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Report of the Secretary-General

1. By itFi tlec !wion 39/423 of 17 DecemDer  1984, the General  Aswmbly requested the
Secretary-General  trj prepare a  s tudy under  the  title: “Deter rence  : itfl
implications  for  dioarnament  and the  arms race, ncqotiated  arms r e d u c t i o n s  anti
internat ional  securi ty  and other  re lated matters”. That  decis ion was based on then
recommendation of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, in psraqraph  6 of the
report  of  the Secretary-General  (A/39/549). The General Assembly rcquestc+d  the
Secretary-Genersl  t o  s u b m i t  t h e  fi;ial  r e p o r t  t o  i t  a t  i t s  f o r t y - f i r s t  s e s s i o n .

2. Pu -%&z:t to  tha t  dec i s i on , the  Secretary-General  has  the  honour to transmit
herewith  tn the  ilembers of  the  General  Assembly  the s tudy on deterrence.
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FOREWORD BY THE SFCRETARY-GENERAL

1. By its decision 39’/423 of 17 December 1904, the General. Assembly, on the
recommendation of the First Committee, requested she  Secretary-General  to  prepare  a
s t u d y  u n d e r  t h e  t i t l e : “Deterrence: i t s  impl icat ions  for  disarmament  and the arm8
race, negot iated arms reduct ions  and internat ional  securi ty  and other  related
matters”. That decljion was based on the recommendation of the Advisory Board on
Disarmament Studies in paragraph 6 of the report of the Secretary-General
(A/39/549). The Assembly  requested the  Secretary-General  to  submit  the  f inal
r e p o r t  t o  i t  a t  it8 f o r t y - f i r s t  s e s s i o n . By the  same decis ion,  the  General
Assembly also requested those Member States which wished to submit their views on
the subject  to  communicate  them to  the  Secretary-General  not  la ter  than
1 April 1985.

2. As recommended by the Advisory Board, the  Secretary-General ’ s  manate  provided
tha t  t he  s tudy  shou ld  be  conduc ted  on  an  i n -dep th  ob j ec t i v e  ba s i s ,  t ha t  a l l  s choo l s
of  thought  and ‘points  of  v iew should he  explored and ref lected by tneir  respect ive
a d v o c a t e s  a n d  t h a t  i t  s h o u l d ,  t h e r e f o r e , give f u l l  e x p r e s s i o n  t o  d i f f e r i n g  v i e w s
and their  support ing argument,,  wi thout  at tempting ‘Co a r r i v e  a t  j o i n t  c o n c l u s i o n s
and  recrwmendations. The Gerl ra l  Assembly by i t s  decis ion also  recommended that
the study should be carried out by a group of governmental experts, which would be
kspt  as  smal l  as  pract icable  consonant  with  the  reguiremente  of  geographical  and
p o l i t i c a l  b a l a n c e , and  tha t  t he  ra t i o  o f  r epre sen ta t i on  shou ld  be  s im i l a r .  t o  tha t
appl ied in  the  Conference on Dis:&rmament.

3. In pLreuance of  the  request  by  the  General  Assembly,  a group of  eic-:lt
governmental experts was appointed to carry out l ’  _ study. The Group 01
Governmental Experts held three sessions between April 19b5 and March 1986.

4. The s tudy benef i ted from the v iews submit ted by a  number of  States  in  reply  to
the  request  of  the  Secretary-General  on this  matter ,

5. Thea Secretary-General  wit-thee to  thank the experts  for  their  report  which is
submi t t ed  herew i th  t o  the  Genera l  As semb ly  fo r  cons idera t i on  a t  itd for ty - f i r s t
8888 ion . I t  should be  noted *ihat the  observat ions  and recon..nendations  contained in
the  report  are  those  of  the  experts . In  th i s  connec t ion , the Secretat  y-General
w i she s  t o  po in t  ou t  t ha t , in  the  complex f ie ld  of  disarmament  matters ,  in  many
in s tance s  he  i s  no t  In a  pos i t i on  to  pa s s judgemen t on a l l  aRpecta of  the  work
accomplis1,ed  by the  experts .
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LETTE  H OF THANSMI TTAL

S i r ,

I have the honour to submit herewith the report of the GrWp  of Governmental
Experts to Carry Out a Stud) on Deterrencer its  implicaticlrs  for  disarmament  and
the arms race, neyot iated arms reduct ions  and internat ional  securi ty  and other
related matters , which was appointed by you in pursuance of General AfwemblY
decision 39/423 of 17 December 1984 and as recommended by the Adviaory Board on
Disarmament Studies in paragraphs 6 and 7 of the report of the Secretary-General
(A/39/549) of 4 October 1984.

The governmental experts appointed in accordance with the General Assembly
decis ion were  the  fol lowing:

Mr. Julio C&sac Car bsales
Ambassador
Adviser , Secretary  of  State  for

Internat ional  Relat ions
Ministry  of  Foreign Affairs
Buenos Aires, Argent ina

Mr. Ahmed F’akhl
Major-General
Adviser , Nat ioral Defensa  Council
Cairo, Egypt

Mr. Manfred  Miiller
Professor Doctor
lnst itute for Internat  ional Helatdons
Academy for Political Science and Legal Studies
Potsdam, German Democratic Republic

Mr. Hoher  t E. Osgood
Professor
School  of  Advanced Internat ional  Studies
The *Johns Hopkins University
Wash i nq ton, D .C . , llni ted States of America

Mr. K. Stit)c-ahmanyam
Director
Inst i tute  of  Defence Studies  and Anitlyses
New Delhi, India

His Excellency
J a v i e r  PQrez d e  Cuellar
Secretary-General of the United Nations
New York



A/41/432
Engl ish
Paqe 7

Mr. ulf Svensaon*
Assis tant  Under-Secretary
Ministry  for  Foreign Affairs
Stockholm, Sweden

Mr. Henning Wegenet

Ambassador
Head of the Delegation of the Federal Republic

of Germany to the Conference on Disarmament
Gene Ja, Switzerland

or. Vitaly  V.  Zhurkin
Professor
Deputy Director
Inbtitute of  United States  and Canadian Studies
Academy o f  Sciences  of  the  Union of  Soviet

S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c s
Moscow,  Union of  Soviet  Social i s t  Rep&lics

The report was prepared between April 1985 and March 1986 during which period
ache Group held  three sess ions : the  f irs t  from 29 Apri l  to  3  May 1985,  the  second
from 7 to 18 October 1985, and thr, third from 10 to 21 March 198o. The  f i r s t  and
third sessions were held in New York and the second session at Geneva.

The members of the Group of Government,31  Experts wish to express their
grat i tude for  the  aseistance which they received from members  of  the  Secretar iat  of
the United Nations. They wish,  in  part icular ,  to  than; Mr.  Jan Martenson,
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, and Mr. Timour  mitri.chev.  who
served as Secretary of the Group.

In accordance with the recommendations  of the Advisory Board on Disarmament
Studies , the  s tudy has  been des igned in  such a way as to  g ive  Sull express ion to
the di f fer ing v iews and suppurting arguments  of  the  respect ive  advocates  without
at tempting to  arr ive  at  jo int  conclus ions  and recommendat ions,  thus  permit t ing the
reader  to  draw his  or  her  own conclus ions  on the  value  o f  the  argument”  presented.
Following these requirements, the  experts  decided to  prepare  individua-.
pre sen ta t i on s ,  o r ,  i n  some  ca se s ,  j o in t  con t r ibu t ions , which they submitted to  the
second and third sess ions  and which were the subject  of  in-depth discueuion in  the
Group, whose members  analysed,  commented,  or ,  in  some cases ,  proposed al ternat ives
to  the  v i ews  p re sen ted  by  d i f f e ren t  au thor s  in the i r  paper s . Thib p a r t  o f  t h e i r
work i s  incorporated in  the  three papers  submit ted by the  experts  find const i tutes
part  two of  the  report . I n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  the  d i s cu s s ions  and  ana ly s i s ,  t he

* For personal reasons Mr. Ulf  Svennaon could  not  cont inue in  the  work of
the Group before the beginning of  the  third sess ion and did  not  submit  a  wri t ten
paper. The Group of  Experts  would  l ike  to  ac-knc,wledge with appreciat ion the
contr ibut ion of  Mr. Svenseon during the Group’s  f irs t  two sess ions.
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indiv idual  contr ibut ions  were revised and resubmitted and they  are  to  be  found 111
part  one of  the  report . P a r t  t h r e e  c o n s t i t u t e s  a  c o m p i l a t i o n  o f  t h e  respectivt
points  of  v iew of  the  experts  expressed in  their  own words. The members of the
Group fe l t  that  th is  arrangement  was  the  most  ef f ic ient  way to  accomplieh the  t.ciL;k
that had been entrusted to them.

I t  i s  w i th  s a t i s f ac t ion  tha t  I a m  a b l e  t o  s u b m i t  t o  y o u ,  o n  b e h a l f  o f  a l l  tht-
mambrs o f  the  Group ,  i t s  r epor t .

Please  accept ,  Sir , the  assurances  of  my highest  considerat ion.

(Signed) K. SUBRAHMANYAM
Chairman of the Group of Governmrntd  I

Experts to Carry Out a Study on
Deterrence: i t s  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r

disarmament and the drms racer
neyot is ted arms reduct ions  and

internat ional  securi ty  and other
related matters

/ .I.
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I NTRODUCT’  ON

I. The present study has been prepared pursuant to General Assembly decision
19/423 of 17 December 1984 in which the Assembly requested the Secretary-General tO
pr~‘pirre a  s tudy under  the  titles “Deterrences i ts  impl icat ions  for  disarmament
itnd the  arms race, neqot iated arms reduct ions  and internat ional  securi ty  and other
I e la ted  matt.ers”. That decision was based on the recommendation by the Advisory
Board on Disarmament Studies in paragraphs 6 and 7 of the report Of the
!+cretary-General  (A/39/549) . The Assembly requested the Secretary-General to
:;uhmit t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t  t o  i t  a t  i t s  f o r t y - f i r s t  s e s s i o n . As recommended by the

Advisory board, the  Secretary-General ’ s  mandate  provided that  the  study should he
conducted on an in-depth object ive  bas is , that  a l l  schools  of  thought  and points  Of
view should be  explored and ref lected by their  respect ive  advocates  and that  i t
shall Id, therefore , g i ve  fu l l  expre s s ion  to  d i f f e r ing  v i ews  and  the i r  suppor t ing
clrquments without  at tempting to  arr ive  at  jo int  conclus ions  and recommendat ions .

2. The General Assembly by its decision also recommended that the study should be
carried out by a group of governmental experts, which would be kept as small a8
pract icable  consonant  with  the  requirements  of  qeoqraphical  and pol i t ical  balance,
and  tha t  the  ra t i o  o f  r epre sen ta t i on  shou ld  bc  s im i l a r  t o  tha t  app l i ed  i n  the
Conference on Disarmament.

3. T h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  i s  t?e f i r s t  o f  i t s  k ind  by  the  Un i t ed  Na t ions  t o
investiqate in  depth various  schools  of  thought  and points  of  v iew on the  concept
ot deter fence. I t  i s  w i th  this a im  in m ind  tha t  t he  Group  ha s  t r i ed  to  g i ve  f u l l
cbxprc?ssi.on to  di f fer ing v iews and their  support ing arguments  without  at tempting to
formulate joint conclusions and recommendations.

4. Followinq  this  qeneral  approach, the Group estahlished a general framework for
th i s  s tudy  wh ich  inc lude s  i nd i v idua l  and ,  i n  some  ca se s ,  j o in t  con t r ibu t ions
re!lectinq the var ious  analyses  and opinions  on the  theme. Theae contr ibut ions  are
to he tound  in  par t  one  o f  t he  r epor t . Part  two presents  ,‘I br ief  summary of  the
tliLtrrent.  arguments  and counter-arguments  on the indiv idual  papers  as  contained in
part one. Part  three  contains  a  compilat ion ot  the  respect ive  points  of  v iew of
thra e x p e r t s expressed in their own words.

/ . . .

a
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ABBREVIATIONS

ABM

ASAT

ATBM

C3I

I(‘BC1

INF

MIRV

NATO

SALT

SDI

SLBM

SRAM

START

a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  ,niosile

a n t  i - s a t e l l i t e

a n t i - t a c t i c a l  b a l l i s t i c  mif?Sile

command, control and communications

command, control, communications and intelligence

i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e

intermediate-range nuclear  force6

mult iplr? independent ly  targeted re-entry  vehic le

North Atlantic Treaty Orqanization

Strateqic  Arms Limitation Talks

S t r a t e g i c  beffnse I n i t i a t i v e

submar ine - l aunched  ba l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e

short- range  an t i -m i s s i l e

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

/ . . .



~/41/432
Enqlinll
Page  11

Part One- -

INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE EXPERTS

CHAPTER I

PAPER BY MR. J. CARASALES

Introduction

.L . This  paper  i s  not  intended to  provide a  thorough analys is  of  the  concept.  o f
de te r rence  and  i t s  imp l i ca t i on s . There  a lready exis t  a  great  number of  s tudies  and
other works on the subject.

2. My object  i s  s imply  to  of fer  a  point  of  v iew and an idea of  deterrence,
part icular ly  nuclear  deterrence, a s  c o n c e i v e d  b y  a  n a t i o n a l  o f  a  s o - c a l l e d
third-world cou,ntry  who comes from a reqion far away from the centres ot power and
the  probab le  s e t t i ng s  o t  a  ldrqe-scale  con f l i c t .

3. D e t e r r e n c e  i s  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  b y  d e f i n i t i o n  t o  t h e  possibi1it.y  o f  con f l i c t .
A.7 such , i t  ha s  ex i s t ed  i n  one  fo rm  or  another ever  s i nce  human  soc i e t i e s  f i r s t
c:l ashed with one another. I n  t h a t  ctintext,  i t  i s  loqical a n d  r e a s o n a b l e  f o r  a
State  to  seek to  deter  a  potent ia l  adversary  from attackinq  i t  by  developinq  a
mil i tary  capaci ty  that  would make the  ccsts of  such an at tack too hiqh in
comparison  w i th  any  pos s ib l e  Cdvantaqes.

4. That  bas ic  pol icy  has  a lways  exis ted and could poss ibly  cont inue to  exis t  as
long as human nature remains the same. This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  i t  wi’ 1
n o t  p r e s e n t  prcblems  i f  c a r r i e d  ieyond  c e r t a i n  l i m i t s ,  t o  t h e  po.int where it
becomes  unacceptable  to  the  rest  of  mankind.

Arguments concerning deterrence

5. As  f a r  a s  the  pvssihle a d v e r s a r i e s  a r e  c o n c e r n e d ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  e x c e s s i v e
developmelrt  OL a S t a t e ’ s  m i l i t a r y  c a p a c i t y  vis-A--vis t h e t  ot i t s  r i v a l ,  the
ac:h ievement ot a clear superior i ty  by  one over  the  other , f a r  f r o m  contributinq  t o
the maintenance ot FC !C 0 w i l l  b e  a  destahiliziny f a c t o r  t h a t  w i l l  c*nd?nqer i t  and
irleb i t a h l y  f u e l  a n  arm!, ‘. lc:e.

6. But  apart  from potent ia l  enemies , there  are  a  qreat  many countr ies  that  would
not  be  involved in  the  potent ia l  contlict  and are  even geoqraphically  remote  from
t h e  a r e a  o t  p o s s i b l e  h o s t i l i t i e s . S u c h  S t a t e s  h a v e  e v e r y  riqht t o  SW?  tha t  t he i r
securjty  i s  no t  e roded  JS t he  r e su l t  o f  a  m i su se  o f  de t e r rence  and  tha t  t hey  a re
no t  f o rced  to  d i r ec t l y  su f f e r  t he  conseqtlences  ot such  use.

7. One element  has  added a  new dimension to  the  tradi t ional  concept  of
deterrence: the  emerqence  of  nuclear weapons. T h e  c r i t e r i a  nt r ea sonab lene s s  and
proport ional i ty  must  a lways  prevai l  in  deterrence. The response  t-0 a  ~.~cssible
a t t a c k  m u s t  c o r r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  nature  o f  t h a t  att.a...;;  i t  must be ;I(i+acllldte  hut n o t
c?XCf?!iS  1 VI?, w i th in  broad  Limit.s,  o f  cour se

/ . . .
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8. But  then@ cri ter ia  of  reaeonablenene and proport ional i ty  cease to  be  re levant
w h e n  t h e  t h r e a t  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n  impliee  t h e  firat use o f  nuc l ear  weapons . Thia
situation qivefl  rise to  a  number  of  extremely  eerioue  problems pertaininq to the
eeeence  of  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence.

9. The doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence,  aa at- ted, i n v o l v e s  t h e  poasit i l i t y  o f
usinq nuclear  weaponu to  reta l iate  against  an at tack carr ied out  with  nfin-nuclear
meane. T h e  v i c t i m  o f  “aqqreseion” reeerveR  the  r i gh t  t o  dec ide  wha t  reuponee  t o
m a k e  t o  a n  a c t  o f  “aqqreeeion”,  i n c l u d i n g ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  UBC o f  nUCh?Ir
weapona. In other  wordn, the  poeaibility  of  a  nuclear  war  beca\;ee  a  genuine and
concrete  prospect ,  of f ic ia l ly  proclaimed and aff irmed, ae d e c i d e d  b y  t h e  wist.ee  o f
a Amall  number of pereona.

10. I t  ie no t  surpr i s ing  tha t  th i s  situation haa b e e n  a  cause o f  o v e r w h e l m i n g
concern to  the  vast  major i ty  of  the  member8 of  the  internat ional  community  am Well
aa within  those  countr ies  whose Governmentn  espouse  this  doctr ine. N o r  i s  i t
aurprieinq that  react ione  have  on the  wholn  been very  negat ive .

11. The third worlb’a  point  of  v iew can be  eaai ly  understaod. I t  Is a  f a c t  t h a t  a
n u c l e a r  c o n f l i c t  w i l l  n e v e r  h e  l i m i t e d  o r  localized. A n d  i t  is alma a  f a c t  that
t h e  conaequencen  o f  a  n u c l e a r  w a r  w i l l  h e  f e l t  i n  a l l  regions o f  t h e  worlll  without
except fan.

12. AR  long a8 nuclear weapon8 exiat, t h e  poaeihillty  o f  a c o n f l i c t  involviQq
their  u8e wi l l  permanent ly  threaten thr? eecurity  and even the  eurv ival  Of the
third-wor Id countr iea, none of which poeeesnes  rcuch  weapons. This i n  itself  ie
unaccep tab l e  and  ham g i v e n  r i s e  t o  t h e  moat  disparate  movementso a l l  o f  w h i c h  h a v e
a common objective: the  e l iminat ion of  nuclear  weapon6  from the face of  the Earth.

13. What makes the doctrine of nuclear deterrence unique and Bet iaurr Cs that it
posit8  t h e  first LIB@  o f  n u c l e a r  weapon0  aa a  f u n d a m e n t a l  f e a t u r e  o f  t h e  o f f i c i a l
pol icy  of  a  group of  Staten. T h a t  means  tha t  t he  unleaehinq  o f  a  n u c l e a r  war w o u l d
no  lonqer  h e  t h e  result o f  an  indefeneible  and  unpredictuhle  decision  by  an
irrational Government and would hecome a deliberate  and conscioue act, defended and
a c c e p t e d  b y  thone w h o  chose i t  aft a leqitimata  meann o f  Belf-defence. In other
words, recourse  to  nuclear  weapons  would not  then be an act  condemnable  pr a(?* !wt
d juetified  and  va l id  op t ion  in  ce r ta in  c i r cums tance s .

14. I n c i d e n t a l l y , the  argument  that  Art ic le  51 of  the  Charter  of  the  IJni::ed
Nations  authocixes  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence cannot  he  accepted. In the
f ltet  place, i t  IR a  haa i c  f ac t  t ha t  the  Charter o f  t he  Un i t ed  Na t ion s  WC&  s i g n e d
hefore t h e a*xiRtence  o f  n u c l e a r  weapons  and  the i r  disaetroue d e s t r u c t i v e  c a p a c i t y
were known. O n l y  a  biased  in t e rpre ta t i on , then,  can support .  the  not ion that  firnt
USC? o f  nuc l ear  weapons  ia u p h e l d  b y  t h e  termA  o f  Ar t i c l e  51 o f  t he  Char te r .

15. The  c r i t e r ion  o f  p ropor t i ona l i t y ,  howevek, harr always  b e e n  a n  e s s e n t i a l
component of the concept of aelf-defence. Aqqreaeion  w i t h  c o n v e n t i o n a l  Weapons,
whatever  t h e  Rcope, could never have the enormoua cCnReauence8  wrought by nuclear
wed’)Onfi a n d ,  t h e r e f o r e , r e t a l i a t i o n  w i t h  such weapon8  o f  maaa deetruction would  n o t
bc p r o p o r t i o n a l . I t  c o u l d  n e v e r  h e  reasonably a r g u e d  t.hat a  non-n;xlear  attack -
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the nature of Which would,. furthermore, be evaluated by a qroup of prroons under
axtreme pressure  - wor;ld jus t i fy  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons. Not only would the
cr i t e r i a  o f  rea%:n&ltr,eds and  propor t iona l i t y  be  ab sen t ,  bu t  that  a l l e g e d
self -def encc xl*uM alto c o n e t i t u t t  a n  aqqrosaion  a g a i n s t  t;lird c o u n t r i e s  t h a t  h a v e
n o t h i n g  t o  d o  ritn tha c o n f l i c t .

16. The fee l ing  of insecuri ty  among the t’?ird-world  countr ies  ia becoming
unbearable. They a lready have  to  l ive  in  a world which contains  nuclear  weapma
which port a permanent danger. B u t  t h i e  i s  c o m p o u n d e d ,  g i v e n  the p r t v a l t n c e  o f  the
doctr!.nt of  nuclear  deterrence,  by  a  far  greater  danger, i n  tha t  e ven  inc iden t s  Of
8 d o u b t f u l  n a t u r e  c o u l d  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  MB an  a t t ack  and  s e t  o f f  a cha in  reac t ion ,
whose courtt would be unknown - and possibly random - and which could result in the
outbreak of a nuclear war. There can be no doubt  that  the possibiltty of  an
ou tbreak  o f  nuc l ear  con f l i c t ,  wh i ch  ia i n e v i t a b l e  a8 l o n g  aa t h e  a r sena l s  o f  8Ome
Power8 contain ouch weapons, ia coneidtrably  heightened by the exis tence  of  a
doc t r ine  that  p a v e s  t h e  w a y  f o r  a n d  a d v o c a t e s  the f i r s t  u se  of such  weapons.  The
situation  is  not  chanqtd by the preatnct  of  a system of  controls  and safeguards,
which moreover cannot be guaranteed to work really tfftctivtlyo

17. In  th i s  con tex t ,  i t  ha s  btrn a rgued  tha t  c r i t i c s  o f  t he  doc t r ine  o f  nuc l ear
deterrence s tem to  place  the  aqqrtsoot  and the  v ict im of aggress ion on the tame
moral  plant, which would  be manifest ly  unfair . T h i s  i t  n o t  t r u e . No such
a s s i m i l a t i o n  e x i s t s . What may be questioned in thie Specific iSSUt is
over-react ion,  qui te  apart  from the internat ional  condemnation which the actionll
would deserve  and the aaeistanct which should be given to  the v ict im of  the
a t t a c k . Moreover, i t  shou ld  no t  be  fo rgo t t en  tha t  exper i ence  ha s  ahown tha t
instances  in  which the existence of  an unquest ionable  act  of  aggress ion can be
c l e a r l y  d e t e r m i n e d  a r e  rare1 the  de f in i t i on  o f  aggre s s ion  in  th t  s i t ua t i on  under
consideration ia determined not by an international organ or tribunal. but by One Gf
the p a r t i e s  t o  t h e  c o n f l i c t . The funct ioning of  nuclear  deterrence thus  depends  on
elements  that  trt often imponderable  or  controvers ia l  and could not ,  therefore,  bt
used to jus t i fy  the enormous  ef fects  of  nuclear  wtapone.

18. Various  argumtnte  are put  forward i n  favour of  nuclear  dtttrrcxt. The most
w ide spread  o f  t he se  maintain8  tha t  i t  i s  t hanks  t o  de t e r rence  tha t  t he  wor ld  has
l i v e d  i n  p t a c t  f o r  t h e  p a s t  4 0  y e a r s .

19. I t  thould he p o i n t e d  o u t  h e r e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  t r u e . While there
have been no wars in Europe, the third world has been the scene of numerous armed
c o n f l i c t s .

20 . In any cage, i t  can be  admit ted that  no wholesale  conflaqration  has  taken
place since the Second World War. What  canno t  be  accep ted  as true i s  tha t  th i s  i s
due to  the  exis tence  of  nuclear  weapons  and the  deterrent  ef fect  of  a doctr ine that
tbrtattns they w i l l  b t  u s e d . The most that CM! It accepted as  true  is that  we are
dealing with a hypothesis whose accuracy cannot be proved. There are many
pol i t ical  and etrat tqic  causes  which may have had an effrct - and a  dtciaivt one -
on the maintenance of th i s  re lat ive  peace. Moreover, throughout  h is tory  there  have
bttn long periods dur inq which the world has experienced no widespread conf lictr.
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21. It i s  danqeroue  t o  a c c e p t  a8 t r u e  t h o a e  s t a t e  ients wh ich  e s t ab l i sh
cause-and-ettect telatlonsh1ps  between elsmente  that may or may not be
Interrelated. Thin a p p l i e s  i n  t h e  case o f  s t a t e m e n t s  Lhat  t h e  c i r c l e  o f
nuclear-weapon Statea hae not widened owing to the adoption of the Treaty 09 the
Non-Proliferntion ot N u c l e a r  weapone. L/ I t  in a  fact t h a t  t h e r e  has b e e n  n o  s u c h
i n c r e a s e ,  b u t  i t  i s  q u i t e  d o u b t f u l ,  t o  s a y  t h e  l e a s t , tha t  th i s  i s  ow ing  to  the
existence  ot a  trea*y to  which many countries  poraeaaing eufficient  technical
capacity to produce .ruclear  weapon8 have not acceded. It seems more appropr fate to
a t t r i b u t e  thiB r e s t r a i n t  t o  t h e  s o v e r e i g n  f r e e  w i l l  o f  t h o a e  S t a t e s  w h i c h  h a v e
chooen not  to  embark on a  nuclear  mi l i tary  arms race.

22. The sam- mnsideration a p p l i e a  t o  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e .  T o
suyqes t  t ha t  t h i s  doc t r ine  has had  poa i t i v e  e f f ec t s  f o r  i n t e rna t iona l  peace is, to
~dy t h e  leaat, unwise and risky. We hsve to live permanently under a reign of
terror  which has  been raised to  the  rank of  of f ic ia l  pol icy  by Borne nuclear-weapon
Statecr.

23. This s i tuat ion has  to  be  endured by third-world countr ies  without  the
sliqhtest  guaran tee  tha t  i t  w i l l  en sure  the  i nde f in i t e  ma in tenance  o f  i n t e rna t iona l
peace. It  means  leading a  precariou”  exis tence  under  a  perpetual  threat  of
deetruction,  i n  t h e  i l l u a o r y  h o p e  t h a t  t h i s  destruction  w i l l  n e v e r  t a k e  place.  I t
i s  a  hope  wh ich  w i l l  pe r s i s t  un t i l  sorrething  happens  t o  p rove  i t  f a l s e .  And  then
i t  wi l l  be  too Late  to  complain  of  the  tallacy of  a  decept ive  doctr ine  devoid  Of
any real  foundat ion. There  wi l l  be  no one lef t  to  do so .

24. N o t  o n l y  i s  t h e  r i s k  tOo g r e a t , bu t  t o  accep t  t he  r ea son ing  tha t  t he  th rea t  of
t h e  u s e  o t  nuclear  weapons  ia t h e  b e s t  - o r ,  i n  any e v e n t ,  t h e  moat  r e a l i s t i c  -
g u a r a n t e e  o t  p e a c e  lead8  t o  t h e  conclueion tha t , i f  a  S ta t e  w i she s  t o  con t inue  to
he nafe trom poss ible  at tacks  by a neighbour, the  be s t  means  o f  ach i ev ing  th i s  ia
to acquire nuclear weaponv. One cannot  in  a l l  honesty  maintain  that  what  i s  good
for 8ome iB no t  good  for  o ther s ,  o r  tha t  t here  a re ,atime  coun t r i e s  wh ich  a re  s e r iou s
and responsible  and others  which are  not . The countries which have developed
nuclear weapons cannot invoke any valid reason which grantR them - and them alone -
t h e  right t o  poeseRB a n d  evc?ntually  t o  uBe t h o s e  t e r r i b l e  instrumente  O f  maas
tlestruction.

25. Tht~rc:  is good reanon to  quest ion the  very  foundat ion8 of  the  doctrine of
11uci.f?ar  d e t e r r e n c e . D o e s  t h e  t h r e a t  o f  n u c l e a r  r e t a l i a t i o n  r e a l l y  “ d e t e r ” ?  Do
potent ia l  adversdriee  hold  back because  they fear  B nuclear  response?

26 I A  p)lir.:y’s  c r e d i b i l i t y  i s  o n e  o f  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  componente. Everyone knOW8
thnt the  11~ ot nuclear  weapons  wi l l  inexorably  lead to  the  outbreak of  an  atomic
war,  and everyone  knows that ,  in  that  event , the  firat country  to  use  them and i t s
People  wi l l  not  escape the  catastrophic  consequence8 o f  what  they have  unleashed.
In other worci~, w h o e v e r  aturts a  nuc l ear  war  i s  i n  fact  committinq s u i c i d e .

2?. It i n  t h a r e t o r u  l e g i t i m a t e  t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  a  p o l .  .j whose
authors , i n  add i t i on  to  de s t roy ing  the i r  adver sa ry , w o u l d  aimultanecr~lsly  ann ih i l a t e
themselves . Wi! 1 t h e  r i v a l  r e a l l y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  r e s o r t  t o  t h e  u s e  o f
nuclear weapon:;‘?
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28. In anawer to  this queat ion i t  may be  atated that  it la enough to  sow doubt.8  in
the mind of a po~eible aggreaaor, who would  hardly  be  l ikely  to  run the  risk of
having nuclear weapons actually uaed againet him. But  doee not  thir idea add
another  elusive and improbable  e lement  to  a situdtion that  is a lready unetable and
remote from any reasonable margin of satety?

