
 The Countervailing Walter Slocombe
 Strategy

 The fundamental-
 and unchanged-strategic objective of the United States is to deter aggression

 that could lead to nuclear war. To achieve strategic nuclear deterrence, three

 requirements must be met:

 First, we must have strategic nuclear forces that can absorb a Soviet first

 strike and still retaliate with devastating effects. Hence, the need to modern-

 ize all three elements of the Triad of strategic forces-air launched cruise

 missiles for the bomber force, Trident submarines and missiles, and MX to

 offset the vulnerability of fixed-silo Minuteman ICBMs.

 Second, we must meet our security requirements and maintain an overall

 strategic balance at the lowest and most stable levels made possible by our

 own force planning and by arms control agreements. Hence, the need for

 SALT II and for continuing the arms control process.

 Third, we must have a doctrine and plans for the use of our forces (if they

 are needed) that make clear to the Soviets the hard reality that, by any course
 leading to nuclear war and in any course a nuclear war might take, they

 could never gain anything amounting to victory on any plausible definition

 of victory, or gain an advantage that would outweigh the unacceptable price

 they would have to pay.

 In recent months, there has been almost unprecedented public interest in

 and discussion of the third of these three requirements for strategic nuclear

 stability-our strategy itself. The relationship between our doctrine and the

 reality of our forces and programs, and the impact of each on deterrence is

 complex. Clearly forces themselves play the dominant role in perceptions

 and, therefore, in deterrence. What the Soviets judge we could do, not what

 we say we would do, has the strongest impact on deterrence. But doctrine

 is nonetheless important, for it:

 -Guides our procurement strategy for the acquisition of strategic nuclear

 forces and the corresponding command, control, communications and in-

 telligence systems which support our ability to employ them.
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 The Countervailing Strategy I 19

 -Shapes our operational planning for the use of our forces in war, if nec-

 essary.

 -Impacts on Soviet assessments of how we are capable of using our forces

 if needed.

 The U.S. and Soviet Background

 There has been a long historical evolution of American nuclear strategy. The

 fundamental premises of our countervailing strategy today are a natural

 evolution of the conceptual foundations built over a generation by men like

 Robert McNamara and James Schlesinger. The United States has never-at

 least since significant numbers of nuclear weapons became available-had a

 doctrine based simply and solely on reflexive, massive attacks on Soviet cities

 and population. Much of the current debate over our strategic nuclear forces

 has been distorted by the misconception that we have, in the past, been

 following such a doctrine. Though it is true that strategic forces programming

 was often discussed in terms of ability to destroy urban/industrial targets,

 previous administrations, going back almost two decades, recognized the

 inadequacy of a strategic targeting doctrine-a plan for use of weapons if

 deterrence failed-that would give us too narrow a range of employment

 options. Similarly, NATO Alliance discussions of nuclear doctrine have rec-

 ognized the inadequacy of a pure counter-city attack strategy. The unques-

 tioned attainment of strategic parity by the Soviet Union has underscored

 what was clear long before-that a policy based only on massive retaliation

 against Soviet cities is an inadequate deterrent for the full spectrum of po-

 tential Soviet aggressions, and that it enhances deterrence to have options

 available that are more differentiated than a massive attack on the full set of

 economic, military, and control targets.

 Moreover, because our strategic doctrine, like our strategic forces, is de-

 signed to deter the Soviets, not some group of Western analysts, it must take

 into account and assist in shaping Soviet perspectives. Not only must we

 believe we have the forces and the will to retaliate, we must also, to deter,

 convince the Soviet leadership that we do. Thus, while the operational details

 of our nuclear weapons and plans for the employment must remain secret,
 their existence and certain essential information about them must be made

 public, and made clear, so that deterrence will be enhanced. And our policies

 mYust take account of what we know of Soviet perspectives on these issues.
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 For by definition, deterrence requires shaping Soviet assessments about the

 risks of war, assessments that will be made using their models, not ours,

 even if we think those models less accurate than our own.

