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 A rather broad consensus on a theory of

 limited war has developed in the postwar pe-

 riod among professional students of national

 security policy. There have been some signifi-

 cant exceptions ranging from the anti-militar-

 ism of George Kennan to the reliance on

 strategic air power of Thomas Finletter and

 others. But the overwhelming majority of

 scholars and journalists have agreed on the

 broad outlines of a theory of limited war;

 even on much of the detail there has been

 a surprising lack of disagreement. The need

 for more ground forces, for airlift, for a de-

 claratory policy of limited war, for negotia-

 tions with the Communists, has been repeat-

 edly stressed in the literature. The strategy

 and tactics of limited warfare, including the

 need for moderation and political control,

 have produced little disagreement among

 writers discussing the limited war problem.2

 However, one aspect of the limited war

 problem has caused a great deal of contro-

 This paper is part of a larger study on the

 "Theory of Limited War." I am indebted to the

 following for comments and suggestions: Don-

 ald G. Brennan, Karl W. Deutsch, Paul Y. Ham-

 mond, William W. Kaufmann, John Phelps,

 Henry Rowen, Thomas C. Schelling, Glenn Sny-

 der, and H. Bradfield Westerfield.

 2 For the literature referred to see the refer-

 ences, the writer's "Limited War, An Annotated

 Bibliography" (mimeo), 1961, and the extended

 bibliographical footnote in (43, p. 154).

 versy within the small group writing and

 thinking about American national security

 problems. This is the question of the role

 which nuclear weapons should play in a

 limited war strategy.

 This problem includes a consideration of

 the nature of the limiting process and the

 question of the stability of various forms of

 limited war. It involves an analysis of the

 question of whether or not the United States

 would gain, politically or militarily, from the

 use of nuclear weapons in such a limited

 war. In addition, the question of the use of

 nuclear weapons in a limited war has broad

 implications for possible arms control negoti-

 ations and agreements. In this paper I will

 attempt to analyze these questions about the

 role of nuclear weapons in limited war and

 then to suggest their policy implications.

 The question of what role tactical nuclear

 weapons should play in American and alli-

 ance defense efforts has been an important

 one for policy-makers over the past decade.

 At the present time the NATO alliance has

 committed itself to the use of tactical nuclear

 weapons in the defense of Europe; and the

 Eisenhower Administration, although its pol-

 icy was somewhat ambiguous, had, on the

 whole, moved towards the position where it

 would be forced to use nuclear weapons in

 any military engagement in which it is in-

 volved. It is the basic contention of this

 paper that this was a dangerous trend.
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 The role that nuclear weapons should play

 in American limited war strategy has aroused

 considerable controversy in the public litera-

 ture on limited war. During the past ten

 years the weight of the opinion of private ex-

 perts has shifted dramatically on the basis

 of improved methods of analysis and more

 information. Before turning to a discussion

 of the issues involved in the question of the

 use of tactical nuclear weapons, this paper

 will briefly trace the course of the develop-

 ment of the public debate.

 Development of the Debate

 The first efforts to analyze the possible role

 of tactical nuclear weapons in limited war-

 fare were carried on within the American

 Government beginning in 1948. Project

 Vista at the California Institute of Technol-

 ogy was an effort to discover to what uses

 tactical nuclear weapons could be put. The

 situation considered was implicitly (if not

 explicitly) that of limited warfare (17). As

 a result of Project Vista, the United States

 began to take seriously the potential of the

 uses of tactical nuclear weapons; and there

 began a process which was ultimately to see

 tactical nuclear weapons become standard

 equipment for American military forces.

 In 1952 the United States had tested its

 first thermonuclear device, as did the Soviet

 Union a few months later. Within a short

 time, fusion bombs of vastly greater power

 than fission weapons were available on both

 sides. This development was important in

 two ways in assessing the role of nuclear

 weapons in limited war. It increased very

 substantially the physical cost of a total war

 and hence the importance of keeping a lim-

 ited war stable. It also raised the possibility

 that very large (megaton) weapons would be

 used tactically on the battlefield of a limited

 war. Such action would completely alter the

 character of ground warfare in a way that

 has yet to be explored. It is significant that

 nearly all analysts in this field have ignored

 this development, failing to distinguish be-

 tween the destructive power of fission and

 fusion weapons.

 The Army announced in 1953 that it was

 experimenting to discover the effect that

 nuclear weapons would have on infantry

 combat. In the same year two army officers,

 George Reinhardt and William Kintner, (34)

 published a book-length, technical study of

 the uses of nuclear weapons in land combat.

 Although their emphasis seemed to be on

 total war, there was much in the book of rel-

 evance to the question of the tactical use of

 nuclear weapons in a limited war. The first

 mention of the possible tactical uses of nu-

 clear weapons in the general literature ap-

 peared at the same time in Ralph Lapp's

 (28) somewhat technical study of the im-

 plications of nuclear weapons. At that time

 Lapp was assuming that nuclear weapons

 were relatively scarce but that they would be

 used in a limited war. The scarcity argument

 seems to drop out of the debate almost before

 it gets in, and it is generally assumed from

 this point on that nuclear weapons are in fact

 cheaper per unit of fire power than conven-

 tional explosives, and as plentiful.

 In January of 1954 Bernard Brodie (6)

 published an article in which he explored the

 uses of nuclear weapons as a tactical tool,

 that is, as suitable for use against battlefield

 targets. His primary concern was with total

 war; but, toward the end of the article, he

 alluded to limited war and expressed the

 belief that nuclear weapons would have to

 be used, at least in Europe, to compensate for

 the Communist manpower advantage.

 The NATO Council committed itself in

 late 1954 to the use of tactical nuclear

 weapons in the defense of Europe, but con-

 tinued to rule out the possibility of limited

 147
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 warfare on the European continent. Al-

 though there was some public discussion of

 the problem of limited war during 1954 and

 early 1955, no specific attention was paid to

 the problem of the implications of the use

 of tactical nuclear weapons. In October of

 1955 Brodie (7) published an article in

 Harpers in which he restated his belief

 that the use of tactical nuclear weapons

 would make up for Western numerical in-

 feriority on the European continent. Several

 months later, Paul Nitze (31), writing in

 Foreign Affairs, explored for the first time

 some of the problems of keeping a nuclear

 war limited and stressed the political costs

 involved in using nuclear weapons. Still, he

 accepted the notion that the use of tactical

 nuclear weapons was of strategic advantage

 to the United States, but suggested that nu-

 clear weapons not be used unless they were

 necessary to halt the aggression.

 The years 1956-1958 saw a great deal of

 writing on the use of nuclear weapons in

 limited war. Following the piece by Nitze,

 Arthur Hadley (16) published an article in

 the Reporter of April 19, 1956, in which he

 proposed a highly mobile brigade-equipped

 with small tactical nuclear weapons-which

 would fly around the world putting out brush

 fires started by the enemy. There were a

 number of assumptions here-including the

 image of an enemy equipped only with con-

 ventional weapons-which were soon to be

 outdistanced by the facts.

 At the same time, study groups on the

 problems of nuclear warfare were meeting

 both at the Council on Foreign Relations in

 New York and at Chatham House in England.

 In April of 1956 preliminary reports of the

 deliberations of the two groups were pub-

 lished in their journals. Henry Kissinger

 (24) in Foreign Affairs presented in ab-

 breviated form the case for using nuclear

 weapons in limited war, which was to be

 elaborated in his book. Anthony Buzzard in

 International Affairs (10), (and in World

 Politics [11]) sketched the Chatham House

 doctrine of graduated deterrence. This was

 a policy which called for developing a series

 of possible responses depending on the na-

 ture of the Communist military attack and

 in addition, called for the use of nuclear

 weapons in large limited wars. In a speech

 before the Association of the United States

 Army, reprinted in U.S. News and World

 Report, Edward Teller (42) elaborated a

 proposal for a small mobile American nuclear

 force and stressed the fact that the skills of

 democracy would give the United States a

 decided advantage even if the enemy retali-

 ated in kind.