29. The third-world  countr ies  cannot  pass ively  a l iow their  future  to  depend on
euch precari.c*us and de~~abilizing  factors  au thoee  I  have  juet  ment ioned.

Impact of nuclear deterrence on the arma race and diaarmament

.30. There  are  addi t ional  factors  which aggravate  the  inetability  of  the
s i t u a t i o n . I f  a  S t a t e  18 w i l l i n g  t o  use nuc l ear  weapons  f i r s t  - a8 env i s aged  by
the doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence - and i t  underrtandably  wiehee  to  avoid the
conaequencer  of  that  act ion, i t  murt  acquire  a first-etrike  capaci ty ,  which
e l i m i n a t e s  f r o m  t h e  o u t s e t  a n y  possibility  o f  r e t a l i a t i o n  b y  t h e  e n e m y ,  o r  a t  l e a s t
r e d u c e s  euch a,pcasibility  t o  t o l e r a b l e  l i m i t s .

31. Deciding when a country  has  achieved f irs t -s tr ike capacity  is certa inly  one  of
the  mort  complex problemr in  the  mi l i tary  f ie ld. Thir carI never be known with any
certa inty  and, moreover,  no one has  ever  achieved that  capaci ty ,  except  the  United
Sta t e s  dur ing  the  l a t t e r  par t  o f  t he  19400.

32. But  thir fact  doee not  imply  that  a  State , in  order  to  be  able  to  survive  the
react ion caused  by its firat use of  nuclear  weapona and also  to  make the  deterrent
e.fect o f  ito p o l i c y  m o r e  imyresa;.;, w i l l  n o t  i n e v i t a b l y  h a v e  t o  a u g m e n t  its
nuclear  aroenal  a8 much a8 poss ible  and try  to  achieve  a  c lear  superior i ty  over  i t s
preeumed enemy.

33. This means acquiring more and more nuclear weapons, making them Increasingly
eophisticatcJ  and  l e tha l  and  increa s ing  the i r  e f f ec t i v ene s s  and  the i r  de s t ruc t i ve
c a p a c i t y . Am this wi l l  have  to  be  counteracted by i t s  r ival ,  for  i t s  own defence
and alao, paradoxical ly ,  to  “deter” ite adver sa ry  f rom re sor t ing  to  f i r s t  u s e  o f
nuciear  weapone, t h e  result i s  t.he un lea sh ing  and  e sca l a t i on  o f  an  a rms  race .  As
hae already been pointed out many timer, t h i a  ie a  s p i r a l  w h i c h  i s  f e d  b y  actions
and  reac t i on s  tha t  a re  cons tan t l y  i n t e r re l a t ed  and  wh ich ,  apar t  frd ‘1 i t s  p o l i t i c a l ,
economic snd strategic consequencea, s e r i o u s l y  a f f e c t s  internationl.,  s e c u r i t y .

34. A t  the  8ame t ime ,  i t  a  S ta t e  o r  g roup  o f  S ta t e s  ba se s  i t s  own  s ecur i t y  on  a
pol icy  of  nuclear  deterrence, there  is no doubt  that  anything which reetricts  or
diminishee  i t s  c a p a c i t y  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  a c t i o n  fr. this area and anything which means
mak ing  i t s  arsenal lere o f  a  d e t e r r e n t  w i l l  b e  v i e w e d  w i t h  t h e  etronqeet
reservatione. It  wi l l  therefore  not  be  easy  to  negot iate  and accept  agreement8 for
the l imitat ion or  reduct ion of  weapons, a n d  i t  w i l l  ‘je pven l e s s  e a s y  t o  achieve
act.ual  diearmament.

35. Any negot iat ion in  the  f ie ld  of  arms control  and disarmament  i s ,  bl
d e f i n i t i o n ,  e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  c o m p l e x . The doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence
in t roduce s  a  f ac tor  here  wh ich  subs t an t i a l l y  adds  t o  the se  d i f f i cu l t i e s .
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16. Most ot mankind has been flcmandinq  the complete prohibition and elimination of
nuclear weapons for a long time. Even the  nuclear  Powers  have  admit ted that  th s
i s  a  d e s i r a b l e  o b j e c t i v e . I t  ia obvious ,  however, tha t  aa l o n g  aa a  d o c t r i n e  b a s e d
on  the  po s s ib i l i t y  o f  u s i n g  n u c l e a r  wflapons  p r e v a i l s , i t  w i l l  n e v e r  b e  p o s s i b l e  to
make any headway towards their abolition.

37. Whatever  proble.ns the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence introduces  into  the  f ie ld
o f  dioarmament, the  ba s i c  e l emen t  imp l i c i t  i n  t h i s  doc t r ine  l i e s  i n  t he  sphere  o f
in t e rna t iona l  secul i t y .

30. Government s  t ha t  i nvoke  th i s  doctrina argue  tha t  i t  i s  e s s en t i a l  f o r  t he i r
s e c u r i t y . Th i s  po s i t i on ,  i n  the  op in ion  o f  many  peop le ,  i nc lud ing  th i s  wr i t e r ,  i s
i ncorrec t . The germ of  se l f -destruct ion contained in  the  doctr ine  gives  ser ious
rea son  to  doub t  tha t  i t  con t r ibu te s  t o  the  s ecur i t y  o f  t he  S ta t e s  t ha t  upho ld  i t .
In  any case,  i t  i s  based on subject ive  and unpredictable  e lements  which,  together
w i th  the  po s s ib i l i t y  o f  a  ho locaus t ,  wh i ch  i s  i nheren t  i n  i t ,  c rea t e  a  r e ign  o f
t e r ror  under  wh ich  i t  in impos s ib l e  t o  Liv8 i n  p e a c e  a n d  t r a n q u i l l i t y .

39. Although, as I have mentioned, the contr ibut ion of  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear
de te r rence  to  the  s ecur i t y  o f  i t s  sponsor s  i s  a t  l ea s t  deba tab l e ,  t here  i s  no t  t he
s l i gh te s t  doub t  t ha t  i t  no t  on ly  doe s  no t  contribute  t o ,  b u t  a l s o  d i r e c t l y
endanger s  the  s ecur i t y  o f  t h i rd  coun t r i e s , includinq  those  of  the  th trd world.

40. Confl ic ts  that  are  completely  extraneous  to  them and occur  thousands  of  mi les
away may resul t ,  i t  the  corr ‘Lary of  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence becomes  a
r e a l i t y ,  i n  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e s e  v e r y  c o u n t r i e s . In  c lo sed  and  (listant  c i r c l e s
to  which they have  not  the  slightest access , and ent ire ly  wi thout  their  knowledge,
the  exis tence and the  future  of  these  countr ies  and their  people  wi l l  be  decided.

41. T h i s  s t a t e  o f  a f fa i r s  i s  td>tally u n a c c e p t a b l e ,  llnfair a n d  e v e n  i m m o r a l .

42. It  i s  true  that  the  bas ic  ingredient  here  i s  the  emergence of  nllclear weapons,
which radical ly  changed the  factors  that  had previously  characterized the
politico-st:~lt.PgiC  s i t u a t i o n . Many of  the  e lements  referred to  in  these  pages
derive  in  fact  from the v\!ry exis tence of  nuclear  weapons  and would be  present ,  a t
l e a s t  p a r t l a l l y , even i f  there  were  no doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence.

43. B u t  i t  i n  a  f a c t ,  i n  m y  v i e w , that  an a lready dis turbing picture  has  been
aggravated by the  prevalence of  a  doctr ine  tt,at accepts  and advocates  f irs t  use  Of
nuclear  weapons  anti ot f ic  ially accepts  the  Launching of  a  nuclear  war aa a  poss ible
a n d  l e g i t i m a t e  a c t i o n .

A l t e r n a t i v e sI_---

44. This having been said, one may even wonder if there are any viable
a l t e r n a t i v e s  t.o a  p o l i c y  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  f i r s t  u s e  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .
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45. The fir&t quest ion that  may come to  mind i s  whether  or  not  i t  is poss ible  to
litl’tit  t h e  scope ot tuture c o n f l i c t s  t o  p u r e l y  c o n v e n t i o n a l  Limite.  T h e  w o r l d  livad
u n t i l  t h e  m i d d l e  ot t h e  t w e n t i e t h  c e n t u r y  f i g h t i n g  i t s  b a t t l e s  w i t h  convantiortial
iveapons. These weapons a r e  c e r t a i n l y  dest,ructive  - aad a b u n d a n t l y  d e s t r u c t i v e  - o f
l ives  and property,  but  by  no means  do they approximate  the  lethal  d imensions  of
nuclear  weapons  or  extend their  ef fects  to  the  populat ion3 of  th ird countr ies .
These  remarks  are  certa inly  not  intended to extol  the  v ir tues  of  convent ional
weapons and ,tilL l e e s  t o  f a v o u r  t h e i r  u s e  o r  t o  p o r t r a y  s u c h  u s e  a s  a c c e p t a b l e  o’t
lawtult  the enormous ditferences of every kind which distinguish them from nuclear
)*eaponti  cannot ,  however,  be  iynored.

46. The obvious conclusion is that an agreement should be reached on the
prohibi t ion of  nuclear  weapons  and the destruct ion of  exis t ing cries.

47. I t  ha s  been  s t a t ed  i n  th i s  r egard  tha t  t here  are no  recorded  ca se s  i n  h i s to ry
of abolishing or not using weapons once they had been invented. Although thi8
a s s e r t i o n  c o u l d  b e  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i e d ,  i t s  value,  i n  a n y  cam, i s  v e r y  r e l a t i v e ,
s ince in  the  pbat there  were  no weapons  with  the  destruct ive  cirpacity  Of nuclear
weapons - weapons which,  aZi harr been pointJd  out  - should be named differentjy,
since the use of the word “weapon” t o  r e f e r  l o  such artefacts o f  ma188  deBtru(  tiOn
createtrl con fu s ion .

48. The s i tuat ion descr ibed above may mean that  the  experience of  the  past  -
assu~~inq  tha t  our  under s t and ing  o f  i t  i s  tntirtly c o r r e c t  - w i l l  n o t  b e  r e p e a t e d
with nuclear weapons. Moreover, the  leaders  of  the  nuclear  Powers  have  formal ly
declared that  they consider  the  abol i t ion of  nuclear  weapons  to  be  LI deairable
o b j e c t i v e , and i t  may be aesunred that  they  would  not  ser ious ly  atate  this as  a  goal
i f  t h e y  d i d  n o t  f e e l  i t  w a s  p o s s i b l e .

49. Al l  th is  doea not  mean that  the  e l iminat ion of  nuclear  weapons  can be
accomplished easily or  over  the  short  term. r t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  c o n s i d e r
other  a l ternat  Ives .

50. There  ia no denying tnat an indire\:t  way of  achiev ing the  same object ive  would
be the  conclus ion of  an ayreement  on the complete prohibi t ion of  a l l  nuclear-weapon
teem. This  would severely  restr ict  the  cont inued development  and sophis t icat ion
of  nuclear  weapons  and wouLd  gradual ly  reduce the  re l iabi l i ty  of  existing weapons.
I n  p r a c t i c e , the  use  of nuclear  weapons  in  such c ircumstances  would involve  too
g r e a t  a  r i s k .

51. Another  a l ternat ive , and in r,#y  opinion a  q,lite teasihle one,  would  be  to
replace  nuclear  deterrence  by  convent ional  deterrence. Those who support  the  f irs t
use of nuclear weapons c l a im  tha t  it i s  t h e  o n l y  d e f e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  ac’versary’s
tJuperiority  in  convent ional  weapons  and troop s trength.

52. T h e  l o g i c a l  conclwion  i s  t h a t , to  avoid  the  poss ible  use of  nuclear  weapons,
e i ther  the  supposedly  weaker  s ide  should increase  i t s  capaci ty  for  convent ional
r e t a l i a t i o n  o r  t h e  s u p p o s e d l y  s t r o n g e r  s i d e  s h o u l d  d e c r e a s e  ir.s c a p a c i t y  u n t i l  a
margin of  comparabi l i ty  with  the  adversary is reached.

/ . . .



A/41/432
Engl ish
p,rge 18

53. We al l  know that  there  i s  a  conf l ic t  between the  North  At lant ic  Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Treaty Organization. In my opinion, the West
has enough human, economic and techr.ical.  resources to put up a credible and
deterrent  convent ional  defence against  the  East . Th i s  i s  no t  t o  d i s regard  the  t ac t
tha t  a  dec i s i on  to  pur sue  th i s  course w o u l d  i m p l y  s e r i o u s  p o l i t i c a l ,  f i n a n c i a l  a~lti
rcrcial  problems and that the eventual economic consequences would extend beyond the
Countries  direct ly  involved and would have  certa in  repercuaaiona  on the  world
economy,  including the  third world.

54. At  the  same t i m e , t h e  t a c t  r.hat i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  d o e s  n o t  m e a n  t h a t  it is
impoaefbls. The prospect  of  a  nuclear  llolocaust  i s  such that ,  in  my v iew,  Somf*
s a c r i f i c e s  t o  a v o i d  i t  o r  a t  l e a s t  a p p r e c i a b l y  diminish t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  i t s
o c c u r r i n g  w o u l d  b e  f u l l y  j u s t i f i e d .

55. It cannot be denied, however, t h a t  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e s  of: the
Warsaw Treaty  countr ies  i s  perceived in  many sect’X8  as  excess ive  and,  conseclucntly
ft would  be  poss ible  to  reduce them without  thereby lowering the  level  of  securi ty
of those member countries.

56. In  th i s  con tex t , i t  should not  be  forgotten that  both the  United States  of
America pnd the Union of  Soviet  Social i s t  Republ ics ,  the  leaders  of  the  two blocs,
a r e  p r a c t i c a l l y  i n v u l n e r a b l e  f r o m  rhe po in t  o f  view  o f  c o n v e n t i o n a l  a t t a c k .

57. I t  i s  i nd i spu tab l e  tha t  t he  Idea l  so lu t i on  fo r  a vo id ing  any  a rmed  con f l i c t  -
and pr imarlly a nuclear war - would  be to  have  tota l ly  ef fect ive  machinery  for
c o l l e c t i v e  s e c u r i t y . In  that  event ,  any dispute  would be  set t led  peaceful ly ,  and
any outbreak of  host i l i t ies  would be  rapidly  cut  short . I t  i s  a l s o  i n d i s p u t a b l e
t h a t  s u c h  a  c o l l e c t i v e  s e c u r i t y  s y s t e m  d o e e  n o t  n o w  e x i s t ,  o r  a t  leaat  doe s  not
Of fer  sufficient  guaran tee s ,  a s  can  IV. seen  f r o m  d a i l y  e v e n t s . I t  i s  n o t
r e a l i s t i c ,  m o r e o v e r , to  a s sume  tha t  i t  will be  e s t ab l i shed  i n  the  near  future.

58. N o r  w o u l d  i t  b e  r e a l i s t i c  t o  anticipste the  e s t ab l i shmen t  o f  a  de f en s i ve
c a p a c i t y  o f  a  k i n d  t h a t  w o u l d  e n s u r e  t h e  i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  o f  whoevtir  po s se s sed  i t
and would therefore make nuclear weapon0 obsolete. Exist ing data  and s tudies  do
no t  suppor t  t he  f ea s ib i l i t y  o f  such  a  rlPEensive  s y s t e m .

59. To sum up, the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence should be  ahandonea,  in  tho
op in ion  o f  t.his w r i t e r , because  o f  i t s  i n t r in s i ca l l y  Immora l  na ture  and  becauet!  o f
its n e g a t i v e  etfects o n  t h e  s e c u r i t y  o f  the third wor ld  and  the  i n t e rna t iona l
community  as  a  whole,  including the  countr ies  which advocate  i t .  The securi ty  Of
t h e  l a t t e r  c o u n t r i e s  s h o u l d  b e  s o u g h t ,  p r i m a r i l y , i n  the  c rea t ion  o f  a  capac i t y  f o r
convent ional  deterrence and in  the  eljminacion  of  nuclear  weapons  from the arsenals
of the great Powers, w i t h o u t  p r e j u d i c e  t o  continuinq eff.Jrts to  f i nd  a  r e l i ab l e  and
s a t i s f a c t o r y  s y s t e m  o f  c o l l e c t i v e  s e c u r i t y .
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CHAPTER I I

PAPER BY MR. A. FAKHR

Introduct ion

1. In recent  years , the  subject  of  deterrence has  aroused growing controversy
throughout the world. So ld i e r s ,  po l i t i c i an s ,  ph i l o sopher s  and  ana ly s t s  have
wri t ten  about  deterrence, the  growing scale  of  the  nuclear  arm8 race  between the
super-Powers and the global arms race in conventional arms and technology. Th i s
d i s c u s s i o n ,  h o w e v e r ,  h a s  l a r g e l y  r e f l e c t e d  v i e w p o i n t s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f
America, the  Union of  Soviet  Socialist  Rel)ublics, western Europe and Eastern
Europe. One rarely  f inds  wri t ings  descr ibing the  thi td-world v iew.

2. Th i s  p re sen ta t i on  trien to  f i l l  s ome  o f  t h i s  gap . Deterrence and the arms
race between East and West - mainly between the two super-Powers - are of enormous
concern to  the’ third world. They have direct  and indirect  1mplicatiLns which
;rffect the  p re sen t  po l i t i c s  o f  t he  th i rd  wor ld  and  w i l l  he lp  shape ita fu ture
s u r v i v a l . The two super-Powers colllpete in four major f ieldsr i d e o l o g y ,  p o l i t i c s ,
economics, a n d  m i l i t a r y  f o r c e . At the same time, th i s  compe t i t i on  i s  l im i t ed  by
deterrence. Al l  super-Power act ions  in  terms of  the  nuclear  arms racer  the
confrontation between the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza~ion  (NATO) and the Warsaw
Treaty Organization, and their  compet i t ion for  inf luence and power in  the  third
world  are  shaped by the  balance of  deterrence as  wel l  as  the  s trength of  each
super-Power.

3. The third world cannot. stand aside from the competition between the
super-Powers  or  the  balance ot deterrence. Th i s  zompeti,Cion  a f f e c t s  e v e r y  a s p e c t
o f  t h e i r  g l o b a l  b e h a v i o u r . I t  l e a d s  t o  c o n s t a n t  c o m p e t i t i o n  i n  i d e o l o g y ,  p o l i t i c s ,
econom its , and mill tary strength. At the same time, each bloc  must  constant ly
c o n s i d e r  i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  d e t e r  t h e  o t h e r , and  the  ex ten t  t o  wh ich  i t  i s  de t e r red  i n
turn.

4. The super-Powers ,Jnrl their European all ies natul  ally think 01. the risk of
n u c l e a r  c o n f l i c t  I.arqeLy in  t e rms  o f  i t s  impac t  on  the i r  own  t e r r i to r i e s ,
popu la t i on s  and economic  and  po l i t i ca l  i n t e re s t s . E v e n  it WP i gnore  ouch  r i sk s  a s
nuclear winter, however, the world i s  tar  too interdependent  for  such a  point  Of
view. A mar,sive  disrupt ion ot North-South trade and development  ass i s tance could
k i l l  pillions  irl t h e  t h i r d  wor1.d b e f o r e  i t s  e c o n o m i e s , already more marginal than
those  o f  t he  industrialized  coun t r i e s , cou ld  adap t  t o  such  a  rad i ca l  sh i f t  i n
markets, a i d  and t h e  t l o w  of rood. IIevelopment  c o u l d  v i r t u a l l y  h a l t  o n  a  g l o b a l
scale  whi le  most  populat ions wou ld  s t i l l  i nc rea se  on  a t  l ea s t  a  shor t - t e rm  ba s i s .
Even under the most. favourable projectiGn8, n u c l e a r  f a l l - o u t  w o u l d  k i l l  m i l l i o n s
prematurely  and increase  the  long-term death rate  on a  global  bas is .

5. T h e  r i s k  ot a n  a l l - o u t  n u c l e a r  c o n f l i c t  i s  s t e a d i l y  incre;sinq o v e r  t i m e .
While  es t imates  of  the  nuclear s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  s u p e r - P o w e r s  v a r y ,  v i r t u a l l y  a l l
sources  agree  that  an incredible  increase  took place  in  the  peri& from the  ear ly
19609, t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  C u b a n  m i s s i l e  c r i s i s ,  t.o t h e  mid-1.960s, t h e  p o i n t  a t  which
i t  i s  f e l t  b o t h  s i d e s  reachcxi  p a r i t y .

/ . . .
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6. The United States and the USSR had a total of only about 3,000 strateqic
n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  o n  a l l  their a c t i v e  d e l i v e r y  eyatcms  i n  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 6 0 s .  T h e y  h a d
about  7 ,000 on- l ine  s trategic  nuclear  weapons  in  1970. They Increased them to
12,000 in  1975,  and have  more than 20,000 today.  Given current  plans ,  the  United
States and the USSR are certain to build up to well over 25,000 weapons by the
e a r l y  19908.

7. While  there  are  no rel iable  es t imates  of  the  numbers  of  nuclear  weapon8 in the
theatre  forces  of  each super-Fowar  bloc, i t  i s  c l ea r  the  t r ends  i n  tha t  ca t egory
have been equally grim. There  were  about  10,000 theatre  nuclear  del ivery  system6
in the military forces of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization in 1975. There
are about 20,000 today.

8 . The r isks  a lone that  th is  increase  in  the  number of  weapons  impl ies  make
deterrence  a  vital concern for  the  third world. However, deterrence involves
super-Power  con f l i c t s  and  r i va l r i e s  t ha t  qo  f a r  beyond  the  r i sk  o f  g l o b a l  n u c l e a r
war. T h e  r e l a t i v e  b a l a n c e  o f  d e t e r r e n c e  a f f e c t s  e v e r y  l e v e l  o f  t h e i r  c o m p e t i t i o n .
I t  c a n  l e a d  t o  g l o b a l  o r  r e g i o n a l  c o n f l i c t s , with each super-Power attacking
s t ra t eg i c  t a rge t s  i n  t he  th i rd  wor ld  tha t  a re  v i t a l  t o  t he  oppos ing  b loc . Th i s
includes  every  th ird-world  o i l  exporter , every  exporter  of  strategic  minerals  and
every  th ird-world  nat ion with  a  v i ta l  waterway. It i nc lude s  mos t  t h i rd -wor ld
na t ion s  w i th  m i l i t a ry  ba se s  o r  f ac i l i t i e s  t ha t  a re  u sed  by  e i ther  b loc .

9. From a third-world  perspect ive , deterrence a lso  shapes  the  behaviour  of  the
super-Powers  in  mi l i tary  a id, a r m s  s a l e s ,  m i l i t a r y  a d v i s o r y  e f f o r t s  a n d  t h e  u s e  o f
m i l i t a r y  p r o x i e s . I t  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  w i l l i n g n e s s  a n d  a b i l i t y  t o  i n t e r v e n e  i n
na t iona l  and  reg iona l  po l i t i c a l  c r i s e s ,  r e vo lu t i on s ,  border  war s  and  broader
reg iona l  con f l i c t s . I t  a f f e c t s  t h e  s t r u g g l e  f o r  b a s i n g  r i g h t s ,  f o r  c o n t r o l  o v e r
strategic resources  and trade and for  control  of  key l ines  of  communicat ion.  I t
a f f ec t s  t he  r i sk  o f  d i r ec t  super -Power  m i l i t a ry  i n t e rven t ion  and  o f  r eg iona l
c o n f l i c t s  b e t w e e n  t h e  b l o c s . I t  a f f ec t s  t he  r i sk  o f  a  Un i t ed  S ta t e s -Sov i e t  o r
European conflict whose impact on trade and development could threaten the very
exis tence of  some third-world nat ions.

LO. T h e  s t a b i l i t y  o f  s u p e r - P o w e r  d e t e r r e n c e  i s  t h u s  c r i t i c a l  t o  e v e r y  t h i r d - w o r l d
S t a t e  a t  v i r t u a l l y  e v e r y  l e v e l  o f  r e g i o n a l  c o n f l i c t . While only a global nUClear
conf l ic t  would threaten the  very  exis tence of  every  th ird-world  nat ion,  the  balance
of  deterrence extends  to  the  point  where a lmost  casual  tens ions  between the
super-Power6 OL between the Eastern and Western blocs can destroy a generation o f

t h i rd -wor ld  deve lopment  e f fo r t  o r  po l i t i ca l  and  soc i a l  p rogre s s .

11. At  the  same t ime,  deterrence between third-worLd nations affects  the
super -Power 9. Studies by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
ref lect  the  qr im pace of  the  arms race  in the third world. The  rea l  va lue  of
m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  t h e  developi;rq wor ld  i s  i nc rea s ing  by  more than
50 per cent a decade. I t  now tota ls  rouqhly  $180 bi l l ion  a  year . I t  a v e r a g e s
about  6  per  cent  of  the  gross  nat ional  product  of  the  developing world  and over
20 per cent of all  government expenditures.

/ . . .
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12. This  ar  ns  race  i s  fuel led by the  more than $30 bi l l ion spent annual ly  on arms
exports . T h i s  i s  t h r e e  t i m e s  t h e  l e v e l  o f  a  d e c a d e  a g o  i n  c u r r e n t  d o l l a r s ,  a n d
t w i c e  thaq: l e v e l  i n  c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r s . I t  i s  a b o u t  6  p e r  c e n t  o f  a l l  d e v e l o p i n g
nat ions’  imports .

13. T h e s e  a r m s  i m p o r t s  l i n k  r e g i o n a l  acd na t iona l  con f l i c t s  and  t en s ions  i n  the
third worlG to those between the super-Powels and the Eastern and Western bloca.
Arms sales  are  both an object ive  ‘.n themselves  and a  powerful  pol i t ica l  tool .
While  the  volume of  such transfers  var ies  yearly , i t  a v e r a g e s  n e a r l y  $ 1 0  b i l l i o n
for the USSR and $8 billion for the United States. The NATO European Powers export
another  $9 bi l l ion a  year , and Eastern Europe exports  about  $2 bi l l ion. About
8 0  per  cen t  o f  t he se  t r an s f e r s  a re  now  in  the  fo rm  o f  ca sh  s a l e s  o r  c red i t  s a l e s
made direct ly  at  the  expense  of  th ird-world l iv ing s tandards  and development,  and
the rest  are  in  the  form of  mi l i tary  a id  obtained a;c the  expense  of  economic a id.

14. Virtual ly  .every country in  the third world has  suf  fercd from the feet that
d e t e r r e n c e  h a s  n o t  m e a n t  s t a b i l i t y  f o r  e i t h e r  t h e  s u p e r -Powers  and their  a l l ies  or
for  the  developing third-world  States . Instead deterrence has meant the Linking of
regional and super-Power competition and tensions. T h e  r e s u l t  i s  d f l o o d  o f
ki l l ing mechanisms that  i s  a lmost  as  threatening as  the  nuclear  arms race.

15. The third world now suffers  from the annual  transfer  of  about  2,000 tanks,
4 ,000 othLr armoured vehic les ,  4 ,000 art i l lery  weapons,  100 combat  ships ,  700
superoonic  It a i r c r a f t , 1 ,000  o ther  m i l i t a ry  a i r c ra f t ,  4 ,000  sur face - to -a i r
missJles  and  ..,OOO  an t i - a i r c ra f t  guns  per  year  t o  na t i on s  tha t  a l l  have  one  ba s i c
thin<! in common: the need to qive priority to economic development and human
weltare.

16. T h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  d o e s  n o t  a i m  t o  s e t  o u t  a  d e f i n i t i v e  v i e w  o f  c o l l e c t i v e
third-world opinion regarding C?terrence. It .  can only  highl ight  some of  the  i ssues
and r i s k s  i n v o l v e d . It  should  a lready be  c lear ,  however,  that  deterrence i s  a
global i s s u e . No one in  the  third world i s  unatfected,  and the r isk that
.leterrence  w i l l  f a i l  a t  a n y  l e v e l  ot conf 1  i c t  i n  a  g l o b a l  r i s k .

The concept of deterrence-

17. T h e  t a c t  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  i s  a global i s s u e  m a k e s  i t  c r i t i c a l  t h a t  w e
understand what  i t  real ly  means,  a l though “deterr\?nce” is  a  word which is  far
harder  to  def ine  than to  use. We are  l iv ing in  a  world  of  instant  and universal
communication. we use phrases and terms to compete with one another, indeed, as
another form ot deterrence. We exploit the way in which people perceive the world
and act  according to  their  percept ions. Words 1 ikc! “deterrence” are political
tools and weapons.

18. In fact , pol i t ics  has  a  tendency to  produce handy and <attractive  terminologies
de s igned  to  characterize  some  cond i t i on  in  i n t e rna t iona l  atfairs o r  t o  e n u n c i a t e
some new strategic concept. Somet imes  these  terms ref lect  the  real i ty  of  the
moment. At  otller  t imes , t h e y  h a v e  n o  signiticance beyond  tha t  o f  plopaqandn.  I n
almost every case, however, they tend to  lead to  over-simpl  i f  icat  ion ,lnd to  ser ious
errors  in  our  assessments  and judqements .

/. .
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19. “Deterrence” is just such a term. It 1s w i d e l y  used, s o m e t i m e s  t o  j u s t i f y
mil i tary  act ion or  arms purchases , sometimes to condemn an opponent and sometimes
to  s top  th ink ing  or  deba te  abou t  the  r i sk s  i nheren t  in m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t i e s . It i s
obvious that deterrence has more than one meaning in the minds of those who use it
or  hear  i t . To some, the  term “deterrence” i s  re lated only  to  nuclear  warfare.  To
o t h e r s ,  i t  c o v e r s  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  c o n v e n t i o n a l  a r s e n a l s .  T o  s t i l l  o t h e r s ,  i t
incLudes  act ions  in  the economic and socia‘  spheres . To new generations in some
regions ,  i t  may be  re lated to  religion  and to  the increas ing impact  of  reliqion on
politicdl  s t r u g g l e .

20. 1. ihis pre sen ta t i on , I  ahall try  to  def ine  deterrence in  broad terms as : the
step,, taken to  prevent  opponents  from us ing mil i tary  s trength to  achieve  pol i t ical
yodis,  t o  preven t  them f rom in i t i a t i ng  a rmed  ac t i on s ,  and  to  ‘nhihit e s c a l a t i o n  if
combat occurs.

