1In =
the case of Armenian terrorism, because many Western countries have dis~ E%

counted the importance of ASALA s Marxist-—oriented goals, they have
responded in ways that further the terrorist”s goals and have not recog-

nized the potential impact of their activities.

Prance”’s experience with Armenian terrorists is an illustration of

this point, It was widely reported that after ASALA seized the Turkish i
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consulate in Paris in September 1981, a truce was arranged between ASALA
and the Mitterrand goveroment. ASALA would not hit targets on French
s0il, and the French would allow ASALA agents to cross its terrority,
Although the French government denied these reports, captured Armenian
terrorista until very recently have been treated leniently in France with
light sentences and political prisoner status, The result of this policy
has been 33 attacks by Armenian terrorists on French soil pince 1981, more
than any other country, culminating with the bomb attack at Orly Airport.
After the Orly attack, France appears to have reversed this agprosch.zg
Given ASALA"s goals, this series of events should not be surprising. Any
attack ABALA makes on a Turkish target om the soil of a NATO country,
which Turkey perceives to be in sympathy with the terrorists, is much more
effective in disrupting the NATO alliance than one made in a country
actively pursuing and prosecuting terrorists.

Given the compatibility of ASALA“s goals and the likely results of
their acti;;s with those of the Soviet Union, it is inevitable that ques-—
tione about the exact extent of Soviet support for the movement should
come up, While this is certainly an interesting questiom, it is important
to keep in mind that the source of danger from Armenian terrorist activi~
ties is the consistency of their probable results with Soviet interests,
not the extent to which Moscow is pulling the strings, The operations of
the JCAG, who Beemed to be motivated entirely from nationalism, have the
same potential to further Moscow’s interest by disrupting Turkey’s rela-
tionship with the West as those of ABALA--a point which ASALA appears to
recognize since it included operations of the JCAG in a list of revolu-

tionary operations.3® WNo ome but the USSR will gain if Turkey s

17 \
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relationshié‘with its NATO gllies is disrupted and/or its eastern half is
anoexed to the Soviet Union,

Unfortunately this point seems to be lost on the West im its quest to
find undeniable proof of Soviet involvement in any terrorist movement
before even considering the possibility that it promotes Soviet influence.
Typical of this type of reaaening is a recent agrticle in the Wagll Street
Journal, (a journal whose editorial page has generally exhibited a c¢lear
and sophisticated understanding of the strategic importance of Turkey and
the inexcusable conduct of Armenian terrorists), The author of this
particular article outlines the strong circumstantial case for Soviet
involvement with ASALA. He notes ASALA”s ties with the PLO and other
Marxisgt-Leninist groupsa attacking the Turkish goversment, like the Kurdish
Workers Party and its stated goal of annexing Arwenia to the Soviet Union.
Be also mentions Soviet interests in destabilizing Turkey, the only strong
pro-Western country on its border. However, the conaiugiaﬁ of the article
is, while ASALA "remains a prime suspect for the charge of KGB manipula-
tion of internatiomal,...in this area.... 7You will never find the smoking
gun,"” There are two things wrong with this conclusion. One is its impli-
cation that the major issue at stake is to find the "emoking gun."1  Ag
was pointed cut above, the major danger comes from the compatibility
between Soviet interests and the probable results of Armenian terrorism.
The other is the amount of evidence it implies is needed to prove the
existence of a "smoking gun" to the West when Soviet terrorist activities
are concerned.

This is not a new problem. In general, the West goes to great

lengths to reassure the Soviet Union that it has no designs on Soviet
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territéry while ignoring evidence of Soviet involvement in destabilizing

" pro-Western regimes., A recent article in the Los Angeles Times castigated

the Reagan administration for reawakening Russian "deep-seated" fearé of
the West.32 However, the United States generally bends over baclwards to
put Soviet fears to rest. The following account by Joseph Sobran
illustrates the extent to which this has gone on in the past,

In 1963 the President of the United States was murdered by a
Communist., From that day on, the American opinion estab~
lishment has shrunk from describing the event as I have just
done: "Lone gunman" is the preferred term, encouraging us
as it does to interpret Lee Harvey Oswald”s act as random,
unrelated either to his ideology or to any possible ties he
might have had with the USSR and Cuba.

The Soviets, even if they had nothing to do with Oswald’s
decision to kill Kennedy, must have been astonished. Here
was a golden opportunity for anti-Communist propaganda, not
to mention the dread "new era of McCarthyism" the Left is
forever predicting. Yet nothing of the kind happened.
Liberalism played down Oswald”s Communism with unanimous.
resolution. Imagine the extrapolations that would have been
made had Oswald been a card-carrying Republican. After all,
John Kennedy himself had warnmed that anti-Communism (as
embodied in the John Birch Society) might be a greater
danger to this nation than Communism. When the Soviets
killed the head of the Birch Society last year, liberals
were quick to make the least of it,

Even without the smoking gun, the arguments against Soviet ipvolvement
with Armenian terrorists are substantially less—convincing than the evidence

that the Soviets are involved. According to the Wall Street Journal article

cited above, claims that the fact that ASALA bas openly asked the Soviets
for assistance is proof that the Soviets are not invoived since they prefer
indirect contacts. One can imagine the uproar if some right-wing terrorist
group asked the CIA for assistance. However, when the Soviets are involved,
the press seems to rgquire a direct statement from the KGB, which would

still not be believed since it would be too direct.

19



Portugal, Australia, Austria, Lebanon, and Iran. They have rarely struck

within Turkey itself, When terrorism is directed at the citizens of one

country outside its own border, any appropriate response involves the

cooperation of all countries imvolved., Such cooperation is difficult to

s

achieve when those countries involved have different perceptions of what

terrorism is. Unfortunately 8o many types of action have been labeled

————
AT

terrorism at one time or another that the term has lost any objective

JarEaey:

megning in the minds of meany. It is necessary to discuss the nature of

terrorism at a fundamental level to make any attempt at a solution to this

IS

problem,

The most basic characteristic of terrorism is that it is aimed almost

BAPIRG

exclusively at civilians, i.e., those who would be identified as non-

T,

combatants in any type of conventional war. Armenian terrorists have

never hit a wilitary target. Instead they attack Turkish diplomats and

embassies, harass college professors who disagree with them, and set bombs

in airports among other things. According to one Armenian publication:

S0

The victim killed by the bullets of an Armenian has no mean-
ing a8 an individual for the Armenians. Ee is the official
representative of the Turkish Government and consequently,
through him, the government that sponsors him is the one
being attacked.39

-~

2

This statement exhibits a blatant disregard for the rights of the indivi-

dual, which is typical of the terrorist mind set. More than 90 percent of

Ze

the incidents recorded in the Rand chromeology of international terrorism

were directed at civilians.ho

Terrorist groups direct their attacks on civilians in a number of

a

different ways. If appropriate responses to terrorism are to be

develeped, each sort must be understood. Direct attack on civilians is

{u;'f_g"i;
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the crudest, most obvious terrorist tactic. Direct attacks take two
forms: attacks against selected, usually politically symbolic, targets and
indiscriminate attacks usually causing a large number of deaths or casual-
ties. In the Armenian case, most attacks have been selective, primarily
aimed at representatives of the Turkish govermment, However, there have
been two airport bombings by Armenian terrorists which left a large number
of civilians with no connection to the Turkish government dead. It is
clear that some groups deliberately choose targets to maximize civiliar
casualties. According to a document captured by Israel during the inva-
sion of Lebanon, the PLO comsciously used this strategy against Israeli
targets,

The document contains the following guidelines for PLO terrorist
activities inside Israel:

The blow must be directed at the enemy”a weak point. -His

greatest weakness is hig small population, any installation

which is designated as a target must meet the criteriorm of

importance to the civilian population. Blowa directed at

secondary or isolated targets, whose impact passes un-

noticed, are of no use., Attacks can be made to multiply

their impact, For instance, attacking a tourist imnstal-

lation during the height of the tourist season is much more

useful than dealing the same blow at another time..., Density

of population in the streets and market places of cities

tends to increase on special occasions like holidays and

vacations. One ought to bear this in mind in order to better

selecz the place of action and improve the impact of the
blow,41

As reprehensible as these attacks are, the more subtle and therefore
more dangerous strategy terrorists use against civilians is the use of
terror to provoke goveroment counter—terror against an innocent civilian
population. The aim of this is to atir up resentment against the existing

govermment and/or to gain international sympathy for the terrorists”
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cguse, A number of terrorist groups have used this strategy with favor-
able reaults,.

When a government responds to terrorist attacks with its own terror,
it is almost always playing into the terrorist”s hands., Such a reaponse
may be understandable when terrorist attacks sre savage, especially when
the terrorists hide themselves among civilians. Nonetheless, the
deliberate or grossly careless destruction of byetanders is never justi-
fied and for a democracy almost never prudent, Even if the terrorists are
stopped temporarily by government terror, the eventual impact of a govern-—
ment atrategy that appears to target innocent civilians almost always
favors the terrorists. For example, in Algeris in the 1950s, the Algerian
terrorist organization, the FLN, succeeded in provoking the French into
savage reprisale against non—Europeans that lost them the support of the
Muslim population of Algeria and the rest of the world., What began as a

terrorist campaign became a “competition in terror,"

42

which eventually
ended French control of Algeria.

This historicsl incident ie particularly relevant to the gquestion of
how the Turkish govermment can most effectively respond to the current
Armenian terrorist movement. A government response to terrorists, wvhich
itself is seen as terroristic, is dangerous because it tends to blur the
legitimacy of government acts. Conaider the following comment by a widely
respected authority on terrorism concerning a recen# Turkish statement on
Armenian terrorists:

A number of states have also directly adopted terrorist tac-

tics themselves, sending teams of assassins to silence

foreign foes or domestic oppoments living abroad,.... Libya

openly avowed its campaign directed against Libyan “traitors

living abroad” and was accused of sending teams to kill
American diplomats in Europe. The Spanish have been accused
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13 of operating a “parallel police force” in France dedicated
to killing leaders of the Basque separatist movement...,Qut-
raged by continuing Armenia_terrorist attacks against Turkish

P
L5y
i diplomats, Turkish officials have yecently warned that there
would be no sanctuary for the Armeniap gunmen, implying direct

I extraterritorial action. (stress added)
s
e The statement evidently refers to statements and reports made after the
ﬁﬁé attack on the Esenboga Airport in Ankara on August 7 which was followed by
1V

the agssassination of a Turkish military attaché in Canada less tham three
if weeks later, The strongest of these was & report appearing in Gupaydinp
= that "striking teama" had been "ordered into action" against Armenian
i terrorists.** Around the same time, General Kenan Evren stated:
gf The Turkish Government is determined to take all the neces-
B sary measures to put an end to thege murders which have assumed

the nature of a war against the Turkish Republic....In this
struggle, it has become essential for our state to uaeagts
power in the necessary places at the necessary times.

It is, of course, quite unfair to put an entirely verbal response sBuggest-

: . ; : . . . .
4 ing that the Turks might retaliate against terrorists who have killed
g% Turkish diplomats and destroyed Turkish targets all over the world in the
oy |

same categoxy as terror carried out by the Libyan government against
2 former citizens who have done nothing but disagree with the current

govermment, However, this is precisely the point, The Western press and

sober Western researchers apply much stricter standards to Israelis
f? responding to attacks by the PFLP, or Americane using artillery to respond
to Shiite terrorist attacks or to Turks responding finally after long

restraint to Armenian terror than they do to the terrorists themselves.

The following statement from a Los Angeles Times editorial further

illustrates this point. It appeared after one, and possibly two

Palestinian hijackers of an Israeli bus and its passengers in April 1984
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were captured and killed., These terrorists” Gazg homes were also -
. S e ST ’ r;“‘«.
destroyed: e
As an American Jew, I am emotionally tortured by the ﬁ%
reaction~-rather, the non-reaction--to what happened after S
our Palestinian teenagers hijacked an Israeli bus two weeks

ago. I don”t know which to condemm more vigorously: 3
Israeli brutality or American Jewish complicity by silence, %0 i
In this rush to condemn brutality by the Israeli government, there is no -
mention of the many Palestinian terrorist attacks which have occurred wH
during this same period: the February 28 Jerusalem c¢lothing store grenade 5
i
HAS)

explosion which injured 21 people; the March 7 explosion on an Israeli bus
which killed three and wounded nine; and another Jerusalem bus attack gﬁ

which wounded 48 on April 7.
Above all it is important for govermments to learm to respond to

terror with precise and discriminate non-terroristic means, The preceding

discussion argues that govermments should not respond to terror with

terror both because such a response is almost always ineffective and

becguse it is morally wrong. The ability of terrorist groups to use
government action against them is & fact of history. However, the premise i

that terrorism should be condemned, not because of the causes for which it

is committed, but because of the nature of the terrorist act itself (i.e.,
the fact that it is almost always directed at innocent civilians) requires ga

further comment.