 Toward the end of 1956 the United States

 Army announced that it had activated its

 first division capable of fighting with nuclear

 weapons. At the same time a book appeared

 and an article was being written which were

 to question seriously for the first time the

 advantage to the United States of using tac-

 tical nuclear weapons in limited war.

 The book, a collection of essays which

 dealt with general aspects of military policy

 was edited by William Kaufmann (20) and

 written by members of the Princeton Center

 of International Studies. Several of the es-

 says, notably those by Kaufmann and Roger

 Hilsman, questioned previous assumptions.

 Kaufmann pointed out that many writers had

 assumed an American monopoly of military

 power. Once one concedes parity of nuclear

 power, he wrote, then it is by no means clear

 that the United States would gain; and, in

 any case, it is impossible to make a decision

 except in concrete situations.

 In January, 1957, Foreign Affairs pub-

 lished the first journal article devoted to a

 detailed consideration of the problems of

 using nuclear weapons in limited war. The

 burden of James King's (22) argument in

 the article was that the United States should

 not initiate the use of nuclear weapons in a
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 limited war. He suggested that given nu-

 clear parity, tactical nuclear weapons are not

 clearly to the advantage of the United States.

 He stressed the difficulties in keeping a nu-

 clear war limited and the political costs of

 initiating the use of nuclear weapons. In

 addition, he cited the articles by Kissinger

 and Nitze, which have been discussed, indi-

 cating his opposition to them.

 In the following month, Brodie (5) pub-

 lished another article which indicated the

 direction in which his thought was moving.

 He too cited the difficulties in keeping a war

 limited, although he asserted that "this is not

 to say that we may not use nuclear weapons

 in limited war, it only underlines the prob-

 lem of finding out how we can use them with-

 out thereby signaling the abandonment of

 restraints."

 Later in 1957, two books on limited war

 precipitated a major debate on the problems

 of using nuclear weapons. The first, Robert

 Osgood's Limited War, The Challenge to

 American Strategy (33), presented a some-

 what balanced discussion of the role of nu-

 clear weapons. Kissinger's Nuclear Weapons

 and Foreign Policy (27), however, presented

 a polemical argument for the use of nuclear

 weapons in limited war. He began his discus-

 sion of the problem by summarizing King's

 arguments against using nuclear weapons,

 and proceeded to a presentation of his own

 views without dealing specifically with King's

 points.

 In reviews of Kissinger's book national se-

 curity experts were generally alike in praising

 the book for its discussion of military policy

 in general and its critique of United States

 policy, but attacking it because of the pro-

 posals on limited nuclear war. King (23)

 wrote his review in two parts; the first praised

 the book, the second one reiterated his posi-

 tion on tactical nuclear weapons and dis-

 cussed the points raised in Kissinger's book.

 Nitze's (31) review was more generally criti-

 cal and indicated that he too had retreated

 from his support for the use of nuclear

 weapons. Kaufmann's (19) review was the

 most critical, pointing out numerous incon-

 sistencies in Kissinger's analysis and bearing

 down heavily on the scheme for limited

 nuclear war presented by Kissinger. In a

 review of Osgood's book Brodie (4) revealed

 that he now rejected the notion that the

 United States would gain a strategic advan-

 tage from the use of nuclear weapons. He

 stressed the problems of keeping a nuclear

 war limited.

 By the end of 1958, the discussion seemed

 to have run out of new arguments. The

 British Chatham House group had stopped

 talking about graduated deterrence and had

 begun to suggest that perhaps the West

 would be better off if nuclear weapons were

 not used. Brodie (8) finally published a

 book, making clear his complete conversion.

 Thomas Schelling's (36, 37, 38) essays on the

 limiting process and tacit bargaining made

 the distinction between using and not using

 nuclear weapons even more crucial than it

 had previously been thought to be.

 In 1960, Kissinger (25) in an article titled

 "Limited War: Nuclear or Conventional?

 A Reappraisal" indicated a substantial re-

 vision in his thinking about the use of nuclear

 weapons in a limited war. Citing three fac-

 tors: (1) the disagreement within the Ameri-

 can military establishment about the nature

 of limited nuclear war; (2) the growth of

 the Soviet nuclear stockpile and the increased

 significance of long-range missiles; and (3)

 the impact of arms control negotiations, Kis-

 singer concluded that the conventional capa-

 bility of the free world should be such a size

 that a nuclear defense "becomes the last and

 not the only recourse" (25, p. 809, italics in

 the original).

 The debate, however, was not over. In the

 same volume in which Kissinger's article ap-

 peared, Edward Teller (41) argued that the

 149
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 use of tactical nuclear weapons was to the

 advantage of the United States. He urged

 the further testing of nuclear weapons to im-

 prove America's tactical arsenal. In 1959,

 Oscar Morgenstern (30) had published a

 study which devoted a chapter to limited war

 and repeated all of the arguments for using

 nuclear weapons.

 At the policy level, the notion that the

 West could gain a strategic advantage by us-

 ing tactical nuclear weapons has eroded but

 has by no means been abandoned. American

 military planning assumes that tactical nu-

 clear weapons will be used in anything but

 a very small war. NATO strategy still rests

 on this analysis, and much of the opposition

 to a nuclear test ban comes from this kind of

 reasoning. However, the Kennedy Adminis-

 tration has indicated its intention to rely pri-

 marily on conventional forces.

 The direction of the movement of the

 argument in the literature reviewed may be

 explained in part at least in terms of the

 dialogue of the public intellectual debate.

 Brodie (8, p. 330), perhaps forgetting that

 he was as guilty as many others, wrote in

 1959:

 The conclusion that nuclear weapons must be

 used in limited wars has been reached by too

 many people, too quickly, on the basis of far too

 little analysis of the problem. [Italics in the

 original.]

 The earlier discussions proceeded on the

 assumption of American superiority in nu-

 clear weapons but failed to make this explicit;

 thus, when the situation changed, the analysis

 was not altered until the assumptions were

 carefully examined. In addition, the earlier

 analysis failed to look carefully at the avail-

 able evidence, for example the nature of the

 limiting process in the Korean War. It failed

 to understand the problems of keeping a war

 limited, and the major barrier which would

 be erased if tactical nuclear weapons were

 used in a limited war. The later analyses

 reveal the great improvements which have

 been made in attempts by civilians to analyze

 strategic problems. The change in emphasis

 comes partly from this greater sophistication

 and greater use of available evidence, partly

 as a result of the changing strategic situation,

 and partly as a result of greater awareness of

 the destructive power of nuclear weapons.

 It should be made clear that this public

 debate, and the analyses which will be dis-

 cussed in the next sections, have had a sur-

 prisingly and frighteningly small influence on

 American policy towards the possible role of

 tactical nuclear weapons. The earlier articles

 suggest the danger of basing policy on anal-

 ysis by civilian scholars. However, the later

 articles and the present techniques of anal-

 ysis suggest that this kind of study can shed

 great light on American strategic problems.

 If this is the case, then one must go beyond

 this paper to the crucial question of adapting

 the policy process so that it becomes sensitive

 to the kinds of considerations to be discussed

 in this paper.

 The next two sections deal with the stabil-

 ity and the instability of limited war and the

 strategic asymmetries stemming from the use

 of tactical nuclear weapons. Much of the

 literature already alluded to will be discussed

 in detail. It should be understood that many

 of the writers' views have changed; therefore,

 if a statement is attributed to a particular

 writer, it means that at one point he held

 this view and made this argument and not

 that he necessarily subscribes to it today.

 There is much to be gained by analyzing in

 detail the arguments made for and against

 the proposition, whether or not the conclu-

 sions based on the arguments are still held by

 the writers.