21. Th i s  i n t e rpre ta t i on  1enGc; us to some major consequences.

(a) Deterrence means viewing the world in terms of allies and opponents.
This i s  nothing new. We have always tended to view the world in terms of regional
and inte‘qatfonal  opponents  and we shal l  inevi tably  cont inue to  do 80. The real.
p roh lem  i s  l.hat d e t e r r e n c e  i s  increaa??gly  u sed  to  j u s t i f y  a  cons i s t en t  m i l i t a ry
bu i ldup  ar.d a,l emphas i s  on  war - f i gh t lng  i n  o rder  to  p re se rve  na t i rna l  i n t e re s t s .
I t  i m p l i e s a  peace-keeping motive  for  act ions  that  increase  the  r i sk of  nuclear
wzr. unfortunately ,  deterrence i s  rarely  a imed at  e l iminat ing or  reducing the  size
and potent ia l  use  of  convent ional  and nuclear  weapons8 rather,  i t  seeks  supremacy
or  a  levrbl ot s a f e t y  t h a t  n o  p o t e n t i a l  o p p o n e n t  c o u l d  i g n o r e .

(t,) The primary a im of  deterrence i s  to  prevent  current  or  potent ia l
opponents  from ini t iat ing armed actionrj. At  be s t , th is  means  deterrence  involves
mir;trust  and the  cont inuous,  careful  and negat ive  interpreidtion  of  every
opponen t ’ s  po l i t i ca l  behav iour , diplomatic signals, economic movements, weapons
purchases and military deployments. i t  means  nat ions  must  support  intens ive  overt
a n d  c o v e r t  intel.ligence  a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  b u y  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  inteLliqence  technoloqy,
w i th  a l l  t he  danger s  o f  such  ac t i v i t i e s  and  t echnu loq i e s . At  worst ,  i t  means
c o n s t a n t  i n s t a b i l i t y , tens ion and mil i tary  bui ldup. Without arms control, each
s ide  mus t  con t inue  !R i n t e r a c t i v e  m i l i t a r y  b u i l d u p . Each s ide  must  constant ly
irtvent  new mil i tary  programmes and adopt  new mil i tary  doctr ines ,  ( lu3inq the  other
s ide ( s )  t o  r eac t  i n  t u rn  ani t r i g q e r i n g  a  n e w  c y c l e  o f  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n s  i n  s p i t e  o f
the tinancial and economic burden.

(~1 Det .arrence rests  on many expectat ions , one of  them being that  the
opponent  should  bel ieve  that  the  other  s ide  i s  going to  use  force. This means that
deter rent capah ’ ‘1 ties Phould  not be secret. Yet, In r e a l  l i f e ,  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f
m i l i t a r y  infnrp ,ti.on i s  s e c r e t . T h e r e  i s  n o  s t a b i l i t y ,  verificdt5on  o r
fnsplction. Th i s  con t rad i c t i on  i ncrea se s  the  probab i l i t i e s  o f  m i s ca l cu la t i on ,
wrong assessment  of  the  threat , crisis management and war. Coupled with  the  “arms
race cycle” aspects  of  deterrence, i t  s t e a d i l y  increases t h e  r a t e  o f  m i l i t a r y
compet i t ion and the r isk of  war.

/ . . .
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(d) If combat should Ecur, deterrence might or might not act to inhibit
escalation. The current rhetoric of deterrence is almost always escalatory. Each
side is led to try to win the game of deterrence against the other. Each tries to
escalate to a level the other will not risk. Each tries to convince the other that
it can win. Supposedly rational people constantly miscalculate. Only the most
objective *players”.  and a clear and well-defined politico-military chain of oommand
from the highest level  to the field could prevent the possibilities of irrational
actions and reactions.

Military strategy, international security and deterrence

22. The problem we all face - every Member of the United Nations - is to redefine
deterrence so it can mean acceptance of a stable mix of military forces and steady
reductions in the global arms race. We need a mix of deterrence and military
strategy that will move towards peace and not towards global destruction. To meet
this goal, deterrence and military strategy must meet the following tests:

(a) Military strength must support the national strategy of a given country.
It should be compatible with its political, economic , psychological and ideological
s trategies  - the other components of a given national strategy.

lb) Military strategy should secure national interests and attain the
objectives of national policy by application of force or threat of force.

(c) Military strategy should be directed towards objectives and concepts that
do not threaten other nations or trigger an endless arms race. The major concept
here is deterrence, but deterrence should be supported by arms control and
s t a b i l i t y .

(d) From a military point of view , a military strategy based on deterrence
has succeeded - to a certain extent - in securing the national objectives of the
two Super-Powers and of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization. By using
conventional military force in some cases and by thruatening  its use in others, the
two super-Powers have controlled tension in their relations with each other and
have avoided a third world war. We have seen this work in the Berlin crisis
(1948-19491,  in the military conflict in Korea (19501, in Hungary (19561, in
Czechoslovakia (1968)  and in Afghanistan today. At the same time, it has not
reduced any risks - there is a constant bu?ldup  in nuclear and conventional forces.

(e) Military strategy does require forces to exe6ute  and implement it. Here,
however, deterrence has dangers as well as advantages. Deterrence
should be a defensive concept. In practice, it is not. Worse, it  lacks clear
l imits . The development of military technology under the umbrella of deterrence -
theorices  of massive retaliation, first strike, second-strike counter-forces and
mutual assured destruction - has.converted  deterrence from a concept of defence
into a threat of  mutual. suicide. Baeryone knows that to launch a nuclear attack no
longer offers the possibility of physically defending or protecting one’s own
society, but no one has succeeded in limiting the growth of forces or competition.
A valid mix of strategy and deterrence must do so. --.
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(f) The trends in the nuclear balance show that deterrence is becoming a
concept based on an increased spectrum of potential violence. The concept of
nuclear deterrence has become more than a theory about how to counter threats. It
has become  a theory of the causes of war and escalation and concentrates not only
on the capabilities but also the intentions of the other nuclear side. We need a
concept of strategy that makes deterrence discourage all escalation, rather than
lead one side to try to win.

(g) Most strategists talk about military nuclear deterrence by denial or
punishment. Deterrence by denial means a country deters another Power from a first
strike by convincing the opponent that no military gain could accrue by striking
f i r s t . This is essentially a counter-force posture , and is achieved by deploying a
disarming and damage-limiting capability. Deterrence by punishment is based on a
nuclear capacity to survive a nuclear first strfke and to inflict unacceptable
&Mnase  QJI me 9pwnent in a  refaliatoru m?CQmi  s t r i k e , while military advantaaes
yfQ$JLQ  w&xAwz ir ang Struck fir=l Qrce  5s d~-rrN$ tam BUGh aGtiQn By the Ai-P~~fqp=
of She u n a c c e p t a b l e  damage  one vvpu&cl suffer in a retaliatory  hl~w, These views of
deterrence, however, focus on managing rather than on avoiding nuclear exchanges.
They are strategic theories for living with terror and surviving  because of
terror. They contradict every goal of the united Nations, every long-term hope of
living together on this globe. They affect the attitude and behaviour of the
politico-military planners. They encourage focusing on scenarios of a nuclear war,
which would cause enormous casualties, widespread destruction and profound
disruption and confusion. All such options, open to all nuclear parties, would be
miserable alternatives, and all of the choices would have uncertain outcomes.
Valid nuclear deterrence cannot try to make the uncertain certain. A valid
strategy must seek the opposite path.

(h) Strategy must accept the danger that East-West nuclear conflict could
becane world-wide. That is why all nuclear scenarios include deployment in other
parts of the world to defend one’s interests, lines of communications and vital
areas and materials, If an East-West nuclear conflict occurred - in Europe, for
example - the rest of the world would suffer. A valid strategy must take into
account the fact that the balance of power between the nuclear Powers cannot be
assessed on the basis of their capabilities in the European COntext. The strategy
must allow for a world-wide balance of power. It must seek to avoid both regional
and global escalation.

(i) From a third-world viewpoint , nuclear deterrence goes further. A large
number of third-world countries live today with a third type of deterrence, nuclear
deterrence wielded by ambiguous nuclear nations, and the result is very different
from mutual deterrence. A nation is said to have ambiguous nuclear capabilities if
it is impossible to predict under what circumstances it might be tempted to strike
or take advantage of the fact that its opponent has no retaliatory force. A
Super-Pmer facing an adversary with nuclear capabilities  relies upon its ability
to carry out a devastating retaliatory strike. When this ability does not exist,
nuclear forces  Can play a Critical role in political  or military blackmail.
Considering the huge, complex and diversified type8 of problems facing third-world
countries, unilateral capability or nuclear blackmail  will have serious and
prolonged repercussions. Unilateral capability will lead to proliferation.

/ .*.
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Problems will not be solved in a just way , one which is accepted by the people and
which guarantees stability. If a country is faced with regional nuclear ambiguity,
should it start to develop a nuclear capability to retaliate? States have a right
to surv ive , but any form of nuclear proliferation is an invalid strategy or form of
deterrence for the third world.

(j) Nuclear deterrence by denial, by punishment or even by ambiguity requires
third-world countries to always be prepared for nuclear exchanges. It requires
threatened States to create their own nuclear forces prepared to launch a major
retaliatory strike, to strike with the objective of reducing the adversary’s
national power and preventing any recovery, to destroy the other side’s forces Or
to carry out limited nuclear operations. One can imagine the impact of this
continuous preparedness on the minds of policy-makers and decision-takers. One can
also imagine the impact of the continuous need to develop a nuclear-force
structure. One can imagine the military expenditures to meet the needs of this
continuous preparedness. That is why third-world countries inevitably see nuclear
deterrence as a path of endless and increasing risk.

(k) The perception of nuclear ambiguity has already led new candidates to try
to join the second rank of nuclear Powers. These nation-candidates have spread all
over the worlds  Asia, Latin Americap  Africa , the Middle East and Europe. ’ Xf they
succeed, and one country after another 9%~ nuclear, this will mark the end of the
United Nations attempts to prevent the spy-ad of nuclear weapons.

(1) These nuclear candidates claim thaq: they need nuclear power to deter
their adversaries for strategic reasons. But a serious problem arises here from
the fact that at least some of the third-world countries among these new nuclear
Powers may not have the resources or the time to build second-strike deterrent
forces. They may opt for a small first-strike nuclear force that would provide
them with regional military superiority or a deterrent “hair trigger”. This would
destroy any hope of establishing regional military stability.

The implications of dekxrence  for disarmament

23. Disarmament  means the reduction of armed forces and armament - nuclear and/or
conventional - as a result of unilateral initiatives or international agreements.

24. When we now deal with deterrence and disarmament, we find them contradictory.
Forces for deterrence must be maintained - not disarmed - at a level sufficient -
but not reduced - to make it clear that even an all-out surprise attack would not
cripple the nucLear capabflities  to retaliate.

25. That is why all that we can see during the past 40 years is a series of
unilateral decisions which has resulted mainly in an escalated arms buildup,
nuclear and conventional. Under deter tence , to feel secure one must have a
capability similar  to that of one’s opponent to create a stable balance. That is
why decisions on one side to guarantee deterring forces have been reciprocated by
the other side in an endless action-reaction process of deterrence. While the
United States-Soviet SALT agreements did cap certain categories of weapons, they
never resulted in a real reduction of forces, as true disarmament requires.
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26. A recent study entitled Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament Measures, 2/ prepared
by a group of governmenta? experts appointed by the Secretary-General of the United
N a t i o n e ,  s t a t e d  t h a t ;

(a) Bi latoral  negot iat ions  between the  Soviet  Union and the  United States  on
nuclear arms reduction remain frozen)

(b) There  i s  s t rong  need  fo r  con f idence -bu i ld ing  measure s )

(c)  There  are  some areas  where  uni lateral  act ions  could  be  of  part icular
importance in promoting and complementing disarmament negotiatione. These rreae
aret

(i) A  n u c l e a r - t e s t  b a n )

( i i )  P r e v e n t - i o n  o f  nucl war;

( i i i )  Non- f i r s t  u s e  o t  nuc l ear  weapons )

(iv) A nuclear  freezet

(v) P r e v e n t i o n  o f  a n  a r m s  r a c e  i n  o u t e r  apace.

27. These are good words and good intentions. Bu t  the se  s t ep s  con f l i c t  w i th  the
current  phi losophy of  deterrence. The previous  analyois  has  shown that  this
phi losophy is  in confl ict  with both val id  mi l i tary  s trategy and the  hope for  arms
control..

( a )  S t r a t e g i c  n u c l e a r  p o w e r  i s  d e t e r r e d  o n l y  b y  t h e  u s e  o f  o p p o s i n g  s t r a t e g i c
nuclear power. T h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  increaee  in  nuc l ear  capab i l i t i e s  i s  going t o
cont inue as  long as the  part ies  adopt  a  concept  of  deterrence based on compet i t ion.

(b) Deterrence depend8  on perceptions. I f  one  ac tor ’ s  behav iour  i s  t o
inf luence another, It must be perceived. W i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c a l ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a n d
mil i tary  dimensions  of  deterrence, there  i s  no guarantee  that  the  output  wi l l  be
the perception hoped for. Today, inadequate  percept ions  and micitrust  v ir tual ly
deetroy any hope of creating will ingnees for confidence-building, ver! f j.cat ion or
in spec t ion .

(cl Deterrence  i s  curr+zntly based on the not ion that  the opponent  must
constant ly  see  that  he  i s  going to  euf  fer  too much,  even tota l ly  unacceptable
damage. Nuclear teets are one of the needed indicators for such “communication”.
Therefore, i t  is  di f f icult  to  expect  any success  in  achieving a  comprehensive
nuclear-test  ban.

I (d)  The chanqing  requirements  for  the  cont inued wcceas  of  deterrence include
developing second-strike capabi l i t ies  and counter-force abilitiee. They are
obviously  opposed to  the  requirements  of  d isarmament  or  of  the  non-f irs t  use  of
nuclear weapons.

/ . . .
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28. It is becoming clearer to everybody that, given the present state of military
technology, the primary element in the strategic forces of both the super-Powers
will be the ballistic-missile submarine. All other strategic systems are becoming
secondary. This is simply because the primary attribute required of any deterrent
force is the ability to survive a counter-force or pre-emptive attack,
Ballistic-missile submarines are almost ideal for satisfying this requirement. As
long as we live with the concept of deterrence, we should expect an increase in
ballistic-missile submarine forces because their mobility and invisibility make
them virtually immune to destruction in a surprise attack. Under any successful
disarmament measure one can - theoretically - assume a freeze on intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs)  and strategic bombers, but not submarine-launched
ba l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e s  [SLBMs). The most dangerous element here is that there is no
reliable communication between these submarines and their command authorities;
there is no guaranteed jam-proof system and there are no secured positive sealed
orders. This simply means that any communication failure, any false electronic
interference or*any fog in the submarine’s fighting zones might result in a local
command for a nuclear first strike. This fact completely contradicts all the
philosophy behind deterrence and , of coursec makes it impossible to achieve.

29. The development of SLDHs  comes with the existing state of military
technology, But what is more important today is the fact that, as anticipated
technology advances, the world is moving into a new dimension. During the last 40
years, the whole world was concerned about the use of nuclear weapons in three
environments: land, sea and air. Today, with the new American Strategic Defence
Initiative (SDI) , we are introducing a fourth environment3 space. As was stated
before, preventing an arms race in outer space is of great importance in promoting
and complementing disarmament negotiations.

30. The SD1 concept suggests that the essential purpose of nuclear forces is to
deter aggression. Therefore, SD1 is directly related to the concept of deterrence
and it is intended to deter and to face threats of military aggression. sut SD1
also suggests  that the nature of the military threat has changed and will continue
to change in very fundamental ways in the next decade. The assumption of the west
has ken that deterrence can be best assured when each side is able to maintain the
forces and the ability necessary to threaten retaliation against any attack. SO,
if one side is going to outer space - militarily - the other side will be forced to
do the same. Thus each side will attempt to guarantee its ability to maintain the
forces needed for deterrence. It is quite clear that adding strategic defence to
the concept of nuclear deterrence will drag the world into outer space. No talk
about disarmament would be reasonable or acceptable if we did not have enough
armament on land, in the sea and in the air - but we do have, and we are starting
to arm outer space as well.

3 1 . To conclude, it is obvious that disarmament - as a human dream and concept -
cannot function successfully if we continue to adopt the present concept of nuclear
deterrence, either today with the eiisting military technology or tomorrow with the
anticipated advances in outer-space technology.
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Deterrence and the arms race

32. This  conclusion  also  te l l s  us  what  wi l l  happen in  terms of  the  impact  of
deterrence on the arm5 race. Every  arms race  involves  a  re lat ionship  between two
or  m o r e  na t ions  tha t  r e su l t s  i n  weapons  pro l i f e ra t i on , a n  increaee  i n  t h e  l e t h a l i t y
and range of weapon systems, and a  quant i tat ive  and qual i tat ive  growth in  the  armed
force5  o f  those na t ions . It  i s  a  dynamic process  of  qutntitative  accumulat ion
and/or qualitative improvement8 of various armaments and armed forces.

33. Al l  concepts  of  deterrence from 1945 to  the  present  have  a imed at  maximizing
deterrence. This  has  led to  a  cont inuous  act ion-react ion process  and t0 a
continuous  arms race. Mili tary  expendi turea,  new arms, compet i t ion in  mil i tary
technology and the  quant i ty  and qual i ty  of  arms have  kept  increas ing to  maximize
deterrence.

34. Le t  u s  cons ider  the  sh i f t s  i n vo l ved . We started with conventional warfare,
moved to nuclear deterrence and are now going to outer space. In 1963 the launcher
strength of  the  United States  was: 424 ICBMs,  224 SLBMe  and 630 bombers, and that
o f  t h e  S o v i e t  Union! 90 ICBMe  and 107 SLBMs. By 1983, the number had increased to
the point where tho United States had 1,045 ICBMs  and 568 SLBMs  and the Soviet
Union had 1,398 ICBMa  and 932 SLBMe. This  i s  only  one indicat ion of  how the arms
race  hae been dr iven by  our  current  v iew of  deterrence.

35. Nuclear deterrence muet: ensure that. the opponent cannot win a nuclear war@ and
more important, t h a t  i t  d o e s  n o t  b e l i e v e  i t  c o u l d  w i n  a  w a r . This  assurance can be
achieved only through continuoue  development of military technology, improved
methode o f  conduc t ing  war s  and  increa sed  k i l l i ng  capab i l i t i e s . T h i s  i s  a  k e y  caI;ee
o f  t h e  a r m  r a c e . For example, developing warheads on multiple independently
t a r q e t a b l e  r e - e n t r y  v e h i c l e s  (MIRVa)  l e d  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o  i n c r e a s e  i t s
t a rge t -h i t t i ng  capab i l i t i e s  f rom 656  be fore  MIRV6  t o  5 , 1 2 8 .

36. Without arms control, n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  r e q u i r e s  a  c o n s t a n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  tne
number and var iety  of  opt ions  avai lable  to  cover  a  widening range of  kinds  of
targeta, whi le  reducing the  arms race  requires limiting and decreasing the number
and  var i e t y  o f  op t ion s . Today we have  ICBMe,  ! i,BMs,  hydroqen  bombs, long-range
strategic  bombera and other  nuclear  means.

37. The more options nuclear deterrence requires, the more acute the arms race
becomes. This  has  led to  a  cont inuous  aoeesement  of  the  nuclear  balance  between
the two super-Powers. Such asseeemente drove the  part ies  concerned into  an arme
race  to  achlsve  s trategic  pari ty ,  which now has no v iblo l i m i t . The nuclear  arms
race  turned into  a  race  for  deterrence, and nuclear weapons ceased being tools and
inatruments for defence and became ever more dangerous political tools. The
5urplus nuclear  weapons  are  used today for  pol i t ical  bargaining,  for  bargaining
from a posi t ion of  nuclear  s trength and for  c ircumvent ing any l imits  imposed by
p e a c e f u l  n e g o t i a t i o n s .

/ . . .
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Conclusion

38. We - Members of the United Nations - l ive  in  a world dr iven by mankind’0
addiction to wars and the development of weapons for ware. One of the key
object ives  of  the  United Nat ions  i s  to  convince  the  world  that  our  ul t imate  goal
m u s t  b e  t h e  t o t a l  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  w a r 8  o r  a t  l e a s t  t h e i r  l i m i t a t i o n . Nuclear  aLms
make th is  the  key to  our  surv iva l .

39. Each of the two super-Powers now hau at least 20,000 on-line nuclear warheads
which currently can be committed to a major utrategic  attack within minutes or
hourta. The casual t ies  that  could  occur  on each s ide  could  reach a high of
155 mi l l ion to  165 mi l l ion people  (a lmost  74  per  cent  of  the  United States
populat ion and 62 per  cent  of  the  Soviet  populat ion) .  Mil l ions  more would die  in
the third world, perhaps more slowly but often more pti,..fully. This would be a
human catastrophe. Our obl igat ion as  Members  of  the  United Nat ions  i s  to  e l iminate
t h i s  t e r r i f y i n g  p o s s i b i l i t y .

40. If  the  present  concept  of  deterrence cont inues ,  however,  new regional  nuclear
Powers  wi l l  come into  being. The val id i ty  of  the  assumption that  they would be
re s t r i c t ed  to  l im i t ed -nuc l ear -war  s cenar io s  ie h i g h l y  q u e s t i o n a b l e . Any use of
nuc l ear  weapons  ca r r i e s  a hiqh r i sk  o f  r e t a l i a t i on  and  e s ca l a t i on ,  e i ther  by
regional  Powers  that  have  nuclear  capabi l i t ies  or  by their  fr iends  and al l ies  among
the great Powers.

41. Nuclear  deterrence has  not  created any rel iable  method for  s topping a nuclear
war once i t  has  s tarted. Even the  so-cal led  moat- l imited U:ICI  of  nuclear  weapons
could  lead to  the  ultielte  catastrophe of  a global  nuclear  war.

42. There  are  other  r i sks  involved. C o n v e n t i o n a l  d e t e r r e n c e  i s  a l s o  t h r e a t e n i n g .
Nevertheless , i t  i s  c lear  that  the  t ime has  come for  the  United Nat ions  to
establ i sh  a  new ent i ty  to  conduct  and manage a  nuclear  dia l  que between i t s
Members. I t  is n o t  e n o u q h  t o  h a v e  e n t i t i e s  l i k e  t h e  F o o d  a,qd Agr i cu l tu re
Organination of the United Nations, the United Nations Environment Proyramme, the
United Nations Educational, Scient i f ic  and Cultural  Organization and the  World
Health  Orqanizat ion to  deal  wi th  internat ional  iesuee such as  food,  the
env i ronment , cul ture  and heal th. I t  i s  a l s o  e s s e n t i a l  t o  h a v e  s o m e  p l a c e  f o r  t h e
nuclear dialoque y This  d ia logue i s  necessary to  increase  the  global  awareness  Of
t h e  n u c l e a r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  a l l  s i d e s , to  help  in  reducing the  role  of  nuclear
weapons  in  internat ional  re lat ions  and to  l imit  the  r i sk of  nuclear  damage.

43. At wor s t , th is  nuclear  dia logue could help  in  formulat ing mutual  rules  for  any
nuclear  w.Jrfare. I t  cou ld  he lp  na t i on s  a vo id  e s ca l a t i on ,  under s t and  the i r  mu tua l
r i sk s  and  f ear s  and  s ee  tha t  no  va l i d  s t ra t egy  can  be  baaed o n  n u c l e a r  “ b l u f f ” .  I n
other words, th is  d ia logue would help  us , the Members of the United Nations, to
know how to live with the nuclear age - not  how to  d ie  wi th  nuclear  deterrence.

44. It  i s  also clear  that  the  t ime has  come for  the  holders  of  nuclear  weapons,
especia l ly  the  two super-Powers , to  get r id  of  their  eurplua nuclear  warheads.
T1r&re  i s  no purpose in  having the c-qability  to  destroy  the  whole  g lobe 50 t imes .
One time is more than enough.
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45. The rurplue nuclear bombs and mieeiles  could be converted into conventional
W8pOfW. wo should get  r id  of  the  nuclear  warheads  and repiace them with
convent ional  warheads. This would take the world from nuclear deterrence to
convent ional  deterrence,  which would enta i l  less  damage in  the  event  of  w&r.

46. The Momberr of the United Nations that now hold nuclear weapons should bear
tha rrrponaibility o f  t h e i r  n u c l e a r  c h o i c e . The L.:aral Assembly should adopt a
Ir8olution  out lawing any use  af nuclear  weapons  outs ide  the  terr i tory,  tc;ritorial
watorr and terr i tor ia l  apace cf  the  holders  of  nuclear  weapons. We, the
non-nuclear  Momberr of the United Nations, should not  be  at  the  mercy of  the
holderr  of nuclear weapons. The United Nations should also ::iiminate  any ambiguity
about the  poaaerrion  of nuclear  arms. Either  a  country  hhs such weapons  or  i t  does
no t . I f  it ha6 pur sued  a  nuc l ear  op t ion , the  United Nat ions  should treat  i t  as  a
nuclear  Power c

47. The Members of the United Natione should agree on a process of securing and
increaming  co-operation between all Members. This  should be a  main responsibi l i ty
O f  the  two super-Powers  through a  United Nat ions  act ion plan.

40. All Members of the United Natlons should pay less attention to developing
mil i tary  force  and concentrate  more on developing the  pol i t ical  means  to  avert
thorn rituations  that make war more likely. This could  be  achieved by creat ing
channel0 and  approache s  t o  s ecure  co -opera t i v e  behav iour  ?n d e f e n c e  p o l i c i e s ,  A
ieamible idea here  would be  for  the  United Nat ions  to  es tabl i sh  for  a l l  i t s  Members
an “arm8 informat ion bank”. It  would serve  as  a  data  base  for  mi l i tary  research
work and military development, especial1.y  i n  t h e  n u c l e a r  f i e ld . It would break
down secrecy and int imidat ion, highl ight  every  new r isk iiom nuclear  deterrence and
attack the  ever-growing problem of  convent ional  arms transfers .

49. Sophisticated command and control and intelligence systems should be used to
koop nuclear  weapons  under  the  direct  control  of  the  pol i t ical  leadership  in
different  countr iea . The control  of mobi le  ICBMS, submar An@-launched  mi s s i l e s  and
the tact ical  nuclear  weapons  that  are  in  the  hands  of  local  commanders  shorVld be  a
h i g h  p r i o r i t y  i n  a n y  s t r a t e g i c  arnw l i m i t a t i o n  t a l k s . The freezing of these three
types  of  weapon8  must  be  a short-tarm  goal .

50. Deterrence without arms control makes us view the world in black and white.
Bach s ide  ta lke about  defending itself whi le  increas ingly  obtaining offens ive
c a p a b i l i t y . Both the euper-Powers  and third-world nations now have more arms than
they  noed for  defence. Wo cannot  af ford to  fuel  the  arms race and delay
disarmament. The peoples of the States Members of the Cnited  Nations need and want
to know how to live, not how to die. I f  w e  a r e  t c  l i v e ,  d e t e r r e n c e  m u s t  l e a d  t o
l ignif icant reductions in arms. Today, CQterrence  is moving us  towards  death.

/ . . .
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CHAPTER III

PAPER BY MR. M. MiiLLER

1. D u r i n g  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  o f  t h e  19806, the world  has  witnessed dn aggravat ion of
the  i n t e rna t iona l  s i t ua t i on  aud a  dangerous  i nc rea se  i n  the  nuc l ear  th rea t . Within
the world-wide movement for peace which has developed during these years, the
qurstion  has  been raised: What  are  the  causes  of  th is  dangerous  deter iorat ion? In
the s e a r c h  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s , the  role  of  nuclear  weapon8  and of  strategies based on
such weapons  and,  f inal ly , t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r  i n  g e n e r a l  i n  t h e
contemporary world  are  cr i t ica l ly  discuesed. There i s  growing understanding that
the  concepts  of  securi ty  and the  means  to  achieve  i t  have  to  be  re-evaluated. T h i s
leads to demands for a return to ddtente and for disarmament and for new concepts
of secur ity and peace.

2. In  con t ra s t  t o  tha t ,  a  number  o f  S ta t e s  w i th  huge  m i l i t a ry  po ten t i a l s  a t  t he i r
dispoeal i n s i s t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o  r e a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  d o c t r i n e  o f  n u c l e a r
d e t e r r e n c e  w h i c h ,  frtim t h e i r  p o i n t  o f  v i e w ,  i s  t h e  “ n a t u r a l ”  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c y  i n  t h e
nuclear age. S ince  th i s  que s t i on  o f  s t r a t egy  i s  o f  c ruc i a l  impor tance  fo r  the
Further  development  of  internat ional  re lat ions  and the  s tabi l i ty  of  world  peace,
the  ana ly s i s  o f  nuc l ear  de t e r rence  and  i t s  ro l e  i n  t he  p re sen t  and  fu ture  wor ld  i s
an urgent neceesi ty.

The essence of  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrenceI._ -

3. Histor ical ly ,  deterrence  has  usual ly  been one of the  funct ions  of  armed
forcers. But  nuclear  deterrence and i t s  e laborat ion into  a  general  concept  of
p o l i t i c a l - m i l i t a r y  s t r a t e g y  h a s  s e t  m i l i t a r y  t h i n k i n g  a n d  p l a n n i n g  i n  a n  a b s o l u t e l y
new direction. Military power and especially nuclear weapons are looked upon ae
main and decis ive  instruments  of  a  foreign pol icy  whose a im is  to  force  upon other
coun t r i e s  t he  ba s i c  social v a l u e s  o f  i t s  a d v o c a t e s . The main Western Power
d e v e l o p e d  t h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  s h o r t l y  a f t e r  d r o p p i n g  i t s  n u c l e a r
htsmbs  on Hiroehima  and Nagasaki.

4. The resul tant ” nut leer diplomacy” was a demonstrat ion of  the  c la im to
leadership  in  the  world  and of  the  intent ion to  hal t  and reverse  the  process  of
social change in Europe, t h e  c o l l a p s e  o f  t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t  c o l o n i a l  s y s t e m  a n d  t h e
emerqence  of  newly independent  nat ions  as  an express ion of  the  exercise  of  the
riqht o f  p e o p l e s  t o  self-determin”:ion.

