
 Counterforce: Illusion Henry A. Trofimenko
 of a Panacea

 In recent years, Amer-
 ican military strength has been moving in a vicious cycle. It has been unable

 to get out of the impasse created by Washington's desire to outstrip the

 Soviet Union in strategic arms and by the practical impossibility of achieving

 this aim. The Soviet Union is fully resolved not to fall behind the United

 States, nor to permit such U.S. preponderance. Recent evidence of this

 strategic merry-go-round was provided by the Carter Administration's Di-

 rective No. 59, which returned U.S. strategy to the concepts of counterforce

 nuclear targeting. This policy concludes the long campaign in the U.S. media

 and academic press that was intended to frighten the Americans with a

 purported Soviet counterforce and "war-winning" threat.

 At the very heart of this campaign was the allegation that the Soviet Union

 had already gained, or was gaining, hard-target kill capability; the implication

 was that the United States lacked such capability. By acquiring this capability,

 the Soviet Union was allegedly threatening the United States with a coun-

 terforce strike against U.S. military objectives, above all against Minuteman

 ICBM bases. It was argued further in the U.S. press that the situation was

 going to grow still worse, because during the period 1982-85, the Soviet

 Union would surmise a "window of opportunity" to knock out Minuteman

 with near impunity. Then suddenly came the Presidential Directive on the

 U.S. adoption of its own counterforce strategy. What happened? How could

 the United States manage to get-overnight-a hard-target kill capability,

 without which counterforce strategy is inconceivable? Or did it perhaps never

 lose this capacity?

 To answer this question, one must go beyond the platitudes employed

 nowadays by American commentators either extolling the decision or, on the

 other hand, lamenting it. I would like to draw the reader's attention to the

 fact that ascribing counterforce intentions to the Soviet Union now definitely

 appears to have been a gimmick used by the U.S. strategists to prepare an

 American public for the announcement of Washington's own counterforce

 strategy. Thus, it has been demonstrated once again that all U.S. campaigns

 to call attention to the alleged "growing Soviet threat" and to "America's
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 disastrous weakness," (e.g., the so-called "bomber gap" of the 1950s, "mis-

 sile gap" of the 1960s, "ABM gap," "throw-weight gap," "anti-satellite gap,"

 "/civil defense gap," and now the new "counterforce gap," to name a few)

 are none other than preliminary public relations smokescreens. They are

 justifications for one leap or another in a specific direction of arms build-up

 planned in advance by the Pentagon. Each time the U.S. Defense Department

 intends to strengthen a new component of its forces, or to introduce a new

 strategy, it invariably sets about to "prove" that "the Soviets have already
 acquired such a capability," and hence, that the United States must follow

 suit. This pattern has been played chapter and verse once again, although

 one could expect the Pentagon to introduce at least some element of inno-

 vation into the standard procedure of speculation on the "Soviet threat." But

 innovation is apparently a rare commodity.

 U.S. strategies, as well as public relations campaigns have been repeating

 themselves over the last twenty years. Instead of an evolution of strategy,

 we only see semantic convolutions: "sufficiency," "rough parity," "approx-

 imate parity," "essential equivalence," and "1countervailing strategy." All of
 these terms, as a matter of fact, are employed as guises for one and the same

 strategy of "flexible response." Depending on the circumstances, this strat-

 egy is presented to the "potential adversary" with different facets-a realistic

 and cautious one today, an adventurous and power-assertive one tomorrow.

 Soviet Efforts and the Soviet-American Dialogue

 The Soviet Union has emphasized repeatedly that it does not advocate coun-

 terforce strategy, as it does not support the first-strike concept.1 It hardly

 needs proving that counterforce and first-strike are synonymous notions, as

 most American theoreticians would agree. And although P.D. 59 attempted
 to present the U.S. counterforce strategy as one of retaliation, this was just

 a trick to lend it respectability and to absolve Washington of charges of

 aggressive intentions.

 1. Thus, for example, in the Declaration adopted by the Summit Anniversary Conference of the
 Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Member States, which was held in
 Warsaw in May 1980, the member states solemnly reaffirmed that they "have never sought and
 will never seek military supremacy; they have invariably declared for military equivalence being
 ensured at increasingly lower levels, for lessening and ending military confrontation in Europe.
 Wedo not have, never had and will not have a different strategic doctrine, but a defensive one;
 we did not and will not have any intention to create a first nuclear strike potential. (Pravda, May
 16, 1980).
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 It is indisputable that counterforce strategy-a strategy of strikes against

 bomber and submarine bases and against military command and control

 centers-is an offensive, aggressive strategy. The Soviet Union has never

 subscribed to such a strategy. All of the so-called Soviet counterforce strat-

 egies that are discussed in the U.S. press are the strategies imputed to the

 Soviet Union by American theoreticians who fraudulently like to play out

 their own counterforce war scenarios on the premise of a "Soviet attack

 against the U.S.A." This scheme makes them look more innocent, while, at

 the same time, they manage to frighten the public at large into loosening

 their purse-strings for the sake of a new offensive arms build-up.

 Obviously, the Soviet strategic forces also have components capable of

 precision strikes against hardened point targets. The introduction of such

 systems into the arsenals of nuclear powers is an inevitable result of quali-

 tative improvements in strategic armaments. But such elements of the Soviet

 strategic complex do not, in the first place, have a disarming strike potential,

 and secondly, were introduced into the Soviet strategic weaponry only in

 response to the original developments in U.S. strategic armaments. As the

 Soviet Union has repeatedly demonstrated, it is ready for most comprehen-

 sive quantitative and qualitative limitations of its strategic systems on the

 basis of reciprocity and the fundamental principle of equality and equal

 security.