If we were to justify terrorism because it serves a supposedly legi- i
timate cause, the implications are disturbing, For ome thing, interna- 5
tional action to combat terrorism would be hard to come by: mnations 55
differ radically in their 2ssessments of what constitutes a legitimate §§

7

end. {Even NATO allies differ ss to the legitimacy of various third werld
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%ﬁ liberation movements.) The oft-repeated phrase that "ome man”s terrorist

is another’s freedom fighter" would be the only possible conclusion to any

discussion of terrorism., The deliberations of the 1973 UN Ad Hoc
= committee on terrorism are a graphic illustration of this problem. The
committee not only failed to come up with any concrete recommendations to

fight terrorism, but they could not even agree on a definition of the

terms.4? As ASALA”s attempt to coerce Western govermments into recog-
it nizing captive members as political prisoners clearly indicates,

terrorists themselves prefer this point of view, If it is adopted, they

PR T
i

can turn any trial into a political extravaganza rather than a judicial
{9 proceeding, and gain favorable press reports of their activities from
4

politically sympathetic journalists.
?; To take the position that terrorism cannot be justified because it
may be motivated by some higher end does not whitewash all Western
7 declafatory or operational military strategies because they are nominally
directed at- establishing or maintaining peace. To take one example, the
most compelling argument against the nuclear doctrine that has been
dominant in the West for the last 20 years has to do with the fact that it
would deliberately target nuclear weapons against innocent bystanders, and
in fact goes to the limit of such a threat by claiming to assure the
destruction of civil society on both sides. Such a doctrine is not simply
wrong; it is incredible and hence undermines the deterrenmt it is supposed
to assure,

Nor is it true that it is essential to target civiliams in guerilla

war anymore than in a conventional war. For a democracy in particular,

terrorism is often counterproductive regardless of the sort of conflict in
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which it is used. It is not only deliberate terror that may be counter-
productive, but also the unintended destruction of bystanders thrcuéh
‘careless or excessively risky strategies, Paul Johnson has pointed out
that the defense force of the Jewish Defense Agency, the Haganah, which
respected the rights of noncombatants and took reasonsble care to diseri~
minate the military targets they were attacking from noncombatants did
more for the establishment of Israel than the Irgun. There is naturally
controversy about Irgun, but at the least it can be said to have adopted
tactics which risked the lﬁvés of bystanders much mor% extensively than
did Haganah. Irgun blew up Jerusalem”s main hotel, the Kipg David in
1946. 1In the process it mot only destroyed the part of it that contained
British military, who might have been identified as enemy combatants, and
secret records which Irgun believed were an essentiszl weapon against them,
It killed, besides 28 British and 41 Arabs, 17 Jews and five others.
Apparentlyhfrgun intended to give warning so that the botel could be
evacuated and only the secret records destroyed. But a warning much in
advance risked losing the military objective and a short warning risked
the destruction of ipnocent bystanders. The warning reached the phone
operator two minutes before the bomb went off.

In reaction to Irgun, British troops evacuating Palestine conspired
to turn over supplies to the Arabs. According to Johuson, Ifgun’s activi-
ties not only inspired the PLO to use terror but also contributed to the
Arab exodus from ?alestine.48

Similarly there are many other such intermediate cases of Western
action which were even more clearly not deliberately terrorist, but which

used tactice involving excegeive risks of the destruction of innocents,
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and even unintended destruction in the course of a legitimate attack on
terrorists can backfire. With the help of the media, terrorists can use
the unintended destruction to shift attention from their terror to the
attempt to counter it, and to bring condemnation on the counter. General
Sharon plainly was not a terrorist in the sense of either the PLO and PFLP
or in the sense that applies correctly to the Christian Phalangists that
slaughtered women and children in Chatila. But an Israeli investigating
commission did condemn him for not exercising adequate care to avoid that
slaughter. Moreover, this is an acute problem for all democracies in
attempting to counter terror, and to maintain domestic as well as interns-
tional support. The American artillery barrages that attempted to answer
Shiite terrorists provided splendid photographs for the television cameras
of destroyed villages.

In the loose parlance of the media, covert operations by Western
powers are automatically not onrly suspect, but sometimes assumed to be
necessarily "terrorist." 1In fact, a precisely-informed covert operation
directed carefully at the terrorists themselves may be nuch more discrimi-
nate than an artillery barrage aimed at an area where the terrorists have
located some of their own means of destruction and deliberately embedded
them in the civilian population, perhaps near a hospital or a school or a
neutral embassy. Moreover, the fact that the operation is covert does mnot
make it inappropriate for a democracy in a world of danger, when nearly
all nations operate covertly and there ias no enforceable international law
preventing the hostile operations of terrorists. Democracies need discri-

minate weapons and methods and precise intelligence in guerilla war,

conventional war and nuclear war.
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The experience of US authorities in countering Armenian terrorists ’ -

indicates terror can be successfully combatted using non-terrorist means.

Using extemsive surveillance procedures, Los Angeles police thwarted a

bomb attack planned by ASALA on the Air Canada terminal in 1982, Also in

1982, five Armenians were arrested on charges of conspiring to blow up the B
office of the honmorary Turkigh Comsul in Philadelphia. One of these five I8
was charged with transporting firearms found in a suitcase at Boston”s '
Logan Airport. At least one terrorist responsible for the 1982 assassina- ;%
tion of Kemal Arikan, the Los Angeles Turkish Consul General, was success— ;t
fully apprehended and prosecuted, and was sentenced to life in prison in é
1984, BSionce 1982 there has been no Armenian terrorist activity reported =
in the United States. L
This discussion is obviously relevant for the Turkish Republic in its {3
necessary work of trying to get the cooperation of its allies and neutral -
powers in responding to Armenian terrorists. As we have said, the Turks §§
have exhibited admirable restraint in avoiding terrorist acts of their own oy
against Armenians. But public discussion remains bogged down in reference £§
to what happened in 1915, 'The notion that selective viclence against T3
Turkish civilians can be justified because of something that happened in =
1915, is unfortunately well-established in some Armenian circles. For é;
example, the publisher of a weekly Armenian newspaper in Los Angeles was .
quoted in the Los Angeles Times after the Orly bowbing which killed and ég
injured a large number of non-Turks. R
Y

I think most Armenians will condemn the bombing at the air- =
port. That“s toc much. That”s innocent people being killed. e

The implication is that Turkish diplomats are not "innocent people" and o
are acceptable targets. The Economigt reported that at a mgeting held in ;%
ek
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Lausanne in 1983 to aftempt. to establish a worldwide Armenian congress,
while the Orly bomb attack was condemned, there also was talk about the

merits of "selective terrorism."” The Economist conclusion was:

The question...is whether the new political wing of the

Armenian Movement will be able to control the terrorists, or

will be controlled by them. The lukewarm condemnations of

terrorism heard in Lausanne this week are not an encouraging

sigu.49
When Western countries treat Armenian terrorists as political prisomers,
they imply the same thing—-that violence against today”s Turks can be
justified by an event which occurred over sixty years ago. This was made
particularly obvious in the 1984 French trial of four Armenians accused of
occupying the Turkish consulate in Paris, killing a Turkish security
officer and the Consul General, and holding 56 people hostage for 16
hours. During the trial the judge allowed defense attorneys to read
letters from an Armenian singer and an Armenian film producer about the
1915 Armenian massacres. If the judgment is that terrorism, because it
attacks innocent civilians, is never justified regardless of the cause, it
is easily seen that discussions of 1915 are not relevant to responding to
current Armenian terrorists. And, the statement of the defense attorney

for four Armenian terrorists to a Paris court that:

Those who ask you to condemn terrorism are in fact asking
you to say that the genocide never existed.

must be recognized for the moral absurdity that it is. Terrorism is
morally unacceptable regardless of the cause for which it is committed,
because it 18 an assault on basic human rights.

Tt is possible to make & number of recommendations concerning appro-

priate responses to terrorism based on the previous discussion. If a
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response to terrorism is effective, it must not only physically stop
terrorist activi%y, but it also must frustrate the terrorists” political
goals. In the cases of the Armenian terrorist movement, all the countries
involved must realize the potential impact of the Armenian campaign
against Turkey. What”s at stake has already gone beyond the issue of what
bappened in 1915, If left unchecked, the campaign of terror against
Turkey has a potential to disrupt Turkey’s relatiomship with its NATO
allies and eventually lead to the removal of the easterun half of Turkey
from Western influence. Any effective response must be formulated to
frustrate this goal., This criterion rules out both a Turkish response,
which could be perceived as terror against Armenians and a Western
response that appears to legitimize Armenian violence agaimst Turks.
Responses oflthis type can only be counted onm to further the interests of
both ASALA and the Soviet Union by disrupting the NATO Alliance and
destabilizing Turkey., In order for effective responmses to terrorism to
become the morm, it must be widely accepted that terrorism be condemned
because it ;s an attack on civiliane, pot because of the cause for which
it is committed, In the abaence of agreement on this issue, terrorists

will continue to be able to use the mews media to gain support for their

particular issues.
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Dissent in Soviet Armenia

Nancy Virts



R

While Armenians in the diaspora continue to loudly protest alleged
violations of the rights of Armenians living in Turkey and of Armenians on
trial in the West for acts of terrorism, they largely ignore the fate of
Armenians living in the Socialist Soviet Republic of Armenia now in prison
both for their participation in the human rights movement and for advocat-
ing an inéependent Armenia, It i1s more than a little iromic that Western
Armenians who cannot say enough in behalf of those striving to create an
independent Armenia out of land now a part of Turkey, even when the result
is violent, are virtuvally silent when Armenians in the Soviet Union are
imprisoned because they advocate independence for that part of historic
Armenia now under Soviet domination. This ironic situation has become
even more iromnic recenfly because the Soviets have begun to openly support
the Armeniqp claims against Turkey, at the same time they imprison

Armenian nationalists in the Soviet Union.

Dissent in Soviet Armenia

Armenians are in prison in the Soviet Union both for their participa-
tion in the human rights movement and for advocating independence for
Soviet Armenia., In April of 1977, a Helsinki Accords Monitoring Group was
established in Soviet Armenia. Later that year the group released two
statements calling for the preservation of Armenian as the official
language of the Republic, the release of all political prisoners, and
specifically protesting the imprisonment of Afmenian dissidents and the

unwarranted psychiatric treatment of political prisonera. Soviet authori-
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ties arrested the signers of these statements, including the three leaders Y3

of the group, almost immeéiately.l They received prison gentences ranging

from one to five years followed by internal exile. This was not an 3
-

isolated act of persecution. In 1983 a Soviet Armenian literary scholar o
was sentenced to 10 years in prison and internal exile for compiling an ?ﬁ
underground journal on human rights and giving & graveside speech at the g
burial of a dissident Russian poet*2 el
Not only are Soviet Armenians in prison for protesting human rights ?%
violations, but also for advocating the creation of an independent -

Armenian state. In 1963, Soviet Armenians formed the "Union of Young

Armenians" which became the "National TUnity Party" (NUP) in 1966, The ain

of this organization was to establish an independent Armenia composed of

Soviet Armenia and Armenian lands occupied by Turkey. Leaders of the NUP

called for a UN-supervised national referendum to allow Armenians to

choose between the current communist regime and an independent homeland. ?%
Their claim wes based on Article 72 of the Soviet constitution which l o
states "each Union Republic of the USSR has the right to freely secede §§
from the USSR." Between 1965 and 1974 over 80 Armenians were arrested, gg
tried and imprisoned. Most were charged with "anti-Soviet agitation and =
propaganda.” In addition to signers of the public appeals of the Helsinki %%
monitoring group who were arrested between 1977 and 1979, a number of -
Armenian nationalists were arrested, tried and sentenced between 1980 and §§
1981, According to some estimates a total of as many as 200 Armenian 73

Nationalists, including all the leaders and members of the NUP, have been
arrested by Soviet authorities. Nationalists have received harsh

sentences of up to 12 years in prison and internal exile for such crimes
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as writing nationalistic poetry and essays on national minorities,

The only incident of violence by an Armenian group in the Soviet
Union ocurred on January 8, 1977 when a bomb planted in a Moscow subway
train exploded killing up to thirty people. Soviet officials eventually
arrested five Armenians in connection with the bombing. Two of the five
were apprehended while attempting to plant another bomb at the Kursk

Railway Terminal in Moscow. One of those arrested was Stephan Zatikian, &

known member of the NUP, He and two associates were found guilty of the

bombing and were executed in January 1979.4

Response of the Armenian Commmunity Qutside of the Soviet Uniomn

Soviet Armenian dissidents get little open support from Armenians in
the West., While both members of Armenian terrorist groups and members of
the traditional Armenian community are aware of the situation in the
Soviet Union, as a group neither has spoken up strongly agaimst it.
ASALA s apparent comment on the execution ofAZatikiau and his associates,
"we protest the execution of Armenian patriots in the USSR who don”t
oppose the Soviet State,” leaves their position unclear. It seems
unlikely that ASALA actually meant to protest the execution of a member of
a party advocating the liberation of a piece of territory ASALA considers
already "liberated." A little known Armenian group did bomb the Soviet
Information Office in Paris in February of 1980 "in memory of the three
Armenian patriots shot in Moscow on January 3, 1979." Although this
group, the New Armenian Resistance (NAR), has not been heard from since
October 1980, there was some evidence of cooperation between them and
ASALA, However, there is no evidence that Moscow’s exXecution of Armenian

terrorists has made any impact on ASALA s support of the Soviet Union.
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Given ASALA"s commitment to Marxist-Leninism this is not sur?risiug.s
However, none of the "non-Marxist" Armenian terrorist groups have ever hit
a8 Soviet target or made an anti~Soviet statement.