I

From the very beqinning, the concept of
nuclear  deterrence was  d irected against  a l l  progress ive  developments  the  world  over .

5 . The doc t r ine  o f  de t e r rence  ha s  been  the  o f f i c i a l  doc t r ine  o f  s ecur i t y  po l i cy
01 the North Atlantic Traaty Organization  (NATO) for nearly 40 years. But some
other countr ice, including Israel  and South Africa, a l so  subscr ibe  to  tha t  doc t r ine
and have  a lready acquired the  technological  capabi l i ty  to  produce nuclear  weapons.

6. D u r i n g  i t s  h i s t o r y , th i s  doc t r ine  ha s  pa s sed  th rough  s evera l  s t age s . There
have been  d i f f e ren t  schools- o f  t hough t ‘ehind the  general  doctr ine,  and there  have
been d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  i t . T h i s  i s  s t i l l  t r u e  t o d a y  a n d  h a s  t o  b e  t a k e n
i hto account. At the same time, the general  a ims and main characteris t ics  of  the

/ . . .
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doctrine  remain unchanged and have to be examined. The advocates of the doctrine
o f  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  c o n s i d e r  i t  t o  b e  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  t o  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y . Th i s
consideration i s  ba sed  on  the  assumption or  a s s e r t i on  tha t  t he i r  coun t r i e s  o r  the i r
e x t e r n a l  i n t e r e s t s  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h r e a t s  t h a t  c a n  b e  a v e r t e d  o n l y  b y  m i l i t a r y
w a n e ,  b y  m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h . In var ious  declarat ions  of  NATO, i t  i s  a l leged that
the  “danger  from the East” or the  “colrmuniet threat” lie behind NATO military
l f forte. But  there  exis ts  no proof  of  such assert ions  and they are usual ly  merely
baaed on a  Western explanat ion of  “communist  ideology”.  This  profound
misinterpretation  o f  the  a ims  and  in t en t ions  o f  t he  fo re ign  po l i cy  o f  soc i a l i s t
Statea la  used to  increase  the  dr iv ing-power of  nuclear  deterrence. The
pro tagon ia t e  o f  t ha t  doc t r ine  dec l a re  tha t  t he  p re sen t  wor ld  w i th  all i t s
con t rad i c t i ona , con f ron ta t ion6  and  con f l i c t s , e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  i n t r a n s i g e n t  East-Weat
conf l ic t ,  makes  atrong mil i tary  forces  and nuclear  weapons  unavoidable . Another
l rgllment aaya that the ecient ific-technological revolution must lead to new kinds
of  weapona,  and  tha t  the “free” character  of  Western society  makes  i t  imposs ible  to
prevent thet development, which is “natural” and could not be stopped without
far-reaching and devastating economic consequences.

7. This  general  d irect ion of  th inking makes  mi l i tary  power the  central  factor  Of
foreign policy and regards a steady arms buildup as an unavoidable consequence of
the  preaent  s tate  of  the  world. Pol i t ica l  mearures  to  achieve  securi ty  and peace
h a v e  t o  p l a y  a  secondary r o l e  a t  b e s t . Even those  fo l lowers  of  the  doctr ine  of
deterrence who laok at the armed forces of NATO fram a merely military defensive
point  of view accept  th is  central  role  of  mi l i tary  power.

8. Other  countr ies  and especia l ly  those  which are  of f ic ia l ly  cal led “enemies” and
* p o t e n t i a l  aggresaorsn cannot  but  look upon this  pol icy  as  a  threat  to  their  own
security. C o n f r o n t e d  w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  i n t e n t i o n s  o f  t h e  a d v o c a t e s  o f  d e t e r r e n c e ,
their  dangerous  nuclear  arsenals  and the  poss ibi l i ty  that  they may use  nuclear
w0qmnr fire , others  have no choice  but  to  s trengthen -heir own defence. Th i s
again i s  t a k e n  b y  t h e  o t h e r  a i d e  as con f i rmat ion  o f  the i r  doc t r ine  and  o f  the
necessity of even more military power. This  shows that  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear
deterrence unavoidably  leads  to  new spirals  in  the  nuclear  arms race.  The years
since the first use of nuclear weapons against Hiroshima and Nagasaki have proved
i t .

9. With in  the  h i s to r i ca l  p roce s s , we have  experienced periods  of  a  certa in
militery s t a b i l i t y . For example, the  emergence of  a mi l i tary  equi l ibr ium,  notably
in  s t ra t eg i c  t e rms , in  the  la te  1960s  and ear ly  1970s  res tr ic ted to  a  great  extent
t h e  acope  for  th rea t  and  pre s sure  i n  i n t e rna t iona l  a f f a i r s . This change caused
rer l i a t i ca l l y  m inded  o f f i c i a l s  i n  t he  Un i t ed  S ta t e s  and  o ther  Wes te rn  coun t r i e s  t o
draw sensible  conclus ions. They accepted the  necess i ty  of  peaceful  coexis tence  as
the  only  a l ternat ive  to  nuclear  destruct ion and were  ready to  have  i t  embodied in
the treaty of 1972 between the USSR and the United States. 3J The process of
internat ional  d6tente began with  the conclus ion of  a  number of  arms ~limitation
t r e e t i e r . In Europe, the  package of  East-West  treat ies  and the  process  in i t iated
by the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe were the most graphic
evidence. Under the theory of nuclear deterrence, concepts of “minimum” or
“real i s t ic”  deterrence came up at  that  t ime, and an escape from the exis t ing
balance was  thought  to  be  imposs ible . The ensuing conclusion that world peace had

/ . . II
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to be baaed on a “balance of terror” showed, however, the  entanglement  of  those
theoret ic ians  in  what  remained a  fut i le  pattern of  th inking. N o n e  the Lent;, the
19708  proved that  realism and dktente  are  possible in  a  world  of  State6 with
dif ferent  social  systems and in  an environment  of  nuclear  weapons. Dhtente,  i n
turn, was thought  to  be  inetrumental in  makinq  progress  a long the  path of  nuclear
disarmament. The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly,  A/ held  in  1978,  s tates  in  paragraph 13: “Endur inq in t e rna t iona l  peace
and securi ty  cannot  be  bui l t  on the  accumulat ion of  weaponry by mi l i tary  a l l iances
nor be  susta ined by a  precarious  balance of  deterrence or  doctr ines  of  s trategic
super ior i ty . ”

10. Deplorably,  inf luent ia l  quarters  in  the West  completely  iqnored this  important
conclus ion in  the  fol lowing yearn. With the beginning of  the  19806, concepts  of
maximum deterrence s tarted to  rule  the  pol ic ies  of  NATO aqain. The main intention
o f  th i s  concep t  - which was  repeatedly  announced in  publ ic  during the  f irs t  hal f  of
the  1980s  - in sake mi l i tary  power a  workable  instrument  to  int imidate  other
:ountt  ies and tc thieve  f a r - reach ing  g loba l  po l i t i ca l  a ims . Thase s e l f  i e h  aim8,

which are both pblitical  and economic, a r e  m o s t l y  d i r e c t e d  againat  t h e  l e g i t i m a t e
i n t e r e s t s  o f  o t h e r  p e o p l e . I t  ie n o  c o i n c i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  S t a t e s  t h a t  base t h e i r
policiee  o n  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e  art: a l so  the  pr inc ipa l  c>pponentB o f  a
new international economic order, a  new internat ional  information order,  the  new
l a w  o f  t h e  Bea and  o ther  proce s se s  aiminq a t  a  democratization  o f  i n t e rna t iona l
a f f a i r s . But  a t  the! same t ime, th i s  po l i cy  i s  ma in ly  d i rec t ed  aga in s t  t he
socialist  S t a t e s .

11. To demonstrate  that  mi l i tary  power i s  developed in  the  interest  of  such a ims,
i t s  use  hae to  be  made “credible”. S i n c e  t h e  existinq m i l i t a r y  e q u i l i b r i u m
prevent5  s u c h  a  m i l i t a r y  p o s t u r e , a full-fledged programme ot arme buildup is under
way to  destroy par i ty  and to  achieve  superior i ty . To ahow preparedness and
resdinese  t o  use t h e  m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r , a  war - f i gh t ing  capab i l i t y  i s  a sp i red  to .
This  whole  development  in  the  doctr inal  f ie ld  in  NATO within  the  pss t  yearGr even
if  i t  ie named “deterrence”, ha s  i n  f ac t  l i t t l e  t o  do  w i th  de t e r rence  i n  the  r ea l
meaning of the word and has to be characterized  by terms like “war-preparing” and
“power policy”. There.  ia discuss ion within  NATO on this  s trategy. Some member
countr ies  of  the  pact  insist that  the  general  th inking,  la id  down in  the  Harmel
Report , z/ should remain NATO strategy. E v e n  i f  t h i s  i s  o f f i c i a l l y  p r o c l a i m e d  i n
NATO document 8, the  general  d irect ion of  the  pact ’ s  s trategy i s  now towdrde maximum
deterrence.

12. C o n t r a r y  t o  i t s  a l l e g e d l y  d e f e n s i v e  c h a r a c t e r , t h e  eesence  o f  this n u c l e a r
d e t e r r e n c e  s t r a t e g y  consiets in  impsing  o n e ’ s  o w n  w i l l  o n  otheL Staten  through
r e c o u r s e  t o  a  p o l i c y  o f  s t r e n g t h  - the superior might or’ nuclear weaponry,
increasinqly combined with  other  modern means  of  destruct ion,  and the threat  of
i n f l i c t i n g  i n c a l c u l a b l e  d a m a g e  t h a t  w o u l d  d e f i n i t e l y  jeopardize  the  su rv i va l  o f  t he
adversary. The State  thus threatened would be  lef t  wi th  only  one opt ion to  evade
t h a t  risk: adop t ion  o f  behav iour  i n  foreign a f fa i r : ;  and  chanqes  in  it:; domesti,-
system that would suit those embracing the doctrine of: nuclear deterrence.

13. The main proof  that  the  essence of  deterrence i s  imposi t ion of  one’s  own wi l l
is the  intent ion of  NATO to destroy and change the  existing strategic  pari ty ,  which
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is a decisive element of stability in East-West relations and, therefore, a pillar
of world peace. Lowering the level of this parity by measures of arms redUctiOn
znd disarmament would make peace safer without any loss in stability. But the
following develOpmerits  in the field of strategic weaponry, which started during the
last few years, will lead to a dramatic growth in the threat to mankind:

la) First, the decisive increase in weapon accuracy. This can lead to the
possibility of destroying targets - especially hardened second-strike weapons -
with one single missile;

(b) Secondly, the reduotion and final elimination of pre-warning time. This
limits more and more the time of reaction and makes the launching of second-strike
weapons prior to the arrival of a first strike impossibler

(c) Thirdly, the development of strategic defence systems. These systems are
vulnerable to destruction and unable to prevent a first strike, as alleged. But
they can work within a first-strike concept, by destroying the limited number Of
second-strike weapons that a victim of a firat strike may be able to launch. Some
of these systems may also be used for offensive first-strike measures.

14. These three trends in the development of strategic weapons systems, if fully
advanced, would basically change the existing stable strategic situation.
Dangerous new weapons, new disparities and a new round in the arms race would
commerw‘:  * The main characteristic  of these new waapan  systems is that they PrOmOte
a f iret-strike  concept. They might even lead to first-strike strategies in the
future, ?‘.f the chances for a second strike seem to be reduced. They will  also
increase dependence on automatic systems of control and command, with all kh;0
fateful conseguences of technical slip-ups.

1.5. It was the United State8 that initiated all these developments and insists on
their continuation. The socialist States can only interpret this as an attempt to
achieve superiority and, possibly, strategic first-strike capability. Even if it
seems impossible to attain this aim, since countermeasures can be found., the
insecurity of all States will grow, and mistrust, fear and adventurism will find
new ground. Therefore, the socialist States demand preservation of strategic
stability, observance of the common declaration that no side seeks to achieve
superiority and a ntop to the weapons developments mentioned above.

Deterrence and the European situation

16. The whole concept Of nuclear deterrence. espeeially in its present version,
which calls for maximum deterrence, and, above all, the insistence of NATO on the
first-use option for nuclear weapons are based on the assertion that the socialist
States have massive superiority in the field of conventional weapons in general and
in the military situation in Europe in particular. This has to be deterred.

17. 3ut in reality, the military situation in Europe is different.

(6) First, neither side has military superiority in Europe. Structur .I,
qeoqraphic and other disparities do exist. But in general, in the number of

/ . . .
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soldiers, in the main types of weaponry and in the pros and cons of the geographic
and logistic situation, there is parity. Neither side has means enough to
guarantee success in attack.

(b) Secondly, there is no threat of an attack against members of NA’F) in
Europe.

(cl T h i r d l y ,  the first u s e  o f nuclear weapons would not lead to a halt in a
conventional war, but would be bound to attract nuclear counter-strikes*  so that
the alleged offsetting effect of nuclear first use would fail to materialize,  and
su&h use would only lead to a process of nuclear escalation.

.
(el Finally, the fact that the general situation in Europe has fundamentally

changed since the Second World War has to be taken into account, That war exacted
a toll of mare  than 50 million victims, and half of Europe was completely
destroyed. In view of the destructive power of muiern types of conventional
weapons, the impossibility of limiting war , and the concentration of industrial
plants, inter alia,  a great number of nuclear power plants and other nuclear
installations and chemical works, a war in Europe waged merely by means of
conventional weapons, if actually possible, would result in the destruction of the
continent. No political; economic or military aim could be achieved by such a war,
and both sides would suffer unacceptable damage. The preparation of such a war is
highly adventurous and can only be conceived of by those outside Europe hoping to
limit it to the European continent.

The doctrine of nuclear deterrence and stable peace and security

18. To justify the doctrine of nuclear deterrence and to prove its defensive
character, its supporters maintain that it has preserved peace, at least for them,
for more than three decades. This assertion, however, does not stand up to serious
examination.

(a\ Firsts since the foundation of NATO, the member States of that alliance
have been involved in nerirly  100 wars and military operations that were not waged
on their own territories but predominantly in Asia, Africa and Latin America. In
all these cases, the NATO States involved have never been  those which were attacked.

( b) Secondly, in all these years, nu other States have threatened to attack
any of the countries embracing ,the concept of deterrence. Their borders, the<,
sovereignty and their domestic  systems have never been questioned by other.
countries. Nobody ever attempted.‘,to  lay embargoes on them, to put them under
pressure to accept their conceptio& of civil rights or to otherwise interfere in
their  internal  af fa irs . The belief that nuclear deterrence works is, therefore,
unproved, and it serves as justification for a steady arms buildup for quite
different purposes.

* .-.
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(cl T h i r d l y ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  w a s  a n d  i s
the doctrine of nuclear deterrence that ha8 brought about the pres rnt dangerous
atate o f  i n t e rna t iona l  con f ron ta t ion ,  has c r e a t e d  m i a t r u e t  b e t w e e n  Statae,  has lad
to  the  founda t ion  o f  oppoainq m i l i t a r y  coalitions and  has  poisoned the
internat ional  atmosphere again and aqain.

(8) Fourthly, thfia d o c t r i n e , accompanied by the  nuclear  ‘srme race,  has
produced grave econom.’  3 and eocial consequences for many countries of the world and
for the ;crot?ber  States of NATO in particular. For many decade6 the unemploymant
ra t e  i n  cap i t a l i s t  induatrialiaed  coun t r i e s  was b e l o w  t h e  h i g h  l e v e l  it i s  a t  now,
in a period of maximum armament. The atme race is hampering the common solution of
urqent global  problems: development, starvation and the destruction  of the human
environmon~. If resources comparable to those now being apf.nt  on armaments:  went
into  government  proqrammea  to  address  those probleme,  that  trend could be  revoraed
in  a  nhor t  apacm o f  t ime  to  the  genera l  bene f i t  o f  mank ind .  A t  t he  same t i m e ,
unemployment could be effectively checked.

19. The doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence  gives  precedence to  nat ional  or
bloc-re!.ated  aecur ity over common, international, Becur ity . Egois t ic  object  ivee
which  dieregard  t h e  j u s t i f i e d  s e c u r i t y  i n t e r e s t s  o f  o t h e r  S t a t e s  c o m e  t o  t h e  f o r e
and  arm o f t e n  c l a i m e d  t o  ba t h e  eseence o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  i n  g e n e r a l . The
re fusa l  t o  baee p o l i c i e s  o n  w o r l d  r e a l i t i e s  a n d  t o  o e e k  t o  a c h i e v e  Irational
a r c u r i t y  m a i n l y  t h r o u g h  j o i n t  e f  fortu for  th s  ma in tenance  of  p e a c e ,  th rough
poacef ul coex latence and diaarmament , burdens  natior.8 w i t h  e v e r - g r o w i n g  m i l i t a r y
budgeta  a n d  i s  e r o d i n g  t h e  e c o n o m i c  a t a b l l i t y  a n d  social s e c u r i t y  o f  t h o s e  which
h a v e  nubscribed  t o  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  deterrerlce.  A s  a  coneequence,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  peace
and  mrcurity  a r e  alao  be ing  jeopardized.

20. In the nuclear age, notion6 o f  ma in ta in ing  s ecur i t y  p r imar i l y  th rough  mi l i t a ry
atrenqth ara both ant iquated and perilous. E v e n  b y  impoeing t h e  h e a v i e s t
reatr ictlona, economic and eepecially  technological  and sc ient i f ic  - which merely
t end  to  a f f ec t  i n t e rna t iona l  t r ade  - one would not  be  abls to  at ta in  or  maintain
the  lead in  weapons technoloqy  required to  make the  threat  or  u l t imate  use of  the
m i l i t a r y  f a c t o r  c r e d i b l e , n o t a b l y  i n  t h e  case o f  n u c l e a r  wnponm. The his tory of
the nuclaur-arms race over the paet 40 years has ehown that, where leads have been
qsined, they have tended to narrow rather than widen. Any hopee of  us ing the
nuclear-arms race  to  impoas intolerable  economic  and social etraine  on the  other
side h a v e  also f a i l e d  t o  materialize. I t  itl e x t r e m e l y  abort-eighted to  p in  one’s
hopes  on temporary factor8 in  economic  or  techno-sc ient i f ic  developmente. A sober
asaeamment  would rather  require  analyses  from a  his tor ical  purepective. what
fol lows from pruch analyeie  ie that  qape in  the economic and sc ient i f ic  advance
between  t h e  t w o  rrysteme a r e  n o t  widen!I,g b u t  shrinkinq.  AllowirQ f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s
i n  t h e  e f f i c i e n t  use o f  e x i s t i n g  p o t e n t i a l e  f o r  d e f e n e i v e  purpoeac,  one c a n  opoak
of  II ba l ance  i n  oppor tun i t i e s  acro8a  the  board . T h i a  eituation ie n?t 9oin9 to
change fundamental ly  in  tho foreseeable  future. T h e r e f o r e ,  a  fkV--ther otockpiling
o f  n u c l e a r  weapon6  1~ u n l i k e l y  t o  b r i n g  t h e  a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  qlobally  scl-9ht
p o l i t i c a l  o r  m i l i t a r y  objective8  a n y  n e a r e r .

21. Summarizinq  t h e  g e n e r a l  character!stice  o f  t he  doc t r ine  of n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e ,
o n e  bar, t o  e a y  t h a t  t h i e  p o l i c y  - i f  i t  e v e r  h a s  c r e a t e d  an! banefit  f o r  i t s

/ . . .
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advocates  - hea produced the nuclear-arms race, undermined peaceful and stable
internat ional  rs lat iona and hardened East-Weet  confrontat ion. In  our  day ,  t h i s
concept , wi th  i t s  inaiatence on the  role  of  nuclear  weapons  a,,d with far-reaching
proqrammea in the atrateqic and conventional fields, becomee  more and more
f9anqeroua. Security cannot be baaed on new and more numerous weapons. The timea
urrrently demand new concepts of security.

Ta t h e  S t r a t e g i c  Defenae  I n i t i a t i v e  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  d a n g e r s  o f  n u c l e a r- -
~~eterrence?

22. T h e  St.rateqic  D e f e n s e  I n i t i a t i v e  fSD1) aime, i n  t h e  worda o f  i t  a  advoc,>tea, a t

e,:hancing  deterrence and makinq i t  less  dependent  on nuclaar  weapons,  and it may
even create the opportunity to renounce them one day. Only SDI, i t  is eabd, m a y
p r o v i d e  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  d e t e r r e n c e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e . But SDI can never produce a
r e a l  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  n u c l e a r  d e t e r r e n c e .

(a) Firet, SD1 i s  no  de fens i ve  i n s t rument . T h e  i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e
United States  aapiree  to , i f  it c a n  e v e r  ac:tually b e  a c h i e v e d ,  i s  o n l y  c o n c e i v a b l e
w i th in  a  Y i ra t - s t r ike  s cenar io . And whi le  SD1 i s  being prepared,  a l l  the  e lements
of the  atrat~~ic tr iad of  the  United States  are  under  qual i tat ive  improvement  too.
Th i s  shows  tilat there  i s  no  r ea l  i n t en t ion  to  change  s t ra t eg i c  th ink ing  f rom
o f f e n s i v e  t o  defenaivet  r a t h e r , the  intent ion la  to  open new offenalve  crtrateyic
options through SDI.

( b) S e c o n d l y , the  assert ion that  a  bui ldup of  mutual  atrateqic  defence
ayatema would exclude the  poaaibi l i ty  of  auperior i ty  of  one a ide  and would end in  a
m o r e  s t a b l e  a t r a t e q i c  a i t u a t i o n  i s  a n  a b s o l u t e  misinterpretation  of  the
consequences of such a development. E v e n  i f  s e v e r a l  S t a t e s  h a d  s t r a t e g i c
offensive-defenaive  6iyatema, the  a i tuat ion would chanqe for  the  worse . Such
l yatema would be nearly impoaaible to control, and they could not be ver if led. I t
rearno,  that  such ayatomr  would  g ive  an advantage to  the  a ide  that  used offensive
weapons f irat. This would  only  lead to  miatruat  and a  dostabilized strateqic
s i t u a t i o n .

fc) Thirdly , t h e r e  i s  no  poaa ib i l i t y  o f  per f ec t  defence  agajnrrt  n u c l e a r
weapons. Defence  syateme against  such weapons  wi l l  intens i fy  the  search for  new
n u c l e a r  eystems t o  p e n e t r a t e  d*bEsnce. Therefore , t h e  nuclear-arma  r a c e  w i l l  n o t
end, but speed UP.

fd) Fourthly, t h e  f e i g n e d  w i l l i n q n e s r  t o  g i v e  a a o i a t a n c e  to other@ t o
establ i sh  their  own etrateqic  defence ayatems 1~ at tended by cover more  complete
embargoes and reatraints on modern technology. I f  t h e r e  i s  e n y  rcadinese  t o  b u i l d
a  m u t u a l  syatem,  then  a t  w h a t  p r i c e ?

(e) F i f t h l y ,  e v e r y  ut in  the  d i rec t ion  o f  etrateqx o f f e n e i v e - d e f e n s i v e
systema  w i l l  n o t  o n l y  chanq h e  s t r a t e g i c  E a s t - W e e t  s i t u a t i o n  b u t  t h e  r o l e  o f
other  States  too. The dependence of  countries  without  such ayatema - and thitr wi l l
be the overwhelminq majority of Stutrqa - on those which have them, will qrow. The
dif ferences  in  securi ty  in  the  world  wi l l  become even more extreme than they are
now.
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23. N o  msttsr  f rom wha t  anqle SD1 ie i n v e s t i g a t e d , t h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  t h a t  i t  w i l l
be unable  to  so lve  any of  the  problems the  world  ia confronted with. On the
c o n t r a r y ,  i t  w i l l  e h a r p e n  moat o f  them. This initiative w i l l  n e v e r  e n d  nuclear
deterroncer  i n s t e a d ,  i t  w i l l  p r o l o n q  i t  i n d e f i n i t e l y , I t  ie aleo a r g u e d  t h a t  this
BytItem  can work in  combinat ion with df?ep  cute  in  strateqic nuclear  eystems. B u t  i f
i t  ie poeeible  to  achieve  deep cllte  in  the  nuclear-weapon syatema, why then do we
need SD13 T h i e  q u e s t i o n  brinqe us to  the  cen t ra l  po in t  o f  t h ink ing  beh ind  SDI:
the  bel ief  that  the  manifold  problems of  the  present  world  are  to  be  solved by new
weapone,  by new weapon system8  based on new technological principles. A political
rhift in  the  relationship of  Staterr  toward8  peaceful  underetandinq and disarmament
is  not  only  cal led  imposeible  but  unneceaeary, wince in  th i s  v i ew  new  t s chno loq i ca l
weapon systems wi l l  create accuri ty  deepi te  f5uBtained politice.1  and mil i tary
con f ron ta t i on  w i th  o ther  coun t r i e s ,  enpecially  t h e  a o c i a l i e t  o n e s . Tha t  po s i t i on ,
however , ie i n  b a s i c  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  with t h e  reali  ies a n d  pOBBibilitie8  o f  t h e
nuclear aye. T h i s  l i n e  o f  t h o u g h t  a n d  a c t i o n  w i l l  o n l y  result  i n  n e w  s t e p s  o f
qualitative armament, w h i l e  i t  m u s t  f a i l  t o  a c h i e v e  i t s  e n d .

Socialirm and nuclear  deterrence

24. The German Democratic Republic and the other member States of the Warsaw
T r e a t y  Organization  do  riot b a e e  t h e i r  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  a n d  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c i e s  O n
concepts  of  nuclear  deterrence.

25. T h e  eaeence  o f  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c y  lice in  the  preven t ion  o f  war  by
developing  p e a c e f u l  a n d  m u t u a l l y  b e n e f i c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  a l l  S t a t e s ,  i r r e s p e c t i v e
o f  t h e i r  sociai syotems. T h e i r  m i l i t a r y  p o w e r ,  s o l e l y  d e f e n a i v o ,  play8 a  par t  i n
t h i s  s e c u r i t y  p o l i c y  c o n c e p t . As  a  matter  of  pr inciple ,  they support  peaceful ,
p o l i t i c a l  solutione  110 a l l  i n t e rna t i ona l  d i spu te s .  For  the  German  Democra t i c
Republic, t h e  higheat precep t  o f  it8 domes t i c  and  fo re ign  po l i cy  irr t ha t  war  muet
never  aqain be  a l lowed to  or iqinate  on German soi l ,  only  peace. The socialist
countriess have  never  based their  pol icy  to  preserve  peace  and eecurity  exclus ive ly
or mainly on military power. The peace and securi ty  concept  of  the  States  partieR
t o  t h e  Warsew  Treat,y is basically p o l i t i c a l . W i t h i n  t h i s  p o l i c y ,  p o l i t i c a l  meane
l i k e  p e a c e f u l  c o e x i s t e n c e ,  detente, internat ional  aqreemente  on the  non-uac? of
force, conf idence-buildinq  and, ‘BB t h e  most importa.&  o n e s ,  arma iimitation e n d
disarmament,, play the dominant rolee. TheBe S t a t e s  a r e  r e a d y  t o  e l i m i n a t e  a l l
kind8 o f  weapona, i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e ,  nllclc?ar  w e a p o n s .  T h e y  d o  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t
peace rests on nuclear weapons.

26. Based on these enduring principlee, t h e  s e c u r i t y  c o n c e p t  o f  socialist
countries ie a t  t h e  flame t i m e  f l e x i b l e  a n d  tskee i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  real
situation and new developments in the world.

27. I n  ar?alysinq  t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n , t.he member States of the Warsaw
Treaty  Orqanization, at  the  beginning of  the  198i)s, came to  the  conclus ion that  a
new situation in the relatiOnBhip  of peace and wat had come into bc?inq. Th i s
s i t u a t i o n  i s  characterized,  i n t e r  alia, by the followinq phenomena.

(a) First, i t  becomes  rrbeolutely c lear  that  a  nuclear  war  cannot  bc l imited,
cannot  be  won and wi l l  ca l l  int? quest ion the very Rurvival  of mankind. Every

/ . . .
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p o l i c y  w h i c h  can led t o  uuch a  w a r ,  imludinq  the (:bae ” i f  det -*t‘rence t a i l s ”  iu
dnnqeroue  and has to be abandoned.

( b) Secondly, the arms race has  reached a  crucial  point . I f  t h i s  r a c e  qoee
o n ,  i f  i t  chanqes  t h e  pt’r:sent. strategic  eituation  b y  introducinq q u a l i t a t i v e l y  n e w
w e a p o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  spat? weaponfi, internat ional stabili t y w 111 be undermined, the
a r m s  r a c e  w i l l  get o u t  CA c o n t r o l  a n d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  o l d  s t r a t e g i e s  w i l l
“ f a i l ” , wi l l  qrow dramat ical ly .

(~1 T h i r d l y . the  tact  that  a  nuclear  war  wi l l  unavoidably  end in  the
destruct ion of  civilization  makes  Ijuch a  war  the  enemy numbal one  for  a l l  people .
Not.hinq can be achieved by war or by the threat of war. This  percept ion can lead
to a new understanding of the role of peace and the need for common dc.tiorr. for
pf?acr . I t  hecomes c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  strategies  o f  pa s t  decades  canno t  so l ve  the
problems of our time. Nuclear  deterrence i s  such a  s trategy of  the  paat. It may
he oueetioned  whether it  worked yesterday. B u t  i t  i s  obvioue tha t  i t  c anno t  work
in t h e  f u t u r e .

243. Startinq  with  theee percept ions , the  States  part ies  to  the  Warsaw Treaty,  a t
their 1983 and 1985 summit meetinqs, held nt Prague and Sofia, rerpectively, worked
o u t  a  q e n e r a l  c o n c e p t  a i m e d  AI. a  basic shift i n  t h e  w h o l e  course o f  i n t e rna t iona l
a f f a i r s  t owards  more  s t ab l e  p~sce and  t ru ly  i n t e rna t iona l ,  t ha t  is, common,
secur  I ty . Th i s  concep t  is c l o s e  t o  t h e  t h i n k i n q  o f  o t h e r  SLates  and  o f  d i f f e ren t
politicsl, s o c i a l  a n d  reliqious qroups  w i t h  t h e  Rame o b j e c t i v e  - t o  save l i f e  o n
earth.