 It is the Soviet Union which has tabled at the United Nations the proposal

 to ban the development and production of new types and systems of mass-

 destructive weapons. It is the Soviet Union which has called for an agreement

 to halt all further quantitative and qualitative build-up of arms and forces

 among the powers. Also well known is the Soviet Union's official proposal

 to all states that are parties to the Helsinki Accords, including the United

 States, to conclude a no-first-use agreement regarding nuclear weapons. The

 Soviet Union has more than once offered the United States proposals to limit

 armaments on a much larger scale than is, let us say, envisaged by the SALT

 II Treaty. The United States is not only unprepared for such radical steps,

 but as the status of SALT II indicates, Washington is also not ready to accept
 even the more modest limitations that that treaty contains.

 The point at issue is not the American response to a non-existent Soviet

 counterforce threat; rather, it is America's own initiative to restore to the

 level of U.S. strategic doctrine a concept which has already figured in the

 official U.S. lexicon.
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 The Underpinnning of U.S. Strategic Policy: Myth and Reality

 The evolution of American strategic concepts after World War II reflect sev-

 eral common features. This underlying commonality transcends the differ-

 ences in specific strategic formulae officially proclaimed as guidelines for this

 or that period.

 First, all of these strategies proceed from the premise that nuclear weapons

 can and will be used in war, and regard the atomic weapons as just explosives

 of a higher yield.

 Second, all American strategists strive to maximize some or other-real or

 only apparent-U.S. edge over the potential adversary. These potential ad-

 versaries include not only present ones, but also those that are theoretically

 possible in the future. "The moment some new technical idea is glimpsed at

 the Defense Department's Office of Defense Research and Engineering, the

 'whiz kids' instantly elevate it to a doctrine or a strategy, and, without any

 hesitation, start to threaten the other side with a newly acquired American

 edge." 2

 Third, the declared U.S. strategies are chiefly designed to foist on the

 Soviet Union a competition in weapons systems at an increasingly sophisti-

 cated qualitative level. The authors of these strategies proceed from the deep-

 rooted (although oft-disproven) U.S. conviction of its marked and irreversible

 superiority in military hardware and technology.

 Fourth, in consideration of the public's peaceful aspirations, U. S. leaders

 for the past two decades have been wording their nuclear strategies in

 defensive terms in order to exculpate themselves. They have to prove that

 the United States does not aspire to anything beyond defense, irrespective

 of the Pentagon's real force planning.

 And fifth, along with superpower nuclear equality has grown the inevit-

 ability of a shattering Soviet retaliation to any strategic nuclear strike against

 the Soviet Union. American politicians and strategists therefore appear to

 contractually seal the U.S.-Soviet strategic balance on the principle of parity.

 In doing so, however, the United States strives to outwit the opposite side,

 and, even while sealing equality, Washington tries to leave loopholes for

 itself. It attempts to accumulate advantages, either through a modernization

 2. H. Trofimenko. "The 'Theology' of Strategy," Orbis, Vol. 2, No. 3 (Fall 1977), p. 501.
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 of American strategic forces, or by advancing new doctrines that state that

 the United States will be able to use its arms to greater effect.

 Declared U.S. nuclear tactics have swayed for twenty years between 1) a

 strike against enemy industrial and civilian population centers (counter-

 value), and 2) a strike against an opponent's military installations, commu-

 nications and control systems (counterforce). U.S. military science has not

 invented anything else over these years, although American specialists nat-

 urally strive to refine both tactics as technical improvements in weapons

 occur. The latter include increased missile accuracy, reliability, reduction in

 missile launch time, as well as deeper theoretical awareness of the peculiar-

 ities of strategic nuclear exchange (e.g., fratricide, real deviations of missiles

 from theoretically calculated probable circular deviations, limitations con-

 nected with the ballistic character of the trajectories of MIRV warheads, and

 so on).

 In June of 1962, the then-U. S. Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, in

 his speech at Ann Arbor, Michigan, proclaimed the counterforce strategy as

 the operational American concept dictating thie use of strategic nuclear weap-

 ons.3 In 1964, this strategy had been quietly replaced by a strategy of retal-
 iatory (second) strike against industrial and civilian population centers in

 conformity with Albert Wohlstetter's theoretical concepts (a strategy of "as-

 sured destruction" of the enemy through a retaliatory countervalue strike).4

 In 1969, President Nixon accepted the basic premises of McNamara's de-

 terrence through the threat of inflicting upon the enemy unacceptable dam-

 age in a second strike, and incorporated them into his strategy of realistic

 deterrence.5 But during his second term in office, he began changing the

 official strategem of the United States, again reversing it to counterforce.6

 3. The New York Times, June 17, 1962.
 4. See, for example, Statement of Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara before the House
 Armed Services Committee on the Fiscal Years 1965-1969 Defense Program and 1965 Defense
 Budget, January 27, 1964. (Washington, D.C.: GPO), 1964, p. 29.
 5. For greater detail of my evaluation of this strategy see H. A. Trofimenko. "Political Realism
 and the Realistic Deterrence Strategy" in Nuclear Strategy and National Secuirity Points of View,
 edited by Robert J. Pranger and Roger P. Labrie. American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy
 Research, Washington, D.C., 1977, pp. 38-53.
 6. Nixon said that considering the probable range of political-military situations with which the
 United States might be faced, the strategic policy of the United States "should not be based
 solely on a capability inflicting urban and industrial damage presumed to be beyond the level
 an adversary would accept." A Report to the Congress by Richard Nixon, President of the
 United States, February 9, 1972, (Washington, D.C.: GPO), 1972, p. 158.
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 This process culminated in the process of "retargeting" of the U.S. strategic

 force from civilian to military objectives on the Soviet Union (the "Schlesinger

 doctrine"), which was officially announced by then-U. S. Secretary of Defense

 James Schlesinger in January 1974.7 Secretary of Defense Harold Brown

 declared the Carter Administration's adherence to the strategy of deterrence

 by the threat of inevitable retaliatory second strike against the aggressor,

 causing unacceptable damage to it.8 But in 1980, Washington returned to the

 counterforce strategy of striking against Soviet military installations in a

 controlled and deliberate way, as McNamara once advocated.