Even the reaction of the Armenian community in the diaspora to human
rights violations in Soviet Armenia has been lukewarm at best, While
Armenian newspapers are filled with articles describing the trials of
Armeniaps accused of terrorist actions agaipst Turkish interests in great
detail and urging their readership to contribute to defense funds set up
in behalf of the accused, discussion of the trials of Soviet Armenians i»s
limited, And the tome of what discussion there is restrained. When two
Armenians in Yugoslavia were tried and convicted of assassinating a

Turkish diplomat in Belgrade, articles in the Armepian Weekly strongly

dencunced violations of their rights which alleged1§ took place during
their trial.® The same paper published scores of articles eulogizing as
martyrs to the Armenisn cause, the five Armenian terrorists who bléw up
:hemﬁelves;‘tﬁe wife of s Turkish official and a Portugese policeman while
attempting to take over the Turkish embassy in lLisbon during the summer of
1983.7 However, on the recent release from prison of Soviet Armenian
Paruym Hairikian, founder of the NUP, after almost 15 years of imprison~
ment, Armenian Weeklv“s only comment was that his release was "long
overdue,"?

The following conclusion of ome of the few articles in the Armenisn
press on the fate of Armenian dissidents in the Soviet Union is well-
justified, if somewhat weak:

The Armenian media in the diaspora does not provide adequate
coverage on the arrests, trials and prison conditions of these
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dissidents. In our enthusiasm and pride in the remarkable
achievements of Soviet "Armenia,.we need not ignore the sad fact
that there are scores of young Armenians who are languishing in
Soviet jails for committing no crime other tham writing an essay on
human rights or a patriotic poem. The most elemental civil rights
of these people continses to be violated without a word of

protest from the West.

The last statement is not entirely correct. Amnesty Intermatiomal has
adopted many Soviet Armenian dissidents as prisoners of comscience. Six
economists from Princeton protested the imprisonment of Eduard Arutyunyan,
an economist, who was one of the leaders of the Armenian Helsinki Monitor-

ing Group, in a letter to the New York Times.lo However, there is no

organized campaign within the Armenian community to aid these dissidents.
It seems iromic that diaspora Armemians should concentrate so much energy
on coercing Turkey into admitting the existence of an alleged violation of
human rights over sixty years in the past while almost ignoring violations
of the rights of Armenians taking place in the Soviet Union today.

Many Armenians are inclined to view the Soviet Union in a cgaritable
light because they perceive that Armenians have suffered far less at the
hands of the Russians than the Turks. However, what Armenians in the
diaspora either fail to perceive or choose to ignore is that the Soviet
Union, like its predecessor the Russian Empire, supports Armenian
nationalism only to the extent it furthers Soviet interests, no further.
Soviet Armemian dissidents are under no such illusion. After her release
from prison, one dissident who was convicted of "hooliganism" on the
grounds that she "talked loudly" during the trial of another dissident,
wrote a personal letter to the Soviet president seeking permission to
emigrate., In the letter she wrote:

Even ones native land can be hateful when tyranny and callousmness

prevail...to carry out this difficult task I will stop at nothing
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. since henceforth my living in the USSR is deprived of all meaning. ) . ;’%
Another group of dissidents on the last day of their trial asked a Soviet e
judge to send a telegram to Romald Reagan "expressing the hope that he
will remain faithful to hia promisas,“ll The supression of Armenian
nationslism within the Soviet Union should make it clear that Soviet ‘ %
interests do mot include an independent Armenia either in the present SSR
of Armenia or in histefic Armenia now a part of Turkey.
That this realization has been lost on many diaspora Armenisus is gg
&
even more amazing im light of the fact that Soviet Armenian officials have
harshly criticized the Armenian Revolutionary Federation {ARF or Dashnak
Party), the major Armenian Political Party in the diaspora, for its o
"counter~revolutionary nationalistic ideology."™ In an address reproduced &
in the official organ of Soviet Armenia, om July 15, 1983, the Secretary E%

General of the Armenian Bepublic stated:

We should improve our relations with the Armenian Diaspora,
embarking actively on projects which will expand and strengthen our
activities with progressive organizations, which support the
pacifist policy of the Soviet Union and actively contribute to irs
propaganda, We appreciate the attitude of these organizations but

we should not forget the fact that the Armenian Diaspora is not a

homogeneous entity, There are organizations which are hostile to 3

us and are agents of imperialism, The ARF comes on that front. 5

It has been suggested in ARF publication that this recent criticism was -
i

the result of increased nationalism amoung young Soviet Armenians. It

tertainly was not prompted by an outpouring of support for imprisoned
12

Soviet Armenian dissidents from ARF supporters in the West.
In spite of the Soviet Union”s suppression of Armenian nationalists :

within its borders, even Armenian organizations who in the past were

strongly anti-comsunist have adopted a concilatory attitude towards the e

Soviet Union. The article describing the plight of the dissidents men-— b
#e
G
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tioned above, labeled these ipcidents as "desperate and self-
incriminating” moves resulting from frustration. Quite a far cry from the
praise accorded to those engaged in terrorism against Turkey. The
article, which goes on to suggest that Armenians join with Amnesty Inter-
national groups in a letter writing campaign to free the prisomers, is
careful to say "What is advocated here is not the drumming up of anti-
Soviet or even anti-communist hysteria."13 Another article in Armenian
Weekly, a publication with ties to the ARF, printed without comment
Amnesty International”s suggestion that letters written on behalf of
Soviet Armenian dissidents not stress the issue of Armenian independence.
All of this seems to be rather timid talk from "agents of imperialism."14
Pointing out what should be a rather obvious point, that the Soviet
Union does not now (and never has) perceived an independent Armenia on its
border as comsistent with its own interests, does not imply that the
Soviets have no interests in supporting Armenian terrorism or Armenian
claims against Turkey. Although relations between Turkey and the Soviet
Union are friendly om a superficial level, there is ample evidence that
the Soviets provided the resources which made possible the large scale
campaign of domestic terror within Turkey ended by the 1980 coup. Armenian
terrorism is an attempt to destabilize Turkey by disrupting its foreign
relations, The Soviets clearly view the destabilization of Turkey as
within their interests, even if they are unwilling to tolerate an indepen-
dent Armenia on their border.

In spite of their persecution of Armenian nationalists within the SSR

of Armenia, recently the Soviet Union has been supporting the Armenian

cause more openly., In an interview reported in the Christianm Science
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: Moniter on December 28, 1982, an Armenian Foreign Affairs officer %;
commented on the Armenian terrorist campaign against Turkey that "These r
7ol

actions are both wrong and ineffective, but we can understand the frustra- =
tions and conditions which motivate them." In the past, Soviet officials %%
b

have avoided the issue or condemred terrorism strougig.zi Soviet suppart _
of peacefully-expressed Armenian grievances also appears to be on the %%
rigse. When a new Armenian monument was dedicated in Paris in April 1984, &
the head of the Echmiadzin Church in the Soviet Armenian Republic attended i
the ceremony., Turkish officials felt compelled to protest the ceremony to g%

France and express their regret and indignation to the Soviet Uniom over
the presence of the Soviet clergyman at the ceremony.lﬁ In Getober of
1984 the Prime Minister of Soviet Armemia told a group of visiting foreign
ambagsadors and diplomatic representatives that in 1915 the Turkish

government deliberately cauged the death of .close to 2 million

Armenians.l? In the past, Soviet Armenian officials have been silent on
questions pertaining to the genocide. Also in 1984 the Novosti Press %%

Agency in Moscow distributed a book review by a prominent Soviet Armenian

scholar whichk accused the Turks of persecuting modern Armenian residents
of Turkey to the point of endangering their survival. This article was e
published in a prominent Armenian publication in the United States with

the comment that the article was "indicative of the new importance offi-

sl
cially given to the Turkish-Armenian issue” by the Soviet government,l®

5

No doubt many Armenians welcome these Soviet statements of support ki

with the same enthusiasm as they welcomed the passage of the House of ﬁ3

i

Representatives” regsolution recognizing the Armenian genocide. In the =

past, organizations as diverse as ASALA and the official newspaper of the ﬁ%
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ARF in Lebanon have called on the Soviet Union to support the Armenian
cause openly.19 However, many Armenians and their western supporters, in
their apparent eagerness for revenge against Turkey, seem all too willing
to overlook the contradiction between the Soviet Union”s support of
Armenian nationalism when it threatens the stability of Turkey and its
relations with NATO, and Soviet suppression of the same sentiment when it
is expressed in the Soviet Union.

The Soviets have made it quite clear that their one motive for
supporting the Armenian cause is to threaten the stability of Turkey. The
fact that they have recently increased their support of the "Armenian
cause" is just one more indication of the potential this issue has for
destabilizing Turkey. Armenian nationalists im the West and their
supporters should think carefully about the consequences of a destabilized
Turkey removed from Western influences both for Western security and for
Armenian nationalism. The result is much more likely to be Soviet domina-
tion than an independent Armenian state which would be disasterous to

both.
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I: A _Chance for Democracy in Latin Americsg

Now is the crucial time for Latin America, The recent phenomenal
rise of democratic governments there offers the region an unprecedented
opportunity for politieal stability and progreas. The list of new demo-
cracies is very long. Colombia, Ecuvador, Peru, Bolivia, the Dominican
Republic, Argentina, Urugusy, Panama, Honduras, El Salvador, and possibly
soon Guatemals and Brazil have established or are estsblishing new legiti~
mate, democratic govermments. The spread of democracies im Latin America
(and Spain and Portugal) in the last five years or go has the potential of
being the start of a historically unique and beneficial political change.

But this promise is marred by the growth of Cuban military power in
the Caribbean, by the consolidation of the Sandinista dictatorship in
Nicaragus (contrary to the initial hopes that that revolution would turn
out to be democratic), and by the increase in terroriem against the target
countries that are just becoming democratic.

There are two models of terrorism and guerrilla warfare predominant
in the West. The "hearts and minds" thesis sees terrorists as youths
provoked by the awful conditioms of their homeland. 7This model would
predict that a terrorist or guerrilla~led revolution will arise
spontaneocusly against the worst dictatorships in the most impoverished
countries. Recent history shows that this is an incorrect model for
Latin America. The key to establishing a successful guerrilla force is
the training, organization, arms and funding now being provided by the
Cubgns and Soviets to their surrogates in the target countries.

Most telling in this regard is the fact that terrorism arises

primarily against nations attempting to move toward democracy. The



prototype for this terror campaign againat a young, democratic government is
the war against Venezuela from 1962 to 1967, Despite overwhelming public .
support for the elected Betancourt government, the guerrillas, with docu-
mented Cuban assistance were able to seriously disrupt Venmezuela for over
five years.] The chief lesson here is that guerrillas can survive for a
long time even without substanmtial public support. So the existence of the
guerrillas is no evidence that there is a large constituency for their
goals., Nevertheless, many US public opinion-makers consistently recommend
the policy, resulting from the Vietnam syndrome, of hastily abandoning pro-
Western governments that come under guerrilla attack. The usual justifica-
tion is that the US will thereby claim the "moral high ground.”

Many in the West repeated Communist claims that Venezuels was not a
"true” democracy--didn”t the mere fact that the guerrillas survived prove
that? 2 The guerrillas also sought to provoke human rights violations by
the government so it would lose further Western public support. Today we
freqqently hear the same sort of claims about Hondurzs, El salvador, and
even Costa iica.

The guerrilla war in El Salvador gained strength only after the 1979
coup that promised democratic reforms. We have strong evidence of
Nicaragusn attempts to establish terrorist groups in democratic Honduras and
Costa Rica.? The Cubaps have supplied arms to & guerrilla group in
Jamaica.* And the vicious Sendero Luminoso began its attack on Peru only
after the military dictatorship was replaced by an elected government., Even
the French overseas departments in the Caribbean have recently been 8o
strongly attacked that the French banned ome of the terrorist fromt

organizations.?
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0f course, this is sound strategy for the Commmnists. Democracies
are more vulnerable to terrorism in the short-rum because they must show
at least some respect for human rights, But democracies are also the
greatest long—run threat to the Communist goal of conquering Latin
America. Communist victory depends on making conditions im Latin America
so bad that all hope of reform or improvement depends on getting rid of
the old regime. Like Soviet nuclear terror,.Latin American terror is
designed to convince the people of the democracies that they have only two
choices~~red or dead. Thus the guerrillas try to destroy the economic
infrastructure of the democracies and to use atrocities to provoke a
right~wing reaction that would replace the democracy with a dictatorship
that would be more vulnerable in the long-run.

If the current young democracies canm be consclidated in Latin
America, Communism may lose its chance there for the foreseeable future.
But if they are forced to cower before Cuban-sponsored terrorist threats
and are unable to obtain adequate US support, this unique historical

opportunity may be lost,

II. Deniability: Remember the Maine?

To waintain the “"hearts and minds" thesis among Western public
opinion, the Cubans and Soviets must maintain the deniability, or at least
the pretense of deniability, of their support for terrorist and guerrilla
groups in democratic countries.