29. In  v i ew  o f  t h i s  new  in t e rna t iona l  s i t ua t i on ,  t he  r e sumpt ion  o f  t he
Soviet-American dialoque and particularly the 1985 summit meetinq are widely
reqarded a8 an expression of hope and realism. The proclamation at the meet inq
that  a  nuclear  war  muet  not  be s tarted and that  i t  can have no winner  iw of
p a r t i c u l a r  r e l e v a n c e . l t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  a n y  c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  t h e  USSH n n d  t h e  U n i t e d
States  would lead to  catastrophic  consequences  not  only  for  theee  two countr iae  but
for  the  whole  world.  Therefore, on ly  peace  can  be  the  ba s i s  f o r  ru l i nq  the
relat ionship  between both States  and al l iances .

30. The intensi f icat ion of  the  arms 1  imitation and disarmament  neqotiations  should
l e a d  t o  e a r l y  proqress  in  preventinq an  a rms  race  i n  ou te r  space  and  terminatinq  i t
on Earth. B e t t e r  Soviet-American  re l a t i on s  can  contribute  t o  a n  o v e r a l l  c l i m a t e  o f
conf idence, restraint  and mutual  respect . The agreements  and declared intent ions
i n  t h i s  f i e l d  h a v e  t h e r e f o r e  t h e i r  o w n  v a l u e .

31. The main task now consis ts  in  putt inq into  effect  the  summit  decieions. The
socialist  S t a t e s  a r e  r e a d y  t o  d o  t h e i r  utmost  towards  th i s  end . They ha ye
submitted far-reaching proposals  and even undert.aken  uni lateral  s teps  a imed at
stopping the arms race and start inq nuclear ciI.:Slrmement. But. they cannot solve
these problems on their own. Pol i t ica l  wi l l  to  come to  concrete  agreements  on the
b a s i s  of equality  and equal  securi ty  i s  needed from the other  s ide  too in  order  to
achieve  any progreae.

/ . * .
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32, The rummit  meetlnq and its intended continuation ~W.W opened a *window of
hope” - tha danger of nuclear war may ta a certain degree have decreased nnw. l.3ll  t

conceptr of maximum nuclear deterrence and of exploiting outer apace for that
purpomo are s t i l l  b locking the  way towards  a  fundamental  change in  internat ional
relations commensurate with the requirements of our time. T h e r e f o r e ,  r e a l
a l ternat ive  concept8 v ia-b-v is  nuclear  deterrence have  to  be  e laborated and put
in to  e f f e c t  w i t h o u t  d e l a y . Only  by  that  course of  act ion can the opportunity  the
summit has  created be  used successful ly .

Real  a l ternat ives  to  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence

33. A true  a l ternat ive  concept  to  the  doctr ine  of  nuclear  deterrence has  to  be
baud  on  the  recoqnitioll  t h a t ,  i n  t h o  n u c l e a r  a g e , S t s t e a  c a n n o t  a c h i e v e  s e c u r i t y
against e a c h  o t h e r ,  b u t  o n l y  j o i n t l y ,  w i t h  a l l  o t h e r s . The prosperi ty  and securi ty
of one Stat. depend on the  prosperi ty  and securi ty  of  a l l  other  States . Social  and
l ciontific-technical developments have l.ed to a situation where even smaller Staten
and  peoplee w h o  f e e l  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y  i s  t h r e a t e n e d can f ind wuye and means  to
t h r e a t e n  t h e  security  o f  o ther s . I n  t h e  interecrt o f  ea~ablishinq  g e n e r a l  a n d
common Iecur  f ty , t he  fo re ign  po l i cy  o f  any  S ta t e  ha s  t o  s t a r t  f rom the  followinq
basic  pre-nuppoeit ions.

(a) F i r s t , security  and last inq peace cannot be based on ever more numer JU8

and rophirticated  weapona. The way to peace can only ‘Je found by stopping the arms
race  and rrduclnq the  leve l  of  military power, p a r t i c u l a r l y  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s .  A
d i sa rmament  p roce s s  t ha t  w i l l  en sure  und imin i shed  s ecur i t y  f o r  a l l  S ta t e s  a t  a l l
rtaqem  and  w i l l  f i n a l l y  i n c r e a s e  s e c u r i t y  f o r  a l l  h a s  t o  s t a r t  f r o m  t h e  existinq
m i l i t a r y  p a r i t y .

lb) S e c o n d l y , the  p re sen t  wor ld  ex i s t s  a s  a  s y s t em  o f  S ta t e s  w i th  d i f f e ren t
racial rystems. Every at tempt  to  change this  s i tuat ion by applying mi l i tary  mean8
in  i n t e rna t iona l  r e l a t i on s  o r  o ther  k inds  o f  i.essure  w i l l  o n l y  i n c r e a s e  aqain  thr
danger of war. T h e r e  i s  n o  c h o i c e  b u t  t o  l i v e  t o g e t h e r  i n  p e a c e ,  t o  s o l v e  problem6
by peaceful  means  on the  bas is  ot  equal  r ights , to  search for  common securi ty .  In
the nuclear age, t h e r e  ia n o  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  p e a c e f u l  coexistence  between  S t s t e s  of
d i f f e r e n t  social s y s t e m s .

(c) T h i r d l y , a  r e v e r s a l  i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  h a s  t o  b e  s t a r t e d  w i t h o u t
p o l i t i c a l  p r e - c o n d i t i o n s . E v e n  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  m i l i t a r y  etrateqies,  i f
they  real ly  are  intended to  be  defens ive  only , w i l l  no t  p reven t  under s t and ing ,  i f
their common aim is to reduce the nuclear danger, to  hal t  the  nuclear-arms race and
t o  rtabilize p e a c e . The creat ion of  common securi ty  has  to  be  8een as  a  process .
Bu t  i t  i s  u rqen t  t o  s t a r t  t ha t  p roce s s  now.

34. T h e  idea o f  c o l l e c t i v e  s e c u r i t y  is a l ready  embod ied  i n  the  Char te r  o f  t he
United Nations. T h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  i t s  basic pr inc ip l e s  - r e spec t  f o r  na t iona l
independence  and sovereignty , refrain+?9 f r o m  t h e  t h r e a t  o r  u s e  o f  f o r c e ,
i n v i o l a b i l i t y  o f  b o r d e r s  a n d  t e r r i t o r i a l  i n t e q r i t y ,  p e a c e f u l  s e t t l e m e n t  O f
disputer,  non- in t e r f e rence  i n  the  i n t e rna l  a f f a i r s  o f  o ther  States and  equa l
r i g h t s  - represents  a  sol id  bas is  for  common act ion. I f  a l l  S t a t e s  a r e  g u i d e d  b y
those pr inciplee, the  way wi l l  be  opened to  the  establ i shment  of  an internat ional
rystem of common security, t o  l a s t i n g  p e a c e  f o r  a l l  S t a t e s  a n d  p e o p l e s .

/ . . .
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Military equilibrium and common security

3 5 . Any striving for military superiority is alien to the Warsaw Treaty
Organi  zat ton’ 8 concept of defence . Its member States do not have and do not seek
an edge over NATO - either in strategic or in tactical terms, or in nuclear or
conventional forces. All really serious examinations of the military balance  have
confirmed this. But the Warsaw Treaty countries will not permit the other side to
gain superiority either. They favour an approximate military equilibriumr  the
Level of which ahould be continuously lowered through agreed measures of arm6
limitation and disarmament until cOmprehenaive disarmament, notably in the nuclear
field, is achieved. These countries subscribe to the maintenance of military
parity because of their historical experience and the fact that the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence has h5en  and continue5 to be directed  against them. This is  the
sole and exclusive reason for them to keep up and organize  their military power.

3 6 . The sooialfst  States have no interests that could profit from armament.
Military spending hampers their economic capability to implement their Social
atrategy. These State5 have neither the concept of exporting revolution nor the
intention of creating spheres of influence or enforcing acce55 to sources of raw
materials and markets. Since their military effort is exclusively geared to
defence purposes, they are content with maintaining military parity. There is
evidence to shOw  that the creation of military parity, particularly in strategic
forces, ha5 contributed much to dbiente. The current dangers do, in fact, axiae
from the attempt to upset this parity.

3 7 . The resolve of the Warsaw Treaty State8 to maintain the military equilibrium
cannot ba interpreted to mean that they are committed to a policy Of balance for
its own sake. They have never regarded military equilibrium aa an end or a value
in itself, but always aa just a means of preserving their security and world
peace. They believe that a policy purpOr”;Zng  to safeguard peace through a nuclear
balance of terror is dangerous. "We havci  never been and will never be supporters
of a balance of terror”, said Erich Eonecker, Chairman of the Council of State Of
the German Democratic Republic. The socialist States, therefore, combine their
insistence on military parity with their renunciation of nuclear first use and with
far-reaching praposalo for nuclear disarmament, including the total banning Of
these dangerous weapon systems through international agreements.

3 8 . Military equilibrium is an essential point of departure for nuclear
disarmament. Recognition of the existing approximate parity is the prerequisite
for a freeze  and subsequent. reduction5 of nuclear arms. The role of parity has
been explicitly recagnized  in documents of the General Assembly, for instance,
resolution 39/63 C, which was adopted by a very large majority.

39. Striving for military superiority sometimes appears in the form of claim5 that
parity has to be achieved  and that “windows of vulnerability’ exist. Moreover s
attempts  are baing made today to convince u5 that the enormous arms buildup of WATT
is only aimed at reestablishing  the military equilibrium. To prove that,
one-sided or even forged figures,, are used. This brings us to the queetion  whether
military equilibrium can be made a workable element and can be stabilised. This
would be possible ff both side5 negotiated  in good faith and if the identification
of parity were an element of arms-limitation treaties. The two SALT agreearents are
proof that it is poe8ible. - _-

/1.1
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40. A qeneral  freeze on nuclear weapons a8 proposed by a majority of Ytatec;,
accepted by the  part ies  to  the  Warsaw  Treaty  and eupplemented  by them with
proposals aimed at a freeze on conventional weapone too, would fundamentally
Ytabilize  t h e  m i l i t a r y  e q u i l i b r i u m  s t r a t e g i c a l l y  a n d  i n  E u r o p e . Thie would provide
an excellent otar t inq-point for aubeequent, balanced arm8 reduction6 with a
quarantee  of  equal i ty  and equal  Aecu’ *ty for  both aides . Since euch a course  Of
action would enhance recur  ity not only in the East and West, but over the whole
qlobe, it could be called the “development of mutual or common Becur  ity”.
S t a b i l i t y  o f  m i l i t a r y  p a r i t y  r e q u i r e s  t h e  c e s s a t i o n  o f  t h e  arma r a c e  ahid  an  arma
bui ld-down,  and the out lawinq and f inal  e l iminat ion of  nuclear  WeaPons.

Ways to eliminate the nuclear threat and make a change for the better in Europe and
the world

41. The main measure to eliminate t!u$ nuclfhar th rea t  i s  d i s a rmament ,  above  a l l  i n
t h a  n u c l e a r  f i e l d .

42. The most  urqent  problem is  to  prevent  an arms race in  outer  space.  As
explained befc ie, the  development  of  weapon ayetems  for  outer  space  would bas ical ly
chanqe  t h e  s t r a t e g i c  b a l a n c e  a n d ,  t h e r e f o r e , create  inetability  and growing
danqer. It  would in i t iate  a  new round in  the  arm19 race,  with  far-reaching
consequences. There  ie no way to  jus t i fy  such a  development .

43. There  exists an inseparable  relat ionship  bt tween the  prevent ion of  an arm8
race in  outer  space and the  cessat ion of  the  arm8 race , e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  n u c l e a r
f ie ld,  on Earth. If  SDI or  oths>r e lements  of  of fens ive  weapon6  are  deployed in
space,  there  can be no hope of  hal t inq the  nuclear-arms bui ldup.  Therefore,  the
propoeal  of  the  Soviet  Union that  the  two qreateat  nuclear  Powere cut  in  hal f  their
n u c l e a r  Bystems, each  o f  wh ich  can  reach  the  t e r r i t o ry  o f  t he  o ther  s i de ,  i s
l inked to  the  prevent ion of  an acme race  in  outer  space. it ie o b v i o u s  t h a t  s u c h
d e e p  c u t s  i n  t h e  e t r a t e q i c  a r s e n a l s  w o u l d  d e c i s i v e l y  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e
stabilization  of peace and the growth of mutual confidence. Such a measure would
const i tute  a  decis ive  atep on the  way to  freeinq the  world  of  a l l  nuclear  weapone
within  the  las t  15  years  of  the  century.

44. I r re spec t i ve  o f  t he  r e su l t s  i n  t h i s  c en t ra l  f i e ld  o f  d i s a rmament  neqotiatione,
the f o l l o w i n g  meaeurcs  a r o f  s p e c i f i c  v a l u e :

(iA) 'F~J stop any r!evelopment  , testinq and tisployment  of space weapons,
i n c l u d i n g  a n t i - s a t e l l i t e  weaponsi

lb) T o  f r e e z e  a l l  n u c l e a r  weapon61

bc) To end the deployment of medium-range missiles in Eur-ope.

45. Other disarmament measures of central importance ake the following:

la) A comprehensive test bant

(b) A comprehensive  ban on al l  chemical  weapons, includi nq binary weapons1

(cl A commitment of non-first uee by all  nut Lear-weapon States.

La..
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46. Since developments in the field of conventional weapons are of growing
significance, the arms race in conventional weapons, especially between the United
States and the Soviet union, should be stopped. The Warsaw Treaty Organisation
proposes that these two States should not start to develop and produce new kinds of
conventional weapons with a destructive power similar to that of nuclear weapons.
The numbers of their soldiers should be frozen , and their military budgets should
not be further enlarged.

47. As to a general improvement of the international situation, particular
importance attaches to the disarmament process in Europe. Under the NATO doctrine
of deterrence, Europe is regarded as the main theatre of operations. Here the
greatest military forces confront each other and thousands of nuclear weapons
continue to be deployed. While it has be&n possible to limit conflicts in other
parts of the world, however disastrous they may be for those affected, the outbreak
eof a conflict in Europe would most probably trigger ‘a global conflagration.
Therefore, measures to prevent war and conflicts, to enhance confidence and
security and to strengthen detente are urgently needed in Europe. Disarmament must
really proceed on this continent also.

48. The members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization propose to stop the further
deployment of nuclear weapons on the continent and to start the reduction of such
weapons until Europe is completely free of them. A decisive step in this direction
would be to conclude a separate agreement on medium-range nuclear weapons with the
aim of achieving urgent mutual reductions in all such systems in Europe. The
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones and a corridor free of battlefield
nuclear weapons on both sides of the dividing line in Europe would contribute to
that aim as well.

49. A zone free of chemical weapons in Central Europe would stabilize European
security and be helpful in the conclusion of a general ban on chemical weapons at
the same time.

50. The Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament
in Europe, convened at Stockholm, which has reached the stage of real negotiation
now, can contribute to political ar.d military confidence-building and
security-building and, in that context, assist progress towards a mutual
renunciation of the use of force.

51. The basic position of the members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization regarding
disarmament is summed up in their statement: ‘@There is no kind of weaponry they
would not be ready to limit, to reduce or to ban from the arsenals and destroy for
ever, on the basis of an agreement with other States and on the principle of
equality and mutual security."

5 2 . Even if the NATO doctrine of nuclear deterrence is mainly directed against the
socialist countries and regards Europe as its principal field of action, it
nevertheless influences the situation of the whole world. The developing world is
the main area of conflicts* some’of which are an expression of the global aims of
leading NATO countries. The persistent refusal of Israel to comply with United
Nations decisions, South Africa’s racist policy, and other main elements of

/ .a.
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confl ic ts  are  maintained only  through the  ass i s tance of  leading Western Powers ,
which have  declared that  they muat deter  ccmmunism  al l  over  the  world. With this
a s se r t i on , they undertake intervent ions , i g n o r e  t h e  r i g h t  o f  p e o p l e s  t o
eel f -determinat ion and try  to  create  zones  of  foreign inf luence and economic
predominance. A  wor ld -w ide  system o f  m i l i t a r y  base6  servea this p o l i c y . Even If
the  pol icy  i s  calried out  by convent ional  weapons,  i t  i s  bared on nuclear  power.
There  is a  growing threat  that  one of  the  regional  conflict&  may expand into  8
global war. The people6  of  the  developing countr ies  are  inf luenced by the  ongoing
arm8 race, and they would be affected by a nuclear war and would, in fact, be
vict ims of  such a  war, l i k e  t h e  n a t i o n s  o f  t h e  nor thern  hemisphere t h e m s e l v e s .  ‘[‘he
prevent ion of  a  nuclear  war, a  s h i f t  i n  t h e  Eaet-Weat  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  detente  a n d
disarmament, e s p e c i a l l y  n u c l e a r  d i s a r m a m e n t ,  is, t h e r e f o r e ,  a l s o  i n  t h e i r
i n t e r e s t . A t  the  same t i m e , t h e  p e a c e f u l  settlement o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t s
would contribute to world peace. In this connect ion, t h e  c o n f l i c t  i n  t h e  M i d d l e
East  and the s i tuat ions  in  southern Africa  and Central  America are  of  part icular
importance . The support  of  react ionary, racist a n d  a g g r e s a i v e  regimes  has t o  b@
abandoned,  and the  r ight  of  peoples  to  determine their  own future  and to  bui ld
eocial  order6  o f  t he i r  own  cho i ce  ha s  t o  be  roepected.

53. The massive arms buildup of leading NATO countries has decisively contr :buted
to the  foreign indebtedness  of  many developing Stater . The l imitat ion and
reduct ion of  mi l i tary  spending in  the  developed countriee,  would,  therefore,
contr ibute  to  the  improvement  of  the  economic  s i tuat ion of  the  developing countr ies
and al low a  considerable  increase  in  development  a id.

54. Other  problem8  are  the  re-establ i shment  of  great-Power negot iat ions  to l imit
arm6 deliveriee  t o  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s  4snd the d i ebandment  o f  f o re ign  mi l i t a ry
bases. Agreement8  o n  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  n a v a l  actlvitiee  c o u l d  aleo contri  Jte t o
the  securi ty  of  the  developing States .

55. The bas ic  aseumption of  the  member8  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty  Organization is  that
p e a c e  i s  i n d i v i s i b l e .  T h e r e f o r e , t h e y  propose t o  a l l  s t a t e s  a n d  t o  all
p e a c e - l o v i n g  f o r c e s  i n  t h e  w o r l d  a  c o a l i t i o n  o f  r e a s o n  a n d  r e a l i s m .  T h e  c o n t e n t  o f
that common action would corMi&  inr

(a) Prevent ing an arm8 race in  outer  space and terminat ing St  on Earth,  a8
t he  s t a r t i ng -po in t  f o r  e l im ina t ing  a l l  nuc l ear  weapons ;

(b) C a u s i n g  a  shirt i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a f f a i r s  t o w a r d s  dj?tente  a n d  p e a c e f u l
coexietencel

(cl Bui lding a  system of  common securi ty  baaed on the  principles  of  the
Charter  of  the  United Nationst

(d) Start ing a  proceee  a imed at  overcoming global  problems such as the  threat
of war, s t a r v a t i o n  a n d  e c o l o g i c a l  d e s t r u c t i o n .

56. This is a programme that would lead mankind out of t nuclear  confrontat ion
preva i l i ng  now  in  i n t e rna t iona l  1 e l a t i o n e .

/ . . .
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CHAPTER IV

PAPER HY MR, R. OSGOOD AND MR. H. WRGENER

Introduct Ion

1. I n  today’s  UBaqe, ndeterrence” is  mostly equated with  the  defence  pol icy  of
t h e  Wemtcrn EI~L rrity 8yetem, that 18, the members of th-r North Atlantic Treaty
Orqanination (NATO), Japan and countries  cloeely aeeoclated  with them. Theme
countries  reqsrd d e t e r r e n c e  as lndiepeneable  t o  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y . Thery  see
deterrence  ae t h e  bes of  40 years  of  peace for  countrfea  that  experienced two
w o r l d  warn in  the  f i r : h a l f  o f  t h i s  c e n t u r y . But for many othera  in the world,
d e t e r r e n c e  evokes  the  spec t re  o f  an  arma r a c e  t o  maximize  nuc l ear  t e r ror ,  wh i ch
threaten8 to  end in  a  qlobal cataetraphe.

2. Unfortunate ly , the  etymoloqy of  deterrence  focuses  on the  e lement  of  terror
tha t  ir inher,ent i n  nuc l ear  weapons . In  real i ty ,  deterrence  - am def ined by
Wertern countries - ie p o l i t i c a l l y  d e f e n s i v e  i n  t h a t  i t  ie i n t e n d e d  t o  diaaourage
agqrerrion and, i n d e e d ,  t o  r e m o v e  t h e  ecourqe  o f  war  i n  the  nuc l ear  aqe.  I t
deponds not  only on the  presence of  nuclear  weapons  but  a lso  on non-nuclear
defence,  on reassurance aqainut aqqreasion  a8 wel l  as  on an impl ic i t  throat  to deny
dn aqqreesor t h e  fruit6 o f  his a q q r e a s i o n . I t  ie i n t e n d e d  t o  p r e v e n t  n u c l e a r
t e r r o r , n o t  t o  i n f l i c t  i t . T h e  French e q u i v a l e n t ,  d i s e u a e i o n ,  e x p r e s s e r  t h e
concept and the  spir i t  of  deterrence more accurately .

3. M i l i t a r y  d i s e u a e i o n  ie lntrineic t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n a  i n  80 f a t  am t h e y
have chronical ly  included eecurity  confl icts  and armed forceo. I t  has  been
practired b y  a l l  kind8 o f  S t a t e e  throuqhout h i s t o r y  and is practised t o d a y  b y  all
Staten that  feel  the  need and have  the  mean8 of  reetraininq  adveraariee. fiowover,
d e t e r r e n c e  ie p r i n c i p a l l y  aeeociated  w i t h  t h e  d e f e n c e  policiee o f  t he  Weete’  1
s e c u r i t y  eystem, eince t h e  W e s t e r n  c o u n t r i e s  h a v e  m o s t  a c u t e l y  f e l t  th@ need t o
p r e v e n t  aqqresaion, a n d  s i n c e ,  f o r  t h i s  reason, i t  i s  l a r g e l y  Wentern  theoriatm  w h o
heve expl ic i t ly  e laborated and ref ined the  concept  and art iculated the  strateqle8
to implement  i t .

4 . Some of those outside the Weotetn security eyetem  tc\ve condemned detirience am
thouah i t  w e r e  exclusivcl~y  a n  instrument  of W e s t e r n  t e r r o r ,  temponmible  for t h e
n u c l e a r  policiee o f  t he  adverenry i t  i s  i n t ended  to  r e s t ra in  and  even  remponmtblr
for  the  temptat ion to  emulate  deterrence and for  the  rapirl acme bui ldup in  the
third-world countr iea. The opponents of Weatern deterrence have tended to qo
beyond  the  c r i t i c i sm  o f  par t i cu l a r  ::trateqlee  o f  imp lemen ta t i on  to  i den t i f y  i t  w i th
al l  the  risks and danqere nf a  confrontat ion amonq armed,  advccearies  in  the  nuclear
aqe.

5. This s k e w e d  p o r t r a y a l  f a i l s  t o  reccqnlze t h a t  Weetern  daterrence  18 a n
l xclurively defensive strateqy, that  no threat  to  third countr is8 emanates  from it,
and  tha t  no  th rea t  emana te s  f rom i t  a t  a l l  unlam aqqreeeion occur s . It over lookr
t h e  f a c t  thtit t h e  essence o f  WeEbern  s e c u r i t y  thinkina ie p o l i t i c a l ,  aiminq a t  a
peaceful ,  co-operat ive  and atable world  In  the  nuclear  aqs , T t concent.rater  itm
criticism on the  undeniable  horrors  of  nuclear  war and the  compet i t ion for  nuclear
8 t r e n q t h  w i t h o u t  tnkinq accoun t  o f  t he  infernational  polltlcal c o n t e x t  o f
deterrence or  the  fu l l  meanina  and consequences  of  deterrence within  thin content .
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6. we welcome the opportunity to explain the Western approach to deterrence
within this larger context.

The concept of deterrence: meaning, function and morality

General definition and concept

7. Military deterrence is r?Dt something invented by the West for exclusively
Western use. It is intrinsic to international conflict and the prospect of force
throughout history. It is simply the means by which one State dissuades an
adversary from taking a hostile action by convincing it that the risks and cOstS
imposed by counteraction will exceed any expected gains, either because the
adversary believes that it will be unable to achieve its objective or because it
believes it will cost too much, or both.

8. Nuclear weapons that are capable of inflicting , suddenly and with little
warning, enormous damage on an adv!?rsary*s homeland have created a quantum increase
in the power of deterrence - and of intimidation too. Indeed, their capacity to
threaten to inflict costs that an adversary will regard as far out of proportion to
any gains it might derive from a hostile action put them outside the familiar
category of war-fighting weapons intended only to defeat an enemy militarily. When
both the United States and the USSR can inflict inordirlte  nuclear damage Ln each
other, a nuclear war could be self-defeating for bth.

9. The inordinate destruction of nuclear war and the prospect that any East-West
military encounter might become a nuclear war have created a situation of mutual
deterrence which also restrains the USSR a,ti its allies from incurring even slight
risks of a direct military encounter. From the standpoint of the Western allies, ‘,
this existential condition of mutual deterrence contributes essentially ta
protecting them from aggression 8 whether nuclear or non-nuclear. But to prevent
war it must also deter both East and West from believing that they must strike the
other first out of fear that they might be struck first. Therefore, the stability
of mutual deterrence depends not only on the Western Powers convincing ‘the Eastern
Powers that aggression would be too costly but also on both sides having the kind
of non-provocative weapons posture , effective command and control system, and
safeguards against war by accident or miscalculation that reassure them against the
danger of an unprovoked first strike.

10. The record of East-West avoidance of war since the Second World War, measured
against the evidence of the whole history of war before, indicates that mutual
nuclear deterrence has been a major factor in preventing East-West military
encounters. Yet, implicit in deterrence is the prospect, however unlikely, that
the means of deterrence might have to be used - that deterrence might fail.
Therefore, it is incumbent on the nuclear Powers to design deterrent forces and
operational strategies that do not foreclose but effectively hold open the option
of conducting and terminating a war long before either side would exercise its full
capacity to defeat the other. At the same time, no precautiona to avoid the
uncontrolled escalation of an East-West war can ever make the resort to such a war
any less fearsome and forbidding. Holding open an option to avoid automatic
catastrophe if deterrence should fail cannot obviate the unacceptable risk that any

.’ ,
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direct military encounter will escalate to a level of destruction far offsetting
any political gain.

Implementation of deterrence: political context and stratq

11. Western military strategies  and forces to implement deterrtsc”e reflect the
political context that necestsitates  them: the Western nations want only to defend
what they have and to live and let live. They have a broader security interest, in
keeping with their respective commitments and capabilities, in preventing threats
to the idependence  of other States , especially if these threats might shift the
East-West balance adversely. The Western allies believe that their security is
threatened %y Soviet intentions and military capabilities. They also believe that
Soviet aggression can be deterred b$ countervailing power.

12. The perception of a Soviet threat to Western security springs from the Soviet
Union’s ideological commitment to the demise of other political systems, its
propensity to see enemies in strong, independent countries that are not absorbed
int0 its own international system and its compulsion to seek an absolute  security
that breeds insecurity among these imagined enemies. From the Western perspective
this perception is amply confirmed by a historical record of an expansionist
tendency. If this tendency spring, frcsn a Soviet (indeed, Russian) feeling Of
insecurity, rooted in history and qeOgraphy, it is evidently a feeling too profound
to be allayed and one that feeds on the fears in others that it creates.

13. Western perceptions of the Soviet threat are reinforced by the immense and
steady buildup of Soviet military capabilities far beyond those that are needed for
self-defence or military parity - especially in the european  theatres by Soviet
operational military doctrine and force structures that emphasise nuclear
war-fiqhting capabilities and pres,arations  for a sudden massive blitzkrieg in
Central Europe8 and by public disavowa, of any intention or even possibility Of
conducting a war short of the total use of available power t:o defeat the adversary.

14. At the same time, Western countries credit the Soviet Union with being
rational and cautious about the direct, overt use of its military power.
Therefore, the1 believe that military aggression can be deterred if the Soviet
Union is clearly confronted with the prospect of countervailing military action
that would make aggression fdirect or indirect) unprofitable. Where the West has
farled to make clear its willingness to use force against aqqression, as in the
Korean peninsula in 1950, aggression has occurred.

15. The strategy of deterrence is essential not only for deterring aggression and
preventing war but also for resisting nuclear intimidation and avoidinq the brink
of war during severe crises (commonly referred to as *crisis stability”).

16. The effectiveness of deterrence depends heavily on both sides having
sufficiently invulnerable secondtstrike  forces and C3 (command, control and
communication) capabilities to avoid being either the perpetrator or victim of a
pre-emptive strike. Present foroe structures - especially, heavy Soviet reliance
on fixed land-based multi-warhead missiles in conjunction with vulnerable American
land-based missile targets - and technical-political problems of achieving secure



rnd e f f e c t i v e  C3 capahilitieff impe&? the f u l l  implemetristion o f  this basic
cordition  o f  m u t u a l  s e c u r i t y . T h e r e  ie r ea son  tcj e x p e c t  that f u t u r e  developmentA,
Ruth an lest vulnerable  command and control  facilities  and procedures, wi l l
a l l e v i a t e  EheRe deficiencies.

The polit.ical fttraL$gy  of NATO

17. T h e  A t l a n t i c  a l l i a n c e  ia t h e  c o r e  organization o f  t h e  W e s t e r n  s e c u r i t y  syP)tem,
a system that  aleo comprises  a  numher of  defence Errangemente  in  the  Pacif ic
region. N A M  in a par tner sh ip  o f  f r ee  na t ions  fo r  the  purpcjsea o f  security, Lraaed
3n 4  common convict ion of  c iv i l i ty , human r IghtR and the under lying principle of
indiv idual  freedom. T h e  o v e r r i d i n g  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  a l l i a n c e  i s  t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n
of peace in freedom sc P that  i t s  members  can perfect  their  Bociettes.
Theoretical1 y, t h e  a l l i a n c e  w o u l d  o p e r a t e  a g a i n s t  a n y  extern.11 threatr i n  p r a c t i c e ,
f rom i t s  o r ig in  and  hietory, t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h e  a l l i a n c e  haa heen t o  gusrant.ee  the
erecucity  of  the  WeRt  v ie-&-vie  the  common threat  from t’e East.