 Thus, over the recent twenty years, there have been periodic fluctuations

 in Washington's officially declared strategies-transitions from the counter-

 force strategy to that of the countervalue retaliatory strike and back again.

 But each reversal is effected at a new and qualitatively more perfect level of

 arms on the part of both the United States and its "potential enemy."

 Therefore the counterforce of 1980 is not identical to McNamara's counter-

 force of 1960. However, the differences between these strategies are details

 and nuances. The alternatives remain the same: counterforce versus coun-

 tervalue strike.

 Why then do American strategists prefer first one type of threat and then

 another, and why do they keep dancing, as it were, between these two types

 of threats? A general answer is that in passing from one declared tactic of

 employment to another, Washington strives each time to complicate its op-

 ponent's strategic planning. It tries to gain some psychological edge, since

 the declared "strategies" do not necessarily coincide with Washington's real
 plans for combat.

 As far as actual changes of officially declared strategies are concerned, each

 can be understood only if viewed in its proper context: the global strategic

 situation of the time; the state of the Soviet-American strategic balance; the

 stage of development and deployment of U.S. strategic arms: specific U.S.

 foreign policy goals and interests, and so on.

 7. The Nezv York Times, Jan. 11, 1974.
 8. See, for example, remarks of Secretary of Defense Brown at the University of Rochester,
 April 13, 1977: "We believe," Harold Brown said, "that if either side approached the capability
 for a knockout first-strike blow, relations between the United States and the Soviet Union would
 become extremely volatile and much more hazardous. We recognize that if our second-strike
 deterrent is to be stable as well as secure, the Soviet deterrent must be secure as well." (Quoted
 from SALT Hand Book. Key Documents and Issues 1972 -1979, edited by Roger P. Labrie. American
 Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. Washington, D.C., 1979, p. 453).
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 In spite of the theoretical swings of the 1960s and 1970s, official U.S.

 strategic doctrine remained basically one of deterrence through the threat of

 "1assured destruction." The U.S. leadership accepted the concept of second

 strike retaliation as serving American interests better in conditions of a drastic

 change in the global balance.

 The primary change lay in the fact that, since the late 1950s, the territory

 of the continental United States itself has become vulnerable to a retaliatory

 massive Soviet strike. The Kennedy Administration first concluded that given

 the new balance of strategic forces, it was necessary to renounce Dulles'

 concept of a massive nuclear strike as the sole declared form of U.S. force

 employment against the Soviet Union. This would have resulted in the event

 of an international conflict in the direct, or even indirect participation of the

 Soviet Union. It attempted to compel the Soviet Union to a foreign policy

 behavior to the likings of Washington. The intention in short was to enhance

 the general stability of U.S.-Soviet relations.

 Having officially disavowed the provocative doctrine of the 1950s, the

 Kennedy Administration emphasized the prevention of a direct American-

 Soviet nuclear clash. Such nuclear conflict had become rather unattractive to

 Washington when the territory of the continental United States ceased to be

 invulnerable. The strategy of a second retaliatory strike as formulated by

 President Kennedy and McNamara provided for the use of U.S. strategic

 forces only in the event of a direct Soviet attack against the United States or

 its European allies. Although that strategy contained a number of ambigui-

 ties, its main emphasis was not on an aggressive challenge to the Soviet

 Union, but on deterrence.

 Washington realized, of course, that in the event of an American attack

 against the Soviet Union or its allies, the Soviet Union would theoretically

 be able in its turn to deal a crushing blow. What emerged was a theory of

 mutual deterrence. This assumed the capability of each side to destroy the

 other through reserving a crushing retaliatory strike. This posture became

 known as deterrence by capability for mutual assured destruction in a sec-

 ond-retaliatory strike. The late Donald Brennan of the Hudson Institute, who
 disliked the idea of preserving peace through mutual vulnerability tried to

 discredit the emerging situation by coining the acronym "MAD." The state

 of mutual deterrence, sometimes also described as a balance of fear, is of

 course not the best and most stable of situations. But in the context of U.S.-

 Soviet antagonisms, to deter by maintaining equal capabilities for a retaliatory

 strike is still better for ensuring stability than one of unilateral superiority of
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 one or the other side. Unilateral superiority understandably causes disquiet

 to the side which proves to be weaker, and, theoretically, tempts the stronger

 side to use its superiority if not directly against the other side, then at least

 to the detriment of its interests. Much has been written in the United States

 about how the side having an edge may deal a devastatiing blow to the

 strategic capacities of the other (i.e., disarm it by a counterforce strike and

 ensure for itself victory in a war).

 We in the Soviet Union do not naturally think that a situation of mutual

 deterrence through the threat of assured destruction is the highest theoretical

 achievement. A situation based on the balance of fear is hardly what one

 might call genuine stability. We hold that it is necessary to move away from

 such a macabre balance as soon as possible to a more stable situation through

 arms cuts. This would ensure security at progressively lesser levels of fear,

 distrust and suspicion. It is increasingly necessary to replace the pseudo-

 stabilizer of mutual fear with mutual confidence. The level of strategic cer-

 tainty must be heightened by releasing the tensions on nuclear triggers. If

 there is a dominant meaning of detente, it lies in the very semantics of the

 word-eliminating tensions in the first place through measures in the military

 field. This requires a systematic easing of confrontation through measures to

 stabilize and reduce strategic and other weapons.