 Stability

 One of the critical problems facing the

 limited war theorist is to explain what will

 keep the war limited and what military activ-
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 ity can be carried on without making the war

 unstable.3 Those advocating the use of nu-

 clear weapons have therefore tried to prove

 that limited nuclear war is likely to be stable,

 and some have suggested that in fact con-

 ventional limited war is highly unstable. On

 the whole the arguments here have tended to

 be polemical. Each side in the argument

 has seen great difficulty in keeping the war

 limited if the other's strategy is followed and

 great ease if its plans are put into operation.

 I shall explore first the arguments about the

 stability of limited nuclear war and then

 those about the stability of limited conven-

 tional war.

 STABILITY OF LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR

 The question of the stability of limited nu-

 clear war has provoked considerable dispute.

 Kissinger (27, p. 177) argued that the use of

 nuclear weapons would make it more likely

 that a war would remain limited.4 At the

 other extreme King (22, p. 240) and Brodie

 (8, p. 323) suggested that the use of any

 kind of nuclear weapon in a limited war

 markedly increases the difficulties of main-

 taining any limitation. There is much un-

 certainty on this question; the weight of the

 available evidence, however, suggests that

 limited nuclear war will be less stable than

 conventional war.

 Target limitations are stressed by those

 advocating the use of nuclear weapons in

 limited war. Buzzard (10, p. 148) suggested

 that in any case the most important limit

 would be in targets, not weapons. He equates

 "tactical" and "strategic" with targets "ac-

 ceptable" and "unacceptable" in a limited

 3 "Unstable" is defined as describing a situa-

 tion in which there is a relatively high probability

 of a strategic nuclear exchange. "Stable" is

 defined as describing a situation in which there

 is a low probability of a strategic nuclear

 exchange.

 4 Kissinger has altered his views on this point

 (see 25, p. 807).

 war. Teller (41) and others have been pre-

 pared to give up the weapons limitation on

 the ground that it is not a crucial one, and

 that a war could be kept limited if other limits

 are observed, particularly those of objectives

 and targets. There is a certain ambiguity

 here. It is not always clear if the argument

 is that one can never establish an effective

 weapons limit or simply that the advantages

 to be gained from using nuclear weapons

 make it worth while to give up this limit.

 The use of nuclear weapons in a limited

 war would make much more difficult the

 maintaining of target limitations. Air bases

 are perhaps the most crucial instance. Brodie

 argued that it is likely that the enemy would

 bomb air bases from which planes were leav-

 ing to attack troops and installations with

 tactical nuclear weapons. Manchuria and

 Japan, he suggests, would have become tar-

 gets in the Korean War if the planes using

 these sanctuaries had dropped highly de-

 structive tactical nuclear weapons. The

 Army's war game experiences, Operations

 Carte Blanche and Sage Brush, revealed this

 pattern of target expansion brought about by

 the use of nuclear weapons. It seems clear

 that the use of tactical nuclear weapons

 would increase pressures to bomb enemy

 sanctuaries.

 Buzzard (10, p. 154) has argued that one

 can distinguish between fallout producing

 and non-fallout producing nuclear weapons.

 If this is true, he argues, then the smaller

 clean weapons could be used without increas-

 ing the danger that larger nuclear weapons

 would be employed, that is, a line could be

 drawn between clean and dirty nuclear weap-

 ons. This argument is based on a miscon-

 ception of nuclear technology. Some scien-

 tists have recently suggested that a com-

 pletely "clean" nuclear weapon is possible

 (15); but even such bombs would produce

 radiation. At the present time all nuclear

 weapons produce fallout as well; the fallout

 151
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 can be kept to a fairly low level, but its effect

 cannot be accurately predicted. On the bat-

 tlefield the difference between "clean" and

 "dirty" weapons is likely to be an impercep-

 tible one.

 Kissinger (27, p. 193) argued that limited

 nuclear war would be more stable than con-

 ventional war because it would represent the

 maximum possible effort short of a total war.

 It is not clear just what Kissinger had in mind.

 Surely the use or non-use of nuclear weapons

 does not tell us anything about whether the

 maximum effort is being exerted in other

 areas including targets, manpower, political

 pressures, etc. But even if we take this to

 mean that a top limit in the use of weapons

 has been reached the concept is not clear. In

 the course of this argument Kissinger (27,

 p. 194) seemed to contradict himself. He

 wrote:

 To be sure, even in a nuclear war it is possible

 to step up the commitment by resorting to higher

 yield weapons. But given proper tactics, such a

 course may not drastically alter the outcome, and,

 if carried beyond a certain point, it will unleash

 all conflict. [Italics added.]

 Clearly then, simply using nuclear weap-

 ons does not imply the exerting of maximum

 force in weapons, since one can increase

 yields up to a certain point without bringing

 on all-out war. What Kissinger seemed to

 be saying is that limited nuclear war will rep-

 resent the maximum efficient use of weapons

 resources. As the quotation above makes

 clear, Kissinger suggested that "given proper

 tactics" neither side will gain anything by

 increasing the yield of tactical nuclear weap-

 ons. However, tactical nuclear weapons are

 not intrinsically smaller than strategic nu-

 clear weapons. Given particular targets, up

 to a point, the larger the weapon the more ef-

 fective it is. Targets such as troop concentra-

 tions, ammunition depots, ports, and bridges

 can be more effectively destroyed by weap-

 ons with yields much higher than those which

 Kissinger suggested would be used in a nu-

 clear limited war (i.e., above 20 KT).

 Morgenster (30, p. 145) has presented the

 most optimistic statement of the problem of

 keeping a war limited. He argued that if the

 strategic deterrent initially prevented a first

 strike it would be sufficient to prevent limited

 nuclear war from spiraling to total war. No

 matter how the two sides use nuclear weap-

 ons, then, they are not increasing the instabil-

 ity of the war. As Kaufmann (19, p. 595)

 has pointed out, the use of nuclear weapons

 in a limited war is likely to change the situa-

 tion in a number of ways which will make the

 war more unstable. Political objectives and

 costs increase with the increased use of mili-

 tary power. The more power each side com-

 mits the less each can afford to lose, and

 there is a danger of a spiral to total war re-

 gardless of the initial success of the strategic

 deterrent. In addition, nuclear weapons can

 cause sudden and startling reversals of mili-

 tary fortune and would increase the uncer-

 tainty and irrationality of war.

 The process of limiting a war is much more

 complex than simply making a unilateral

 statement of limits. This notion of a limiting

 process is implicit in much of the literature

 but has recently been made explicit and sys-

 tematic in the writing of Schelling (36, 37,

 38). Schelling argues that limiting war is

 a process of tacit bargaining. The solution

 (i.e., the agreed limit) must be a point which

 is distinct and obvious-"distinct" in that

 there is a sharp discontinuity at the point and

 "obvious" in that it occurs to both sides as a

 probable point of agreement. Thus, even if

 both sides agree to use only tactical nuclear

 weapons, this cutoff point is not distinct and

 the agreement is not likely to be stable. Simi-

 larly, even if one side should discover a sharp

 discontinuity at one point on the nuclear

 weapons continuum, unless both sides con-

 sidered it an obvious cutoff point it could

 not be the point of agreement. In the ab-

 CONFLICT RESOLUTION VOLUME V

 152

 NUMBER 2

This content downloaded from 86.167.221.192 on Tue, 29 Mar 2016 07:25:20 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND LIMITED WAR

 sence of agreement on a distinct and obvious

 cutoff point neither side could have confi-

 dence that the limits would be observed, and

 a war would likely be highly unstable.

 The proposed limiting points in the use of

 nuclear weapons discussed above do not pro-

 vide a suitable cutoff point for a tacit bargain.

 Thus, it might be extremely difficult to limit

 the use of nuclear weapons in a limited war.

 INSTABILITY OF CONVENTIONAL LIMITED

 WAR

 Some writers have argued that the con-

 ventional limited war is unstable in the sense

 that as soon as any war breaks out, nuclear

 weapons will be used. Morgenster (30, p.