These denmials do not have to be very strong or very plausible, They
are welcomed by Western publics and governments alike because otherwise
something might have to be done to stop these Soviet attacks on Western

allies, Thus although we have abundant proof of Cuban involvement with
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all manner of Latin American guerrillas and dope dealers, Western ?ﬁliti;
ciang still proclaim that the evidence is not adequate. This is the same
as the reaction to reports of Soviet treaty violations and of the Soviet
use of chemical and biological weapons in Afganistan and Laos,

The nations under attack face a serious dilemma about whether they
should stand up to Castro or try to appease him. For example, Colombia
broke off diplomatic relations with Cubauin 1981 after an M-19 columm,
trained iu Cuba, made a landing on Colombia“s Pacific cosst in order to
iovade the country from the South.b Later, Castro publicly declared that
in reprisal for "Colombia“s presenting its candidacy against Cuba for a
post at the Tnited Nations," he bad trained these gaerriil&e.? Yet, the
Colombian government is still so insecure that it believes it may be
necessary to try to gain Castro”s goodwill in the bope that he will leave
Colombia alome. In January 1984 there was a semi-public dispute between
the Colombian Army Commander~-in-Chief and the Foreign Minister. The Army
commander stated that "it is morally impossible to have relatiouns with
Cuba.,.we cannot have relations with a government headed by a commuunist
dictator whe trains people to invade our country."® Weeks later the
Foreign Minister said that the two countries had had "cordial contacts"
although he demied that they were negotiating a resumption of diplomatic
relations.d Suck hesésaut, frightened goveroments need confidence in U5
support if they are to\giand firm.

Te reiterate, the problem is not establishing Soviet and Cuban com~
plicity in terrorism and guerrilla war in Latin America (or elsewhere).
There is ample evidence of this., The problem is deciding what to do after

that complicity is acknowledged. In the Spanish-American War, the United
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States seized on the opportumity of the sinking of the Maine to declare

war even though there was little or no evidence of Spanish complicity,

Now we seize on weak Soviet and Cuban denials to avoid facing the fact
: that our Latin American allies are being assaulted by a deep~strike Soviet
wveapon just as surely as if the Soviets were shooting missiles at them.
g The United States is at a strong disadvantzge in supporting guerrilla

groups because we cannot deny our involvement. But, more importantly, we

have proved an unreliable glly for any guerrillas. The best example of

this is our loud debate about the "covert" war in Nicaragua and our
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apparent azbandonment of the "contras." Our allies are at a further disad-

Eﬁ vantage because they cannot use terror techniques in the same way the

- Communiets do and they cannot raise money through criminal activities,
=

= IIT. HNarcoterrorism

Eﬁ Mounting evidence ehows that the Cubans, Nicaraguans? and Commupnist
. guerrilla groups in Colombia and Peru are heavily involved in producing
g% and transporting drugs to the United States, This section argues that

this is a very advantageous policy for the Cubans and the Communiast guer-

rillas. Then the available public evidence of their involvement is
4 assembled. Much work remsins te be dome in this area, but this evidence
%

{mostly from newspaper accounts) does provide a convincing case and points

out' areas for further intelligence research that could lead to much fuller
documentation of guerrilla and terrorist actions,

wh Narcoterrorism is only one example of the ¢riminal methods that
Communist govermments and terrorist and guerrilla groups use to raisen

funds, FKidneppings by the Salvadoran FMLN guerrillas throughout the 1970s




funded both Salvadoran and Wicaraguan guerrillas. And the Buigarianio

government and Armenianll terrorists traffic in both illicit drugs and
weapons,

This participation in organized crime creates many mutually rein~
forcing advantages for the Communists,

{a) They receive very substantial amounts of money--all hard
currency-—from the drug trade. For example, Mario Estevez, a defector
from the Cuban Intelligence Service (DGI} testified that he earned a
profit of 7 million dollars for the Cuban govermment during his three
years a8 a dope dealer in the United States and he estimates that the DGI
kas 400 aimilar agents whose major assigoment is distributing drugs in the
United States, New York Senator Alfonse D"Amato calculated from this
testimony that the Cubans have made $2,8 billion solely from these 400
drug—dealing agents introduced into the United States during the Mariel
boatlift.l2 This is only % very roagﬁ guess that leaves out the revenues$
Cuba receivgs from the tolls it charges drug ships for assistance and
protection and from marijuana actually grown in Cuba itself. It also
ignores the direct revenues that the Colombian and Peruvian guerrillas
obtain from producing the drugs and from "taxing" drug-growing farmers.

Even if this estimate is high by an order of magnitude (that is, even
if, against the evidence, Communist drug revenues are calculated in the
hundreds of millions rather than the billione of dollars) this is still a
very large amount of money and can support large guerrilla groups for a
very long time. For comparison, the much-touted Soviet subsidy to Cuba
amounts to about $3 billion per yearl3 and total Cuban GNP ia mbout $l4

billion per year.l4 The Reagan Administration is currently requesting $28
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million to aid the pro-Western Contras in Hicaragua and total US aid to El
Salvador has never exceeded $150 milliom.

(b) Deniability of Cuban and Soviet involvement with Latin American
guerrilla groupe is easier to maintaip if these orgamizations can support
themgelves through e¢riminal sctivity. Thus the Colombian FARC and M-19
and the Peruvian Senderc Luminosoc can retain at least the pretense that
they are indigenous movements independent of the Soviets and Cubans,

The Castro government uses drug dealings to conceal some of the
support it provides to M~19, One prominent example of this revealed in

public testimony before the US Congress is the case of Jaime Guillot Lara,

~ a Colombian drug-dealer with close ties to the Cubans, BHe reportedly

purchased AR~15 rifles for the use of the M-19 with dollars gained by the
narcotics deals of the Cubans.l® It is important that the guerrillas use
American rather than Soviet-made rifles so they can maiptain their claims
to be indigenous. .

(¢} The drugs and kidnappings disrupt the societies of the countries
under terrorist attack. The Communist hope of victory depends on so
destroying the economy and social structure of the target countries that
ali chance for democratic reform appears impossible. Crimipal activity
contributes to the destruction already caused by terrorist acts. Drug
profits have been used to corrupt some govermment officials and the legal
systems of Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Panama.

(d) Citizens who otherwise would not be sympathetic to the political
goals of the Communists can be tied to them for financial reasons.

Peruvian and Colombian peasants can mske much wore money from raising

marijuana and cocaine than from legal food crops plus ‘these druge are easy



to grow and can survive harsh conditioms. 'Thus many peasants may wélcome,
a guerrilla foree that will protect them against govermment attempts to
eliminate the drug trade. For example, the Sendero Luminoso was able to
move into the Amazon region of Peru around Tingo Mariaz, far from its
traditional Andean guerrilla zone around Ayacucho, when the Peruvianm
govermment and the U8 Drug Enforcement Agency begen a campaign to
eliminate the drug growing in that zegion.16
(e} The Cubans are able to use the drug trade to maintain control
over the guerrillas forces. Apparently the Cubans control the last step of
the pipeline to the United States and could cut off the guerrillas” market
access, Drug trafficking also ties the various guerrilla groups together.
(£} The Communists welcome the problems drugs cause for American
society, Some testimony from Cuban defectors indicates that this is Fidel

Castro”s prime, personal purpose in encouraging the drug traffic.l?

The Evidence, Two recent criminal cgses presented by the US Drug

Enfbrcement_ﬁgency to Americsn grand juries have made a great deal of
evidence about Communist involvement in the drug trade available to the
public. Combined with official statements by the Colombian and Peruvian
governments and with press reports, it is now possible to piece together a
good view of the interconnections between Cuba, Nicaraugua, the Colombian
and Peruvign guerrillas, and the drug dealers who work for szll of them,

A Colombien drug trader named Jaime Guillot Lara was arrested in
Mexico on November 25, 1981 and held for almost a year. Despite extradi-
tion requests from the United States and Colombia, hé eventually was freed
by the Mexicans and fled.l® What makes his case significant is that he is

a ¢lose friend of Jaime Bateman (leader of the Colombign M~19 Communist
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guerrilla group). Fidel Castro, in an interview with Colombian journa-
lists, described Guillot as "a good friend of Cuba."!9 Reportedly,
Guillot met with Raul Castro and Daniel Ortega in October 1981 in Managua
where Castro promised that Guillot would be made President of Colombia
after the Communist victory there., Just before his arrest in Mexicoe City,
Cuban Intelligence warned Guillot that he should seek asylum in the
Nicaraguan embassy where he would be protected., Unfortunately for him, he
failed to take this advice,29

According to US DEA testimony, Guillot is reponsible for smuggling
2.5 million pounds of marijuana, 25 million methaqualone tablets, and 80
pounds of cocaine into the Tmited States from 1976 to 1981. In 1979-80,
he made a deal with the Cubane to pay them $10 per pound of marijuana to
protect his smuggling ships and also to use his ships to deliver arms to
the M-19.21 The US State Department has evidence that he delivered
$700,000 worth of Cuban arms to the M-19,22 Apparently, Guillot panicked
while in prison, tried to kill himself, and spoke more than he should
have.?3 He admitted that future arms shipments were to be sent to
guerrillas trying to overthrow the democracy inm Bolivia.Z%

The second major indictment of a Communist official involved in the
drﬁg trade was of Frederico Vaughan, an aide to Nicaraguan Imterior
Minister Tomas Borge. The CIA says it also has information directly
linking Borge and Sandinista Defense Minister Humberto Ortega to the drug
ring.23 According to an affadavit filed before the Miami federal court inm
July 1984, Colombian drug smugglers flew 1500 pounds of cocaine from
Colombia to Managua, Nicarasgua on Jume 3, 1984 where it was offloaded by

Vaughan and Sandinista soldiers for shipment to the United States, After
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this cocaine was flown to Miami, the Nicaraguans were paid $§1.5 million
for their services. Vaughanm told an-agent of the US DEA that a new
¢cocaine processing laboratory was ready for use in Nicaragua.zs

Cuba and Nicaragua serve as trans-shipment points for the drug
traffic, but the primary sources are Colombia, Peru, and Bolivia, Parti-
cularly in Colombia and Peru, Communist guerrillas either directly produce
the drugs or levy "taxes" on and provide protection for growers and

deglere.

The Narc-FARC Connection, Besides the M-19, FARC (the other major

Colombian guerrilla group) is also involved in the drug trade. In October
of 1983, the Colombian and Venezuelan armies staged a joint attack against
training camps of the Colombian guerrillas and the Venezuelan "Red Flag."
They discovered documents showing that: (1) the Soviet Union directly
supplied Colombian leftist groups with funds; and (2) FARC is imposing
heavy taxes on drug growers and dealers.?’/ The armies also found evidence
that many captured Celombians and Venezuvelans had been held for ransom at
these campa:28 To counter the interunational connection between the
guerrillas, five South American countries {Venezuela, Brazil, Ecuador,
Colombia, and Peru) formed a joint commission to coordinate their efforts
against the drug traffic.2?

After its election in 1982, the Betancur govermment of Colombiz was
at first hesitant to cooperate with the United States in the campaign
against the drug traffic, Many Colombians considered this to be entirely
an American problem and Betancur was afraid of incurring the ire of the

drug growers and dealers who were very quickly becoming wealthy. This

attitude changed abruptly in May 1984 after the nurder by drug
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traffickers of Colombian Justice Minister Rodrigo Lara Bonilla.30 Now the
Colombian government and army are vigorously prosecuting the anti-drug
campaign and, contrary to previous practice, are extraditing drug dealers
to the United States. This change in policy seems to have been provoked
by the realization that Colombia was suffering the evil effects of drugs
because many of its citizens were becoming addicted. And the guerrillas
and other drug dealers were usurping the functions of government because
the vast funds from drugs could be used to corrupt govermment officials
and to purchase better arms than those used by the Colombian army.

The Sendero Luminoso. The exceptionally murderous Sendero Luminoso

guerrillas are often portrayed as being entirely indigenous with no
connections to Soviet-supported guerrilla groups. However, there is some
evidence that there are ties--particularly in the drug trade, For
example, the Shining Path has staged attacks inside Colombia3l and the
Colombian police believe it provides financial support to the Colombian
EPL and other guerrilla groups.32 The Peruvian police believe that the M-
19 and the Chilean MIR have carried out urban terrorism in Lima as a favor
to the Sendero.33
In a speech to the Peruvian Congress, Prime Minister Sandro
Mariategui said:
Drug traffickers are now involved in the criminal actions carried
out by terrorists. Terrorists and drug traffickers are like two
lethal pincers trying to inflict mortal injuries on democracy.
With illegally obtained money, drug traffickers encourage news
media to make subversive propaganda, supply weapons to
insurgents, promote agitation through their corrupting force and
commit the most horrifying crimes,3

In the "Pronto" anti-drug military campaign carried out in the Tingo Maria

area in May 1984, the Peruvians found abundant evidence that the

11



guerrillas were in control of much of the drug emuggling in that area.35

The United States began a coca eradication program in the area, but the
Sendero defeated it by murdering 15 employees of the program on a single

night in December 1984,3® The Peruvian government’s problem is compli-

cated by the fact that increased efforts againat the drug trade lead many 2
peasant coca growers to protest and turn to the guerrillas for “
protection.37 ?;

Further intelligence study of the routes the Sendero use to ship its "
cocaine to the United States might lead to better documentation of Sendero ;
connections with the more orthodox guerrillas and the Cubans. ~

Like the other guerrillaas, one of the main goals of the Sendero

Luminoso is to weaken the Peruvian economy and, thus, the Peruvian demo-

cracy. Therefore, they often attack tourist sites and hotels to try to
scare away an important source of hard currency.38 Another very common
technique that is very effective in disrupting Peruvian democracy is the "
Sendero”s frequent murders of village mayors.39 This tactic was directly

borrowed from the Viet Cong”s effective strategy of murdering good South

Vietnamese local administrators.