 Deterrence and the Superpower Balance of Forces

 Theory is all very well. But in practice, the Pentagon strategists, beginning

 with McNamara and ending with Schlesinger, did not in fact subscribe to

 mutual deterrence. Relying on a program of strategic arms build-up of un-

 precedented scale beginning in the early 1960s, U.S. military and government

 officials in reality believed whatever they said publicly, that the United States

 was "1more equal" in the strategic equation. They believed that the United
 States could more effectively deter the Soviet Union than vice versa. But as

 Moscow never intended to be the first to attack, the point at issue was

 actually not a "greater deterrence" of the Soviet Union. Rather it was that

 the United States could assume that, from even marginal superority, it could

 more boldly use its conventional armed forces. It was believed in Washington

 that its opponent, feeling less equal in the strategic balance, would not

 resolutely counter the American military actions for fear of escalating a con-

 flict to the level of a "central" nuclear missile exchange.

 In other words, the United States could always threaten the opposite side
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 with escalation in order to halt a conflict at lower levels once Washington

 attained its goals. It was implied that the United States could more effectively

 use its armed forces "on the periphery," achieving partial military solutions

 in conditions when the other side would have no stake in reversing local

 American victories through a broadening of the conflict. I am discussing now

 not whether the United States could acthially get away with such tactics, but

 rather the basic precepts from which the U.S. leaders proceeded. A situation

 of mutual assured destruction existed in their view only in theory. What they

 really assumed was that the United States could deal a counterforce blow to

 the Soviet Union, thereby making it unable to effectively retaliate. That was

 the crux of the U.S. "strategy of a second strike" in the 1960s and early

 1970s. This strike was only billed in public as retaliatory, but, as is recognized

 now by many U.S. military leaders, was to be the first and simultaneously

 countervalue and disarming counterforce strike.

 "We have had some large-scale pre-planned options other than attacking

 cities for many years, despite the rhetoric of assured destruction,"9 James

 Schlesinger said in 1974. One can cite more recent, although no less author-

 itative pronouncements. Thus, for example, addressing hearings on SALT II

 before the Senate Armed Services Committee, General David C. Jones,

 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said that he had never subscribed to

 the idea that the United States had mutual assured destruction "as our basic

 strategy." "I have been involved with strategic forces since the early 1950s,"

 said Jones. "We have always targeted military targets. There has been a lot

 of discussion-it is interesting that, when I was out in the field, in Washing-

 ton you would hear a lot of rhetoric about different strategies. We followed

 orders, but basically, the strategy stayed the same in implementation of:

 targeting." 10

 This was the essence of the then American war-fighting, war-winning

 strategy. The United States did not even need highly precise systems. It
 believed that the effectiveness of its massive strike would be far higher than

 that of the Soviet retaliatory strike; this ensured strategic superiority for the

 9. Report of the Secretary of Defense J. R. Schlesinger to the Congress on the FY 1975 Defense
 Budget and FY 1975-1979 Defense Program, 1974, March 7, (Washington, D.C.: GPO), 1974, p.
 39.
 10. Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and
 Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty). Hearings before the Committee on Armed Services United
 States Senate, 95th Congress, 1st session, Part 1, GPO, (Washington, D.C.: GPO), 1979, p. 170.
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 United States. Only the uninformed are expected to believe those U.S. stra-

 tegic theorists who allege that the Soviet Union has a war-fighting strategy

 while the United States has only a strategy of deterrence. When the United

 States believed itself to have a substantial edge over the Soviet Union,

 Washington's one-sided deterrence was that of war-fighting. Who would

 dare, the Pentagon reasoned, to fight against the United States with its

 preponderence of strategic arms? If it came to a "central" nuclear exchange,

 according to that school of thought, the United States would emerge un-

 scathed, but the Soviet Union would not. To ensure for itself such a favorable

 outcome, the U.S. leadership envisaged broad civil defense measures and

 secured a decision to build a nation-wide ABM system (i.e., took measures

 for a passive and active damage limitation from a retaliatory strike by the

 opposing side).

 That is how matters stood until the early 1970s. But eventually, a detailed

 analysis of the global situation and of the U.S.-Soviet balance of forces made

 Washington conclude that it would soon be impossible to retain in the near

 future a sufficient advantage over the Soviet Union in strategic weaponry for

 the United States to continue to practice one-sided deterrence. No longer did

 Washington have the confidence that it would be able to win a nuclear duel

 by reducing the damage it was going to sustain down to an "acceptable"

 level, whatever the definition.

 This analysis prompted Washington to agree to hold talks and to reach

 agreements with the Soviet Union that codified strategic parity of both de-

 fensive and offensive strategic weapons. Nonetheless, in signing SALT I,

 Nixon and Kissinger believed that parity was only established in strategic

 defensive weapons (ABM systems). Offensive systems were different. Al-
 though the United States conceptually accepted the principle of equality and

 equal security, it could ensure for itself a considerable advantage-or so
 thought Nixon and Kissinger-on the basis of accelerated qualitative perfec-
 tion of these systems combined with the advantageous geographical position

 of the United States (including forward-based army, navy, and air force
 units).

 In the belief that quality was the American trump card, Washington refused

 at that time to reach agreement with the Soviet Union prohibiting multiple
 independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVs). With a freeze in the

 numbers of launchers and in the absence of restrictions on the numbers of

 w,arheads, Washington believed that its edge in MIRV technology could help
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 it retain a real advantage over the Soviet Union irrespective of the principle

 of equality.