 152) argues that the pressures of military

 planning will lead inevitably to the use of

 nuclear weapons. Once the Soviets develop

 a nuclear arsenal, Western military planners

 will have to plan for the possibility that it will

 be used. Once such plans are made, it is

 highly likely (if not inevitable) that the war

 will be fought accordingly. Kissinger (27, p.

 176) has pointed out that the entire plan-

 ning, procurement, research, and develop-

 ment activities of the United States armed

 forces have been built around the assumption

 that nuclear weapons will be used in all fu-

 ture wars. But it is one thing to suggest that

 if future United States planning and procure-

 ment continue on the same course, the United

 States will be able to fight only nuclear wars,

 and another to assert that there is something

 inevitable about the policy itself. It is not

 clear why such plans are not subject to

 change. The necessary causality between de-

 velopment, planning, and use has not been

 demonstrated.

 Kissinger argued not that nuclear weapons

 will inherently or inevitably be used at the

 outbreak of any war, but rather that conven-

 tional limited war would by its nature be un-

 stable and thus lead ultimately to total war.

 This argument depends on the notion that a

 force cannot be deployed for both nuclear

 and non-nuclear warfare.

 The sudden introduction of nuclear weap-

 ons in a limited war may permit the side in-

 troducing them to score a decisive victory in

 the immediate battle by destroying the con-

 centrated enemy troops. Without a previous

 understanding by both sides of the nature of

 limited nuclear war, miscalculations and mis-

 interpretations would be likely during this

 period. The psychological and military con-

 ditions would make it very difficult to limit

 the use of nuclear weapons. Total war is

 the likely outcome of this situation, Kissinger

 suggested; and, since this sudden introduc-

 tion of nuclear weapons will inevitably occur,

 conventional limited war is unstable.

 This argument, however, reversed itself;

 just because this is the likely outcome, the

 introduction of nuclear weapons in this way

 will probably be avoided by both sides. As-

 suming that both sides have an overriding

 desire to keep the war limited, it does not

 seem likely that either side would deliber-

 ately bring about the highly unstable situa-

 tion described by Kissinger for the sake of

 victory in one battle. Rather than providing

 a proof of the proposition that conventional

 limited war is unstable, Kissinger had dem-

 onstrated that it is in fact highly stable, be-

 cause neither side could hope to use nuclear

 weapons without creating a danger of total

 war.

 Even if one could introduce nuclear weap-

 ons gradually without creating great instabil-

 ity, it should be noted that the use of nuclear

 weapons would destroy a distinct and ob-

 vious cutoff point. There is a mutual ex-

 pectation (not shared by some American

 military leaders) reinforced by fifteen years

 of non-use, that nuclear weapons will not be

 used in limited wars. Both sides understand

 and (at least tacitly) accept this limit. Thus,

 a limited conventional war is much more
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 likely to remain stable than a limited nuclear

 war.

 Costs and Gains

 In determining policy on the use of tactical

 nuclear weapons in a limited war, one must

 consider not only the relative stability of vari-

 ous types of limited war, but also what costs

 and gains the use of tactical nuclear weapons

 would bring to the United States and the

 West. We have to keep clearly in mind that

 we are dealing with the relative advantages

 of using and not using nuclear weapons in

 limited war. For example, the assertion that

 the threat of limited nuclear war is a more ef-

 fective deterrent should be read as meaning

 that the threat of limited nuclear war is more

 likely to be effective as a deterrent than the

 threat of conventional limited war.

 STRATEGIC ADVANTAGES

 The main argument used by advocates of

 the use of nuclear weapons in limited war is

 that the United States would gain a strategic

 advantage over its Communist opponent by

 their use.5 The major hypotheses which have

 been advanced to prove this proposition are:

 that nuclear weapons permit the substitution

 of technology for manpower, that nuclear

 weapons are more valuable to the defense

 than to the offense, that nuclear weapons put

 a greater premium on initiative and leader-

 ship, and that the United States can develop

 a superior arsenal for fighting nuclear war.

 Probably the most frequently made asser-

 tion about tactical nuclear weapons is that

 they permit the substitution of technology for

 manpower. It is claimed that they prevent

 the massing of large numbers of troops. The

 assumption is that the Communists have a

 5This relative strategic advantage will be

 referred to as "strategic asymmetry." It should

 be noted that the United States Army does not

 have any coherent tactical doctrine for using

 nuclear weapons.

 significant manpower advantage over the

 West. Certainly in Europe this is not the

 case: the NATO population is greater than

 than that of the Soviet Union and its satel-

 lites. Even in Asia, the West may not be

 doomed to a manpower disadvantage. A

 smaller number of troops, it is argued, have

 an advantage in the use of weapons with

 great fire power. Why this would be an ad-

 vantage is not clear, unless the unstated as-

 sumption is that the enemy is not using tacti-

 cal nuclear weapons or for some reason is

 using them in a highly inefficient way.

 Blackett (2, p. 784), King (23, p. 17), and

 others have argued that the minimum num-

 ber of troops to hold an area will not be re-

 duced if both sides use nuclear weapons, and

 Blackett implies that the number will in fact

 increase. Blackett (2, p. 784) has pointed

 out that the army war games indicate that

 troop casualties will be much higher in lim-

 ited nuclear war. High attrition rates will

 help the side with the larger number of re-

 serves, not the reverse. King has pointed out

 that while it is true that the individual unit

 will have a smaller number of men, this does

 not mean that the number of units will not

 be crucial.

 Numbers will be as important in nuclear

 as in non-nuclear war. The argument that

 the use of nuclear weapons brings a strategic

 asymmetry in favor of the smaller force does

 not stand the test of analysis. Nor, I shall

 argue, does the proposition that it brings a

 strategic asymmetry in favor of the defensive

 side. In order to prove that the use of nuclear

 weapons is to the advantage of the United

 States on this point, one would have to show

 first the strategic asymmetry and second that

 the United States is in fact more likely to be

 on the defensive.

 Teller (41) asserts that an offensive action

 requires the massing of troops which pro-

 vides an excellent target for tactical nuclear

 weapons and that small mobile units (which
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 would be used in tactical nuclear war) are

 effective in depriving the enemy of territory.

 Here again the unstated assumption seems to

 be that the enemy does not have tactical nu-

 clear weapons or at least that his weapons are

 not mobile. Once one concedes to both sides

 small mobile forces equipped with mobile

 tactical nuclear weapons, the advantage is

 not necessarily with the defensive. While

 there will be problems in massing for attack,

 there will be similar problems of holding a

 defensive position. The strategic asymmetry

 of nuclear weapons may vary from the of-

 fensive to the defensive, depending on a

 number of factors including terrain, and in

 many areas there will be no asymmetry.

 In any case the United States may not be

 more often on the defensive. Assuming that

 a limited war may very well begin with a

 major Communist offensive, it might be that

 for most of the war the United States will be

 on the offensive seeking to restore the status

 quo by recovering lost ground. (This was, of

 course, the pattern in Korea.) Certainly this

 is not the only possible course for a limited

 war, but there is no reason to assume a priori

 that the United States would gain from a

 technological innovation which aids the de-

 fensive.

 An additional strategic imbalance, it is

 argued, places a greater premium on initia-

 tive and leadership. This concept, which Karl

 Deutsch (12) has called the "elitist" ap-

 proach, was discussed by Kissinger (27, pp.

 195-6):

 In a limited nuclear war dispersal is the key to

 survival and mobility the prerequisite to suc-

 cess. Everything depends on leadership of a

 high order, personal initiative and mechanical

 aptitude, qualities more prevalent in our society

 than in the regimented system of the U.S.S.R.