 Among the specific Soviet perspectives we must take into account are

 these:

 Soviet military doctrine appears to contemplate the possibility of a rela-

 tively prolonged exchange if a war comes;

 -There is evidence that the Soviets regard military forces rather than general

 economic capacity as the obvious initial targets in a nuclear exchange;

 -The Soviet leadership clearly places a high value on preservation of the

 regime qua regime and on the survival and continued effectiveness of the

 instruments of Soviet state power-at least as high as on any losses to the

 general population short of complete destruction of the Soviet society; and

 -In some contexts at least, the Soviet leadership seems to take seriously the

 theoretical possibility of Soviet victory in nuclear war.

 Obviously, there are great uncertainties in American assessment of Soviet

 thinking on these issues. But there is sufficient evidence to sustain the

 judgment that there are real differences between their perspectives on these

 matters and those that are current in Western circles (especially outside the

 military). So we must confront these views in our planning, even when, as

 is often the case, we have serious doubts about their validity as accurate

 predictions.

 It is important to note that this catalogue of Soviet perspectives on nuclear

 war does not mean that the Soviets cannot be deterred. They can be and

 are. Nor does it mean that they are unaware of the destructiveness that a

 nuclear war would bring. They are as explicit about that as they are reticent

 about public proclamations of the impossibility of Soviet victory. The task is

 to make sure that these elements of realism and caution prevail in any Soviet

 assessment of the consequences of aggression.

 The Development of the Countervailing Strategy

 In the summer of 1977, President Carter ordered a fundamental review of

 our targeting policy as a part of the follow-up to his administration's initial

 overall review of defense policy. Over the course of the next 18 months, that

 study was conducted and reviewed by military and civilian experts, taking
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 into account our forces, plans, problems, and capabilities, as well as Soviet

 perspectives, strengths, and vulnerabilities. Following Secretary Brown's re-

 port to the President on that analysis in late 1978, the Department of Defense

 moved deliberately to implement its basic principles in adjusting planning,

 in shaping programs and in research and analysis on the issues involved.

 These principles collectively have become known as the countervailing strat-

 egy.

 Secretary Brown outlined the major precepts of this countervailing strategy

 in his Defense Report in early 1979, and in more detail in January 1980. In

 general terms, he discussed it during the SALT hearings in 1979. In June

 1980, at a meeting of the NATO Nuclear Planning Group in Bodo, Norway,

 Secretary Brown briefed our Allies on the conclusions reached and the actions

 being taken. On July 25, 1980, President Carter signed an implementing

 directive-Presidential Directive No. 59-codifying the restated doctrine, and

 giving guidance for further evolution in planning and systems acquisition.

 Basic Elements

 The policy had been dubbed the countervailing strategy in Secretary Brown's

 initial public discussion because its fundamental feature is the proposition

 that deterrence over the full range of contingencies of concern requires in an

 age of strategic parity that the United States have forces, and plans for their

 use, such that the Soviet Union, applying its own standards and models,

 would recognize that no plausible outcome of aggression would represent

 victory on any plausible definition of victory. In short, the policy dictated

 that the United States must have countervailing strategic options such that at

 a variety of levels of exchange, aggression would either be defeated or would

 result in unacceptable costs that exceed gains.

 Unider the countervailing strategy, as before, the fundamental U.S. objec-
 tive is and remains deterrence-but not just of massive attacks on U.S. cities.

 The United States needs to consider also how to make U.S. nuclear power

 contribute to deterrence of less than all-out attacks, and particularly how to

 disabuse Soviets of any belief that a large-scale but still limited aggression,

 e.g., an attack on U.S. ICBMs or an attack on Europe, could work to their

 advantage. More generally, the United States needs to have forces and plans

 capable of convincing the Soviet leadership that in reality they could not win
 a nuclear war-whether or not they believe that such wars are in theory
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 winnable by those who have on their side the alleged historical inevitability

 of the triumph of socialism.

 In general, the need to be prepared for large-scale but less than all-out

 exchanges, and to consider how the Soviets might assess the effects of such

 exchanges, is most applicable to a situation in which a major war has already

 begun-and probably one in which tactical nuclear weapons have already

 been used. In such a context, it would be critical that the Soviet Union

 continue to believe that there is no intermediate level of escalation at which

 their use could be successful.