 This consideration was a closely kept secret of the White House. But

 recently the logic of the American approach to SALT I was laid bare by its

 main architect, Mr. Henry Kissinger. Kissinger was trying to vindicate him-

 self before those American senators who think that the United States has

 almost "stripped itself naked" by agreeing to SALT I. He revealed that a

 freeze on the number of launchers had been demanded by the U.S. Defense

 Department itself, which already at that time had no stake in increasing the

 number of launchers, but was starting the deployment of MIRVs. "This was

 the theory behind SALT I," said Kissinger, "which froze numbers of at-that-

 time single warhead systems in the Soviet Union against multiple warhead

 systems in the United States. This was the basic background for it." '1 It

 must be noted that it was precisely at this time that the United States, using

 the same logic, proposed a ceiling on the numbers of heavy ICBMs. This

 must be mentioned because the mountains of demogogy on the part of

 certain witnesses during the Senate hearings on SALT II may lead one to

 think that it was not the Americans who were pressing for a limitation on

 the numbers of heavy ICBMs at existing levels, but that the decision was

 some devilishly cunning step on the part of the Soviet Union.

 It is precisely this faith in some major American qualitative advantages

 which made Washington confident that even with SALT I, the United States

 could have a more effective deterrent than the Soviet Union. This self-as-

 surance motivated the "Schlesinger doctrine," which was designed above all

 to please America's European allies by proving that the U.S. "nuclear guar-

 antee" still existed. The implication was that the United States could accu-

 rately strike even Soviet tank columns, while the Soviet Union as yet did not

 have such a refined capability. And if the Soviet Union attempted to elevate

 the competition to an even higher level, it was thought, Washington would

 have the upper hand due to its qualitative superiority.

 This is what the American political and military leadership believed, al-

 though in public it paid lip service to parity, preferring, however, to speak

 not of parity, but of "approximate parity," "essential equivalence," and so

 on.

 11. Military Implications of the Treaty. . . . Hearings Part 2, GPO, (Washington, D.C.: GPO),
 1979, p. 869.
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 Strategic Precedents

 Whatever the U.S. views of the strategic balance in the first half of the 1970s

 may have been, they were essentially reassessed in the later half of the

 decade. Washington concluded reluctantly that the respective strategic ar-

 senals had become not only quantitatively, but also in a large measure

 qualitatively equal. They realized that the qualitative disproportion in Amer-

 ican favor-which undergirded their hope that the United States could re-

 main "more equal" than the Soviet Union-no longer existed. In other

 words, there appeared not simply a quantitative, but a quantitative-qualita-

 tive parity, equality not only in the sum total of the available strategic weapon

 systems, but also in the actual combat capabilities of the offensive strategic

 complexes of both sides. In short, the very situation of mutual assured

 destruction capability for both sides has finally emerged. Previously, the

 Pentagon used the concept occasionally as a figure of speech, crediting the

 Soviet Union with such a capability but not really believing the Soviet Union

 to have it. Now there are no longer any hidden U.S. advantages, but rather

 a true equality of strategic aims. This equality was codified in the SALT II

 Treaty.

 The Soviet Union, which is content with the state of strategic parity and

 does not strive for superiority, has agreed to conclude SALT II, because

 Moscow sees it as an opportunity to really stabilize the strategic balance,

 even if it is based on the MAD principle, for want of something better. But

 after the balance is stabilized on the basis of this principle, efforts should be

 exerted to press ahead for a drastic cut in nuclear weapons. There is a need

 to transfer the achieved stability onto a more solid basis for our mutual

 advancement on the road of disarmament.

 The Carter Administration agreed to conclude the SALT Treaty under the

 influence of a more or less realistic evaluation of the current balance, and an

 understanding of its evolution. In 1977, the first approximate strategic esti-

 mates of the Carter Administration were reflected in the Presidential Review

 Memorandum, No. 10. This PRM noted the senselessness of declining a

 contractual stabilization of U.S.-Soviet parity, since without a treaty the

 United States would not be able to secure any sizeable strategic advantages.
 There were also Jimmy Carter's 1976 election pledges, which had to reckon

 with public sentiments as well as the fact that the SALT process had been

 begun by the preceding administrations. Having already been institutional-
 ized, to break with the process of arms limitations would have adversely
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 affected the international image of the United States. Carter's decision to

 carry on the SALT process was also influenced by the stake of America's

 European allies in further easing international tensions. There were also

 other considerations, in particular Washington's desire to have additional

 money to improve the equipment and combat readiness of the conventional

 U.S. forces, that contributed to the Carter Administration's resolve to pursue

 strategic arms limitations.

 In agreeing to SALT II, Washington undoubtedly realized that the Treaty

 was codifying a radically new situation in the strategic balance-that of full

 conceptual as well as practical parity. As is always the case in such delicate

 situations, a representative of the political opposition was more frank in

 expressing the views prevalent in the American establishment. It was Henry

 Kissinger, whose competence in these issues is indisputable. Speaking in

 Brussels in the autumn of 1979, Kissinger bluntly declared that the United

 States has always relied upon its superiority in strategic might. Mr. Kissinger

 said: "Our strategic doctrine has relied extraordinarily, perhaps, exclusively,

 on our superior strategic power. The Soviet Union has never relied on its

 superior strategic power . . . Therefore, even an equivalence in destructive

 power, even 'assured destruction' for both sides is a revolution in the stra-

 tegic balance as we have known it. It is a fact that must be faced." 12 What

 conclusion was drawn after the American strategists "faced that fact"?