 To be sure, the Soviet forces can train and equip

 units for nuclear war. But self-reliance, spon-

 taneity and initiative cannot be acquired by train-

 ing; they grow naturally out of social institutions

 or they do not come into being. And a society

 like that of the Soviet Union, in which everything

 is done according to plan and by government

 direction, will have extraordinary difficulty incul-

 cating these qualities.

 In a later section of his book Kissinger (27,

 p. 398) discussed the Soviet army tradition,

 emphasizing again the difficulties the Rus-

 sians would have in fighting a limited nuclear

 war. This is an extraordinary argument in

 view of the success of both Russian and

 Chinese guerrilla forces. Guerrilla warfare

 clearly depends on the traits which Kissinger

 suggested are crucial for tactical nuclear war-

 fare. The limited nuclear war sketched by

 Kissinger closely resembles guerrilla warfare

 and, as Deutsch suggests, it seems that Kis-

 singer's argument is deductive rather than

 empirical.

 While conceding that fighting limited nu-

 clear wars will involve changes in the doc-

 trine of the regular Soviet armed forces, a

 leading student of Soviet military affairs has

 warned of the danger of assuming that the

 Russians are not making this change:

 If and when the Soviet army is fully equipped

 and trained according to present plans, it would

 be reckless to suppose, as some Westerners have

 done, that Soviet troops will display less initiative

 and skill than Western troops simply because

 their political system affords less scope to indi-

 viduality than those of the United States or

 Western Europe [13, p. 256].

 A closely related argument of asymmetry

 is that the United States' superiority in in-

 dustrial potential and broad range of tech-

 nology gives it an advantage in limited nu-

 clear war. In the arguments discussed up to

 now, I have suggested that the introduction

 of nuclear weapons will have an uncertain

 effect on the strategic points discussed. How-

 ever, in terms of industrial potential and

 logistics (which will be discussed next) use

 of nuclear weapons would bring about a

 strategic disadvantage to the United States.

 It is argued that the United States, be-
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 cause of its greater industrial potential and

 technological ability, could develop better

 tactical nuclear weapons than the enemy. It

 is not made clear why the United States

 could develop better tactical nuclear weap-

 ons but not better conventional weapons.

 King (22, p. 252) in fact suggests that the

 emphasis on nuclear weapons, to the degree

 that it enables the Communists to concen-

 trate their scarce resources in a limited area

 of production, appears to be tantamount to

 abandoning just that much of the advantage

 given to the United States by general pro-

 ductive superiority. In fact the United States

 is now faced with Communist parity in nu-

 clear weapons. But in the broader area of

 general tactical weapons technology, the

 United States might find it possible to de-

 velop a decided advantage.6

 In the field of logistics the Western ad-

 vantage in not using nuclear weapons is even

 more clear. There is general agreement that

 the United States is more likely to be faced

 with logistic problems than is its opponent.

 The enemy will probably have interior lines

 of supply while the United States supply line

 is likely to be longer and to require move-

 ments by ship. It is also generally conceded

 that American supply lines will be more

 susceptible to attack. Ports, in particular, are

 an easy target for bombing. Nuclear bombs

 would clearly be more effective in destroying

 American supply lines.

 But both Morgenstern (30, p. 142) and

 Kissinger (27, p. 180) argue that logistics

 problems will be non-existent in limited nu-

 clear war. This position is based on the as-

 sumption of the development of a technology

 which does not exist and on a failure to think

 through some infantry tactical problems.

 Kissinger argued that the United States must

 develop a completely self-sufficient military

 unit. He then proceeded to assume that such

 6 See below, pp. 157-8.

 units exist and based his argument on this.

 Given such units, logistics is clearly not a

 problem. However, the technical problems

 involved include the need to develop a solid

 fuel for tanks and other vehicles of mobility

 and the existence of weapons which do not

 break down or require numerous spare parts.

 Finally, it assumes that the units will not also

 need conventional fire power.

 But, as King (23, p. 17) and Lapp (28,

 p. 129) have pointed out, a unit equipped

 with nuclear weapons would have to be

 guarded with conventional weapons large

 enough to defeat any force which was too

 small to use nuclear weapons against. Unless

 a force had conventional weapons it could

 not defend itself against guerrilla attacks de-

 signed to overcome the nuclear unit. The

 logistics problem might be quantitatively

 easier since limited nuclear forces would re-

 quire smaller amounts of supplies. In some

 cases it might be possible to drop these by

 air. Logistics, however, will remain a prob-

 lem even in nuclear war, and tactical nuclear

 weapons will only increase the difficulty of

 keeping open the long American supply

 routes.

 Thus, a consideration of the strategic

 asymmetries of nuclear weapons indicates

 first that the asymmetries are not as great as

 suggested by some writers; second, that it is

 not always clear who would gain from the

 asymmetries; and third, that at least in terms

 of the logistics and industrial capacity, the

 Communists seem more likely to gain. The

 question of who would gain from the use of

 tactical nuclear weapons can only be an-

 swered by saying that it depends on a host

 of variables including who uses them first,

 the terrain, the sympathies of the indigenous

 population, the strategic objectives, and the

 state of technology and production at the

 time.
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 DETERRENCE

 What constitutes an effective deterrent is

 a complex question which has generated a

 large body of literature (9, 21, 29, 39, 40).

 We are concerned here with only a small

 single aspect of the problem: Is the threat

 of using nuclear weapons in a limited war a

 more effective deterrent to the initiating of

 limited war than the threat of fighting con-

 ventional limited war?

 Kissinger (27, p. 191) argued that it would

 be. He suggested that the nuclear threat

 would increase the aggressor's risks and that

 it would show him that controlling territory

 would be difficult, even if he succeeded in

 driving back the allied forces. Kissinger sug-

 gested that an American threat to use tactical

 nuclear weapons in any limited war would be

 credible, because in effect it would be self-

 fulfilling. If the United States should threaten

 to use nuclear weapons, the enemy, if he initi-

 ated a limited war, would be practically sure

 to use them in attacking. In addition, United

 States propaganda would have to stress the

 legitimacy of using nuclear weapons, which

 would also contribute to the likelihood of

 their use.

 Blackett (2, p. 784) has argued that the

 threat of using nuclear weapons would pose

 a less credible threat since the Americans

 would be less likely to intervene if doing so

 meant that they would thereby initiate the

 use of nuclear weapons. Brodie (8, p. 330)

 argues that we "simply do not know" if "the

 decision whether or not we intervene is not

 affected adversely by the fact that we are

 committed to fight with nuclear weapons."

 We have even less knowledge about the

 really crucial question: will the Communists

 think that we are less likely to fight if we

 have a commitment to use nuclear weapons?

 There are many areas of the world, however,

 where American intervention would be auto-

 matic. In the NATO area, Japan, the Philip-

 pines, and Taiwan, the United States com-

 mitment to defend the area is such that the

 Communists are not likely to doubt the credi-

 bility of the American deterrent. In such

 areas the threat of using nuclear weapons is

 likely to be a more effective deterrent of lim-

 ited war.

 As Schelling (38, pp. 190-4) and Glenn

 Snyder (40, pp. 12 and 19) have indicated,

 the threat to use nuclear weapons is more

 effective partly because it increases the pro-

 spective cost of military aggression, but more

 importantly because it increases the risk that

 aggression will lead to all-out war. Since

 both sides are likely to view limited nuclear

 war as less stable than non-nuclear war, the

 threat to use nuclear weapons constitutes a

 declared willingness to increase the shared

 risk that total war will develop even though

 neither side wants it.7 It also indicates the

 importance assigned by the United States to

 defending the country in question.

 However, in areas where the United States

 decision to intervene in a limited war will

 not be automatic, the effect of a decision to

 rely on nuclear weapons is more question-

 able. For example, in Burma, Iraq, or Iran,

 the threat to use nuclear weapons might very

 well reduce the credibility of the American

 limited war deterrent. It cannot be stressed

 too strongly that the willingness to intervene

 (and Communist recognition of this inten-

 tion) is much more important as a deterrent

 than the manner of intervention.