18. Given the  overt idinq pal i t ica l  purpose, t h e  N o r t h  Al ‘antic a l l i a n c e  iu no t
l i m i t e d  t o  p u r e l y  m i l i t a r y  m a t t e r s . I t  combines  col lect ive  defence with  the
readineea  to  en te r  i n to  d i a logue  and  prac t i ca l  co -opera t i on  w i th  the  Eas t ,
i n t e r  alik, in  the  fielda o f  nrme con t ro l  and  d i sa rmament ,  i n  accordance  w i th  a
cogent concept of promoting int (~1 n,itional a t a h i l i t y  a n d  a  m e a n i n g f u l  s t a t e  o f
peace. This  concept  was sat  forth eepecially  in  the  Harmel  report  of  1967 and has
been confirmed by NATO ministerial etatementa ever since. An eaeential  port ion of
the Harmel  report  reada  aa fol.lower

“The At lant ic  Al l iance  ban two main funct ions. Itu firat f u n c t i o n  i s  t o
maintain  adeauata  mil i tary  s trength and politlcal solidarity  to  deter
agqraaeion and other forma of pressure  and to defend the territory of member
coun t r i e s  i f  aqgreseic>n  ehould  o c c u r .  .  .  .  t h e  A l l i e s  w i l l  m a i n t a i n  afi
nece6ecry, a  a u i t a h l e  mi.litary c a p a b i l i t y  t o  a#zIure  t h e  b a l a n c e  3f forcee,
t h e r e b y  c r e a t i n g  a  c l i m a t e  o f  a t a b i l i t y ,  necurity and  con f idence .

“ I n  t h i a  c l i m a t e  t h e  A l l i a n c e  c a n  c a r r y  o u t  ite second func t ion ,
to  pursue the  search for  proqreee towards  a more etable  relat ionship  in  which
t h e  underlying p o l i t i c a l  issues  c a n  b e  solved. M i l i t a r y  security and  a  po l i cy
of  dkenta are  not  contradictory  but  complementary. C o l l e c t i v e  d e f e n c e  ie a
Atahilisinq f a c t o r  i n  w o r l d  politicn. I t  ie t h e  ncsceoaary  c o n d i t i o n  f o r
e f f e c t i v e  policies  d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d s  a  g r e a t e r  r e l a x a t i o n  o f  tenoione.” 5J

19. Thue,  ttlcb m i l i t a r y  ntrategiem  o f  the  Weetern  ftecurity Ryetern a r e  f u n d a m e n t a l l y
embeG%d In n larasr p o l i t i c a l  p h i l o e o p h y . The mil i tary zapahilitiee of NATO,
inc lud ing  i t s  nuc l ear  means, have not been acauired for the enhancemerrt of power or
for pc)Atur  ing , hut  exclueively  for  prevent ing aqgreeeion and war. In t,le v i e w  o f
NATO, relation8 between States mutit not he narrowed to the military aspect. Thus,
military deterrence muet be supplemented ’ y  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  t o  p r o m o t e  t h e  name
o b j e c t i v e . In  accordance  w i th  thie pr inc ip l e  o f  the pr imacy  o f  po l i t i c a l  ende o v e r
mil itaty meann, a l l  countrlea  o f  t h e  a l l i a n c e ,  i n d i v i d u a l l y  a n d  c o l l e c t i v e l y ,  a r e
committed to working towards a more peaceful conduct of Staten in the nuclear age,
enhancing conf idance and co-operative security, in  ful f i lment  of  the  paramount
command of the Charter of the United Nationnr t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  o f  t h e  t h r e a t  or use
o f  f o r c e  amonq Stateu.

/ . . .
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T h e  m i l i t a r y  etra:egy  o f  NATO

2 0 . The implementation by NATO of this political strategy through military
strategy has  qone through several  staqe8, responding to the dynamics of weapona
technoloqy a n d  t h e  d e v e l o p i n g  ra t i o s  o f  f o rce s .

21. In 1967, NATO Governments moved to open for the alliance a range of optiono
for  defence, 80 au to  make an at tack at  any level  v i s ib ly  unprof i table  and
t h o r e f o r e  t o  d e t e r  it.8 i n i t i a t i o n . I t  was reccgnized  t h a t  a  8trategy  o f
f l ex ib i l i t y  suppor ted  by  fo rce s  s t ruc tured  and  a rmed  to  p rov ide  such  f l ex ib i l i t y
offered a  defender  who restr icted ite mil i tary  act ion to  an adequate  re!sponne to
enemy attacks the best guarantee of deterring any form of aqqreeaion, and thereby
yreventinq any form of war.

2 2 . T h e  s t r a t e g y  o f  f l e x i b l e  r e s p o n s e  adopted in  1967  and  va l i d  t o  th i s  day
incorporater t h r e e  type8  o f  c o n c e i v a b l e  remponoem  to  wh ich  the s t r eng th ,  equ ipmen t
and training of armad forces and their operational planning are adapted.

la) Direct  defence la intended to  prevent  the  aqqresuor  from achieving hie
o b j e c t i v e  a t  w h a t e v e r  l e v e l  o f  f o r c e  i t  i s  i n i t i a t e d . I t  would  aim to  defeat  a
conventi  anal a t t a c k  b y  a  conventional  remponae, but  might  include the  use ot
nuclear  weapons  i f  the  entimy were the  f irs t  to  use such weapons. Coneequent l.y,
e i t h e r  t h e  a q g r e e s i o n  w o u l d  f a i l  or t h e  aggreaaor,  f ac ing  f a i l u re ,  wou ld  i ncur  the
burden  o f  e s c a l a t i o n .

lb) D e l i b e r a t e  e s c a l a t i o n  ie i n t e n d e d  t o  p e r s u a d e  t h e  a g g r e s s o r  t o  cease
hos t i l i t i e s  by  conv inc ing  h im  tha t  t he  risk and  co s t  o f  con t inu ing  noetilitieo  a t  a
higher  levf?l  of  conf l ic t  would not  be  warranted by the  proupect of  wcceae. A8 a

meanr of convincing him of this, t h e  a l l i a n c e  reserves the  op t ion  o f  r e sor t ing  to
t h e  p o l i t i c a l l y  c o n t r o l l e d , ae lect ive  u&e of nuclear  weapons.

(c) G e n e r a l  n u c l e a r  r e e p o n s e  - t h e  l a s t ,  hypothvtlcal  rtaqe o f  r eoponee  and
ultimate deter rent - w o u l d  e n t a i l  u s i n g  t h e  a l l i a n c e ’ 8  etratoqic  n u c l e a r  weaponry
mainly  against  the  aqqreasor’e  strateqic  potent ia l  and would  trim at  reducing
further damage to NATO by degrading the agqreaeor’s  capability and will to continue
agqreaoion.

2 3 . A number of important coneequenceo flow from theoe  broad strategic principleea

( a )  T h e  r t r a t e q y  o f  flexible  a n d  c o n t r o l l e d  rersponse d e l i b e r a t e l y  leavea  o p e n
the question of  when a  particular kind of  reeponaa may occur,  60 a8 to  confront  an
enemy w i th  permanen t  uncer ta in ty  a s  t o  whe ther  the  i n i t i a t i on  o f  con f l i c t  o r  the
fur ther  pursuit  o f  an  onqo inq  aggraamion ia c a l c u l a b l e  i n  t e r m s  o f  risk and
poaaiblz @lit ical advantage. Thin u n c e r t a i n t y  pertain6 B acifically t o  t h e  p o i n t
at  which the  defender  would decide  to  resort  to  a  defensive  use of  nuclear
weapon8. T h e  i n c a l c u l a b i l i t y  o f  thie rirk impreosee  u p o n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  aqgreaeor
that  an at tack cannot  be  a  rat ional  opt ion. T h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  o f
reaponaa  in thus  a  determining e lement  in  the  effectiveneso of  deterrence.

(b) EQj t h e  game t o k e n ,  d e t e r r e n c e  d o e s  n o t  d e p e n d  o n  n u c l e a r  weapona a l o n e .
An adverrary Ls deterred from conflict by the overall defeneivs  posture of NATO.

/ . . .
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Convent ional Eorces, short-ranqe  and intermediate-ranye  nuclear weapons ant!
s trategic  nuclear  weapons, as an inter  l inked combinat ion ta i lored for  deterrenc.cb
and deLence, form an inseparable complex or continuum of deterrence. 1 t would
therefore be misleadinq to say t.hat NATO merely operates a policy of nuclear
deterrence.

(cl The defenfiive  character  of  NATO strateqy and forces itl conspicuous in it :;
o v e r a l l  p o s t u r e . NATO deliberately renounces the rzapahi  lity and planning for
offens ive  operat ions  in  the  sense  of  forward movement. The Western a l l iance  i s
aimply  not  in  a posi t ion to  wage a  war of  aqqression. Contra&y  t o  t h e  Warlraw
Treaty Orqanizat ion, NATO does not possess a logistic system capable of supplyirrq
itr forces  and enablinq  them to  conduct  eweepinq  operat ions  in  enemy terr i tory.
This c o n s t r a i n t , imposed by NATO upon i tee1 f , is an important conf idence-buildiny
measure. It corroboratefl  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  d e t e r r e n c e  a s  a  p o l i t i c a l  t o o l  f o r  t.he
prevention of war.

(d) A  k e y  p r i n c i p l e  o f  f l e x i b l e  r e s p o n s e  i s  t h e  a d e q u a c y  o f  t h e  m e a n s  t o  h e
employed in order to ensure that NATO is able to respond to attacks of any size, to
prevent  uncontrol lable  escalat ion, t o  a s s u r e  damaqe l im i t a t i on  and  to  t e rmina te  a
con f l i c t  imposed  upon  i t  a t  t he  ear l i e s t  po s s ib l e  po in t .

(e) The s trength of  NATO l ies  in  the  col lect ive  nature  of  i t s  defence. In
t h e  c a s e  o f  c o n f l i c t  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  u n i t y  o f  a l l i a n c e  r e s p o n s e . T h e  p o l i t i c a l
commitment  of  the  a l l iance - a n d  e s p e c i a l l y  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  - app l i e s  t o  an
attack on any part of NATO territory. The cont inuum of  deterrence - the  abi l i ty  of
NATO to take defensive measures on a slidinq scale and under control, so a6 to
t.erminate  a  p o t e n t i a l  w a r  q u i c k l y  - i s  eneured by the  indiasoluble  mi l i tary  bond
between the  United States  and i t s  European al l ies . The determinat ion of  the  United
States to honour thie commitment, even if the use of nuclear means should become
unavoidable, i s  ca l led  “extended deterrence”. T h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  d e t e r r e n t
funct ion of  the  United States  mi l i tary  commitment  i s  ensured by the  presence of
Amec ican forces, including the  etationinq  of  nuclear  weapons  of  vorioue ranges  on
European sOi 1.

(f) In  add i t i on  to  i t s  qr?neral  d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t , the  deterrent  posture  of
NATO  produces  specia l  mi l i tary  ef fects  that  make war lefts l ike ly . Thus, NATO
nuclear weapons inf luance  deployment pat terns, in  that  an adversary cannot  afford
to concentrate  mass ive  tank armies  to  conduct  a  surprise  at tack,  s ince  troops,  l ike
tanks,  must be  deployed in  dispersed order  and would,  in  the  case  of  an intent ion
t o  a t t a c k , require  longer  planninq and concentration  timee. T h e  mere prestrnco  o f
deterrent  forcee,  therefore,  extends  warning t ime, which could be ueed by NATO to
br ing  i t s  own  force s  i n to  an i nc rea sed  s t a t e  o f  de f ence  r ead ine s s ,  t o  mobilize
re in forcement s  f rom the  [Jnited S t a t e s  a n d ,  i f  f e a s i b l e ,  t o  t r y  t o  s e t t l e  t h e
impending conf l ict  by  pol i t ical  means.

(q) A  c r e d i b l e  d e t e r r e n t  poeture on  the  par t  o f  t ha  A t l an t i c  a l l i ance  all hu t
e l iminate8 the  l ikel ihood of  a “small” w a r  w i t h  limi.,id p o l i t i c a l  aima, s i n c e  t h e
Soviet U n i o n  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  i n c l u d e  limit.lees  e s c a l a t i o n  l.n i t s  calculotlons,
forcinq i t  to  plan comprehensively  for a major and perhaps  decis ive  conf l ict  that
would  require  the  mobilization  01 it8 entire manpower reeourcea and the placinq  of

/
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ita ent ire  economv  and populat ion on a  war foot iny. This requirement not only
impedea a  r a p i d  m i l i t a r y  f a i t  sccomplil  i t  a l s o  o p e n s  a d d i t i o n a l  a n d  perhaps
d e c i s i v e  poeaibilitieo forpaceful  s e t t l e m e n t .

(h) T h e  p r e v e n t i o n  o f  w a r is the overridinq objective of NATO and the primary
purpose  of  i t s  e trateqy of  deterrence. NATO  countr ies  are  conf ident  that  their
d e t e r r e n t  ie e f f e c t i v e  i n  t h i s  s e n s e . T o  t h e m  t h e  o u t b r e a k  o f  h o s t i l i t i e s  bat-on
Eas t  a n d  West  r e m a i n s  h i g h l y  u n l i k e l y  a s  l o n g  a s  d e t e r r e n c e  f u n c t i o n s  o n  t h e  barAm
of  a  credible  defence posture  and approximate  mi l i tary  balance. ( A  m o r e  deta~lti
riok asserement may be found in a subsequent section.) I f  aqgrea s ion  rreverthelemm
occur0  - i f  deterrenct fail8 -“intra-war  d e t e r r e n c e ”  w i l l  t a k e  p l a c e ,  w i t h  the
qoa l  o f  l im i t i ng  con f l i c t s  and  t e rmina t ing  hoetilitiea  a t  t h e  l o w e e t  poeaible  lrvrl
of damage. In war, NATO s trateqy is l imited to  defence and to  reotoring  the
condit ion8 of  pre-war deterrence. I t  i s  o r i en ted  towards  the  r e s t i t u t i on  of  the
rtatus quo. Intra-war  d e t e r r e n c e  a i m s  n o t  a t  t h e  con\!nuation  and  auccesmful
completion o f  m i l i t a r y  m e a s u r e s  h u t  a t  t h e i r  earlle!ht  pcsaible  ce s sa t i on .

Quant i tat ive  aspects  of  deterrence.-

24. Critics of detelrence  often consider every  armament  mea8ure  in NATO  or the
Warsaw Treaty Orqanizat ion as  a  direct  and indispensable  conaequenco  of  the
adopt ion of a et cateqy of deterrence. T h e y  a s s e r t  t h a t  d e t e r r e n c e  must l e a d  t o  a
rpiral of ever newer and more numerous  arms. Aqainst  such  aweep inq  inferenclis  i t
ie u6eful  t o  s p e l l  o u t  t h e  t r u e  c h a r a c t e r i e t i c e  a n d  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  a  mi l i t a ry
poature  coneiatant  with  the  NATO doctr ine  of f lexible  response.

25. Since the  NATO posture  is s tr ic t ly  defens ive , bo th  in  %rms of  de tarr inq  the
adveroary t r a n  inltiatinq c o n f l i c t  a n d  a s  reqatids  i n t r a - w a r  optione,  o n e  o f  the
principal structural feature8 of NATO armed forces is that they can be adequate
though smaller than correaponclinq  Warsaw Treaty Oryanizat!on forcer. This ref lectr
the a g e - o l d  m i l i t a r y  ey erience t h a t  i t  Le t,ha aqqreseor w h o  needa rrupetiot Mnberr
of  forces  and weapons  to  prevai l . In ,.rie nc*nse t h e  m i l i t a r y  b a l a n c e  t h a t  N A T O

require8 i n  o r d e r  t o  b e  satiafied t h a t  deter1  ence ie c r e d i b l e  la n o t  a  p a r i t y  o f
number@, but a parity of defensive options that could be invoked to provide pre-war
or intra-war detc r rence. Thus. NATO could deny the Soviet Union a monopoly of
land-based intermediate-ranqe  miss1 lee and strengthen cc)uplinq to American
Rtrateyic force s  w i th  Cb limited  d e p l o y m e n t , even thouyh the  Soviet  CJnion has
acquired - and  continueo  t o  e n l a r g e  - ite manifest superior it y in this weapon
category. Uy t h e  8ame tokerl, p r o v i d e d  t h a t  ovecall f o r c e s  a r e  f l e x i b l y  otructured
over  the  whole  deterrent  spectrum and possess  adequate  survivability  readinoab,
euetsinability  a n d  effectivenase, NATO  EorceH need not match Wareaw Treaty
Orqanization  force s  on  a  one - to -one  ha~is, foe e x a m p l e ,  i n  t a n k s . Eyually,  NATO
can afford to  forgo the acquiettion ot certa in  typee of  weapons  or  operat ional
capab i l i t i e s  t ha t  are predominan t l y  qeared  t o  o f f e n s i v e  usea. Thue, a  s t r a t e g y  o f
deterrence in the NATO sc*nse does poer;c~se  an int.r ineic tendency towardo lower force
level e . NATO can remain Ijeneath  the force levctl  of a potential aqqrussor and
include a  etronqsr  defence-only  e lement  in  the composition  of  its  nreenalri.

2 6 . Thuo, NATO pursues a poi icy 01 O[Jtimizinq d e t e r r e n c e  cst t h e  l o w e s t  possible
level of forcen and armaments. ~owevar  many forcefr  such a minimum deterrent
porture r e q u i r e a ,  i t  require8  lt?w~r t h a n  those hel.:  by the pott?nt.ial  aqqrnssor.



~/‘4 l/432
Ynyliah
Paqe 52

British and French nuclear forces and N A T O  doctrine

27. The United Kingdom and France maintain independent nuclear forces, but the
nuclear warheada in theme force8 - if one wanted to make such a comparison, in
spite of their different roles - add up to no more than a few per cent of either
the United States  or Soviet warheado. British nuclear syeteme are subordinated to
NATO command, and the United Klnqdom, notwithrtandinq the role of ite nuclear
weapono a s  a “lart resort” for natiL.\al  defence, fully eepouess NATO poli t ical
objective6 and it8 current doctrine of flexible response. French nuclear oyetemo
remain outside the NATO military structure, but are equally put at the oxcluaive
service of deterrence.

20 . The baoic  French premioe is the principle of dissuasion du faible au fort.
French etrateqirto  underline the value of the concept of proportional deterrence,
accordinq  to which a more powerful adversary could be deterred effectively from any
aqqreseion, nuclear 08 well a0 conventional, by the sheer diepropor*.ion  between the
damaqe he miqht wuffer through nuclear retaliation conlpared with the potentisl
qaine he could hope to achieve by attackinq the rmaller  nuclear country. In the
French view, this doctrine allows for the credibility of a relatively l mall
independent nuclear force o f  a  defensive  character. Franch doctrine dilferv
conceptually %mewhat  from the flexible rerponea of NATO in Lhat it does not link
the first u8e of ito nuclear syrtemr to the impending breakdown or manifelrt
inadequacy of direc: (conventional) defence, but it raqarde jeopardy to the
nation’r “vi ta1 intererts” a8 Y criterion for triqqerinq  a dafeneive  nuclear
reoponi3a.

29. The 4eterrent effect l manatinq from the Britieh tnd French systemlr  ir enhanced
by the fact that NATO Europe a6 a whole ie covered hy the United States otrateqic
deterrent and the poesibility  and likelihood that any at ack on Weotern Europe
would tr iqqer United Stater involvement. British  and French nuclear CorcaPr  add to
the alliance  deterrent by hoiqhteninq the factor uf uncertainty of reoponee  in the
poeent ta: aqqre6eor’m  mind. However, they aro no subrPtitute for United State0
nut Lear weapona and their role in NATO deterrencu.

.Ljov Let cioctr  Ane and practice of detarrence- -

30. Thin paper oerke to explain the Wertern, not the Soviet, approbch to
deterrence. But since Soviet theorists and publicinte  have dwelt upon ‘he alleqed
daryere of the Weetern approach, it ia neceaeary to clarify Soviet V~FIWR  of
deterrence by way o f  contrast.

31. Although the vocabulary ie not uniform, Sovirt l i terature employr two
different words for deterrence. The concept of deterrence hae often been defined
3~ urtraehenie, which implieu  terrorizatfon or intimidation, while the Soviet
concept ie at timeo reqimtered  by the word l derrhivanie, which conveye  tho leer
threatening notion of rrrtraininq  an opponent. Tn koapinq w i th  thiu eemantic
differentiation,  Wertern  policier of deterrence are routinely condemned by the
Soviet Union and itr alliru am provocative and danqeroue,  while corresponding
soviet po l i c ies  Yre praised me dofeneive  countermeafiuree.

/ . . .
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32. It should be cleal from t’ description ot: the Western strateqy of deterrence
in this paper that this ~IIC?--E) lIllpl!tl:* ion of threat and recklessness to the
Western  alliance bearA  no relationship to reality, since it take8 no account of the
defensive purpc;seo  and the riqorous1.y defensive force structure of the NATO
Becur ity system. Worrre, the Soviet condemnstion  of Western deterrence becloud6
both the similar  ities and -he disHimilariti,!a  between the nuclear stances of NATO
and the Warsaw Treaty Orqanizalion.

33. As wa8  pointed out ear.1 iFr, detrstrence in a qeneral  sense 15 little more than
a deecription of the heartties  of the nuclear age, since as lonq as the two
military blocs possess nuclear weapons, the existential situation of mutual
deterrence will endure. In this sense Soviet nuc’.ear Rtrateqy  18 a etrateqy of
deterrence duet as much aB that of! NATO, and Sovicrt  nuclear arsenals operate al an
effective deterrent sysltem. Soviet writers are certainly to be believed when they
proc1al.u as the hiqhest political prioritiee  the prevention of nuclear war and the
protecttoy  of Soviet territory from nuclear attack. Their emphasis, however, is on
the danger of the u8e of nuclear weapone rather (-‘aan on deterring a conventional
at tack, since this danger doen not confront the L\,viat  Union in view of ita
overwhelming conventional euperiority  over any conceivable adversary and the
clearly defenuive posture. of NATO. Thuu, the overridinq  objective of nuclear
deter t,ence, in the Soviet view, is to deter a Western rr.clear responee to en
Eastern  attack and, more broadly, to hold Western Eutope hostaqe to Soviet
political will under the qun of overwhelming conventional and nuclear power.

34. Soviet deterrence further differ6 from the Weetern  doctrine of flexible
reaponee in the excea8 of meana  that the Soviet Union deploys to implement it8 in
ite over-ineurance against porisible  attack61 in the absolute quality it applies to
its own guarantee of eecurity without  regard for the insecurity thie inflicte on
other81 and in ite rejection, hetetofore, of any colcept  of mutual deterrence  and,
thus, its nbliviouRneRa  to the nuclear dilemma that entraps both aidea LII a
ciifficult  problem of manaqiny the interdependence of their security. For,  in th2
laet analysis, the absolute  security of one Power muat neceesarily  lead to the>
absolute  insecurity of all others. The Soviet emphasis on deterrence by denial,
t h a t  LR, (Jn tte capac.!ity to defeat enemy for:eR at every conceivable level of
hypothet ical  attack, has clenerated forces of R nntu;,  and maqnitude that. provoke a
feelinq  of perm.lnrrrt  ttrleat  and intim dation .n the part of those WIK)  are etlpposed
to he deterred.

3 5 . The operational d tfferftncee  become even more <list inct in t.he hypothetical case
that deterrence failo. The Sovilbt doctrine eepecially  in it a public expreeoion -
reject6 the Weatern concept of intra-war deterrence and the strict limitat.ion  of
intra-wer  operations. Sho1l.M  1 conflict.  break oilt,  the Soviet Union,  accordinq to
its dtxltr ine, would not undertake every effort to l.lmit  the damaqe, would not aim
at the earlleclt  possible terminal ion of collf 1 ict, end would not  admit territorial
, nd tarqet  conetraints  for military action. Soviet, clcba*trine  locka to the
im>lemcrntation  OL defence  throuqh mil~tnry otflbncrivs opt attom intrnded  to carry
war far  into tho territory of  the  advcrstiry  in  order to inf l ict  total de’eat upon

it throuqh a “cruehinq blow”. In  eharp contraAt  wi,th thrb Western doctr ine  of
deterrf!nce, the Soviet Ilnion t bun articulate8 ito cloctrinta In lermf4 of d
comprahe.~aivr, unconstrained wnr-1 Aqhtiny  blt.ratcqy, 1nclirdiny nuc!enr w,:r-f  iqhtinq,
arbtl  that f inat ,Ittainmt?nt of vic*t:ory  without r0gt,ldrc1 t o  c:orit.
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36. As part of ita pre-war deterrent stance, the Soviet Union, in its public
pronouncemanta, un?‘rinqly proclaims that once the first nuclear weapon is ueed,
rapid escalation to the highest strategic level iu inevitable, and a general
nuclear confrontation, leading to the ultircate holocaust, cannot possibly be
prevented. There is, however, a profound contradiction between these apocalyptic
forebodings and both the war-fighting doctrine and the force Htructure  of the
Soviet Union and the Wareaw Treaty Orgnnization. The essence of Soviet military
doctrine is the integrated war-fighting concept, in accordance with which
conven C_ ional, chemical and nuclear mean8 are deployed, down to relatively low
echelona,  ii.1 <cr-ordination  with each other, in order to inflict military defeat on
the adveroary  . ‘ii>:* concept 1s not only reflected at the level of strategic
doctrine  b u t  diff, d down into field manuals and current training practices, The
contradiction bet ds parLicularly  clear when one looks at the structure of the
Soviet Union’s nuclear areenale and their far-reaching stratification. The
divoraity  of nuclear weapons in the strategic category - both land-based and
sea-hma~  d - and the formidable a n d  multifaceted arsenals in the intermediate-range
to ahort-range and nuclear artillery, comAned with the reloading potential Zor
many of these we(Lpon8, make it evident that the Soviet Union hae consciouely
prepared for a broac’  rance of nuclear options that could be juetified  only if one
admi ~8, a t  leaat in  principle, the controllability of a nuclear conflict and its
ercalat ion.

37. ,5!ort  Soviet profeC3sionr1 military writinga  - a8 distinct from doctrine
proclaimed at the highest level - havo alwaya explicitly, as well as implicitly,
rrfltzted  a large debt to Clauaewitz, who taught that war must be limited in order
to eerve  political ends rather than become a thir.g in itself. In recent year6 -
particularly since the late 19608  - these writings have gone far to r?junt  strategy
to the nuclear age in Claueewitzean term8  by recoqnizing  the need t<, be prepared
for a variety of acenarioa of limited war, even in vital areas like Eur’Ipe. Th ie
converqence  with the same trend in Weetsrn doctrines and plana  does not reflect -
in either the East or the Weat - any diminution in the reeolve  t-r) avoid nuclear
war. I ndeed e it refl*cte  b growing practical recognition  of the necessity of
mlnimizing  the awful danger@ of nuclear catastrophe. Moreovrr, considering the
a lolutely determinir.q  role of the military practitioners in shaping  Soviet
01 +r st ional mi1.i tary plana and actione, it Htrongly  suqqeets  that the single-minded
preoccupation with uncontrollable apocalyptic scenarios in Soviet public doctrinal
etatementra  IH h?Bt explained as un example of the political and peycholoqical
exploitation ot terror, intended, particularly, to play on European nuclear
anxieties and to loo,ren Europe’@  Rtrateqic  bond to the Un?ttbd Staten.

The ethical  underpin-a of  deterrence--me-..- - - _I-

38. By their very nature  and potential efPect, nuclear weapons raise ethical
qU6NtiOna of the highest Order8 ~10 strategic  concept in which r.uclear  weapons pl;%y
8 role can eecape the need for an appraieal  in moral cateqcrieu.

39. Mi litary det.et  rence, although intended to prevent aqqreeaion nnd avoid war, is
based on the $reHumption  that,  however unlikely, force might be UL xl. Any use of
srmFd force, whother in clear self-defence or not, incurfz a  mor,sl  coEvt  becaum i t
deetb ys I iE#* and the values of living. Nuclear defence  would pr’obahly Incur an
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extraordinary moral cost, conceivably one endanqerinq civilization itC.alf.
Howove  r , even a very destructive defence need not incur a net moral coat if the
purpose of the defence is obviously just and sufficiently compollinq and there is
no non-milit.ary  way of supportinq it. For all those who are not absolute
pac.if ists, for whom no objective - c;len the saving of lives - is worth the taking
o f  a  l i f e , the moral costs of war are justified if the moral costs of not going to
war, among which the nation’s survival ranks highest, would be greater. But for
the super-Powers and their allies, the potentialities of nuclear destruction have
greatly expanded the gap between the anticipated costs of resortinq  and not
resorting to war. They compel us to examine the moral basis of nuclear deterrence
as well as of nuclear war with particular riqour.

40. In qener;*l, the traditional ethical principle6 that apply to the use of any
forcse  apply tcl the use of nuclear force. They are simple to state, though
difficult to apply witn precision mnd subject to abuser force should be under the
effective control of competent pol :ical authoritiesr it  must be used only for a
juet cailse;‘it.  mutic be used for self-defence and for the defence of otller  States
against aqgression when their security is integrally related to one’s oxn; it
should be used only after all non-military alternatives have been exhausted; the
mean8 of force must be effectively related to its political objectives; they should
not incur moral costs disproportionate to the value of these objectivesp  and
non-combatants should not the the direct ahd deliberate target of force. The
extreme practical difficulty of applying these standards to nuclear war -
eepecially  those relatinq to proportional1t.y  and sparing non-combatants - confines
the justification of the use of nuclear weapons to eupportinq  the most imperative
requirements of national riurvival  and the survival of allies. Rut the principles
of overt use do not fully resolve the ethics of deterrence.