IV. Western Anti-Guerrilla Strategy

This paper has diacussed the techniques the Latin American guerrillas
are using to try to disrupt the current moves toward democracy.
There have been four successful Communist takeovers in Latin America: Y

Cuba, Nicaragua, Grenada and Suriname. In none of these did guerrilla

forces fight their way to victory. Cuba and Nicaragua saw general upris- -
ings by almost all sectors of society against a hated tyrant, There is no

chance of such a general uprising against democratic govermments. So the
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democracies” position should be strong if they just do not panic and use
repression to try to blunt the terrorist attack. The United States will
have to assist the smaller countries in resisting lightning coups like the
ones that brought the Communists to power in Grenada and Suriname,
Terrorism has long been used by states to attack other states, How-
ever, the nuclear standoff and the Western strategy of passive contain-
ment, by excluding other forms of warfare and by making a Western response

against the sponsoring state most unlikely, have increased its importance.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Many factors could affect the evolution of the world oil market over
the next two decades. The present paper focuses primarily on one particu-
lar event that could have serious econowmle, pelitical, and national
security faplications for the United States and its allies--the effective
control of Persian Gulf oil production by the Soviet Unlon. Our geoal here
is not to speculate on how this might ﬁccur,1 wut rather to look
systematically at what could be done with that control once achieved.

Other work by Pan Heuristicsg has taken a comprehensive look at the
general problems assoclated with sudden increases in oil prices, and the
potential of variocus policy measures designed to help cope wlth them.
Obviously, one strategy that the Soviets could pursue upon gaining effec-
tive control of Persian CGulf il production would be to cut off the flow of
that oll to the Western bloc. The indtial world oll market effects of such
a cutoff would be gimilar to thosa.caused by any other event {revolution,
war, a;ba£éc, etc¢.). Thus, the results of the Pan work on the short-run
(one to three year) oil and economic market effects of oll supply disrup—

tions apply directly to Soviet motivated cutoffs of the supply of oil from

the Persian Gulf,

1Those who do not belleve that such an event {s ppssible are referred
to Albert Wohlstetter, "Protecting Perslan Gulf 01l: U.S. and Alliance
Military Policy,” in Report on Persian Gulf Qi1 and Western Security, Pan
Heuristics, Report PHBO-1I1-LV7902-60C, to the U.5. Department of Energy,
November 4, 1980.

2See, 2.g., Z.5. Wurtele, "Crisis in the Persian Gulf: An Assessment
of Emergency Programs for Reducing Western Vulnerabilities,” in Persian
Gulf Q11 and Western Security, Pan Heuristcies, Report PHB82~9-70351-68D, for
the 11.5. Department of Energy, September 1982.




The focus‘here, however, 1s on longer—term Soviet strategles (for
example, those that could be employed during the 1990s8) for gaining and
exploiting control of Persian Gulf oil. 1In addition, the analysis
presented here is limited to direct oil market considerations: How much
revenues could the Soviets gain from control of Gulf oil? How much more
revenues could the Soviets derive from that control than the current
p;oducers? At what cost to the West? There is no attempt here to assess
broader 1issues like what the Soviets might do with the revenues they could
derive from Gulf oil or the extént to which they could use control of Gulf
oll to weaken the bonds that tie the Allies together.3 Only the direct
longer-term 01l market implications of Soviet control of Persian Gulf oil
are considered.

To set the stage for an assessment of the potential world oill market
implications of Soviet cpntrol of Persian Gulf oll production, the major
determinants of oll market behavior are reviewed in Section 2. Then, in
Section 3 ;-simple analytic framework is'used to put the short- and long-
run outlooks for world oll prices in perspective. In Section 4 that
analysis 1s used as the starting point for an analysis of the potential
world oll market effects of Soviet control of Persian Gulf oil. Conclu-

sions are drawn from that analysis in Section 5.

3For a lucid overview of these issues see Richard Brody, "The
Implications of Soviet Control of Persian Gulf 011," in Report on Persian
Gulf 0il and Western Security, Pan Heuristics, Report PH80~11-LV7902-60C,
Marina del Rey, California, November 4, 1980.
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2. MAKING WORLD OIL PRICE PROJECTIONS

F The lagt decade has shown oil price forecasting to be a very precari-
i3

& ous occupation. The difficulties oil price forecasters have encountered

;% would almost be humorous were not the effects of faulty prognestications so
N painful, The emergence of oll prices that are much higher relative to

]

21 other prices than they were prior to 1973 and the severe adverse economlce
= imgacf& of sudden unanticlpated oll price increases have provided a brand
iﬁ new environment for strategic planning by governments and industries; it
%% has become more important to reflect uncertainty about the future in the
- planning process and the payoff from efforts to obtain more accurate

E} projections has Lncreased.

£ Given the difficulty everyone has experienced in projecting oll price
ﬁﬁ changes over the past decade, 1t is not surprising that no one has been

able to argue very convincingly that their approach is best. At this point

many groups and indlviduals are producing oil price prolections and there

is great diversity of opinion about what oil prices will be. The methodol-

ogles employed range from divect subjective assegsment to the use of
7 sophistiéateﬂ mathematical techaniques involving stdatistically estimated

" relationships between key underlying variables. Although the methods

employed vary greatly io otrientation, almost all of them implicitly or
f? explicicly 1include some consideration of the forces that will determine the
‘ supply of o1l and the demand for it in the future,
World oil demand i{n the future will be largely determined by four

factors: (1) the continued response to past (both the 1973~74 and 1979)

price increases; (2) the response to any additional price changes (up or
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down} that may occur; (3) the rate of growth of the world's ecomomies; and
{4) changes in the prices of alternative energy sources.

Several key uncertaintles will determine the supply of oil from the
world outside communist areas. Economic considerations will be a major
determinant of the level of oil production worldwlde, but for several msjor
Persian Gulf producers politics may prove Lo be just as laportant as
economics.

For oil producers outside of the Persian CGulf, the rate of oil produc~
tion will be determined primarily by economlic and geological factorg——the
price of oll, the extent of the resource base, and the avallablility of
investment capital. Higher prices and more resources will tend to result
in higher oil production levels. Prices will be i{mportant not only in
determining the rate of discovery of new oil reserves and their ultimate
deveiépment and production, but also in determining the amount of produc~
tion from existing reservoirs. Historically, only about 30X of the oil
disceveredugaﬁ been recovered, but higher priceg provide the incentive to
employ more axpansiveA”anhanced oll recovery” techaiques to increase that
recovery rate.

In projecting non-Persian Gulf oil supply over the next two decades,
it is important to consider: (1) the depressing effect depletion has on
oil production over time, (2) the effect of future oll prices--be they
higher or lower than pregent prices—on the rate of discovery of the, as
yet, undiscovered oil resources, and {3) the effect of future oil prices on

the utilization of enhanced 0il recovery techniques designed to increase

the fraction of the discovered oil in place that is ultimately recovered.
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Unlike other oil producing countries, most Persian Gulf producers have
sufficient oil reserves, and internal and external political concerns to
guspact that they may well be guided more by those considerations than by
public investment economies alone. In addition, leaders in these nations
understand full well that, despite the lack of complete cooperation of its
memberd, OPEC has been able to exert tremendous wmarket power 1n setting oil
prices far above competitive levels. The Saudl leaders, in particular,
understand that expanding production in a glack marker is likely to erode
that collective market power considerably. Saudl Arabia, Iran, Iraq and
Kuwait have quite a bit of flexibility in setting oil production rates.
Saudi Arabla eurrently has about 3 MMBD of unutlilized oil preduction
capacity. This extreme flexibility to swing production over a wide range
puts Saudl Arabia in a unique position of power in the world oil markﬁﬁ.ﬁ

The political uncertainty about oil production in Iran and Iraq is of
an entirely different sort. The revolution in Iraﬁ and the subsequent war
between the two nelghboring states dropped Iranian oll production from 3.5
MMBD to 1,0 MMBD in Iran and from 3.0 MMBD to 1.0 MMBD in Iraq. Recently,
Iran's output has recovered to 2 MMBD. When the war ends, the rate at
which production from these Cwo countries is ;ubsequently inecreased is a
major uncertaiaty surrounding the evolution of the world oil marketr during
the 1980's. Since the leadership of Iraq has consistently espoused the
goal of becoming a major oll producer, it ls reasonable to presume that
within a year or twe of the cessation of hostilities, 1t could be producing

3 MMBD or more.

4
Ar present this flexibllity is not very symmetric in that it would be
far easier for the Saudis to increase production than te decrease it
without upsetting {ts ambitious plans for industrial development.
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Since the effect of the war was confounded with the effect of the on-
goling revolution in Iran, the effect of the ending of the war on Iranian
production 1s far less certain. A fundamentalist regime might decide to
build oil production up very slowly, but 4 MMBD within a couple of years is
probably technically feasible, with higher levels possible if costly in-
vestments in gas injection projects and the like are undertaken (invest-
ments that were planned by the Shah, but abandoned after the revolution).

Even if the war goes no further, the economies of both countries have
been devastated to the extent that there would be a strong incentive to
increase oll revenues rapidly to rebuilld the domestic industrial base. For
example, Iranian cash reserves were nearly deplgted by the end of the first
quarter of 1982, which motivated the Khomeini regime to reverse some of its
earlier anti-oll proclamations,

Another swing producer with its own unique set of goals 1is Kuwait.
This small, wealthy nation at the tip of the Persian Gulf has produced as
much as 3 MMBD of oil as recently as 1979, but is now producing only about
900,000 barrels per day and has no desire to produce more. 1Its cash
regerves are so large relative to the size of its population that its
leadership contends it could go co;pletely out of the oll business for a
year or two without serious consequence. Although Kuwalt might be expected
to increase production during an oil supply interruption as was the case in
1979, there 1s no reason to suspect it would desire to add to the size of
any oll glut during the 1980's.

Not all projections of the evolution of the world oll market
explicitly take into account the several key oll supply and demand factors

alluded to here. 1In addition, these factors are reflected in different
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ways Iin the alternative analyses——the degree of aggregation of producing
and consuming countries vary greatly, the behavioral relationships included
in them are different, and there is a wide diversity of views about the
values of key parameters. Consequently, it is not surprising that there
are quite a wide range of views on thg likely level of future oil prices.
Figure | displays the range of oll price projections obtained in a2 recent
poll of world oll market analyses complled under the ausplces of the
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis. The medlan projec-
tion shows an inflation adjusted oil price in 1990 that is 47 percent above
the current price and an additional 34 percent price increase by the

year 2000. Interestingly, although there are a wide range of projections,
virtually all of them show increasing oll prices well before the tumrn of
the century. Thres well-known dlssenting opinions on this score are volced
by Peter Odell of Erasmus University, $§. Fred Singer of the University of
Virginia, and Hiliiam Brown of the Hudson institute.s Each of these
individuai; makes assumptions on one or more key underlylng determinants of
the world oll price that are dramatically different from those made by
other researchers. Odell assumes that there is about twice as much ofl to
be discovered as most other analysts and that production rates will not
depend significantly on the geopolitical reglon within which the oil is
found. Singer assumes a very large response of oll supply inside and

outside of OPEC to higher oll prices., ¥Finally, Brown assumes that the

5See, for example, Odell, P,R., and K.E. Rosing, "The Future of 0il: A
Re-Evaluation,” Centre for International Energy Studles, Erasmus
University, Rotterdam, June 1983; Singer, S.F., and §. Stamas, “An End to
QPEC,” Forelgn Policy, No. 45, Winter 198]1-82; and Brown, W.M., "Can GPEC
Survive the Glut?" Fortune, November 30, 1981.



ineremental decrease in oll demand in response to a once~for-all increase
in its price will inerease in each subsequent year over a long period of =

time. These assumptions are at variance with what most other analysats are

currently assuming. §§
3. OIL PRICE PROJECTICONS IN PERSPECTIVE gﬁ
Although It is net possible to resolve all the differences of opinion . Y
about the future course of world oll prices reflected in Figure 1, a slmple e
analytic model can be used to ghow how such projections vary with changes Eg
K

in agsumptions about the key underlying determinants of world oll market :
behavior. Such a model was developed prewioaslyﬁ to help analyze the gg

nature and likely duracion of the "oll glut.” An updated version of that

model 1s employed here to: (1} fllustrate how oil price projections vary R

with changes in key parameter assumptions, (2) to develop reasonable low X

and high price trajectories assuming no Soviet control of Persian Gulf oil
- . ’;&t
production, and (3) to show how effective Soviet control of Gulf oil could é@
alter this plcture. Although the model 1s described more fully elsewhare,? P
it is summarized briefly here to set the stage for its application. X
World 01l Market Model Overview o
The world oll model (as wmodified for the current study) consists of F%

an OECD oil demand module, a demand module far the o1l importing developing
o3
6 5
See Weyant, J.P, and D.M. Kline, "Energy Crigis Meets 011 Glut: &

Where Do We Go From Here?”, Pan Heuristiecs, Inc., Report PHB82~9-70351-88D,
September 1982, =
7 8

Weyant and Kline, op. eclt, -
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-countries, an oil supply module for the non-Persian Gulf oll producers

outside of communist areas, and a simple market balancing wmodule for the

Persian Gulf producers.