 The conclusion was that the United States had lost its previous capability

 of effectively waging a nuclear war. Kissinger himself said in plain terms that

 the attainment by the Soviet Union of a state of parity with the United States

 in assured destruction capability meant "the loss of war-fighting capability

 for the United States strategic forces." 13 He recalled wistfully that as he used
 to sit around the NATO Council table in Brussels, he could reassure his

 colleagues-the West European ministers-by "uttering the magic words,

 which had a profoundly reassuring effect." (The Soviets, naturally, did not

 hear those words, but it is easy to guess that their gist was roughly as

 follows: "Do not panic, whatever the White House may say to reassure

 Moscow, superiority remains with us.")

 The former Secretary now admits, however, that nobody believes these

 words in NATO any longer. Everybody understands that "it is absurd in the

 12. Henry Kissinger, "The Future of NATO," Thte Washingtoni Quiarterly, in "A Review of Stra-
 tegic and International Issues," Vol. 2, No. 4 (Autumn 1979), p. 6.
 13. Ibid., p. 13.
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 1980s to base the strategy of the West on the credibility of the threat of

 mutual suicide." 14 In other words, when the hypothetic destruction was not

 mutual, but was destruction by the United States of its "potential enemy,"

 that was one thing. In such a case, a war-fighting and war-winning strategy

 was worthwhile. But when the opponent really achieved the capability of

 effective retaliation it becomes necessary to hastily change the American

 strategy. Why? Because the Soviet Union's acquisition of a real capability to

 destroy the United States in a retaliatory strike destroys the MAD concept

 as a respectable cover for the unilateral U.S. war-fighting and war-winning

 strategy.

 It might seem that considering all that has been written in U.S. academic

 journals about mutual assured destruction, its realization might be a good

 thing. Well, that depends. It may be a good thing for some people, but for

 many U.S. leaders, especially for senior Pentagon officials, this situation

 turns out to be absolutely unacceptable. Washington apparently does not

 think that it has an effective national security strategy if it is forced to plan

 from the position of strategic parity rather than from one of unilateral su-

 periority. True parity is abhorrent to the U.S. leadership even though a

 number of important geopolitical factors are in their favor (e.g.; no Warsaw

 Treaty forces near their borders, no opponents with the manpower potential

 of China, etc.) Thus it is apparent that the main thing for Washington is not

 the prevention of war, but rather the possibility to use nuclear weapons-if

 not their direct use for a surprise strike then at least an indirect use as power

 background to U.S. military action at lower combat levels (e.g., by means of

 the rapid deployment force).

 Herein lies the root of the problem. One need only read the statements by

 senior U.S. military commanders concerning mutual assured destruction.

 General Haig, former Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, and now Mr.

 Reagan's Secretary of State said, for example, that in crises with the Soviet

 Union "our American President was always reassured by a backdrop of

 strategic superiority vis-a-vis the Soviet Union." 15 That is precisely why,

 General Haig went on to say, he is concerned over "flirtations increasingly

 in the direction of what we call the MAD concept." 16 The doctrine of mutual

 14. Ibid., p. 7.
 1A. Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and
 Protocol Thereto (SALT Treaty). Hearings . . . Part 1, p. 359.
 16. Ibid., p. 366.

This content downloaded from 86.159.236.182 on Sat, 02 Apr 2016 09:57:17 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security | 42

 assured destruction as a means of ensuring peace "is an immoral type of

 policy,'" 17 said former representative of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at SALT,
 General Rowny. There are many similar statements.

 It would be understandable if officials who saw immorality in MAD did so

 because it is based on a "balance of fear." If that were their attitude, it could

 stand to reason. But immorality as they see it lies not in the balance of fear,

 but in the very fact of balance. So when the United States has an indisputable

 strategic edge and is thereby able to intimidate others, these gentlemen do

 not see any moral problems. For example, when the United States was

 dropping atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, very few Amer-

 icans viewed it as immoral. President Truman reiterated that he did not see

 in that act, which he believed had accelerated victory, anything immoral. In

 agreement were the authors of such U.S. government papers as NSC 68.

 Among them was Paul Nitze, who is today very much concerned with mutual

 assured destruction and who saw nothing immoral in planning preventive

 nuclear strikes against Soviet industrial and population centers. And last,

 many U.S. strategists and politicians saw nothing immoral either in the

 "counterinsurgency" war in Vietnam when, from an altitude of 30,000 feet,
 B-52 bombers carried out with impunity indiscriminate area bombings of

 Indochina. It is ironic that now they are so concerned over the "immorality

 of MAD." They are concerned only because in the event of a U.S. nuclear

 attack, the Soviet Union will inevitably retaliate with a no less crushing blow,

 and such a retaliatory strike cannot be prevented. This is a selective and

 rather one-sided interpretation of immorality.

 It seems to me that immorality is manifest in the fact that instead of

 displaying readiness to stabilize the situation, an effort is being made to find

 strategic concepts that justify a U.S. position of superiority. Once again

 Washington "discovers" such a concept in a return to the counterforce strat-

 egy. Why, one may ask, should the U.S. leadership again start in August

 1980 advertising the counterforce targeting of the U.S. strategic forces?

 The new U.S. military strategy was announced by the White House as part

 of Mr. Carter's election campaign-to demonstrate the President's "will and

 determination" and to "prove" that he was no less tough a leader than his

 Republican rival. The essence of the "new" strategy remains important even

 17. Ibid., Part 2, p. 479.
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 after the election. Counterforce, as its architects see it, gives the United States

 an opportunity to pressure the "potential enemy."

 Despite the change of administrations, counterforce remains Washington's

 real strategy. First, it must be remembered that a similar strategy was once

 proclaimed by the Republican leadership (the "Schlesinger doctrine"). Sec-

 ond, all of Ronald Reagan's primary military advisers support counterforce.