 "COST"

 The assertion that a limited nuclear war

 will "cost" less can mean a number of things:

 that the implements of war (munitions and

 delivery systems) will be cheaper, that the

 destruction of military equipment will be

 7 This point is discussed extensively in a forth-

 coming book by Snyder on deterrence and

 defense.
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 lower, that there will be fewer civilian or

 military casualties, and finally that there will

 be less destruction of civilian targets.

 It seems clear that the cost of delivering

 explosive power will, in fact, be significantly

 cheaper if nuclear weapons are used. This

 can be most graphically illustrated in terms

 of the saturation level for a given target, that

 is, the force needed to completely destroy a

 target. Except for very small targets (e.g.,

 a few infantrymen) the munitions and de-

 livery system needed to saturate a target will

 be much cheaper to produce if nuclear weap-

 ons are used.8 In a conventional war the in-

 dustrial base will be crucial both because of

 the higher cost of saturation (and lower levels

 of destruction) and because the war is likely

 to last longer. In a limited nuclear war, be-

 cause saturation is cheap and because the

 war is likely to be very short, the vastly

 superior American industrial potential will

 not weigh in the balance.

 It is likely that not more than a few thou-

 sand nuclear weapons could be profitably

 employed in a limited war. (Half that many

 in the kiloton range or above would destroy

 most of Western Europe.) On the other hand,

 the number of conventional weapons that

 might be used runs to at least several hundred

 thousand. The number of delivery systems

 that could be used in a conventional environ-

 ment would be scaled similarly. The amount

 of material needed to saturate a target is

 vastly greater in a conventional attack-so

 much larger that very few (if any) conven-

 tional battles have ever been fought at the

 saturation level. This means that the mar-

 ginal utility of increments of material is much

 greater for conventional warfare. This is the

 resource in which the United States is the

 richest nation in the world. Therefore, to the

 8 I am indebted to Donald Brennan for the

 concept of "saturation" and for bringing this

 point to my attention.

 extent that the expense of a war in terms of

 resources can be increased, the United States

 gains a strategic advantage.

 P. M. S. Blackett (2, p. 784), King (23, p.

 16), and others have argued that the use of

 nuclear weapons must involve great costs,

 in that it would lead to the large-scale de-

 struction of civilian populations. Clearly

 this depends on where the war is fought.

 Kissinger (27, p. 183), however, was pre-

 pared to argue that in any locality, civilian

 casualties and destruction of cities will be

 very low. But Kissinger was assuming the

 existence of the technology which he called

 for. In the limited nuclear war which he

 envisioned production will not be necessary

 because the units will be self-sufficient (pre-

 sumably indefinitely), communications cen-

 ters will not be targets because no supplies

 are coming in. However, if one considers

 present technology and the destructive power

 of nuclear weapons, there will be extensive

 damage to civilian populations and cities in

 almost any area of the world.

 Most airfields are situated near cities.

 Armies use roads, railroads, and bridges, all

 closely connected with civilian populations.

 The use of a few thousand tactical weapons

 in the kiloton range (certainly conceivable

 in a limited war) would result in the devasta-

 tion of several thousand square miles and

 possibly in many millions of civilian casual-

 ties. Thus, extensive civilian damage might

 be impossible to avoid even if both sides

 attempted to do so.

 Troop casualties may well be higher if

 nuclear weapons are used. Although units

 would be smaller, it is not clear that fewer

 troops would be placed in the field. In addi-

 tion, casualties per unit are likely to be very

 high because of the destructive power of

 nuclear weapons and the effects of fall-out

 from even very low yield weapons. Even

 with any possible degree of dispersion, a

 total of 2,000 tactical nuclear weapons of a
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 few kilotons' yield is sufficient to destroy

 completely a very large field army of 25 line

 divisions. In practice a much smaller num-

 ber would probably suffice.

 POLITICAL COSTS AND GAINS

 The political costs and gains of initiating

 the use of nuclear weapons tend to be ignored

 by the advocators. Morgenster (30, p. 153)

 simply states that the world aversion to the

 use of nuclear weapons comes from propa-

 ganda which is "unmitigated nonsense."

 Kissinger (27) implied throughout his study

 that since limited nuclear war is the only

 viable military policy, the United States

 must be prepared to suffer the political costs

 involved, and he suggested, as did Osgood

 (33, p. 257), that an effective propaganda

 campaign could substantially reduce the

 political costs of using nuclear weapons.

 Those who argue that limited conventional

 war is also a viable military strategy have

 examined the political costs of initiating the

 use of nuclear weapons and have found them

 to be very substantial. The general opposi-

 tion of many people to the use of nuclear

 weapons, the feeling that somehow they are

 different and immoral, would bring about

 great shock and disillusionment on the part

 of neutrals, allies, and Americans themselves,

 if nuclear weapons were used. In addition,

 states are likely to be less eager to accept

 American military aid if the United States

 intends to use tactical nuclear weapons in

 defending them. The damage which would

 be done to any country by the use of tactical

 nuclear weapons may lead many states to

 seek neutrality and to prefer surrender to

 defense by the United States.

 It should be noted that the American

 threat to use nuclear weapons in the defense

 of third areas has, to some extent, been reas-

 suring to our allies. In particular, the Ameri-

 can commitment to use nuclear weapons in

 the defense of Europe has contributed to the

 strength of the NATO alliance and the faith

 which America's allies have had in its will-

 ingness to come to their defense in the event

 of a military attack. Should the United

 States formally renounce the use of nuclear

 weapons in the defense of third areas, this

 might have serious short-run repercussions

 until the United States made it clear that it

 expected to use other means to deal effec-

 tively with the threat of Communist military

 action.

 However, the political costs are likely to

 be great if the United States should initiate

 the use of nuclear weapons. A propaganda

 campaign stressing the "conventional" nature

 of nuclear tactical weapons might soften the

 blow but could not eliminate it.

 Arms Control Implications

 American policy on the use of nuclear

 weapons in limited war is (or should be)

 closely related to its arms control policy. If

 the United States decided that it wanted to

 use nuclear weapons in any limited war, it

 could take steps during arms control negoti-

 ations to indicate this fact and by other

 means make it more likely that a nuclear war

 could remain limited. On the other hand, the

 United States might take, and has taken,

 steps in the arms control field which make

 the use of nuclear weapons in limited war

 less likely. Policy pressures operate both

 ways. Should the United States decide for

 other reasons that a proposal inhibiting the

 use of tactical nuclear weapons was desirable,

 it would have to alter its military policy.

 However, equally, if not more important, is

 the effect which decisions on military strat-

 egy should have on arms control negotiations.

 If the United States settles on a nuclear lim-

 ited war strategy, it should use arms control

 to facilitate this strategy and not to hinder it.

 At the root of this problem is the need to

 appreciate the interaction of arms control

 negotiations and agreements with military
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 strategy and to avoid conflicting policies in

 the two areas.

 The relation between arms control and the

 use of nuclear weapons in limited war can

 best be illustrated by considering several pro-

 posed arms control agreements. The nuclear

 test ban has dominated the arms control

 scene for several years, but the close connec-

 tion between the test ban and limited nuclear

 war has not been made clear in most discus-

 sions of the desirability of a nuclear test ban.9

 Many of those who oppose a test ban, includ-

 ing Teller (41) and Senator Thomas Dodd

 (14), do so at least partly because of the

 desire to improve the tactical nuclear arsenal

 of the United States; most supporters of a

 ban have ignored this issue even though it is

 of crucial importance.

 If one assumes (as I do not) that the use

 of nuclear weapons in a limited war would

 likely remain below one kiloton, then further

 testing for improved tactical weapons might

 be of great importance. However, if, as has

 been argued here, limited nuclear war is not

 easy to limit and is not to the advantage of

 the United States, then America has an inter-

 est in a ban which might cut off develop-

 ments (such as the "clean" bomb) which

 would make nuclear weapons seem more

 conventional.