QECD Demand Model. The OECD 01l Demand Model (1) takes the price of crude

oil F.0.B. Persian Gulf and adds a set of markups to derive a price for
fuel delivered to each sector in each of the seven largest oll consuming
countries, (2) aggregates the price of the individual fuels avallable to
each sector in sach country to compose a sectoral price index for that
country, (3) aggregates the price indexes for each sector to obtain a
retail energy price index for that country, (4) applies aggregate price
elasticities and long-run adjustment parameters for retail energy and
exogenously specified economic growth rates to project the demand for
aggregate ratall energy In each ccuﬁcry, (5) shares the aggregate energy
éemand‘hy gector in a manner congistent with the price index composition
for that c;untry, (6) shares the aggregate energy demands for each sector
in each country to each fuel in a manner consistent with the price index
composition for that sector, (7) adds up the total oll demands for each
seétor across the seven countries, (8) scales the totals up (by about
15~20%) to reflect demands by the other OECD countries, and (9) adds up the
sectoral totals to get total OECD oil dem&nd¢8 Thea model also allows for
some response of ché price of the other fuels in response to an Iincrease In

the demand for them.

sﬁlectricity conversion losses, refinery losses, and marine bunkers
are, of course, considered, but those details are omitted from this

"thumb-nall” sketch.



The crude oll markups for each country-gsector combination reflsce
trangportation, refining and distribution costs, as well as any government
taxes that might be imposed. Thus, there are aizable positive markups on
gasoline in Japan and Western European countries reflecting their ia;ge
gasoline taxes and negative markups Iin Canada reflecting the price controls
and implicit oil import subsidies that have characterized the Canadian
energy scene over the past decade.

The sectoral rules for aggregating fuel prices and sharing out fuel
demands are based on econometric work by Pindyk. Rather than employ the
sectoral own price elasticities for fndividual fuels from the Pindyk study,
however, the sectoral price indices and fuel demands are, once again,
aggregated so that a simple aggregate lagged—adjustment wmodel can be used
to proje;t total retail energy demand in each country. In this sisple
aggregate approa;h aggregate energy demand depends on the aggregate energy
price, as well as assumptions about the aggregate price elasticlty of
energy dem;nd, the aggregate rate at which energy demand adjufts towards

that long-run response and projected levels of economic Output.g This

approach allows for investigation of the effects of variations in assumed

demand response parameters over the range of empirical estimates.

LDC Demand Module. The issues which bear on forecasting demand for oil in

the LDC's have been the subject of considerable debate In the energy eco~

nomics community. It appears. that the available data and the state of the

9This approach follows that developed by Hogan to put future U.S.
energy demands in perspective, See William W. Hogan, "The Future Demand
for Energy, Chapter 2 in Energy: The Next Twenty Years, Ford Foundatioun,
Ballinger Publishing, Cambridge, MA, pp. 72-~113. We thank Professor Hogan
both for the work reported there and for his help and encouragement in
constructing the model desc¢ribed here.
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art in development economics permits only the roughest of estimates of
future oll demand by these countries.

We have, therefore, used a simple, ad hoc model of LDC oil demand in
the current study; one that permits the effects of a wide range of param—
eter values to be investigated. The major coneclusions about the future of
the world oil market described in thls paper are not sensitive to these
parameter varlations; the bighest estimates of LDC oll consumption over the
next twenty years is still a relatively small share of WOCA (world outside

communlst areas) oll use,

Non-Persian Gulf 01l Supply Module. In the Non-Persian Gulf 01l Supply

Model it is assumed that: (1) a constant fraction of the known recoverable
oil resources are produced each year, (2) the fraction of the undiscovered
oil-iu-glace that is discovered 1in a particular year depends on the price
of oil in that year, {3) the optimal recovery factor for the already dis-
covered oil resources (through conventional ot enhanced recovery tech-
niques) depends on the price of oil, but only a fraction of the adjustment
to that level occurs each year. The constant production to reserves ratlo
assumption approximates industry practice over the past two decades, and
the relatlionships between discovery rates and prices, and between optimal
recovery factors and prices are derived from the results of the Energy
Modeling Forum Study on U.5. oill and gas supply, but tempered by the

aggregate performance of the oll industry over the past few years.

Persian Gulf 011 Supply. Persian Gulf oll supply 1s a residual in the

model: it 1is computed as the difference between world oll demand, and

11



non-Persian Gulf supply, including stock releases. The model can be run in gf
two modes. In the first world oll prices are fixed and a market balance : gﬁ
computed, with Persian Gulf supplies as a residual. The second (and more ‘3
commonly used) mode of operation of the model assumes target levels of ég
production by the Persian Gulf producers and computes the prices required -
to yield a balénced world oll market with that level of demand for Persian éé
Gulf production, ‘ ;E
T3

Reference Case Proiection Eg
To illustrate how the model works a reference case was developed. 1In -

this case, our best estimates of economlc growth rates, energy demand price E%
elasticities, the extent of the oll resource base outside of the Persian o
Gulf, and the rate cf oll production by the Persian Gulf producers are used . gi

to drive the model. As stated previously, a great deal of uncertainty

surrounds the estimation of each of these underlying determinants of oil

market behavior. It 13 important to understand that this "Reference” Case

13 necessarily only a useful starting point for subsequent analysis and not

3

a precise forecast of what will occur. é%
For the Reference Case projection we assume: (1) GNP growth in the gg

OECD of 3% and of 5X in the developing countries; (2) a price elasticity of =
aggregate energy demand at the commercial level (i.e., as sold to consum- E%
ed

érs) of 1.0; (3) 1500 billion barrels of oil—in—placelo yet to be dis- .
covered outside of the Persian Gulf and communist areas; and (4) a target ag

10At current prices and technology only about a third of this oil

would be recovered. The model, however, explicitly includes the potential. 2

for higher recovery factors at higher prices. No non-price induced or Eg

so~called “"autonomous” technological change is included in this model. R
v 12
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production rate by Persian Gulf oil producers of 17.5 million harrels of
oll per day starting in 1990.

The price projections produced when these assumptions are input to the
world oll model are shown in ?igureyz. According to this projection, oil
prices will decline at 6% per year (the assumed rate of inflation) for two
years and then grow at an average annual rate of about 7.5% from then until
the end of the century; oil prices in 2000 are, thus, about 80Z higher than
they were in 1980. Thus, although oll prices grow at 7.5%1 per year from
1986 until the vear 2000, over the period from 1980 te 2000 the average

annual growth rate of coll prices is barely 3X per annum.

-

Sengitivity Analyses

Given the experience of the past eleven years, it would be foolhardy
to base any serious analysis upon 4 single projection of world oil prices;
The problems inherent inm such an approach are apparent in the set of sensi-
tivity analysis shown in Table l. In this table the assumpﬁieas about each
of the four key underlying deterainants of world oil market behavior are
varied over a range of plausible values and the resulting equilibrium oil
prices computed. For example, 1f undiscovered oll in place outgside the
Persian Gulf and the centrally planned economies iz 1000 billion barrels
the price of oll 1s projected to increase to $55 per barrel in 1990 and $91
per barrel in 2000, while an assumption of 2000 billion barrels of oll in
place yet to be discovered leads te a projected oil price of $29 per barrel
in 1990 and $&! per barrel in 2000, The sensitivity of the resulting price
projections to reasonable variations in some of the key inputs taken

individually gives one a feel for the hopelessness of making forecasts to

13



three digit accuracy and sets the stage for consideration of the kind of
multiple parameter variations that are more reflective of the level of

uncertainty inherent in the real world.

Plausible High and Low Price Projections

1o get a feel for the range of poteantial oll price outcomes without
developing a complete probability distribution of Linputs to—~ and outputs
from the world oil model “low” and "high” price projections were
developed. In the high price projection the key determinants are set at
the extremes of the ranges of plausible valuesg shown in Table 1 that
maximize demand and minimize supply at any price., In the low price
projection the opposite set of extreme assumptions are emplnyed.ll The
high and low projection are shown in Filgure 3. Interestingly, even the low
price prejection shows lucreasing oll prices during the 1990s (in fact, an
oll price Increase of almost 8 per year during the 19903 13 observed). 1In
addition, élthOugh the high price projection for éhe price of oll in the
vear 2000 1s about double the low price one, that range is consistent with
the fundamental uncertainties about the key determinants of oil market
behavior.

Obviously even the stream of revenues {or even a small fraction of it)

implied by the low price scenario {where Persian Gulf o0il production is 22

111: is important to understand that these assumptions provide cases

with very low probabilities of occurrence: the probability of observing a
price trajectory lower than the low prices are or higher than the higher
prices for more than a year or two is extremely small. In fact, the
assumptions were pushed to such extreme values here that another year or
two of actual experience will cause one of the two extreme projections for
the 1990s to be demonstrably implausible.

Y
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millions barrels per day during the 1990s by assumption) would be a tremen?
dous prize for the Soviets and would pose a tremendous threat to the U.S.
and 1ts allies., The $300-5400 billion per year of Persian Gulf oil
revenues in that scenario are more thaan 20 times the Soviet's present hard
currency earnings and more than current Sovier defense expenditures.
Because these two extreme projections span the range of plausible outcomes,
they are used, in addition to the Reference Case, as the basis for an

asgsessment of the Sovier threat.

ha IMPLICATIOQONS OF SOQVIET CONTROL OF PERSIAN GULF OIL

The oil revenue stakes associated with Persian Gulf oil during the
balance of the 1980s are signlificant, dropping under $100 billion only ia
the low prices scenarilo and even there only for a few years. As we enter
the 1990s thoge stakes can be expected to increase to even greater levels
{to $300~5500 billion per year or about 5% of QECD GNP) as by then virtu=-
ally all r;maining low cost oil reserves will be located in the Persian
Gulf, The Parsian Gulf oil revenues that would be available to the Soviets
following a hypothe:iéal takeover 1la 1990 are tabulated 1o Table 2. In
this table, it 13 assumed that the Soviets follow the same oil production
policies as the Gulf producers in the Reference, and in the low and high
price cases developed previously. These numbers illustrate the nearly
unprecedented size of the stakes assoclated with control of Persian Gulf
oil. Obviocusly, upon galning control of Gulf oil, though, the Soviets

could do a better job of controlling (and perhaps even maximizing) the

revenues derived from that oil than could the current set of producers.

15



One way to assess the increméntal oil market threat of Soviet control 2
of Gulf oil would be to compute the production strategy that results in the 32
highest level of discounted revenues accruing to the Soviets prior to the
complete depletion of Persian Gulf oll. While this would, undoubtedly, be %%

a useful calculation, it 1s relatively complex, and does not reflect such

real world concerns as trade balance objectives, hard currency earnings
requirements, and East-West competition. In addition, such a strategy 5
would require a longer planning horizon than is typlcal of most Soviet (or

any other nation's) leaders. 4s a compromise between the full intertempo-

ral optimization calculation, and simply assuming that the Soviets would do .
Just what the Gulf producers would have done during the 1990s, the oll E%
market implications of some simple stylized Soviet oil production strate- E%
glies are considered. These rules are designed to illustrate the ability of =
the Soviets to control {(and particularly to increase) Persian Gulf oil E%
revenues more aggressively than the curreat producers. :\
World 011 Price Effects | =
Two different types of Sovlet strategles for Persian Gulf oil produc- EE

tion are considered. 1In the first type of strategy the Soviets move to %3
increase o1l prices rapldly upon gaining control of production in 1990 by =
cutting production to a lower level than the Gulf producers would have set g%
by 1995. Such a strategy would definitely increase oil revenues initially =
due to the limited potential to adjust oil demand to rapidly increasing £¥
prices that is possible in the short run. 1In the long run such a strategy ;::;
could lead to lower revenues because of the reduction In volumes motivated 2
by the higher prices. TIf the long-run price elasticity of the demand for gi
)
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e Persian Gulf il is greater than 1.0 this decrease in revenues will be the

é% loog~run 2ffect of a price increase. 01l price results for this type of
strategy are cowpared with the no-Soviet price control cases in Figure 4,

%% while the revenue implications are cellected in Table 3. As anticipated,

oil revenues tend to be higher in the short rum and lower in the long run

than 1n the no-Soviet price control cases. It does, however, take quite a

a1 high discount rate (approximately 50% under reference case assumptions) to

produce discounted revenues during the 90s that are greater than those

gﬁ obtained in the no-Soviet price control case. Fo# that reason, an

= alternative type of Soviet control strategy was counsidered,

%ﬁ In the gsecond type of styllzed strategy the Soviels hold oi1l prices
e congtant in the short run to galo market share in world olil supply for

Persian Gulf oil {thereby decreasing its long-run price elasticity) before

increasing its price to boost revenues. Interestingly, such a strategy

could lead to higher annual oll revenues during some periogds when oil

prices are higher than in the no-Soviet price control cases and during

53 other periods when they are lower. Projected oil prices for this type of
& gstrategy are compared with those projected for the no—Soviet control cases
g% in Figure 5. By design prices are lower than those in the no-Soviet price
- control cases from 1990 to 1995, but overtake them during the second half
i% of the 1990s. The results of the application of all three pricing policies
£ for the Reference Case agsumptions ére compared in Figure 6.