 This is especially important in the Alliance context, where the United

 States needs a doctrine for its strategic forces that is consistent with and

 supportive of proclaimed U.S. willingness to resort to nuclear escalation if

 conventional defense fails. Both publicly and privately, the Allies have sig-

 nified their understanding of how this policy helps the U.S. commitment to

 European security. The Allies fully recognize the need for the United States

 to have a wide range of strategic nuclear options, noting in the November

 1980 NPG Communique that the strategy coupled with force modernization

 efforts, "enhances NATO's strategy of deterrence by adding to the credibility

 and flexibility of its forces." The countervailing strategy is fully consistent

 with NATO's doctrine of flexible response, and it indicates U.S. determina-

 tion to carry out that Alliance strategy. Indeed, the fact that the United States

 has effective less than total options points up the fundamental fallacy in the

 argument that strategic parity and/or ICBM vulnerability destroy the credi-

 bility of the U.S. guarantee to NATO.

 The strategy also helps to make clear that the United States would not be

 forced by a Soviet attack on our ICBMs to choose between surrender and a

 suicidal all-out attack on Soviet cities. Instead, the United States would be

 able to retaliate against a more limited set of Soviet targets, so as to deny the

 USSR any military advantage from its attack, while retaining a force in

 reserve capable of still further attacks on a broader set of targets, should the

 Soviets continue to escalate the conflict. The existence of such options and

 continuing efforts to improve American flexibility in this regard is the central

 message of the countervailing strategy.

 Implications for Targeting Plans

 To meet these needs, the United States must have plans and capabilities that

 permit it to choose to use strategic nuclear forces in less than all-out strikes
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 that exact a high cost from the things the Soviets value most-political and

 military leadership and control, military forces both nuclear and conven-

 tional, and the industrial economic capacity to sustain military operations.

 This requirement is distinct from the need for planning for use of tactical

 nuclear weapons at the battlefield level and for use of nuclear weapons

 (theater or strategic) on a sharply restricted scale primarily to demonstrate

 political/military resolve.

 Concurrently, to deter all-out Soviet attacks and to serve as a continuing

 deterrent to escalation and coercion, the United States needs a survivable

 and enduring capability that is sufficient to attack a broader set of indus-

 trial/economic targets. Undoubtedly the prospect of unlimited escalation and

 general destruction is an important elements in deterring Soviet aggression.

 Nothing in the countervailing strategy contemplates compromising the

 American ability to carry out such attacks either as initial or subsequent

 responses. There is, however, little basis for doubt that deterrence rests not

 only on how the Soviets measure the severity of retaliation if it comes, but

 on their judgments about its certainty. Deterrence will be enhanced by our

 countervailing strategy to the degree that the USSR recognizes that aggres-

 sion entails not only the risk of unlimited retaliation against the whole Soviet

 target system, but also the choice of a more selective and measured response

 that would itself be so devastating as to deny any advantage from having

 initiated the conflict. There is no contradiction between the focus on how a

 war would be fought and what its results would be, and on our purpose of

 insuring continued peace through deterrence, by ensuring that our ability to

 retaliate is fully credible.

 Carrying out this strategy will require some changes in U.S. nuclear war

 plans, especially the introduction of more employment flexibility, i.e., more

 alternatives. This process of increasing flexibility is not simple, and it cannot

 prudently be allowed to run ahead of the capacity of U.S. command and

 control to support it. But within these limits, the process has already begun.

 In addition to changing targeting plans, the United States must also act to

 improve its ability to conduct a sustained exchange. This requires improved

 endurance of U.S. strategic forces and, especially, in their command, control,

 communication, and intelligence (C3I) support. The United States will cer-

 tainly need to carry through on weapons programs now underway, notably

 Tri'dent, MX, and ALCM, but C3I is likely to be the area of principal program

 impact, not force structure as such. Indeed one of the challenges that will

 face U.S. defense planners-and arms control negotiators-in the coming
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 years will be to reduce the pressures to apply to strategic nuclear forces

 resources more critically needed for conventional force improvements.