 Third, which is the main point, the fundamentals of U.S. strategy are de-

 veloped as far as I can judge, not by the White House but by the Pentagon's

 top military officers who continue to carry on irrespective of the change of

 administration. These officers have a dual objective: first, they try to maxi-

 mize U.S. chances in a nuclear exchange, and second, they even try to do

 this before the nuclear conflict (i.e., presenting the U.S. position as more

 effective and advantageous, based on some kind of superiority).

 Some U.S. pundits deem superiority achievable even within the framework

 of SALT II. That is why practically all noted U.S. experts testifying at the

 SALT II hearings in favor of the treaty made sure to stipulate that they
 supported it only on condition that the U.S. military complex was granted

 "additional funds and additional opportunities." The main condition, in their

 unanimous opinion, had to be a strengthening of the counterforce potential

 of the U.S. strategic forces.
 At the same time, those who opposed the treaty did not conceal that their

 main objection was that it did not-in their view-ensure considerable U.S.

 advantages over the Soviet Union in counterforce capabilities. General Haig,

 for example said: ". . . To me the treaty seems to reflect a tendency to drift
 from what was originally insistence on American superiority to what more

 recently has become acceptance of equality and parity, to a new trend, in

 which minimum deterrence considerations are beginning to creep into the

 American conception of our defense." 18

 The Carter Administration emphasized counterforce irrespective of SALT

 II. Practically all the new U.S. systems of strategic offensive weapons now

 being deployed have counterforce capability. Examples include Trident I (let

 alone Trident II which is still at the development stage), strategic cruise

 missiles, the new and more powerful MARK-12A warheads with a more

 accurate guidance system for Minuteman and finally, the MX mobile ICBM

 M8. Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitations of Strategic Offensive Arms and
 Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty) Hearing . . . Part 1, p. 359.
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 now being built. It has been absolutely clear, even without Presidential

 Directive 59, in what direction U.S. efforts are exerted.

 Even before the actual deployment of these new counterforce weapons,

 the U.S. leadership is trying to use them psychologically for pressuring the

 "potential adversary." A counterforce strike is a preventive strike. Given

 parity, the U.S. leadership now threatens the Soviet Union that it will try in

 the event of an acute crisis to reverse the situation again to inequality by

 knocking out a considerable part of the Soviet strategic force in the first

 counterforce strike. Some U.S. strategists are trying to introduce even more

 cunning scenarios, attempting at the same time to deceive the American

 public. They ascribe to the Soviet Union the intention to deal the first strike

 and picture the U.S. counterforce strike as merely "retaliatory." But if the bulk

 of the Soviet strategic forces will be used already in the first strike what is

 the United States planning to retaliate against? These strategists draw all

 sorts of far-fetched charts of "residual strategic weapons" of the sides, which,

 as they say, will-in the final analysis-decide the winner. But all of these

 ''sophisticated" charts are fairy-tales for little children.

 Who will believe that the United States, if it has an opportunity to disarm

 the Soviet Union at least partially by a counterforce attack, will wait for the

 Soviet Union to disarm the United States? It is not for nothing that Fritz

 Ermarth, formerly of the National Security Council, and one of those who

 evidently had a hand in drawing up Directive 59, has recently written in this

 journal: "The strategic case for waiting to see what happens, for conceding

 the operational initiative to the other side-which is what crisis stability is all

 about-could look very weak. Each side could see the great operational

 virtues of preemption . . . and be hourly more determined that the other

 side not have them." 19 This is the train of thought of those who in fact

 elaborate U.S. strategy.

 In the SALT II hearings it was evident that the probability-to-penetrate

 enemy defenses by U.S. strategic bombers (a highly important indicator of
 their combat effectiveness) depended on the "ability of U.S. ICBM's to de-
 grade Soviet defenses." 20 This first-strike prerequisite was stated by General

 Ellis, Commander-in-Chief, Stategic Air Command and Director of Strategic
 Target Planning. One may ask in these circumstances what are the guarantees

 19. Fritz W. Ermarth, "Contrasts in American and Soviet Strategic Thought," International
 Security, Vol. 3, No. 2 (Fall 1978).
 20. Military Implications of the Treaty on the Limitations of Strategic Offensive Arms and
 Protocol Thereto (SALT II Treaty). Hearings. Part 2, p. 792.
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 for the opponent that the U.S. will show restraint, that the American strike
 will be only retaliatory rather than preventive? Upon what can the opposite

 side count? Upon what gentlemen's promises concerning the "rules of the

 game" can it rely, if, as the history of recent years has shown,-even the

 Americans themselves cannot rely upon the President's word of honor?

 One sure thing to rely upon is stability based on parity in capabilities.

 Prevention of attack is ensured only when damage to the aggressor will not

 be considerably less than to the side subjected to the attack. This is the

 situation of a guaranteed mutual assured destruction capability (i.e. a situa-

 tion of parity that could be sealed by SALT II). But in conditions of counter-

 force superiority of one side, the other one-which is so threatened-will

 always believe that it may find itself worse off in a conflict. This in turn leads

 to crisis instability, tends to steadily heighten confrontational tensions. All

 this, as has been stated by so many American strategists, including Henry

 Kissinger, Herman Kahn, Albert Wohlstetter, Bernard Brodie and Glenn

 Snyder, is conducive to a situation where peace hangs by a thread. But

 apparently in its desire to create positions of strength, the U.S. leadership

 thinks less and less about the far-reaching consequences of its strategic

 actions and declarations.

 The counterforce strategy seems also favorable to Washington in light of

 allied relations. The United States hopes to be seen as being more deter-

 mined, as showing greater readiness for a real use of nuclear weapons.