41. Effective cieterrenca  has the positive value of preventinq war and r?straininq
act ions  that  miqht lead to war. If deterrence works, this outcome mitigates its
mordl cost. Deterrence entails a moral cost because of the presumed intention to
resort to force that it dntalls, but the onus for this cost mzat.  be placed on the
state that would use force offensively, not on the State trying tc, prevent
aqqreesqion  without war. The moral costs of deterrence are of a very much lesser
order than those of aqqreeaion and also less thdn those of intimidation. The way
to minimize  them is not to abandon deterrence but to make deterrence es effective
as possible and, if deterrence fail - and force must he used, to be prepared to
terminate the wbr for just objectives at a reasonable cost, with as little lamage
to life and society au possible.

Deterrence and international law-

42. Occaeionally, leqal arquments are advanced aqainst the doctrine of
deterrence. A brief survey of the relevant provisions of international law miyht
therefore be useful.

43. When deterrence fulfils its overridiny  function and pr’eventR  war, no leqal
problem8 ei iae. The complianc?l  with Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of the
IJni  ted Nations 1s c-learly  secured. The mere possession of weapons, inc-ludinq
nuclectir  weapons, for defensive purposes, does not pane a legal 1luaAtion either
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There can be no doubt that nuclear-weapon Stats6 may have such weapons in their
porseseion. Nar doee the poesesaian alone constitute a threat to peace and
security. The Atlantic alliance is a defensive alliance which does not threaten
anyone and doee not seek to qain superiority either. In their Bonn summi:
declaration of 10 June 1982, the 16 countries of the alliance reaffirmed that none
of their weapons would ever be uned except in reeponoe to attack.

44. An attack can therefore emanate only from countries outside of the alliance.
In this car3e, any aqqreseion  by weapons of any type would be a clear violation Of
the Charter of the United Nations. A nuclear first strike, a “bolt from the blue”
triggered by a country from outside the alliance, would be in gravest violation of
the Charter. In view of the horrendous damage nuclear weapcne can do, condemnation
would aleo pertain to pre-emptive strikes, includi.ng any launch of nuclear weapons
on warning. The Atlantic alliance has never considered such military measures.

45. Should deterrence fail in its primary, war-preventing purpose and an attack on
NATO occur, NATO would take defensive measures - including, under certain
circumstancee, the use of nuclear meana  - in the exercioe of the inherent right of
individual or collective self-deience  under Article 51 of the Charter of the JJnited
Nations. The Charter does not qualify or limit in any way th#b  meana  by which such
defensive action ia to take place. The exercise of the right under Article 51
could thorefore comprise  the use of nuclear ueapone againrt a nuclear or a
non-nuclear attack. Attempts to infer that Article 51 contains an implicit
limitation, merely because it was  drafted before the firnt use of a nuclear weapon
‘although it quite clearly entered into effect after th? events of August :.?SS),  Or
to deduce a general prohihition of the use of nuclear l+eanq  from older, very
general l e g a l  clauf3es, Like the “Martens Clause” of the preamble to the fourth
Hague  Convent ion of 1907, _6_/  havP  failed to change intr~rnational  law.

46. It is, however, uncontested that any reeort to nuclear weapons in war would be
subject to limitations under the r’xistinq laws of war. Any conceivable uue of
nuclear weapona would thus be qol erned hy the la6 o >roportiontr.l  i ty between attack
and defensive  action, and by I he prohibition of deli&rate att.ack  againet  civilian
populations only. The alliance’s  strategy of flexible reeponee  takeu theee
inherent  1 imits  of the r iqht to defence into accoulrt. Current NATO etrate9Y  io
governed by the principle of nc.1  more than minimum adequacy of tne mean8 to be
employed. The polit ic,.ll quideIlnea wi;lhin the alliance for the use of nuclear
weapon8, as well as the correapondinq  commands issued b# allied commandera, contain
rigid constrainca  for nuclear planning and any conceivable use of nuclear weapona.
A l l  t h e s e  p u r s u e  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  of  minimizinq  loeeeo  o f  c i v i l i an  popu la t i on s . NATO
policy ia that under no circumatancee may nuclear weapons be uaed deliberately for
the purpose of cietltr,lyinq  populations. NATO planning provides for no use of
nuclear weapona  aqtainst  citieri  or civilians. The principle of strict
proportionaltty  and ri?oroue  1imitationR  of use on the part of NA I contraet with
Soviet doctrine which, An the case of any attack on the Soviet Union, however
limited, provides for. a “crushing” nuclear blow and the ultimate defeat of the
advereary.

I
47. Proposal@3  of the Warsaw ‘Treaty Organization  for the adoption of a nuclear
non-firat-use  policy by the two major military alliancoa and all nuclear-weapon /

i
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States are often accompanied by a claim that any first 11titi  of nuclear weapons would
be i l legal  because  of the  indiecriminate  ef fects of  nuclear  exploelons. Clearly,
there  ie no euch rule in international  l aw. At any rate, the presumed illegality
of a defensive nuclear first use would have to pertain equally to a second
retaliatory nuclear atrike, eince its alleged indiscriminate effects would be at
least a8 great. International law would dltS0 contradict: the> simultaneous Waraaw
Treaty Organization  call for a devastating nuclear blow against a nuclear attack.

Implication8 tar international  Becur ity

Introduction

49. Amony crit ics of  deterrence there  i s  d tendency f irst  to isolate deterrence
from the full role of military power in international politics and then to
attribute to it the full range of adversitiee  that eprinq  from the confrontation of
armed adversaries and the existence of nuclear weapons. To assess properly the
implications of deterrclnce  for international security on+’ must understand the
relationship of deterrerwe to the qeneral  role of military power and aleo to the
full international political context within which it is practised.

49. In the nuclear aqe, military deterrence hatl probably been indispenoable  to the
avoidance ?f a direct claeh of arms between the super-Powers and their allies,
although i,t ie imnortant to real iee that  i t  has  not  been thra  only factor.

(a) The experience of two very destructive world warti  re a powerful deterrent
to a thirct  world war. It is a deterrent to the kind ot depende.rce  on a first
strike (which, in 1914, was inherent in the military advantage of using mobilired
ground forces firat) and the chain of diplomatic actionA  and reactions that led tlj
the First World War, and it is a deterrent to the piecemeal aqyreeeion,  appeaeement
and Aack of petce-time  preparednese  that led to the Second World Wsr.

lb) T h e  f a c t  t h a t , after the Second World War, the Eastern and WeBtern
Europear States and Japan, which  had b e e n  t h e  aourcc ot majot war!?, becsme
participnnte in the Eastern and Western security systems  has undoubtedly
contributed tr, the avoidance of war* although  the ltrrqely  bipolar military
structure that underlies theee sycrtems - itn negative aapecrs notwithstanding -
might not have been so dominant in the absence of nuclear weapons.

(cl The absence in united States-Soviet relations of historic territorial or
other national qrievances  that have tradttionally caused war and the grecrt  caution
of each Government in avoiding the I ye of force in ways that would provoke a direct
encounter with the other have been factor8 of extraordinary mutual restraint in the
protracted period of poet-war political conflict and competition.

(a) One must also attribute the avoidance of war to the fact that, after the
Second World Wac, the side that initially had & nuclear monopoly, followed by clear
nuclear superiority for a couple of decades - that is, the Western security
syetem - wished only to defend the existing territorirl-political  arrangementu,
while the Eastern bloc was preoccupied with recoQ@rinq  trom the devastation of war
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and gaininq  parity1  wheretle  by the time the latter bloc gained atrateqic nuclear
Parity, conventions of reciprocal restraint, reinforced by the experience of
stveral East-West  criHes,  had emerged under the inhibition8 of mutual deterrence.
One cannot be confident that the c:old war would have been 80 cold if the military
posture8  had been reversed.

50. NeverLheless, the record of other political conflicto  and military rivalriee
before the nuc;?ar  age, aa well a~ the common perception of the realitiee of the
Eaet-Weat  relat i.onship, establishes a strong presumption  in favour of the
widespread view that the post-war peace betweon the auper-Powers and their allien
would have been far more fragile and might well have broken down had it not been
for nuclear deterrence.

51. Super-Power deterrence has, however, not brought peace and order to all
aspect8 of international conflicts. Nor hae it prevented tensions or created
harmony. Mutual deterrence haa not prevented crises, testa of nerve and will,
efforts to intimidate, and psychological and political  “warfare” revolving around
nuclear weaporLs  and popular fear8 of war. In a sense, the very flucceae of
deterrence ha8 made theee modalities of conflict short of war a prominent feature
of international politics.

52. Nor has mutual deterrence between nuclear Powers prevented indigenous ware and
revolutions in the third world or even the involvement of the nuclear Powere in
there armed conflicts. In fact, the constraints aqainrt the direct armed
involvement of the Soviet Union in local conflict8 have - with one qrievoue
except ion - chanr,olLed ite efforts toward8 the in,direct support of local ware and
revolutions intended to change the territorial-political etatus  quo through alliea
and proxies. These same constraint,: hrve Ied thr United Statea,  in defence of
countries under attack, to g;ve direct armed aupport to South Korea And South
Viet Nam in terr Atorially  1’ ,ited  wara.

53. Thetse regrettable fa?te of international life do not mean thht mUtqlA1
deterrence cause9 third-, Drld confllcta or that peace and order in the third world
would be fostered by th abandonment or failure of deterrence. The aourcvs  of
third-world confllntu  !~e fundamentally in and among these countriee themgelvee.
In 80 for as mutual deterrence between the super-Powers extends to their
involvemente in the third world, it tends ‘3 reotrain these involvementa. I t  ha8
certainly restrained the escalation  of local wars in which they have been directly
or indirectly involved into reqional  or global wara. In  80 f a r  arts bipolat
deterrence preventa  direct military encountora between the euper-Power6  and t:leir
alliels in the third world, it saves the whole world, directly and indirectly, from
the extremities of violence, that the most advanced nuclear and non-nuclear forces
can infltct.

54. Military deterrence also operatee independently of the euper-Power8  among
countriee not allqned  with them. This  is not becavrre  these countries emulate the
super-Powere, bllt becauee deterrence is integral to any inter.lational  conflict in
which armd advc:rsari.ee may reeort to war or the threat oE war. Among such armed
adversar  ice, however, the poet-war record shows that incentive8 to go to war are
much stronqer  and disincentives far weaker than between the euper-Power8  and their
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alliee. Conaequent ly, there has been a high incidence and great variety Of
Inter-State , tranenational and intranational armed conflict among third-world
countries. This is primarily because of the intensity of national, ethnic and
communal conflicts among countries that are still in an early stage of national and
international development, following the tiiseolution of the colonial era. B u t  i t
ie also because of the qeneral  absence of those special conditions of military
equilibrium among adveraariee that help to auatain rutual deterrence between tl-;~
super-Power a.

Trends in the East-Woet force relationship- -

55. The Western BlaLration  of the doctrine of deterrence has been fundamentally
shaped by the perceived military  threat posed by the Soviet Union and the Warsaw
Treaty Orgai’?~  ZatiOn. Tha nature and magnitude of this threat spring from Soviet
po l i t i ca l  o b j e c t i v e s , strategic intentions and military capabilities.

56. This  ie,not  tbe place to undertake an analysis of the motives that lie behind
the dominant role that military power has played in the Soviet economy and
nolitical  system and in Soviet relations with other countrie8. But a brief account
of how Soviet armed forcee and military policies affect Western security ia
neceesary  to round out the explanation of Western deterrence.

57. Whatever Soviet motives may be, the fact is that the Warsaw Treaty
Organization, by a continued and rapid increaee of the numerical superiority  of it0
forces  and the quality of ite weapone, has considerably shifted the East-West force
relationehip  to the detriment of NATO. The Waraaw Treaty Organitation hae thue
objectively increased its threat potential to the Western alliance and continuea to
do so.

58. Whatnver  the methMle of military force comparison, Warsaw Treaty caunttiee
have, over time, built a military potential in Europe far in exceaa of any
conceivable defensive need. Thi8,  combined with the geographic asymmc!tries  between
NATO and the Warsaw .I’reaty  Or9anization  and the reeulting disadvantages for
European NATO member countries, hae for NATO further enhanced the task of
maintaininq credible deterrence, eepecially  tar t h e  eecurit)  a n d  senr,z  o f  eecu:itY
of it6 European members.

59. In terms  of the balance of forces in Europe, the Warsaw Treaty Organization
now poseeseee  a clear numerical superiority in virtually all weapon6 categories:
conventional, nuclear and chemical. In addition, the strategic operational
plannfnq of the Soviet Union hae notably improved and now provides for cloee
co-ordination of the qround, air and naval forces and of its strategic rocket
troopa, with the objective of providing the Warsaw Treaty Organisation  with the
capability of launching massive operations with very little warning against the
NATO forward line of defence in Central Europe. .1t the same time, the Warsaw
Treaty Orqanization  has been able to close the weapons quality gap that formerly
existed.

60. It. is not the intention of thin paper to provide the numerical details of thier
qrowi iq Soviet super ior ity. It shcxlld,  however, be mentioned that, in addition to
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ita growing numerical strength and qualitative progress in conventional  forces, the
Waraaw Treaty Organisation has now also gained an unequfvoc.<1.  superiority in all
sYstemo of nuclear weapons in Europe. This is most evident in the continued growth
of the Soviet arsenals of land-based intermediate-range systems, where warhead
deployment at present stands at the ratio of approximately 1O:l in favour of the
Soviet  Union. In the shadow of the nuclear strategic balance of the tW0
super-Powers  and unperturbed by a series of far-reaching Western arms control
of fore, the Soviet Union has thus, since 1977, been establishing an
intermediate-range nuclear potential. NATO had nothing comparable to oppose to it
until it beqan its modest counter-deployment at the end of 1983 in accordance with
the double-track decision of 12 December 1979. Whereas NATO decided even to reduce
its overall nuclear atcrkpile  in Europe, the Soviet Union has recently been
compounding its already existing  advantages by t.he modernization  and forward
deployment of shorter-range nuclear systems. The quantitative superiority of
qualitatively comparable aircraft of the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization force5 has
continuously increased. The enormous expansion of Soviet naval force8 in the North
Atlantic and in the European peripheral seas over the last 15 to 20 years has
fundamentally changed force relationehips  at sea. For Central Europe, the
increasing capability  of the Eastern naval forces to carry out amphibious landing
operations in the Baltic Sea with strong air support is a growing threat,
Commensurate  with the overall threat the Soviet and allied navies constitute for
Atlantic sea-traffic, the economic and Logistic lifeline of the NATO alliance.
With these changes in force relationships, the Soviet Union haB purposefully
improved its offeneive military  options.

61. A part11  rlarly worrisome aspect of the East-West force relationship and the
deterioration of the balance, from a Western perspective, lies in the ceaselee
augmentation of military attack capabilities, which bears no discernible
relationehip  to Western capabilities and force trende. Even though the annual
growth rate or Warsaw Treaty Organization military equipment may have slightly
subsided in recent years, Soviet armament efforts proceed in a relentless, almost
automatic growth. Available information about present weapon6 production, new
models in the pfpelir&e, ongoing military research, and so forth, betray a largely
unchecked growth proceee  with no terminal goal.

62. Against the formidable and growing capability of the Warsaw Treaty
Organization for launching offensive action, with or without nuclear weapons, NATO
is incapable of qenerating or suetaining  the enormous peace-time military
establishment that would be necessary in order to hold and repel such an aeeault at
the forward line for long. As an alliance of nations that want only to protect the
territorial-political status quo from violent chanqe so that they can concentrate
their energy and resources on the enjoyment of civilian life, the Weetern alliance
does not intend to deploy forces that would match the Warsaw Treaty Organfzation
tank for  tank,  division for divis ion or  misnile  for missi le. The extreme degree of
militarization  of life in all its aspects required for such an effort would
stultify its societal purposes and deprive it of its leading and stabilizing  role
in the world economy, including its ability to contribute to th? development of
third-world countries. The alliance must therefore continue to rely on its nuclear
deterrent capacity to pose unacceptable coats and rinks to the potential aggressor
while strengthening its capacity to withstand a conventional attack by conventional
means beEore having to consider defensive escalation.
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The stability of deterrence: an  asaerrament of  t he  i nheren t  riaksl-, .

63. If deterrence haa so far worked and secured peace, will it continue to work?
Is it becoming more or less etablc? One canni* anzTwer  these  quest ions  in  purely
military-technological terme - however important this factor may be - but only in
term8 that  relate the  military factor to its  politicrrl  context . Thia leada one to
a sober  a~aeasmen+  of potential  confl ict  scenarios. [low would a conflict between
East and West, conceivably involving nuclear capons, break out, and irow likely is
i ta occurrence?

64. Deterrence cannot be practised with dummy weapons and with arsenals incapable
of impreasipq  the ful l  risk of  unacceptable  damage  t:pon the  adveraary. Yet, war
prevention must not be coniuoed  with war-fighting. The risk of war, which is
ultimately a product of political relations, cannot be derived simply from a
calculus  of relative technical capabilities.

65. A preoccupation with military-technological details, which 13 characteristic
of much of the literature on nucle&r weapons, becloudu  the fact  that  any decis ion
on the use of nuclear weapons is nor a simple techrtcal  option, but a political and
moral calculation of the h ,heat order. One-dimensional  thinking in technically
conceived worst-case scenarios distracta one from a realistic  aesesement of the
threats of the nuclear age. A political analysis of the risk of the outbreak of
war in the Eaet-West  context leads to quite different and more reaeeuring resulte.

66. A rational, diearming  first-strike attack by one major Power against the other
i s  unfersible  in  bo th  t echn ica l  and  po l i t i ca l  terma.  Under  a n y  realiRt.ic
assumption, a considerable second-strike potent J -‘. would be retained ,)y the other
side. Any first-strike attempt would therefore risk suicide for the attacker. It
ia therefore  the least l ikely of  al l  scanaria of  nuclear  war.  The elaborate
precautiona that the nuclear Power6 have taken in reciprcxzal  aqreerr.antr to prevent
or defuee accidental nuclear occurrencee - the enhanced “hot lint agreement
between the United jtatea  and the Soviet Union ie a caee in point - aleo make it
virtually imponeible  that a qeneral nuclear conflagration would result from
malfunctioninq  or misinterpretation. If the policy of non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons 1s reepected, one can also be assured that regions1 conflicta - even under
the assumption of limited nuclear capabilities by one or several third-world
countries - will be ronfined  to the region and will not draw the two major Powers
into a cataclysmic U~MF of their own nuclear 8yeteme.  Therefore, one can rule out
the poesibility, for al l  conceivable  purposes, that a nucl.ear war involving the two
military alliancea would start a6 a nuclear exchange.

67. In the East-Weat  context this leaves the one realistic nuclear contingency to
worry about2 the poeeibility  that a conventional war might erupt in Europe, based
on the iniataken calculation on the part of the ‘Warsaw Treaty Orqanization that its
increased capabilities for non-nuclear attack and for the suppression of the
escalatory  threats of NATO would permit a rapid and pechape decisive  onslaught
against Western European territory during some severe  criai6. ‘%e immense buildup
Of conventional arms in recent years by the Wareaw Treaty Orqanization has made
this kind of scenario more plausible. But even this scenario cf East-West conflict
can be discounted - at least Ear the time being. Already s on mil itary qrounde, i t

/ . . .
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is hard to imagine a Soviet premeditated attack in Europe of this order) NATO is
confident thot it5 deterrence and forward defence will provide an ovorwhelminq
disincentive  to such war plans; and it has the technology and resources to deny the
most plausible Kinds of premeditated attacks.

68. Even the slightest risk that a failure of deterrence would result in an
ICast-West conflagration must be cause for serious concern ab9 preventive mea5uresr
but not for alarmist vision5 of a fragile deterrent balance poised for an
apocalyptic breakdown. In real ity, there is no ground for alarm, and deterrence is
likely to maintain the relatively stable non-war relationship in which the outbreak
of conflict become5 an infinitesimal possibility. Realistically considered, mutual
deterrence ha5 a considerable safety margin within which it can operate and will
remain effective.

69. Despite this considerable safety margin, the functioning and the credibility
of deterrence will require vigilance at 011 times. Threats to the stability of
deterrence  must be countered by appropriate action. These threats reside largely
in the dynamic5 of weapon8 technology and the growth process of Soviet military
might. Thus, the implovement  of ballistic miaeile  forces providing increased
prompt, hard-tarqet ki’L1 capabilities and the quadrupling of the number of nuclear
warheads on the side of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation have increasingly threatened
the survivability of forces deployed to deter aggression. By the same token, the
deter iarat  ion of the conventional balanct  in Europe to the detr insnt  of NATO
jeopardizes the functioning of deterrence. Yet - as will be demonstrated in the
final chapter of this presentation - all these dangers can be harnessed, and there
is no question in the mind of NATO decieion-makers  that deterrence can be
maintained as a stable and effective strategy of war prevention at acceptable cost,
and this by no means necesearily  at higher levels of forces and military hardware
but at lower levels of more stabilizing  and potentially less threatening weapon8
ayatems, better adaptad  to the strategy of flexible response.

70 . In the light of these realities it Is regrettable that public attention has so
unduly focused on the potential failure of 3eterrence and the outbreak of war,
mostly under the hypothe8ie  of an early nuclear conflagration. The remoteness of a
conflict, especially a conflict involving nuclear weapous, ahould be consistently
emphasised. In real ity. nuclear weapons of our day - at vastly decreased numbers
in the West - have become safer and less accident-prone than in the past;
nuclear-weapon holders have become more circumspect and prudent; deterrence in the
form of flexible response has become more reliable and manageable. The powerful
safequards  against  doomsday scenarios that htve been alluded  to here hava not
occurred by accident. They are the product of reasoned prudence and the deliberate
shaping of military-technological measures to serve this prudence.

71. Neverthelees, the small hypothetical chance that nuclear deterrence might fail
snd that intra-war deterrence would then have to achieve war +ermination  at the
earliest possible point and with the leaat possible damage should nnt be ignored.
Again, such a hypothetical inquiry must be clearly focused and not dominated - a s
is so often the case in the current popular strcrteqic  literature - by the obvious
intrntion of the analyst to prove the worst and to assume an accumulation of all
those factor8 which might be conducivu  to a general catastrophe. There 18 no doubt
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t h..rt:  <any conventional aqqression  against NATO that could r.ot be countered and
:;toppeti  by rapid means of direct, conventional defence and subsequent political
initi,>tives  would precipitate a very dangerous situation in which NATO military
comm3r.ders  would have to request political authority to move to controlled
(hsc,~;ation with nuclear means. Despite the rigid hierarchicnl  constraints on the
dsfensive use of nuclear  weapons, avai lable  faci l it ies of  C31 and batt le
manaqement.  would in such a situation be taxed in An unprecedented manner. It i s
impossible to predict  whether the intended c o n t r o l l a b i l i t y  of a confl ict  involving
nuclear weapons would in fact succeed. There is, however, a coneiderable chance
that control and earl wak’  termination can be achieved, a Id the onqoinq and planned
improvement5 in the CY I field will enhance such possibilities.

72. Any policy of early war termination is, in addition,  supported by powerful
motive 5 on the part of both conflicting parties. At each stage of the conflict,
even though these stages may succeed one another at very short intervals, the
uncertainty as to the controllability of further  acts of escalation is likely to
qrofQ, and the ,damaqe that may already ha:re  been inflicted will provide a powerful
disincentive to an;’ further heightening of hostilities. Both parties to the
confl ict , whatever their strateqic doctrine or their war aims, would thus feel the
compelling urge to incur no further risk5 and to proceed to war termination as
their then overridlng, shared objective. By contrast, a mechaIIically  conetructeo
worst-case scenario, assuring a simultaneous and cumulative failure of all control
features and safeguards and the imputation to military decision-makers of an
irresistible urqe to make use of all nuclear fire-pcwer once a conflict erupts does
not reflect a realistic sequence of events.

The nuclear-winter hypothesis and deterrence

73. At the present time, much attention is given to ongoing research into the
qlobal climatic consequences of a conceivable nuclear exchange, and the hypothesis
has been formulated  that a lsrqe-scale nuclear war, or even L more limited nuclear
nxchanqe, would result in ,. drastic decrease ol. global temperatures - a nuclear
winter  - and accompanyinq  disastrous results for humanity and the environment.
Althouqh  many uncertainties remain, and scient!sts may alter their preliminary
conclusions as a result of future research efforts, the issue of gloL,dl
environmental  effects of nuclear war is undoubtedly a grave one.

74. Some irltial thought has already been given to the strategic implication5 Of
the nuclear-winter hypothesis in its various facets. For example, it has been
suygested  that the prospect of a nuclear winter could make nuclear deterrence
pointless and inoperative, since a self-defeating, civilization--destroying  resort
to force lacks all credibility as a threat and all reason as an act. Against such
a view it could better be aryued that the prospect of dire climatic consequences of
t.he unlimited, uncontrolled use of nuclear weapons would simply make the case for
the avoidance and deterrence of war - any war - even more imperative. Similarly,
shc)ll  Id deter- cence fail, it would make the case for intra-war deterrence to
facilitate a rapid termination of conflict at the lowest possible level of
destruction compelling. The nuclear-winter Iryt)othesis  also argue6  for
restructuring nuclear arsenals in terms of a further decrease in numbers,
throw-weiqht and nuclear payload, as well as for an increaue  in the mobility and
accuracy of nuclear weapon5 - developments that might bti beneficial rather than
damaqinq for the doctrine of deterrence.
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A world without deterrence3

75. The contrlhution of deterrence to a relatively stable East-West relationship
and to peace and International security In general can best be illustrated by a
hypOthetica  inauiry intc the nature and consequences of a world where deterrence
would be suddenly removea, and where eepecially  the Western alliance would
spontaneously  renounce all nuclear defensive options and, conceivably, even the
possession of nuclear weapons.

76. The military balance of forces would thus be dramatically shlftsdl, and the
overwhelming conventional superiority of the Waraaw Treaty Organisation would
immediately exercise its unmitigated effect upon Weetern countries, whether neutral
or part of the alliance. The major disincentives to conventional attack would be
liFted, and the spectre of devastating conventional conflicts in the densely
populated countries of Europe - and also elaewhere - with the certain outcome Of
total political subjugation under the political rdgime Of the attacker would
cammence to haunt people’s minds. Not only this, but the sudden removal of nuclear
deterrence, while making conventional war more likely, would not really eliminate
the prospect of nuclear war. Even If all nuclear weapons were vet if iably
abolished - an unrealistic assumption - the knowledge of how to produce them and
the means of producing them would remain. Conseauently, the outbreak of
conventional war would quickly raise the spectre of nuclear rearmament, and the
race for nuclear rearmament, starting from a zero base, would be extremely
demtabiliainq and conducive to pre-emptive first strikes.

77. However, war need not even erupt to change the world power balance in a
fundamental manner. The mere presence of vastly superior and perhaps invincible
conventional forces on one side would epell fear and intimidation of such a degree
tha t  po l i t i ca l , social and economic choices in the free world - and mainly in
Europe - would be immediately affected.

78. Investment would come to a standstill, maat flight of capital and talent would
ensue,  and the political and economic stability of the Western countries would be
severely shaken, their wealth-generating capacity impaired or destroyed. The
economic crisis and the eneuinq political upheaval would profoundly affect the
countries of the third world.

79. It is difficult to foresee the full extent Of the resulting destabilisation of
the wOr Id ayetern  as we now know it. Yet, crltice of deterrence must address the
l ikely conseauencee  of their  recommendatione , and must demonstrate that the
alternativea to deterrence they seek to prorote could contribute to international
recur  i ty in comparable measure , while safeguarding against a disastrous shake-up of
the global balance.

Nuclear non-proliferation and the third world

8 0 . The generally dampening effect that nuclear waspans  have exerted on the
East-West antlqoniam  - particularly the Cnhibitions  they have imposed against the
reeort to war rlrrd in support of the management of crises - results from uniaue
condltlane, which cannot be duplicrrted  by other antagonists8 the bilateral nature
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of the nuclear
feas ib i l i ty  o f
de facto  modus

balance, the chaetening impact of two world wars, the political
establishing a mutually acceptable territorial-political

_vivendi  in the area of acute confrontation in Central Europe, the
early formation of military-political alliances, the pace of nuclear buildups  in
the context of this structure of opposing relationships (permitting the time  and
citcumatanceR  for peaceful adjustments), the special structure and magnitude of the
arms competition underlying the nuclear balance (providing admurance againet,
rather than provocation to, an initiation of nuclear conflict) and, at all timea,
mutual recognition that the great rleka  and costs of any direct military encounter
would clearly offset the value of any political objectivea that might be gained by
euch an encounter.

81. Therefore, one cannot infer from the stabilizing  effects of East-West mutual
deterrence that the production or deployment of nuclear weapon8 hy other States
would promote their securit:! or the security of their adversaries (whether or not
these adversaries alao acauired nuclear weapons). Nor:  could one expect that the
mutual deterrent effecta  of the East-Went  nuclear balance that extended to the
other nuclear Powers in the distinctive political conLext  of the post-war period
would be replicated by new nuclear  Powera outside this structure of relationships.
It seems much more likely that the acuuiaition  of nuclear weapons by additional
States would be profoundly deatab.lizlng  locally and regionally. The proliferation
of nuclear weapons among a number of States might also upset the atahilizing
effecta of the present Eaet-Weat  balance on United Statee-Soviet relations as well
a8 on the  relatlonn of other  Staten. Despite tendencies of the present world
system towardo  a more multipolar nature, there can be no doubt L--hat the global
power balance is 80 constituted that the two major nuclear Powers have a decisive
Impact upon peace, stability and security in the world. Thirr  cunfers  upon them a
singular degree of responsibility which no other State or alliance, whatever its
armament, can aoaume or, in reality, share.

82. At the present time, approximately 130 State8  have signed the nuclear
non-proliferation Treaty. L/ They have thereby acknowledged that the posaeasion of
nuclear weapons is not teauired  for their own security, and that, pending the
implementation of article VI, international security is generally served hy the
existence  of the Treaty. The Tecurity  problems of many third-world countries are
grave and muet not be belittled. The task of enhancing regional scxur ity in many
areas of the world ie of evident importance. But  i t  is  di f f icult  to Bee how
nuclear  weapons, mOre  widely spread, could advance such Recur ity. None of the few
countriee  that have choeen to remain aloof from the non-proliferation Treaty has 80
far gone nuclear , ohvioualy  for the same reaaone. Nearly all of theae countries
have  traditional ly also been eloauent in affirming that they supp->rt  the goal ,>f
nuclear non-proliferation and will not conRider the acquisition of nuclear weapona,
although they wish to leave their nuclear option open au a matter of principle Or
in came a nuclear arsenal is acauiced by a specific competitor.