 What the Countervailing Strategy is Not

 Because there has been so much confusion and exaggeration about the coun-

 tervailing strategy, especially in the initial press coverage, it is worth restating

 what the countervailing strategy is not.

 It is not a new strategic doctrine; it is not a radical departure from U.S.

 strategic policy over the past decade or so. It is, rather, an evolutionary

 refinement and a recodification of the U.S. strategic policy from which it

 flows, relating it more directly to current and prospective conditions and

 capabilities-Soviet and American.

 -It does not assume that the United States can "win" a limited nuclear war,

 nor does it intend or pretend to enable the U.S. to do so. It does seek both

 to ensure that the United States could prevent the Soviets from being able

 to win such a war and, most critical, to convince them in advance that they

 could not win. Few Americans who have studied the problem believe that

 either side could in any realistic sense "win" a war in which nuclear weapons

 were used on a significant scale; but it is also critical-and more demanding-

 to ensure as best we can that the Soviets do not believe they could win such

 a war.

 -It does not assume that a nuclear war is likely to be protracted over a

 period of many weeks or even months, because it is not at all clear that it

 would be, or even could be. However, the strategy does take into account

 indications that the Soviet leadership considers such a scenario to be a real

 possibility. The United States must convince them-and the countervailing

 strategy is a key part of that effort-that a prolonged nuclear war, whatever

 its probability, would offer no advantage to the USSR, and no prospect of

 victory.

 -It also does not assume that a nuclear exchange could remain limited.

 Secretary Brown repeatedly stated his very serious doubt that a nuclear

 exchange between the United States and the Soviet Union could be prevented

 from reaching the level of maximum destruction. That view is widely shared

 by civilians and military alike who have been involved in development of

 our forces and plans. Indeed there are severe risks that any U.S.-Soviet-or
 any NATO/Warsaw Pact-confrontation that led to the use of military forces
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 would end in such destruction, whatever the pre-crisis intentions of the
 parties.

 In particular, the Soviet charge that the strategy, coupled with the Alli-

 ance's long-range theater nuclear force (LRTNF) program, reflects some

 American illusion or conspiracy that a nuclear conflict could be confined to

 the continent of Europe may be good propaganda, but is a total misrepre-

 sentation of American views. The U.S. commitment to NATO of large con-

 ventional forces, theater nuclear forces, and of the ultimate power of our

 central strategic forces has long been made with the full expectation that if

 war started in Europe, there is a great risk that nuclear destruction would

 rain down on U.S. territory as well. Insofar as the Soviet leadership now

 blusters that attacks on Soviet territory by U.S. forces wherever based mean

 retaliation on U.S. territory, they do not change the American assessment of

 the risks of standing by the Alliance one bit, because the United States has

 long presumed that to be the case.

 The problem from the point of view of deterrence, however, is to ensure

 that the Soviets also recognize that aggression in Europe will leave no nuclear

 sanctuary for the Soviet territory. The countervailing strategy, like the LRTNF

 program, reconfirms American ability to respond to a limited Soviet strike-

 should one occur-other than by a single massive, all-out retaliation against

 Soviet cities, population, and industry.

 -The countervailing strategy does not call for substituting primarily military

 for primarily civilian targets. It does call for increasing the number and the

 variety of options available to the President in the event of Soviet attack, at

 any level. As in the past, these options cover a wide range of kinds of targets.

 The United States will retain the option of a general attack on the entire

 target system, including the industrial capacity of the USSR.

 -It is not inconsistent with future progress in arms control. Many of its

 features-notably the emphasis on force and C3I survivability, crisis stability,

 and preserving certainty of effective response to attack while making it

 difficult to initiate an attack successfully-are at the core of our objectives for

 arms limitation. In particular, the requirement for more employment options

 does not, in general, drive up requirements for numbers of weapons. Rather

 it tends to require greater flexibility and responsiveness in planning and

 controlling the forces, whatever their size. So there is no constraint from this

 strategy on very substantial reductions in force size, should that prove pos-

 siNe in subsequent negotiations.
 -It is not a first-strike strategy. It is a strategy of deterrence, which deals
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 with what the United States could and (depending on the nature of a Soviet

 attack) would do in response to a Soviet attack. Nothing in the strategy

 contemplates that nuclear war can be a positive instrument of achieving our

 national security goals, because it cannot be. But the United States cannot

 afford to risk that the Soviet leadership might entertain the illusion that

 nuclear war could be an option-or its threat a means of coercion-that it

 might use to its advantage.