 Counterforce provides a theoretical base for the medium range nuclear

 weapon systems which the United States is deploying in Western Europe.
 The ground-launched cruise missiles and Pershing II ballistic missiles are in

 the final analysis also counterforce weapons. They can reach targets within

 the Soviet Union more speedily than similar systems launched from the

 United States. The United States by advertising counterforce, is trying, on

 the one hand, to persuade Western Europe that the partly battered American

 "nuclear umbrella" is still operative, and, on the other, to substantiate the

 "necessity" of deploying these Eurostrategic nuclear systems by contending

 that they will enhance the effectiveness of the U.S. counterforce strategy.
 Finally, one may ask whether the U.S. counterforce strategy is part of a

 division of functions between the United States and China in their anti-

 Soviet collusion. Has the United States committed itself to weakening Soviet

 military systems through a first strike so that theoretically the Soviet capa-

 bility to repell an aggression from China is degraded?

 There are a number of other possible considerations behind the counter-

 force blackmail of the Soviet Union. One is the intention of drawing our
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 country into more active measures for the defense of its military installations

 from an American strike. These points are sufficient to conclude that the

 counterforce strategy is in the long run a fresh attempt by the United States

 to gain advantage through new opportunities to improve the quality of its

 strategic systems.

 True, such improvements remain to be done. The United States has so far

 no capabilities for effectively implementing the counterforce strategy. More-

 over, within the limitations imposed on both sides by the SALT II Treaty,

 this would be a very difficult job. Does it mean that the official promotion of

 counterforce strategy unambiguously signals that the United States is now

 ready to give up the entire SALT process? Is the United States challenging

 the Soviet Union to a new round of intensive strategic arms racing?

 Conclusion

 Whatever the importance placed by Washington on the counterforce strategy

 may be, its reemphasis will not ensure any sizeable political benefits. This

 has been demonstrated in previous U.S. attempts to browbeat the Soviet

 Union with some or other effort at superiority. Whatever some American

 politicians may be saying now, gone are the times when the United States,

 acting from positions of strength, could hope to foist on the other side its

 "rules of the game" in a military conflict. Counterforce or not, the Soviet

 Union has a sufficiently effective arsenal of various strategic weapons so as

 not to permit the United States to emerge unscathed in the event of a nuclear

 attack against the Soviet Union or its allies. This is true whether the attack

 be limited or total, countervalue or "only" a counterforce one.

 The point is not that the Soviet Union is alarmed by the new U.S. strategy.

 Allegedly, this strategy increases the threat to Soviet security in comparison

 with non-counterforce options. (Nobody, after all, with the exception of a

 very narrow circle of the top U.S. leadership, knows how the U.S. strategic

 forces would be really used.) Former Secretary of Defense Brown himself

 repeatedly stressed the "usefulness" of ambiguity as regards possible U.S.

 nuclear tactics. Therefore, the Soviet Union will not change its long-range

 defense programs and measures directed at neutralizing all possible threats

 presented by the American and NATO armaments and armed forces to the

 USSR and its interests just because the American President started in August

 1980 to publicize the counterforce option.
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 The Pentagon strategists evidently realize that the Soviet Union evaluates

 the external threats to its security in categories of objective material potentials

 and possibilities, not pronouncements of this or that statesman. So from the

 viewpoint of safeguarding the interests of the USSR and protection of its

 population in case of aggressive use of American strategic forces, such dec-

 larations are actually irrelevant. If there is an attack by the United States, the

 American society will suffer in retaliation at least no less than the Soviet one,

 but rather by far more. But from the viewpoint of the interests of global

 stability, including the task of preventing an American-Soviet nuclear con-

 flict, the advertising of the counterforce strategy and the propaganda fuss

 around this concept as well as, indisputably, all preparations designed to

 demonstrate the American readiness to implement the counterforce strategy,

 are highly irresponsible and dangerous.

 The Soviet Union will not curtail its defensive measures for other contin-

 gencies. We will not start ensuring a rebuff exclusively to counterforce to the

 detriment of all other aspects of defense against all the other possible threats

 presented by the American and NATO armed forces to the USSR and its

 interests just because the American President started in August 1980 to

 promote the counterforce strategy. The Pentagon strategists hardly count on

 that either.

 Assessing the gist of the new U.S. strategy, General Secretary of the

 Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Chairman

 of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet Leonid Brezhnev pointed out

 that it "actually boils down to making the very idea of nuclear war more

 acceptable, as it were, to public opinion." 21
 The U.S. counterforce stand, camouflaged by the verbiage of an allegedly

 limited, partial use of nuclear weapons, strongly heightens international

 tensions. It eliminates the prospect of even broader and deeper measures in

 the field of nuclear weapons limitations. This American course replaces a

 calm opposition between the two leading powers. Now one of the sides in
 the strategic equation proclaims that it does not simply intend to deter the

 other from an attack, but to wage a war, or at least, to pressure the opponent
 from the positions of counterforce superiority. This superiority is to be used

 as a cover for local military actions. In other words, the inevitable tendency

 of a unilateral emphasis on counterforce is to turn political rivalry into acute

 military confrontation.

 21. Pravda, August 30, 1980.
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 Herein lies the banefulness of the currently fashionable U.S. strategic

 posture. If one adds to this a whole series of Washington's neurotic foreign

 policy moves in the past few years, one cannot help thinking that the much-

 praised efficient American decision-making process may fail at a critical

 moment, simultaneous with a malfunctioning of the Pentagon's computer,

 and nuclear war, which neither the American nor the Soviet, nor any other

 people of the world want, will break out.

 Ten years ago, the American leadership after serious deliberations decided

 to lower this dangerous probability. Washington embarked on the path of

 detente and dialogue with the Soviet Union through the limitation of strategic

 weapons by mutual agreement. Are differences over the Soviet Afghan policy

 or over the U.S. Middle East policy really so deep that they can sidetrack

 both our countries from this sensible path, and into the abyss of nuclear

 holocaust?
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