 The test ban is also likely to have effects

 which would inhibit the use of nuclear

 weapons in a limited war. It would affect the

 expectations of both sides by making clear

 that both consider nuclear weapons to be

 somehow different. It would involve a joint

 implicit recognition that such weapons are

 not "conventional" and would re-enforce the

 expectation that they would not be used in a

 limited war, increasing the stabilizing value

 of the nuclear-non-nuclear line. In addition,

 insofar as both sides wanted to keep a test

 9 For an examination of the test ban and its

 relation to nuclear limited war see (3).

 ban in force, they would likely refrain from

 the use of nuclear weapons, because, even if

 a test ban could survive any limited war

 (which is by no means clear) it almost cer-

 tainly could not survive nuclear war.

 A test ban treaty might have some effect

 on American military planning in reversing

 the trend towards greater reliance on tactical

 nuclear weapons. By creating psychological

 pressures against the use of nuclear weapons,

 the test ban might raise doubts in the minds

 of military leaders as to whether they would

 in fact get permission to initiate the use of

 nuclear weapons. In this way the test ban

 treaty might stimulate the development of

 improved capabilities for conventional war-

 fare.

 Finally, the test ban may well be a pre-

 requisite for future arms control in the

 nuclear field and in any case would clearly

 make future agreements much more likely.

 A number of possible arms control agree-

 ments which have been proposed would have

 an even greater effect than the test ban on

 the use of nuclear weapons in limited war.

 Several proposed agreements would tackle

 this problem directly. For example, the

 United States might seek a treaty which

 would bar the first use of nuclear weapons,

 or it might seek to bring about a tacit agree-

 ment by making a unilateral declaration

 pledging no first use. Alternatively, it might

 seek a formal or informal agreement which

 permitted the use of nuclear weapons only

 for defensive purposes.

 Proposals for nuclear-free zones in Europe,

 Africa, or the Far East have been made from

 time to time. Such agreements would bar the

 use of nuclear weapons within the zone of

 the agreement and would contribute to the

 expectation that they would not be used any-

 where in a limited war. It may be that the

 United States, to get agreements it is inter-

 ested in, will have to agree to the setting up

 of such nuclear-free zones, requiring an
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 alteration of the policy of dependence on

 nuclear weapons. These proposals have been

 sketched briefly, not to suggest that they are

 necessarily good, but only to indicate the

 interactions between arms control and mili-

 tary strategy in general, and the role of

 tactical nuclear weapons in particular.10

 Should the United States continue the

 policy of using nuclear weapons in any lim-

 ited war, it should seek to enhance this policy

 in its arms control arrangements. As Kis-

 singer (26) has pointed out, if the United

 States is relying on the use of nuclear

 weapons, it should refuse to engage in any

 negotiations which even tacitly imply that

 nuclear weapons are immoral or different.

 In particular, it probably should break off the

 test ban negotiations. More positively, the

 United States in this case should seek agree-

 ments with the Soviet Union which would

 contribute to the stability of limited nuclear

 war and reduce the political cost of using

 nuclear weapons.

 Policy

 Ultimately an analysis of the problems of

 using nuclear weapons in a limited war is

 most valuable when it leads to policy recom-

 mendations. Before turning to the specific

 recommendations that can be drawn from the

 preceding analysis, it is necessary to put this

 policy question into the context of a broader,

 over-all view of American military policy. In

 general, American military strategy is aimed

 at deterring Communist aggression on two

 levels. The first is a direct attack on the

 United States, and the second is a military

 attack in local areas. The strategy of limited

 war (nuclear or conventional) has been an

 attempt to lay out a successful American

 policy for the defense of local areas. It should

 10 I have argued elsewhere that the test ban

 would be of value, partly because of its effect

 on the limited nuclear war problem. See (3).

 be clear that there are other possible policies

 for the defense of these areas, in particular

 some form of massive or limited retaliation

 against the Soviet Union. Herman Kahn

 (18) has suggested some forms of American

 massive retaliation may be effective in deter-

 ring third area aggression. In addition,

 recently a third method for the defense of

 local areas has come prominently into policy

 discussion. This is the proposal for the crea-

 tion of local nuclear strategic deterrent

 forces. In particular, the British and the

 French have led in the development of inde-

 pendent strategic forces, and the possibility

 of a NATO strategic force is under considera-

 tion. Thus, the theory of limited war repre-

 sents in effect-although this is frequently

 not recognized by limited war theorists-

 only one attempt to develop a strategy for the

 defense of third areas. Within the limits of

 this paper, I cannot discuss the relative values

 and the interaction between the strategy of

 limited war and other possible strategies for

 the defense of third areas. All that can be

 done is to deal with the question of the rela-

 tive costs and gains of the conventional lim-

 ited war strategy and a nuclear limited war

 strategy for the defense of third areas.

 Policy on military questions has three com-

 ponents: capability, declarations, and action.

 Thus, three questions must be answered

 about nuclear weapons in limited war:

 (1) Should the United States strive for both

 an effective capacity for nuclear limited war

 and an effective capacity for conventional

 limited war? (2) What public statements

 should the United States make about the

 conditions under which it would use nuclear

 weapons in a limited war, and should it

 attempt to convey to the enemy its notion of

 what a nuclear limited war would be like?

 (3) Under what conditions should the United

 States use tactical nuclear weapons in a

 limited war?

 Clearly the three are related. A credible
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 declaratory policy requires as a minimum the

 capability to carry out the threat, and the

 development of a capability may fail to ful-

 fill its primary role of deterring if it is not

 backed by the proper declaratory policy.

 Nonetheless, the three are distinct in that a

 government must carry out some sort of

 policy in each area even if it makes no

 coherent rational decision.

 CAPABILITY

 Despite the wide disagreements discussed,

 the capabilities problem has not caused

 much controversy. Almost all writers have

 seen the need for a conventional war capa-

 bility."l Morgenster (30, chapter 6, passim)

 takes perhaps the most extreme position,

 arguing the need of a conventional force only

 large enough to cope with riots and other

 military actions short of guerrilla warfare.

 There is wide agreement, however, that situ-

 ations might arise in which the United States

 would not want to initiate the use of nuclear

 weapons in a limited war.

 Whether or not a "dual purpose" force

 should be developed involves a number of

 technical problems. There is general agree-

 ment that if the Army could develop a force

 which on short notice was prepared to fight

 effectively with or without nuclear weapons,

 this would be the ideal solution. This prob-

 lem has been occupying the attention of

 Army planners for the last several years and

 the Army now claims to have such dual-pur-

 pose forces. The question, however, is not

 11 The size of the forces needed for conven-

 tional and nuclear limited wars has, however,

 caused considerable controversy. A number of

 variables are involved here, including not only

 the uses for each force but such factors as air-

 lift capability, the role of indigenous and neigh-

 boring forces, and the percentage of the Ameri-

 can force required for support activities. There

 is virtually no discussion in the literature ex-

 amined of the question of the size of the forces

 needed.

 an either-or one. Once the United States

 accepts the fact that it would critically limit

 its range of policy choices if it did not have

 the capability to fight both with and without

 tactical nuclear weapons, it can deal with

 the real problem of reducing the inefficiency

 of doing so.

 Even a force with "dual capability" poten-

 tial can be made more efficient to fight one

 kind of warfare than another. Thus, troops

 in certain areas might be especially trained to

 fight conventionally, and troops in others

 might be especially trained to fight tactical

 nuclear war. Highly trained dual-purpose

 reserves in the United States might be avail-

 able to supplement the efforts of the forces

 in the field regardless of the nature of the

 war.