5& (il Revenue Effects

. The oll revenue implications of the several Spoviet oil production

?@ strategies described in the previous section are summarized in Table 3,
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which includes calculations of discounted revenues over the 1990s for
various rates of discount. As expected the Soviets would have considerable e
ability to increase the already considerable oll revenues they would gain
by taking control of Persian Gulf oil production during the 1990s. In

fact, by employing the market share strategy the Soviets could increase

Reference Case oll revenues during the 19905 (discounted at 4 percent) by
20 percent or more relative to the no-Soviet control cases; in the Low oy

Price Case the incremental effect could be even greater. The oll market

y gshare strategy 1s particularly effective 1in boosting Persian Gulf oll %%
revenues because the quantity of oil exported 1s increased before prices :;
are allowed to rise. %%
Effects on the Welfare of the West =3

There would be.a number of substantial costs to the United States and E%
its allies associated with Soviet control of Gulf oil: (1) at the very ;J
least ;heirmexpenditures on Gulf oll would go to thelr most formidable §§
adversaries than to a group of relatively neutral developing countries, (2) .
those expenditures might Increase significantly relative to the no-Soviet f%
price control case because of short— or long-run revenue optimizing by the g;
Soviets, (3) some Western oil importers would be unable to buy oil at a =
higher price and would loge the difference between what they would have %%

been willing to pay for it and the previous market price, and (4) depending

E?,':’ i
=

on how rapldly oll prices were increased, there would be additional costs
to Western economies assoclated with the additional iaflation and unemploy- !

ment that would produce.
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Figure 7, where the quantity of oil imports is plotted as a function
of ity price, illustrates the costs included In categories (2) and (3)., If
there 15 a reduction in the supply of oll that increases its price from PR
to PS’ the all revenues that the oil exporters receive increase from
PRAQO to PSBQSO. On the other side of the oll market, the price
increase imposes two types of costs on oll importers. Consumers who
continue to buy oil after the price increase pay PSBSPg more for 1t than
bafore the c?tbaak, while consumers who bought oll at PR’ but no longer
choose to at FS, incur a consumers' surplus loss equal to ABC. The
consumers’ surplus loss represents the amount in excess of its market price
congumetrs would have been willing to pay for ofil before the price increase
because of 1ts value to them in consumption or in production processes.
Table 4 compares the oil revenue, wealth transfer, and consumers' gurplus
implications of the Soviet market share strategy with 30X per vear price
escalation after (995 under Reference Case ¢onditiong. In thig cage not
only do th; Soviets gain one half to one trillion dollars in.discaunteé
revenues during the 1990s, but the oil importers lose up to an aﬁﬁ%tional
half trillion dollars in economlc welfare. Furthermore, these effects are
in addition ro the 3 or 4 trillion dollars in discounted oll revenues the
Soviets would galm during the 1990s by gaining control of Persian Gulf oil

and simply pricing 1t as would have the Gulf producers.

Paotentlial Policy Responaes

Obviously, the best possible policy regponse to a Soviet threar of
this magnitude is prevention. And prevention in this case is a diplomatie

and military challenge of mammouth proportions. There are, however, some

19



energy policles that could help make the political/military job a bit
easier. The development of g¢izable strategle oll stockplles and oll emer-
gency contingency plans in the West can help blunt the adverse effects of
sudden price increases motivated by Soviet pelitical or economic objec—
tives. Action in this direction should be aggresasive now, Including the
development of plans to grearly accelerate contingency planning measures
should Soviet control of Persian Gulf oll become a reality. In addition,
measures to reduce the depegdenﬁe of the West on Persian Gulf oil imports
would reduce the revenues that could be obtalned from a Soviet rLakeover.

What oil policles can be expected for the remainder of the 1980a?
There are some encouraging trends, but chances are that much of the
potential for decisive action will be lost. 1In the U.$. the Reagan
Administration moved immediately to accelerate the decontrol of domestic
oll prices and had recently been £illing the U.S. Strategic Petroleum
Reserve at a rate in excess of 300,000 barrels per day. Bevond these
encauraginé signs, though, there 1s doubt about wﬂat else will be
accomplished. The Administration's move towards severely limiting
government Iintervention in the marketplace promoted decontrol of crude oil
prices and the intention to deregulate natural gag as well at the earliest
feasible date. Measures such as these will help reduce the dependence of
the U.8. on oil Imports, and the vulnerability of the nation to oil supply
lnterruptions. However, they are but a plece of what ought to be a
comprehenslive oll import pelicy.

The oll import market is one where government intervention is
Justified. Only natlional governments have the proper perspective to set

soclally optimal oll prices. Government intervention is required because
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the social cost of oll imports exceeds thelr market price for two reasons.
First, an increase in oil import demand levels leads to an increase in the
price on all oil imported, not just on the newly created demand. Second,
an increase In oll demand means grester valnerability to oll suopply
interruptions; more demand means more supplies subject zo Intetrruption, and
a higher price to pay on the remaining supplies during an oil supply
shortfall, 1t is the responsibility of the government to adjust the price
of oil imports to reflect their true soclal cost. Recent estimates put
thig differential at least $5 and perhaps as much as $15 per barrel.

Many policles can be used to adjust the price of oll to reflect its
trua cost, and the optimal mix of policles in a particular country will
depend on what i3 economically sensible and politically acceptable there.
For the U.S., an oil import tariff would presently appear to be a good
option. A tariff would be eagy to administer and it would attack the oil
dependeucyband vulnerabllity problems directly. TIf it were phased in to
offget any declines in the real price of imported oil it would alsor (1}
not be blatantly inflationary; (2} not lead to retaliation by the oil
exporters; (3) maintain the incentives to conserve oil and to produce it
domestically; and (4) generate additional revenues that could help balance
the federal budget.

A potentlal reason for the current lack of serious planning for ofl
supply interruptifons is a bellief that there will be plenty of time to
regpond after the short fall actually occurs. Unfortunately, this strategy
neglects the long lead times required to implement some of che most
effective policies like oll stockpiling, and overestimates the‘ability of

the existing institutions to respond quickly and positively in times of



crisis. It 1s here perhaps that the current U.S. administration is on
shaklest ground. After swift and decisive initiatives to deregulate
domestic crude oil prices and to fill the Strategic Petroleum. Reserve at a
much more rapld rate than in the past, it has refused to go any further in
articulating its oil emergency program. The rationale éor this position
seems logical-—it is important to maintain the capability to respond
flexibly to a short fall depending on the nature of the problem and
therefore Lnappropriate to specify exactly what might be done in advance.
What this approach misses 1s that fallure to generate new options, to
subject them to public debate and to educate all responsible parties about
the pros and cons of each helps insure that the response to future oil

supply interruptions will be no better than those to past ones. It would

be better to design the desired flexibility into the program rather than to

call no program at all a flexible one.

5. CONCL&&IONS
The arguments and calculations described in this report lead inescap-

ably to a number of fundamental conclusions:

(1) The stakes associated with effective control of Persian Gulf oil are
already very high (on the order of $125 billion per year).

(2) As we enter the 1990s those stakes can be expected to increase to even
greater levels (to $300-$500 billion per year) as by then virtually
all remaining low cost oll reserves will be located in the Persian
Gulf.

(3) 1If the Soviets gain control o£ Gulf oil during the 1990s, they will be
able to earn more for it than could the current group of Persian Gulf

producers (perhaps 25-40Z more).
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4 {4} Policies designed to reduce the world's level of oil imports and to
o prepare for oil supply interruptions appear to be useful complements
to milictary and diplomatic efforts to protect Persian Gulf oil from

B - Soviet control.
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TABLE 1

Sensitivicty of Reference Projection te One—at—a~Time
Varlatidns in Key Parameters

Range of 01l Price Projections
(51984 per Barrel)

Parameter Reference Value Range of Values 1990 2000

GNP growth (%) )4 2Z-4% $39-543 $71-579
Price elasticity of demand 1.0 _ «8~1.2 $34-548 $66~585
Undiscovered oil~in-place 1500 1000-2000 529~555 $61-591

ontside Persian Culf and
centrally planned sconomles
{billions of barrels)

Target level of Persian Gulf 19.5 1722 540543 $72~477
production {wmillion barrels
per day
Reference Projection 541 §74
R RO B R R R R o o R e




Table 2

Persian Gulf 01l Revenues in Reference, Low and High Price Cases
{Billions of 1984 Dollars)

Low High
Reference Price Price
Year _.Gase Case Lase
1985 T §120 5132 $238
1986 $133 § 50 $301
r’;' 1987 5182 $ 60 5367
vn 1988 5233 5 99 $433
%é 1989 5261 5144 5496
&g 1990 $290 $195 $549
® 1991 5339 $328 $594
2 1992 $377 $300 $592
, 1994 $388 $280 $348
%% 1995 ' 3412 $318 $459
% - 1996 $436 $355 $562
= 1997 $457 $372 $653
i; 1998 5480 $390 $723
, 1999 $506 3411 §727
%g 2000 $534 5434 $730
%% 1980 Persian Gulf 0il Revenues = Approximately $300 Billion
i
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Table 3

Implications of Various Soviet Price Control Strategies on
' Persian Gulf 011 Revenues
(Billions of 1984 Dollars)

et

Soviet Targets Soviet Market Share
Reference : Rate of Price Escalation
Year Case . 15mmbd 10mmbd 10Z 20X 302

)

T
Wk

1991 $339 $345 $358 $307 $307 $307

ORI

Fr
»

1992 $377 $386 $409 $322 $322 $322

o

1993 $380 $418 $439 $343 $343 $343

TR T
S

1994 $388 $433 $429 $370 $370 $370

2

1995 $412 $422 -~ $352 $403 $403 $403

T
e

Iy
ey

1996 $436 $334 $153 $479 $519 $558

1997 $457 $277 $ 3 $558 - $646 §716

T
E’-l:'ﬁ'! fi

1998 $480 $246 0 $636 §742 5840

ex i)

1999 ' $506 $240 0 5713 $819 $857

2000 - $534 $255 0 $787 5836 $627

R

Total for 1991-2000"

0 discount rate $4309 83356 $2143 54919 $5298 $5349 g%
4% discount rate $3441 $2772 $1991 $3847 $4124 $4175 i
8% discount rate $§2806 §2331 51684 $3073 83277 $3325

* . o]
Discounted to 1990.
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Table 3 (continued)

§§ Implications of Various Soviet Price Control Strategies on
R Pergian Gulf 011 Revenues
{(Billions of 1984 Dollars)

¥8
-
S Soviet Targets Soviet Market Share
ey High Price Rate of Price Escalation
i Year Case 1 Smmbd 10mmbd = 10X 202 302
1991 5594 5548 $566 $520 $520 $520
73
i 1992 $592 §535 $558 5498  $498  §498
- 1993 $404 $523 5533 $496 5496 $495
=
=5 1994 $348 $511 $485 $511 5511 $511
é% 1995 $459 $498 5408 §541 $541 $54]
&=
1996 $562 5461 $275 $636 3687 §737

i 1997 $653 5456 5192 $725  $806  $883
o 1998 $723 $479 $156 5805 $864 5868
o ~
b ' 1999 $727 $527 160 $870 '$807 5492
0 2000 $730 $597 . 202 5914 $555 5 0
e
e *
= . Total for 1991-2000

0 discount rate §57%2 $5135 533535 36519 56265 85545

4% discount rate $4625 $4167 $3010 $5153 $5012 $4515

8% discount rate $3774 $3451 $2603 $4164 $4078 $3774
i ;
¥ Biscounted to 1990,
B
]
F
v
&
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Implications of Various Soviet Price Control Strategles on
Perslan Gulf 011 Revenues

Year
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

2000

~ Table 3 {(continued)

(Billions of 1984 Dollars)

Soviet Targets

Total for 1991-2000"

0 discount rate
4% discount rate
8% discount rate

»*
Discounted

Low Price
Case 15mmbd 10mmbd
$328 §262 3272
$300 $327 §348
$285 5386 §412
§280 $422 8435
$318 $406 $360
$355 §245 $ 79
$372 $119 $ 0
$390 § 25 0
$411 $ 0 $§° 0
§434 $ 0 5 0
$3473 §2192 31905
$2777 $1894 $1680
$2267 51633 $1492
te 1990.

28

Soviet Market Share

»

Rate of Price EBscalation

10%
$214
$232
$251
$273
§297
8352
$410
5471
$534

$600

$3636
$2835
52259

202
$214
$232
$251
§273
$297
$381
$473
$569
$664

§$745

$4100
§3167
$2499

30% e
- I
8214 -
5232 i
$251 .
$273 i
$297 T
By
$540 &
13

$674
3
$787 i
$828 7
$4509 =
$3457 i
$2714 -

o awp ot

»»»»»
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Table &

Implications of Market Share Strategy by Soviets with 30X Price

Escalation under Reference Condltions on Persian Gulf

Year
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999 -

2000

011 Revenues and Ql)l Importer Welfare

Change

in

Exporter
Revenues

+122
+259
+360
+351

+93

Total for 1991=2000"

0 discount rate
4% discount rate
8% discount rate

%
Discounted

+1034

+734
+519

to 1990.

Wealth
Transfer

-36
-76

~86

+373
+184
+65

29

(Billions of 1984 Dollars)

Costs to Importers

Consumers'
Surplus

+25 .

+

+118

+94
+56
+22

+185
+333

+4138

+467
+Z240
+87
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FIGURE 1
INTERNATIONAL PRICE OF CRUDE OIL
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FIGURE 3
PLAUSIBLE HIGH AND LOW WORLD OlL PRICE PROJECTIONS
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FIGURE &
_ PRICE PROJECTIONS FOR SOVIET TARGET PRODUCTION STRATEGILES
£ UNDER REFERENCE PRICE CONDITIONS
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World Oil Price (1984 $/Barrel)
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FIGURE 5.