 -It does not create added incentives or pressures for a Soviet first-strike or

 launch under attack. Nothing in the countervailing concept offers the United

 States the prospect of eliminating Soviet ability to respond effectively to an

 American attack. Even with the fruition of our full force modernization

 program, the United States will not have a capability to threaten the overall

 Soviet deterrent. However, the increased survivability and flexibility that the

 U.S. modernization program and the implementation of the strategy will

 bring will ensure that the Soviets recognize that to initiate aggression of any

 kind will not be to their advantage. From the point of view of the overall

 stability effects of a relatively greater U.S. counterforce capability than at

 present, it is worth remembering that for a very long time, the Soviet nuclear

 force was far more vulnerable to a U.S. pre-emptive attack than it will be in

 the future even when all our programs are in place, that the Soviets did not

 choose to reciprocate American restraint in the early 1970s in the develop-

 ment of high accuracy ICBMs, and that the Soviets have in their power the

 ability to respond to U.S. programs so as to increase the survivability of their

 land-based ICBM force by, for example, shifting toward mobile ICBMs.

 -It does not undermine deterrence by allowing the Soviets to predict a

 limited response to aggression. The premise of this argument against the

 countervailing strategy seems to be that if the Soviets think a U.S. response

 would be less than a maximum attack, they would be more inclined to risk

 the use of nuclear weapons. But the current forces of the United States, and

 still more their capabilities in the future, will, under the strategy, confront

 Soviet aggression with the prospect of a response that would be highly

 effective and focused on targets of high value to the Soviet leadership, and

 limited only in the Pickwickian sense of causing millions rather than tens of

 millions of fatalities. It seems very probable that the certain prospect of a

 highly effective, though in this special sense "limited" response, would have

 a greater deterring effect than the inherently less credible risk of a maximum

 response alone. This is especially so since the Soviet leadership would still
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 face the risk that the United States might in any event choose to make a

 maximum response.

 Having more options increases the certainty of response, but it does not

 necessarily increase Soviet ability to predict what that response would in fact

 be. It is in the American interest to be predictable as to the certainty of an

 effective response, whatever the level of Soviet aggression, but for the Soviet

 leadership to be uncertain as to just what that response will be. And the

 certainty of having alternative choices means that if the Soviets attack, the

 United States will not be forced into a position of being either unable to

 retaliate or forced to retaliate at an inappropriate level.

 -Finally, and perhaps most important, the countervailing strategy is not a

 strategy that can be implemented only in the distant future. Clearly there

 are limits, especially those arising from C3I capabilities, that constrain U.S.

 ability to move rapidly to fully achieve all the flexibility and endurance which

 the countervailing strategy requires. However, in acknowledging these lim-

 its, it is also important to understand that current force modernization pro-

 grams will enable the United States to increasingly implement the counter-

 vailing strategy during the next decade. Current U.S. forces are already

 beginning to be strengthened in capability, survivability, and potential for

 flexibility as a result of programs to modernize each element (including C3I).

 They increasingly will have the inherent capability to maintain pre-exchange

 essential equivalence, to respond effectively to prevent the Soviets from

 gaining a military advantage by a selective attack, and to retain a capability

 for attack if necessary, on a broader set of Soviet targets, both military and

 industrial. These are the fundamental requirements which the countervailing

 strategy sets forth. The promulgation of the strategy will give added impetus

 to the process, already begun earlier, of gradually and carefully ensuring that

 this potential is fully realized in U.S. planning.

 A major challenge facing the country is to follow a strategic policy that is

 a balanced whole-of force modernization, of negotiated limitation, and of

 doctrine and planning to maximize deterrence. Such a policy has a single

 objective-to keep the peace and to reduce the dangers of war-and pursuing
 it is at once a military, a political, and a moral objective.
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