 There are major problems, however, in ac-

 tually sending a force into combat equipped

 to fight both conventionally and with nuclear

 weapons. If such a force were supplied with

 nuclear weapons, it might ultimately use

 them under the strains of the battle without

 authority to do so. Two alternatives are pos-

 sible. One is to have stand-by forces

 equipped with nuclear weapons should the

 United States engage in a conventional lim-

 ited war; the other is to plan on restricting

 the use of nuclear weapons to supporting

 units outside the battlefield area, that is, by

 tactical air forces and by short-range missiles.

 The major problem in such use is that it may

 lead to an expansion of the war into areas

 from which the nuclear weapons are coming.

 This problem might be overcome in part by

 flying planes carrying nuclear weapons from

 aircraft carriers. The United States has

 adopted the policy of seeking to equip its

 troops to fight both with tactical nuclear

 weapons and without-this seems to be the

 worst alternative. Which of these three

 policies is, in fact, most desirable requires far

 more detailed analysis than can be given

 here. In any case the point remains that the
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 United States must maintain a capability to

 fight either conventionally or with tactical

 nuclear weapons and must be prepared to

 shift courses quickly in a limited war.

 It should be recalled that I am concerned

 here only with the policy decisions involved

 in the use or non-use of tactical nuclear

 weapons and hence will not deal with the

 problems of whether or not the United States

 military capability is large enough and at a

 proper state of alert. But the analysis does

 suggest that it would be a serious mistake to

 deprive the United States of its conventional

 capability or for that matter to fail to explore

 and prepare for tactical nuclear warfare.

 DECLARATORY POLICY

 If we assume that the United States should

 proceed with some revised version of the dual

 capability policy, what are the implications

 for declaratory policy? Three basic policies

 have been suggested.

 The first is that the United States threaten

 to initiate the use of tactical nuclear weapons

 on certain specified conditions. The advo-

 cates of this policy have not recommended

 bluffing, so that the proposed conditions,

 although they vary from writer to writer, are

 in each case the same as those under which

 the writer would have the United States

 actually initiate the use of tactical nuclear

 weapons. These conditions will be explored

 when discussing action policy. It is impor-

 tant here only to note that the conditions are

 specific ones predictable in advance by the

 enemy. The second policy that has been sug-

 gested is for the United States to announce it

 will never initiate the use of nuclear weapons.

 And the third is for the United States to

 announce that it might use nuclear weapons

 but not to specify under what conditions.

 Anticipating the conclusion that a commit-

 ment to use nuclear weapons under the con-

 ditions suggested is not a sensible policy, I

 shall rule it out as a declaratory policy and

 consider the two other possibilities.

 A firm declaration not to initiate the use of

 nuclear weapons involves certain gains as

 well as some serious costs. If one is worried

 that the Russians might use nuclear weapons

 because they anticipate that the United

 States will use them first, then there is much

 to be said for such a declaration. On the

 other hand, such a commitment might make

 the deterrent less effective and might give

 the enemy certain tactical advantages in con-

 ventional warfare. If the Russians became

 convinced that the United States would not

 initiate the use of nuclear weapons even if

 presented with very inviting targets, then

 they might take greater chances in massing

 men in larger numbers for longer periods.

 A policy decision, whether to threaten to

 initiate the use of nuclear weapons under

 unspecified conditions or to renounce first

 use, thus hinges on two technical infantry

 questions and three estimates of Russian

 behavior. Infantry Questions: Just how

 much tactical advantage would the Russians

 gain from more frequent larger massing?

 How much advantage would the United

 States gain by suddenly using tactical nuclear

 weapons if presented with inviting troop con-

 centrations? Estimates of Russian Behavior:

 What effect will the threat to use nuclear

 weapons have on their decision to initiate

 war? How likely are the Russians to fear

 American introduction of nuclear weapons

 and to use them for that reason? How likely

 are they to introduce nuclear weapons to gain

 a military advantage for a brief period?

 An American commitment not to use

 nuclear weapons first in a limited war might

 have a significant effect on United States

 military leaders. At the present time, the

 Army expects to be given permission to use

 tactical nuclear weapons in any large limited

 war. Such a United States policy statement

 might convince the military that, in fact, they
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 are not likely to get such permission. If this

 leads to increased expenditure for research

 and development for conventional war and

 more attention to conventional training, it

 will produce significant gains.

 Thus, American declaratory and arms con-

 trol policy should be aimed at re-enforcing

 the difference between nuclear and conven-

 tional weapons. The United States should

 stress its emphasis on conventional forces and

 its feeling that they are more effective than

 tactical nuclear forces in the defense of local

 areas. Such a policy would contribute to the

 solution of the Nth country problem and to

 the stability of limited conventional warfare.

 There remains the problem of making any

 declaratory statement credible. Much has

 been written about this problem in relation to

 massive retaliation, but it might also hold in

 relation to any attempt to convince the Rus-

 sians that the United States would not use

 nuclear weapons unless her enemy used them

 first and also to an American threat to initiate

 the use of nuclear weapons. The Russians

 have in fact demonstrated an unwillingness

 to consider American discussion of limited

 war as anything more than a smoke screen

 for advocating preventive war, and they seem

 to have rejected the possibility of keeping a

 war limited if tactical nuclear weapons are

 used.12

 ACTION POLICY

 Finally, the action policy of the United

 States must be considered. Some writers

 have suggested that the United States use

 tactical nuclear weapons in any limited war.

 At the other extreme is the proposal that the

 United States use them only if the enemy

 uses them first. The previous analysis

 suggests that the proposal to use nuclear

 weapons in any limited war stems from an

 over-estimation of the stability of limited

 12 For a discussion of this point see Brodie

 (8, p. 322n).

 nuclear war and from an erroneous concep-

 tion that the United States would inevitably

 gain from the use of nuclear weapons. The

 specific conditions under which some ana-

 lysts have urged that the United States initi-

 ate the use of nuclear weapons stem from

 the same reasoning. The proposed conditions

 include:

 --if the war is larger than an "irregular"

 war.

 -if the enemy possesses a mass army.

 -if necessary to repel the enemy.

 -if the enemy attacks certain targets.

 The last three conditions deserve some

 comment. The suggestion that the United

 States initiate the use of nuclear weapons

 against an enemy with a mass army clearly

 reflects the feeling that nuclear weapons

 make up for numbers. But unless one assumes

 that the enemy would not retaliate-and it is

 hard to conceive of a situation in which Rus-

 sia or China would not retaliate in kind-

 the introduction of nuclear weapons might

 not help at all. The proposal that nuclear

 weapons be used if necessary to repel the

 enemy also reflects the view that the United

 States would gain from the introduction of

 nuclear weapons. But even if this were true

 in a particular situation, limited war requires

 that the losing side give in before it has used

 all of its potential. If the United States takes

 the position that it will expand any limited

 war to the point where it can win, then the

 prospects for keeping war limited are not

 very great. As for the proposal to use nuclear

 weapons if certain targets are attacked, the

 United States may, in fact, do exactly that if

 the occasion arises. But, if so, these targets

 will likely be such that the United States will

 consider the attack a strategic one and will

 respond in kind.

 It would seem, therefore, that in almost

 any conceivable limited war the United

 States should not introduce nuclear weapons.

 But this should not be taken as absolute;

 CONFLICT RESOLUTION VOLUME V NUMBER 2
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 there may be some situations in which the

 United States ought to initiate the use of

 tactical nuclear weapons. In any case, as

 Rowen (35) has suggested, the United States

 should be prepared to meet any aggression

 without increasing the level of violence, i.e.,

 without introducing nuclear weapons; and it

 should also be prepared to respond to in-

 creases in the level of violence, that is, to

 fight at a nuclear level if it becomes neces-

 sary. The instances in which the United

 States should introduce nuclear weapons in

 a limited war are likely to be rare, and the

 burden of proof should rest squarely on those

 advocating such first use. But the prospect

 cannot be ruled out entirely, and, since the

 Russians may introduce tactical nuclear

 weapons in a limited war, the United States

 must maintain an effective dual capacity.
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