PRICE PROJECTIONS FOR SOVIET MARKET SHARE STRATEGIES

(%s are rates of price escalation post 1995)
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FIGURE 6

COMPARISON OF THREE SOVIET PRICING STRATEGIES

IN REFERENCE CONDITIONS
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A Note on Implications of Imperfect Rellability and Bias
& for Fatalities and Target Destruction
j in Attacks on 18 USAFE Bases

e Zivia Wurtele & Douglas Yoon

F;g * The results reported here are supplementary to the Task 2 report, The
ol Military Effectiveness and Collateral Fatalities of Alternmative Attacks

Under the Dual Criterion. Gregory S. Jones and Zivia Wurtele, MDA903-
“'35 ) 86-G-0319, submitted to the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for
H Policy on April 27, 1988.
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STMMARY

This paper supplements a recent Pan Heuristie study for OSD which

_—
%% assessed implications for collateral damage of alternative nuclear attacks
= on 18 USAFE bases. The study findings demonstrated that, 1f the desig-

4 o

nated ground zeros (DGZ) for the weapons are.ﬁelected with sufficient
care, the employment of low-yleld weapons will significantly reduce
civilian fatalicies without compromising the military objective of
destroying at least 80 percent of the alrcraft on the bases, on average,
and at least 70 percent on any given base. We Investigated the sensi-
tivity of results to two of the study’s assumptions: that the weapons are

perfectly rellable, and that the weapon almpolnts are precisely the DGZs

of the study, i.e., that there is no bias. Though the Soviets may plan an

é% attack within the framework of the dual criteriom, clearly the Soviet DGZs
will not be identlcal with those postulated in the study. Bias may also
=5 arise from other sources, e.g., atmospherle conditions and mapping errors.
Our findings are as follows:

(1)} I1f weapons are 80 percent reliable rather than perfect and the
o offense strategy 1s to compensate for this by launching two weapons
instead of one at each DGZ, the military objective of the attacks will be
3] achieved, but fatalitiles will iIncrease--about 30 percent for higher yield

weapons (1,000 KT, 100 KT, 30 KT and 10 K1) and about 10 percent for the

two lowest yleld weapons {5 KT and 1 XT}.
%é (2) On the other hand, if the DGZs of the attacks are not those
. employed in the Pan Heuristics study, but deviate from them by 1,000 feet
E@ or 2,000 feet, the military mission will be achieved for higher yileld
i3



weapons, but will be degraded for the lower yilelds--significantly so with
the gxeater’bias. . Thus, with the 2,000 foot blas, 59 percent of the
target ared, on average, is destroyed for the 5 KT yield weapon attacks
and 36 percent for the 1 KT attacks. With the 1,000 foot bilas, fatalities
averaged over the directions Increase megligibly or not at all over the no
bias case, for all the weapon yields. With the 2,000 foot bilas, however,
the fatality increases are negligible for the weapon yleld attacks of 30
KT or higher, but 6, 10 and 13 percent, respectively, ﬁor the 10 KT, 5 KT

and 1 KT weapon yields.
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A recent Pan Heuristics study*—for 0SD assessed implications for

& collateral damage of alternative nuclear attacks on 18 USAFE bases. The
study findings demonstrated that, if the designated ground zeros (DGZs)
for the weapons ére éelected with sufficient care, the employment of low-

yields weapons will significantly reduce civilian fatalities without com-

promising the military objective of destroying at least 80 percent of the

o aircraft on the bases, on average, and at least 70 percent on any given
base.

et This paper relaxes two of the assumptions about weapons delivery that

wvere made for the USAFE study: (1) that the weapons are perfectly

!

i reliable, i.e., that their ground zeros (GZs) are distributed in accor-

g% dance with the CEP assumed, and (2) that the weapon aimpoints are
precisely the DGZs of the study, i.e., that there is no bias. Our purpose

ég : is to investigate the sensitivity of results to some deviations from these

assumptions.

The present paper employs the methodology of the USAFE study.

-2} Fatalities owing to blast, thermal radiation, prompt radiation or a com-

|
i

bination of these are computed. All detonations are assumed to be air-
=
%5 . burst, so that fallout would not be significant. Omitted are secondary
e fatalities that may occur owing to disruptions of eivil life in the
i
=] affected areas, as well as long-term fatalities that would be reflected in
Eg increases in cancer mortality rates.
=
R *Gregory S. Jones and Zivia Wurtele; The Military Effectiveness and
?§ Collateral Fatalities of Alternative Attacks Under the Dual Criterion,
- MDA%03-86-C-0319, Pan Heuristics, March 1988 (Classified).
g
53

1



We investigated the case of weapons that are 20 percent reliable and &
assumed that to compensate for the loss in reliability exactly two weapons g%
were fired at each aimpoint. Thus, when twoe weapons are fired at an

. T4
aimpoint either two, one or zero weapons will detonate. It should be by

noted, however, that an alternative to this

procedure of launching two weapons at each DGZ is to use signals of

unreliabllity at the boost phase in a shoot-look-shoot mede to replace

only such vehicles, (It appears that for ballistic missiles most unrelia-
bility occurs in the boost phase.) Such identification, disablement and o

replacement of defective vehicles in the boost phase not only would reduce

weapons requirements, but would also reduce collateral damage.
For bias we assumed that the actual weapon aimpoints deviated from %ﬁ

the ones designated in the study by given distances (1,000 feet and 2,000

feat), over at least four equally spaced directions. Though the Soviets §§
may plan an attack to satisfy the dual criterion, clearly their attack e
cannot be expected to come up with exactly the same DGZ's as the ones £
postulated in thek?an Heuristics study. It is thus of interest to deter- %%
mine how differences in designated aimpoints would affect the military -
mission and the collateral fatalities. Bias may also arise from other gé
sources, e.g., mapping errors and atmospheric conditions that cause a 3
drifr in a given directien. =
We discuss reliabllity deviations first; details are given in Tables §§

e

1 and 2. Launching two weapons instead of one against each DGZ more than “
compensates for the assumed reduction in weapons reliability when results %%
are assessed in terms of performance of the military mission. The average an
e

target area destroyed, over all 18 bases, exceeds 80 percent and for no

o
a;rﬁ

g
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TABLE 1

Reliability: Average Expected Percent of Tarpet Area
Destroyed in Attacks on 18 USAFE bases

Reliability+* 1000KT 100KT 30KT 10KRT SKT 1KT

0.8 96 89 91 87 87 84

1.0 100 g9 40 83 83 77

TABLE 2
Reliability: Expected Fatalities in Attacks on 18 USAFE Bases
for Population All Indoors or All Outdoors
{(000's)
1000KT 100Kt 30KT 10KT SKT 1KT

Reliabilitcy* In Gut In QJut In Qut In Out In Qut In Our
0.8 Total 1027 1826 86.6 211 21.4 S59.8 8.6 248 7.9 1.3 6.2 7.2
1.0 Total 779 1501 64.8 149 17.2 &4.4& 7.4 i8.8 6.9 9.8 5.5 6.4
Ratio 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1
0.8 Averapge®* 37.1 101.5 4.8 11.7 1.2 3.3 0.5 1.4 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.4
£3.3 B83.4 1.6 8.3 1 2.5 0.4 1 .4 9.5 0.3 0.4

* One weapon per aimpoint for reliability
for reliability = 0.8.
**Average per base.

TR LAY

= 1:; two weapons per aimpoint



base is the destruction less than 70 percent. However, launching the
additional weapons increases expected fatalities significantly: 20 to 30
percent, on the average, for the 1000 KT yield weapons; 30 to 40 percent
for the 100 KT yield; 20 to 30 percent for the 30 KT and 10 KT yields, 10
to 20 percent for the 5 KT yield; and about 10 percent for the 1 KT yield.
On no individual base iskthe increase greater than 50 percent. For the
1,000 KT yield weapons the total increase in fatalaties for all 18 bases
is 290 thousand persons. The total increase is about 40 thousand with the
100 KT yield, 10 thousand with the 30 KT yield, 3 and one-half thousand
with the 10 KT yield, about 1 thousand with the 5 KT yleld and less than 1
thousand with the 1 KT yleld.

Not surprisingly the bias excursion tells a very different story:
with lower yield weapons the military mission iz seriously degraded, but
fatalities averaged over the different directions, are generally only
slightly higher than for the no bias case. Details are shown in Tables 3
and 4. Bi;s was specified in terms of distance of the almpoint from the
study's DGZ (1,000 feet and 2,000 feet) and direction. For each distance
we assumed at least four equally spaced directions; the initial direction
was randomly selected. The purpose of distributing the directions evenly
was to obtain a reasonable estimate of the range of fatalities over the
possible directions of the blas for each of the distances postulated., With
the 30 KT yield weapons the average percent of target area destroyed over
the bias directions in the attacks on the 18 bases was reduced from 90
percent to 87 percent for the 1,000 foot deviation and te &0 percent for

the 2,000 foor deviation. The corresponding averages were still higher for

100 KT yleld weapons and reached 100 percent for the 1,000 KT weapons.
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TABLE 3

Bias: Average Expected Percent of Target Area Destroyed in Attacks
on 18 USAFE Bases¥*

Bias 1000KT 100KT 30KT 10KT SKT 1KT

2000 feet 100 85 80 64 59 37

1000 feet 100 88 87 77 76 62

0 feet 100 8% g0 83 83 77
TABLE &4

Bias: Average of Total Fatalities in Attacks on 18 USAFE Bases
for Population all Indoors or all Qutdoors*

(000's5)
1000KT 100KT 30KT 10KT SKT 1KT
Bias In Out In Qut In Qut In Out In Qut In Qut
2000 feet 780 1501 66 150 17.8 45.5 8.1 19.6 7.7 10.6 6.2 7.2
1000 feet 779 1501 65 149 17.3 44.6 7.5 19.0 7.1 10.0 5.7 6.4
0 feet 779 1501 65 149 17.2 44.4 7.4 13.8 6.9 9.8 5.5 6.4

-~ *The average was calculated over four equally spaced directions in all
cases except the case of 2,000 foot bias with 1 KT weapons, for which six
equally spaced directions were employed.
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With 10 KT and 5 KT yield weapons the average percent of target area
destroyed was reduced from over 80 percent to over 75 percent for the 1,000
foot deviation and to about &0 percent for the 2,000 foot deviation. With
1 KT vield weapons, however, the averages for the 1,000 foot and 2,000 foot
deviations were 62 and 37 percent, respectively, down from 77 percent.

With a 1,000 foot blas, fatalities, averaged over the blas direc-
tions, are increased only negligibly over the no blas case--for all weapon
yields (1.e., less than 3} percent). With a 2,000 foot bias, this increase
is still negligible for the 1,000 KT and 100 KT yield weapons; and it is
about 3 percent, 6 percent, 10 percent and 13 percent for the 30 KT, 10
KT, 5 KT and 1 KT yileld weapons, respectively.

It is of interest to examine varlatlons In fatalitles over the
different directlions. With 1,000 KT vield attacks, fatalitles over the
directions assumed deviated from zerc bias fatalitles by less than 10
percent for the 1,000 foot bias, and deviated by less than 10 percent for
13 bases and at most 17 percent for the remaining 5 bases for the 2,000
foot blas. With 100 KT yield attacks for the 1,000 foot blas, fatalities
deviated from the zero bias ones by less than 10 percent for 14 bases and
by about 15 percent for the remaining 4 bases; for the 2,000 foot bias,
fatalities deviated less than 10 percent for 9 bases, about 20 percent for
5 bases, and up to about 40 percent for the remaining 4 bases. Thus, with
these higher vields, we find that, for a few of the bases, 2,000 foot
deviations in the DGZs will result in significant wvariation in fatalities,
depending upon direction, although the average fatalities are about equal
to those for the zero bias case. With the lower yield weapons, the

difference between maximum and minimum fatalities among the dlfferent bias
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directions are fairly small in magnitude: less than one thousand for 12 of

the bases with the 30 KT yield attacks and in the hundreds for all but &

bases with the 10 KT, 5 KT and 1 KT yleld attacks, and in the low

Y]
:‘.'E

i
-5

thousands for the remalning bases.

In summary, 1If in the attacks on the 18 USAFE bases postulated in the

T
ARSI

recent Pan Heuristics study the assumptlions about rellability and bias are
somewhat relaxed, the following are the effects on target destruction and
collateral fatalities:

(1) If weapons are 80 percent reliable rather than perfect and the

o ' offense strategy 1s to compensate for this by launching two weapons

instead of one at each DGZ, the military objective of the attacks will be

i achieved, but fatalitles will increase--about 30 percent for the higher
yield weapons (1,000 KT, 100 KT, 30 KT and 10 KT) and about 10 percent for

:5 the two lowest yield weapons (5 KT and 1 KT).

(2) On the other hand, if the DGZs of the attacks are not those

employed in the Pan Heuristics study, but deviate from them by 1,000 feet

or 2,000 feet, the military mission will be achieved for higher yield

weapons, but will be degraded for the lower yields--significantly so with
the greater bias, Thus, with the 2,000 foot blas, 59 percent of the
target area, on average, ls destroyed for the 5 KT yleld weapon attacks

Bt and 36 percent for the 1 KT attacks. With the 1,000 foot bias, fatalities
averaged over the directions Increase negligibly or not at all over the no
bias case (i.e., less than 3 percent), for all the weapon ylelds. With
the 2,000 foot bias, however, the fatality increases are negligible for

the weapon yield attacks of 30 KT or higher, but 6, 10 and 13 percent,

L3 respectively, for the 10 KT, 5 KT and 1 KT weapon yields.
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