83. The spread of nuclear weapons to a particular third-world country or even - an
unlikely case - the cancer  ted acauisition of such weapons hy two competing
countries cauld scarcely contribute to international Htahility. Whether or nnt the
possession of nuclear weapons by the present five nuclear-weapon holder8  (pending,
hopefully, far-reaching {IeaRureR of nuclear dinarmament) is considered stahiXizing,
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any multiplication of the number of nuclear players  would in all likelihood be
coneidarably  more difficult to manaqe ati would arouse widespread feare. While the
prerent nuclear-wsnpone arsenals  along the East-West axis are conceived in term6  of
a bipolar antagoniam, a wider spread in the third world would, in all conceivable
caaem, generate unspecified fear3 all around.

84. A number of State8 not party to the non-proliferation Treaty juetify their
rejection of the Treaty by the argument t’lat  it is diecriminatory  in nature.
However ‘ given the existence of nuclear weapons, the only non-diecriminatory
solution would be that they be allowed to proliferate to all other countries that
might conceivnbly  war& them - obviously a highly deatabilizing  situation. under
the circumstances, the implementation of the suggestion of some third-world
countriee  that they, too, should be allowed to have nuclear veapons in order t0
practire  deterrence would neither eliminate the diecrisinatory nature of the
non-proliferation Treaty - unleas all countries were permitted to have the bomb -
nor contribute to thie security.

85. There ie a significant contradiction in the fact that it is especially  those
countries  taking a particularly negative atand on deterrence and the poaeeesion of
nuclear .dapona  towarda “hat end that wieh to maintain the nuclear option for
themeelves. The rame cauntr  ies often argue that deterrence is tantamount to an
endless epiralling upw* J of the quantitative and qualitative development of
nuclear systems - .7 notion not ahared in thie paper - but that the acquisition of
nuclear weapons by themselves for deterrent purposes would be harmless.

Implications for the arm6 race

86. “Arm6 race” is a misleading metaphor for the quantitative and qualitative
competition for military strength between advereariee. I t  ie miRleadinq  becauue
the *players’ do not compete for victory accotding to agreed ruled of the game on
t h e ’ ,‘ent ical courses They do not compete A- every weapon, and some weapon8 are
alwayu being retired from the race while others are entering it. Nor does one aide
always  r a c e , even though it may run.

87. So-called arm8 race6 have emerged a8 a prominent feature of international
politics eince advanced induetr ial countries, in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, acquired the ability to improve the balance of military power with relrpect
to an adversary relatively quickly by the innovation and pr.tiuction  of military
technology. AltF%qh the resulting competition has sometimes aroused fears and
heightened tensions, its relationship to the outbreak of war is, on the whole,
non-existent, althouqh accaeionally  ambiquoue au one factor amonq  many. In moat
caaeu racea ended before war broke out. 1n some cases they may have prolonged
peace or served  as a surroqate  for war. The clearest correlation of an armB race
to the outbreak of war lies in the period between the two world warB. when the
aqqreeeive totalftarian Staten  raced and the statute quo democracies failed to run
soon encuqh or fast enough to deter aqqreasio~ntil  it was too late.

88. The nuclear-arms competition absorbs money and resources that, theoretically,
1 might be apent for non-military pursuits, although it consume8  a fraction of the

/ . . .
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money and resources devoted to conventional furcats, where the metaphor is eve11  less
applicable. Moreover, the post-war arms competition has sometimes disturbed
East-West  relations with popular fears, warranted or unwarranted, that one side is
attaining a dangerous advantage. But given the unfortunate reality that States
with conflictinq  interests arm against each other, one can view the contemporary
arm competition - however undesirable many of its traits -- with its hiqh rate of
technological innovation  across a broad epectrum  of weapon systems, as providing a
certain safeguard ayainat the destabilising tendencies of arms races.

89. In the age Isf nuclear deterrence, the arms race has replaced shift.> of
alliance and the resort to war as the primary means by which the most developed
State6 try to improve their military positions vie-k-vis adversaries. The rapid
pace and great diversity of technological innovations have been a factor for
stability in the East-West military balance in that na single weapon eyfltem can be
regarded a8 decisCve  and one side’s technological advance is likely to be offset by
the other’s before the first side achieves a decisive advantage, while neither side
ir likely to upset the balance with a sudden weapons deployment or technological
breakthrough. ’

90. For the Western security system, technoloqical  development has been a
particularly important instrument of deterrence, since it enables the West -
consistent with its emphasis on civilian ,ursuits - to compensate for the superior
capacity of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (owing to its political syetem)
ta maintain a high level of mobilized manpower, weapons production and
forces-in-being on a steady basis.

91. Just a8 the *arms race” is a misleading metaphor, so is “stopping the arms
race’“. The metaphor implies that the arms competition can be stepped  without
eliminating t ta cause, which lies in the political sources of East-West rivalry -
in the ends, not the means, of competition.

92. An agreement to stop the arm6 race would have to stop the innovation,
production and development of all weapons. But modern military technoloqy  has
become so widely diffused among the laboratories and factories of developed States
(whatever t;,eir social and economic system) and so fused with non-military
technology and products that stopping the technological process would require
ellminatinq the a’: ., 1’. i fic-industrial infrastructure of developed States - which is
obviously  impossible

93. This means that., altholrqh the testing, development, production and deployment
of some weapons can be 1 imitctd, reduced@ or even atopped by agreement or
unilateral ly, the arms race as a whole has a propensity to sh;tt towards channels
that are not excluded. Although they rechannel the arms race, restrictions on
weapons and technol(..qy are useful if they help to stabilize  the arms competition
and make it safer or cheap;?:; but only a resolution of the political sources of the
competition could end it.

94. As noted earlier in this paper, many critics of deterrencfa  tend tv attribute
all perceived danqers and evils of armament met Jres - especially maasL\res  of
nuclear armament - to the adoption of the principle of deterrencle. They see a
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causal link between deterrence and every aspect of the competitive arma buildup
between the two military alliances. Obviously, there is a prominent
action-reaction component in the competitive arms buildup between the two
military-pact ryeterns. The interaction model of direct causality betwaen
deterrence and the armn race, however, is  CI gross oversimpli f ication.  Thtl real ity
is more complex and, at the same time, exonerates deterrence from its imputod role
au a fomenter oi a nuclear-arms race.

95. There are mainly two factors that dieprove  the simple causality hypothesis;
firat, the way in which the two major Powers have actually funded their defence
budget8 and conducted their nuclear armament over the past decadeal  and secondly,
the quantitat:ive  needs of a credible deterrent stance in a highly competitive
nuclear relationship.

96. Looking at available data on defence budgets and the introduction of new
weapon systems (particularly nuclear), one can eaeily demonstrate that thrte ia no
steady process of arms accumulation and no rapid action-reaction cycle in nuclear
armament1  the arm6 buildup is quite irregular, with long periods of re0traintr
mainly on the Western side. Thus, between 1968 and 1976, United State6 iefence
l xpensee in constant dollars shrank continuously by a factor of almost two, while,
at the same time, Soviet military expenses in constant roubles climbed mtoadily  by
about the same factor. During the period most notable for a rapid Soviet nuclear
buildup - the years from approximately 1963 to 1978 - the United States did not
develop a single new nuclear etrateqic weapon and no new strategic bomber. WI I le
Soviet arsenals grew rapidly in both numbers of warheads and collective
throw-w ight, the United States stockpile went down according to both these
cr iter la. Since the 19606, the number of United States nuclear warheads has gone
down by 8,000, and their total throw-weight has been reduced by approximately
75 per cent. At a time when the Soviet Union was engaged in a rapid increa8e  of
its tactical nuclear weapons, including nuclear artillery, in Europe, NATO decided
to diamantle 1,000 tactical nuclear weapons and to renounce one additional weapon
for each intermediate-range weapon to be newly stationad  in the framework of the
moileet  intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) countermeasures to the Soviet SS-20
thrust. In 1983, during a period when Soviet ~~-20  deployment reached new he:iqhts
and new forward-based nuclear weapons of the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization  were about
to make their appearance, NATO, at the Montebello meeting, decided to withdraw
another 1,400 nuclear weapons from Europe. Taken together, thest NATO decisions
mean that the alliance now deploys fewer nuclear systems in Europe than et any time
since the early 1960s. This clear downward movement in the nuclear arsenala  of
NATO contrast6 with the unprecedented nuclear buildup that has occurred during the
same pbriod on the side of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. This brief balance
sheet aleo indicates that, whatever the long-term tendencies and overall
characteristics of the competitive arms relationehip  between the two systems, the
thesis that deterrence will invariably entail a permanent and lit itless escalation
Of nuclear hardware on either side can h<-rdly  be sustained.

97. The causality hypothesis is further shaken if one looks at the basic
definition of deterrence in the Western sense. It has been pointed out above t&t
credible deterrence according to the NATO readinq  does not deperbd  on eupcriority  Or
even numerical pal  ity of military forces for war-) iqhting  purposes, but on the
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parity of ds?ensivs  tiptione. This explains the restraint in nuclear armament that
NATO hae for loa?g ywciods been able to exercise and continues to practise. This  is
true for th:a  P,:Ibatint  force relationship, but it can be extended further. Quite in
contrast with tfrc theory that deterrence tends inevitably to foster the endless
numerical qcuwVh of nuclear systeme, a much lower level of armament would he quite
compatible with deterrence. In this aehde  it cyn be maintained that deterrence, an
defined by NATO, does not poesees  a built-in tendency to grow, but rather a
built-in propensity to bring about a etable nuclear relationship between the
military alliances at considerably lower levels of nuclear hardware. This point
deserves elaboration in connection with the subsequent section on disarmament and
arms control.

98. The foregoing reflection8 on the implications of deterrence for the
competitive arms buildup between the two military syetema do not purport to pr-vide
a full explanation of the very complex mechanics of the nuclear-acme raze. A more
complete analysis must take into account both the different political objectives of
the two militacy alliances and the factor of a rapidly evolvinq weapons
teohnolog y. An empirical inqlricy  into the complex dynamics of the East-Went arms
competition showa  that new nuclear  hardware has rarely been acquired in direct
response to particular moves by the other side. Major weapons developments, like
the decisions on the NATO side to relinquish a large number of nuclear-weapon
eystema,  have often been taken alytonomously,  with long lead times, oolely on the
basis of perceived national need8 and with the aid of available technology. On the
NATO side - and to some extent on the Soviet side aleo - new armament8  decision6
have often improved strategic stability by replacing older, more vulnerable
eystemr . Howeve  c , there have also been armament decisions that have not
contributed to stability. The Soviet SS-20 deployment, planned and implemented et
the height of dtente  to create a conspicuous monopoly of land-based
intermediate-range nuclear mlasiles,  is a cape in point.

Implications for negotiated arms reductions  and disacl Ament

99. Just  aa ; t is impossible to stop the innovation, production, and deployment of
all military t ~ck-,zlogy in advanced industrial-technological :;tates  that maintain
armed forces, so it is impossible to eliminate independent armed forces, short of
the establishment of an effective world government. Thus, appeal pi for
“disarmament” in the sense of general and complete disarmament are statements of
aspiration with very little relevance in the real world. Howeve  c , if disarmament
is taken to mean prohibiting, reducing, limiting or controlling the development,
testing, production or deployment of specific weapons or categor  ieo of weaponsI
that is to uay, “arms control”, it is demonstrably feasible in the existing system
of aovereign States.

100. The primary purposes of acn8 control ace to reduce  the risk of war and to make
the arms competition more pcedictnble  and therefore rn0c.s moderate and stable.
Since the Second World War a number of acme-control agreements to make the military
environment safer have been achieved, ranqing from the pactiaL  nuclear-test-ban
Treaty 1/ to the “hot-line” agreement. But most of these have not directly, if at
a l l ,affected the relationship of forces in the central military halahce. Only the
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ABM Treaty z/ and tt-.J SALT L Interim Aqceement g, hnve  fallen into this category
(which also includes the unratified SALT [I treaty 2,‘). Popular hopes focus
pcimacily on so-called strateqic-al  Ins control, that IR, on agreements that rsetr ict
medium-canqe and lonq-ranqe nuclear weapons and weapon8  desiqned  to defend aqainet
them.

101. The fundament.11  reason for the reltitive  paucity of strategic-armo agreementa
in that, as per-nuclear history -180 demonstrates, it is exceedingly difficult for
armed ~~~~eceacie8, even IE they qenuinely seek the benefits of an arms aqceement,
to reach a tually beneficial agreement that wollld commit them to obaecve a
particular dlationship  ot Zoccee restricted by treaty. For such an agreement
caisea formidable problems of mc*asucement  and verification, which are compounded by
technoloqical innovation, the divecRity  oE interrelated weapon systems, and the
asymmetry of military structuIes  and functions. It confronts adversaries with
awkward pco!)leme  of formal equity and equivalence, which do not impinge cn national
status to  the  same extent  i f  left  undefined. Most impoc tant, it requires them to
forgo opportunities to adjust restricted categories of forces to compensate for
unanticipated and of ten unpced ictable  technological developments and
qualitative-quantitative changes in unrestricted categories - a difficulty that is
compounded by the complexity of force struct::cas  and the rapid pace of
technological developments. All of these problems ace accentuated in proportion to
the comprehensiveness of an agreement. Yet the less comprehensive an agreement,
the more likely it ia that developments in unrestricted areas will upset the
military balance that the aqceement was intended to codify.

102. The problem of nchievinq  and maintaining mutually advantageous strategic-arms
agreements can b mitigated if the adversaries are content to accept the balance of
forces where it exists and confine arms cestcictions  to those that either do not
affect or else I’ut a ceiling on desired military programmes. But an agreement like
this is not likely to produce enough of the benef :s of arms control to seem worth
the problems it entails. In the demcxzratic countries the actual effecttl  of such
limited agreements on the arms race are likely to seem inadequate in comparison to
the hopes invested in them. That is the story of SALT I and II.

103. With these considerations in mind, the Atlantic al?. lance aeeko  eubstantial
arms rerluct ions, not jus t  ceilinys. Rut cecoqnizinq  thnt reductions, in
themselves, do not necessarily make the arms race Rater,  more predictable, or even
cheaper, the West has proposed reductions within a structure of forces which is
consistent with a rough equivalence of strikiny power and mutual abnegation of

1 strategic superiority and which is deeiqned to foster t.he overriding objective of
j acme control: to strenqthen  atrateqic stability, that is, to reduce the rink of
: war by minimizinq  any incentive for an armed attack. The distinctive features of

this structure are the reduction of warheads per launcher and of warheads
deliverable on military t.aryets, while strategic defence wcbapons  ace severely
limited in accordance with the ABM Treaty, so that neit.hec side is vulnerable to a
first strike or iqvulnecable  to unacceptable retaliatory damage. ‘. foster mutual.
agreement on offensive-force reductions, considering the aeymmetci. !s of force
structures, the West proposea  trade-offs that would enable each :iide to trade
limits on tt,e weapons in which it holds an advantage  for comparable limits orI
weapons in which the advecsary  hoids an advantage.
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104.  The indispeneeble  condition for the achievement and the 8uccoe1 of an 4rLe
agreement ie that it reflert and etabilize 8 belatxe  of military power which the
signatories  are content to live with and which they prefer to the balance that
might reeult from unrequlated arms competition. From the Western Ot8ndpOint  this
balance ie expressed in the concept of military parity, or a parity of OptiOnOr
which refers to a relationship of forces in which neither aide hae the kind of
overall advartage  that would threaten the security of the other, and neither 1acke
the ameured letaliatory  capability to make sggreesion Unprofitable. The l anence of
this balance is a situation of mutual deterrence in which each aide can be
confident that the other will not launch a pre-emptive or an offensive nuclear or
non-nuclear attack against  i t .

105. Apart from theae general conaideratione  concerning NATO objective*  in current
and future arms-control negotiatione, the extent to which detorrenco  can make 8
particular contribution to negotiated disarmament ie worth noting. This
contribution ie twofold.

106. In the firrrt  place, as hao been demonstrated above, deterrence,  properly
conceived, poeaeeeee  a built-in tendency towards lower equ!librium  potntm in
nuclear, 88 well as conventional, forces. In negotiation6 on nuclosr-arma  control,
the United Statee, with full alliance support, has thus consistantly proposed
mutually balanced levels of weaponry far below the number of existing or planned
systema. Cases in point ace the United States negotiating proporale  in the courbe
OC the SALT II negotiations, the etrateqic  arm6 reduction talks (START), the
cl’rrent bilateral negotiation% ir Qmeva, and the propoeal  of a double-zero
solution on intermediate-ranga  nuclear weapons during the 1981-1983 INF talks.

107. Thrre  ie a recond  reaeon why credible deterrence provider 8 favourable
condition for arms control. Functioning deterrence grant6 effective protection
from attack and provides a feelinq of confidence and rearimufance,  without which
arm8-Control  negotiations may  aggravate tenoiOnI3  and suepicions. With a bsckground
of credible deterrence, a negotiator has 8 euff icient  margin of flexibility and
manoeuverability  to make negotiations worth while and to etrive euccesafully for
lower levels of weaponry. Far from beinq an obstacle to eucceeeful arms-control
neqot iat ions, 8~ ia occaeionally  claimed, deterrence facilitates ths- arm@  control
proceee.

The fut’jre  of deterrence

St8biliZinq  deterrence: the case Zor teetructurinq

108. For 40 year8 deterrence hae lmpoeed 8 meafrure  of restrsint upon international
politics that ie unique in the history  of qreat-Power conflicts. under the
inhi!)itiona of mutual deterrence, the super-Powers and their alliee have avoided
war. They have developed important convention8 of beheviour and meana  Of
Communication for avoiding and moderating cr isee that might lead to war, and they
have learned to iWgOti8te  some of their moat serious difference8 where intereats
converge. Never h8rmOniOU8, the quality of East-Weet relations sbb@ arId flows, but
these relation8  are aa far from the brink of w8r as ever. I Weed. they are much
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further from war than at earlier point8 in the poet-war period, which were
theraelve8  not near, for example, two Berlin criees,  the Korean War and the Cuban
mimrile  cri818. In the absence of my functicnal  equivalent, therefore, we can
continue to rely on deterrence with confidence, while trying, through arms
agreement8 and diplanatic 8ccommod8tions, to make it afr safe a8 poseible.

109. Novorthele88,  for rea8onb of ethics and aelf-interest,  we should not be
8atirfied forever with a eyetem  of deterrence that depend8  ultimately on the
po88ibility  of cataetrophic  destruction. Deterrence in its present form, a8 the -
currently - beet available policy of war prevention in the nuclear aqe, rests on
8ound moral  foundat ions. Yet, itrc  ethical acceptability hare  one important
prurequioi  tet that no opportunity be iost in the COnECientiOU8  eearch for ways to
dirini8h the reliance on nuclear weapons. This corresponds to tho teaching8 of
many religioue  leader8 who have accepted deterrence, including it8 nuclear
component, aa a temporary expedient in the intereet  of the preeervation of peace,
predicated upon a morally responsible search for a laeting  state of peace that
could ultimately diapenae  with the aseiotance  of the nuclear instrument. A better
8ymtem  of international 8ecurity  must, aC the leaat, offer equally effective
prevention of war with siqnif icantly  less reliance on nuclear ret.;liation  at
wbetrntially  lower levela of nuclear armament. To achieve a better syetem  of
mutual 8ecur ity, nowever, we must not only have 8 sound idea of where we are qoinq,
but al8o a practical road-map for qettinq there.

110. In search of an alternative to deterrence, some are i-clined,  whether from
conviction or for purposes  of propaqenda, to advocate Utopian dlolutions  that would
require the transformat  io. of the international political system, such as schemes
of univerral  eacurity  that ate aa remote from reality 88 world Government. Others
are content to exhort Government8 to get rid of nuclear weapons and the arms race
or to conduct their relation8 according to the kind of rules of good Scheviour  that
are suppored  to govern the affairs of an orderly State, aa though the problems of
the real world of sovereiqn  countries with conflictinq  intereste  and opposing armed
forces could he overcome simply by preacribinq  them out of existence.

111. We propose, as an ultimate 9001, not an alternative to deterrence, but a
fundamental reetructur in9 of deterrence. Restructuring of deterrence muat be
compatible with the existin international system and the basic polikical  and
military relationships within the ByRtem, taking into account, in particular, the
imbalance in convention41  forces and qeopoliticai  asymmetriee.  This means that it
muet bs based on the realities of contemporary international politics, for example,
the reality that fundamental conflicts of intereets  8nd aim8 trouble East-Weet
relations, that the Eatitern and Western security system8  are enqaqed in b
competition for military etrenqth to support these conflicting interest8  and aims,
and that nuclear weapons cannot be uninvented or, in all probability, verifiably
el iminated.

112. Fortunately, another reality in that the nuclear adversaries have a common
interest in reducing the rieke  of war and of C8t8strOphic destruction if war should
Occur. To implement this common interest they need not wait for an alternative to
nuclear deter fence. They can accomplish 8 great de81 - even unilaterally - by
further improving the stability of the exietlnq  ayetem of deterrence.
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113. On any realietic  road-map, making the aviating oystem Of dotsrrence Safer fa
alao the prerequisite for diminiahinq  our reliance on it. For only a atablo
military equilibrium that qives both aide8 a reauonable sense of security Can
provide the baeio  for movinq co-operativoly towards a etructute of deterrence learn
dependent on nuclear weapons.

Unilateral  manures

114. To make the existinq structure of deterrence more stable, both aidea can take
a number  of measures to make their own force8 leas vulnerable to  an at tack  and leas
ldkely to threaten an attack in the eyes of the adversary. For examplec  they  can
reduce their reliance on fixed-eite miseilerr  with many warheadnj  move toward@
greater reliance on appropr iatoly stationed, single-warhead nis~~ilerr  l mpharite
delivery ByEtams and warhead8 that ensure accuracy, diminish co1 lateral damage and
reduce dependence on first use for their utility1 and diminish the vulnerability of
C3 facilities, while further increaeinq their capacity to et?BII:re  political
control of the uee, a6 well as prevent the unauthorized  use, of nuclsar  weapona.

115. NATO hae taken an important  unilateral initiative to enhance the rtabiltty of
deterrence within the framework of flexible responee  by cndertakinq a prograrama  to
obviate the need for early recourse to nuclear weapons aqainBt  conventional
aqqreeeion. By strengthening conventional defence capabilities againat the Warraw
Treaty Orqanization’e  first strateqic echelon and utilizinq  new conventional
tect noloyiee to combat follow-on (or reinforcement) echelonr  before they enter the
battle, NATO will reduce itrr dependence on early rPb<?‘)tt  to nuclf+ar  weapons and
thereby increase ite pol it ical  and military f lexibi l i ty and freedan of act ion.  At
the same time, theee conventional imptovementa will obviously not be of a nature or
magnitude to eupport a NATO-initiated offensive. Therefore, if the Warsaw Treaty
Orqanization’s  intentions are purely defensive, these NATO  defence  meaaurea  will
make the military balance in Europe safe+ for them aa well as for the Western
a l l i ee .

116. Another way to enhance the stability of deterrence while reducing relative
dependence on nuclear weapons could be to utilise new defence technology that ia
emerq inq , in order to move toward& a ba.!anced  structure of deterrence less
dependent on nuclear weapons and more dependent on non-nuclear defence aqain8t
at tacke. In the etrateqic realm. in any case, the United Statea feela compelled to
give serious coneideration  to defence cptions because of trends in So\riet  strateqic
forces which threaten United States  land-baaed retaliatory forces: the substantial
increase in the number of warheada on heavy missiles with a hard-target kill
capabilityt  the heavy investment in development and improvement of the world’* only
currently deployed anti-ballietic-missile eyetem (in the ~oecow area), with a
qrowinq break-out potentials and the world’s only deployed anti-satellite
capability. Moreover, these adverse trends in the balance of long-range strateqic
forces aLe accompanied by similar  development8 concerning the military balance in
Eutoper the great euperior  ity in deployed intermediate-range and short-range
ballistic nuclear mieeiles and the development of anti-tactical ballistic  mirmilea
(ATBMa)  , such a8 the SA X-12, which are not technically cossred  by the ABM
Treaty z/ rscltr ictione. All these Soviet achievements are based on comprohen*ive
research and development.
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117. In spite of these trends in Soviet forces , which threaten the stability of
deterrence from the Western standpoint , and notwithstanding the long-term promise
of achieving a strategic balance less dependent on nuclear weapons, the United
States remains committed to the ABM Treaty - a commitment highly appreciated by its
allies - and earnestly seeks Soviet compliance with it.

C-operative  measures

118. As the preceding discussion indicates , although there are a number of steps
each side can take unilaterally to incre-se not only its own assurance of effective
deterrence of an attack but also the adversary’s assurance, other measures to
stabilize mutual deterrence are best implemented , and indeed, can only be
implemented, through negotiated co-operation,

119. The greatest, most immediate contribution to a more stable nuclear balance is
certainly going to be provided by an agreement or agreements on strategic and
intermediate-range nuclear weapons that enable both sides to adjust their
nuclear-force requirements to a substantially lower level of nuclear warheads in
categories of reduction that further IAlleviate mutual fears of a nuclear first
strike unprovoked by a conventional attack.

120. One essential category of such measures is arms-control agreements that
improve the political relationship between East and West. For instance, a
successful conclusion of the Conference on Confidence- and Security-building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe would alleviate fears and suspicions springing
‘from the confrontation of military systems, reduce the risk of war by
miSCalcUM.ion,  and enhance the influence of the political element in mutual
restraints in comparison to the military element.

121. Anether decisively important category of negotiated co-operation to increase
the stability of mutual deterrence is arms agreements that would stabilize
detetrence  by diminishing mutual fears of attack and, especially, a nuclear first
strikt in a serious crieis. The associated confidence-building‘measures proposed
in the framework of the strategic arms reductions talks and the intermediate-range
nuclear forces fall into this category.

122. Thinking in the United States is currently directed towards a third, more
far-reaching category. It looks towards a long-run strengthening of deterrence by
making it less dependent on offensive nuclear weapons. It envisions agreed
measures to change the structure of military relations to one less dependent on
nuclear defence andmore  reliant on non-nuclear defence against nuclear attack.
President Reagan announced this as an ultimate goal in March 1983, when he launched
the Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI).. SDI is a United States Government research
programme to explore the feasibility of a strategic defensive system that would, in
the United States visw, enable nations to live secure in the knowledge that their
seeutity does not exclusively rest upon convincing the adversary that aggression
will be atst with nuclear retaliation, but rather on the ability to defend against
potential attacks - to protect national populations by conventional maans  rather
than avenge such attacks with nuclear weapms.

/ l . .



A/41/432
Englioh
Page 75

123. In the view of the United States Government, the ultimate achievement of such
a system by both the West snd the East would render nuclear weapons functionally
obeolete, even if it could not guarantee their literal abolition. At the same
t ime, the objective would not be to make the world safe tor conventianal  war but to
encompass a non-nuclear balance, reinforced by the potential for nUClear
rearmament, within the constraints of a comprehensive arms aqreement which woulc;
presuppose an underlyinq political accommodation.

124. From this perspective, the most immediate objective of Western arms-control
efforts would be to achieve within the next decade a substantial reduction in the
strikinq power of offensive nuclear arms while forgoing arry change in the mix of
offensive and defensive arms, whether the latter were desiqned for deployment on
Earth or in upace. At the same time, it would be essential to investigate the
feasibility of achieving the ultimate qoal of the SD1 programme and to consider
co-operative measures of transition towards that goal. The United States
Government insists that it will consider potential next steps jointly with its
allies if SDI’research  yields positive results; the United States would also
consult and neqotiate  with the IJSSR, au provided in the ABM Treaty, about
co-operative ways to introduce dg*fensive  systems into the force structures of both
sides.

125. It is part of this scenario, al; presented by the United States Government,
that every such transitional step would be desiqned to achieve an agreed :>alance  of
OfEansive  and defensive capabilities that both Rides would regard as stabilizinq.
No step would permit either side to attain superiority, either objectively or in
the eyes of the adversary. Obvious?y, negotiating such transiticlnal  steps would be
d i f f i c u l t . Amonq other difficulties, it would presuppose broad disclosure of
technological developments and a reasonable resolution of formidable problems of
verif iration. The United States Government ib aware that the process would work
only if there were underlying agreement on the obJective  of stabilizinq mutual
deterrence at a much lower Level of nuclear strikinq-power and a much hiqher
relative level of non-nuclear defensive capabilities.

126. The advocates of this view are aware that the ultimate objective - creating an
agreed defence-dominant structure that would permit both East and West to ensure
their security by their own capabilities to resist nuclear attacks - may  be
unattainable for political as well as technical reasons. They accept t.hat a
less-.than-perfect  national defence system, combined with radical
of frnsive-nuclear-force  reductions, may provide some of the advantaqes of a nearly
Ferfect  system without the problems the latter system may entail. The authors of
this line of thinkinq are aware that the answers to these questions may not be
known for a long time.

127. The strateqic significance of this new approach is evident8 equally evident -
to both the United States and its allies - is the deqree to which the SD1 concept
impinges on central issues of alliance security and survival, as well a6 East-West
relations and the future of arms control.

128. The Atlantic alliance has therefore initiated an intensive process of
consultation which can be expected to qenernte definite results only over time, as
the technological perepective  can be more clearly vi~;ualizsd  and the various
strateqic implications be more reliably assessed.
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129. In this early phase of alliance consultations, many alliance leaders have,
however, broadly speaking, voiced their support for the United States research
proqramme  under SDI, stressing its compatibility - and the need for its continuing
c o m p a t i b i l i t y  - with the ABM Treaty and acknowledging that it ia morally justified,
politically necessary and in the security interest of the West as a whole.

130. In addition, allied Governments have, over recent months, formulated a number
of understandinqs  reflectinq  sicnif.cant security interests on their part, in an
attempt at interpreting and clarifying the United States concept as it evolves. It
is important to note that these uraderstandinqe  have been accepted by the United
State5 and have now also been incorporated  into guiding United States Government
documents. There are thus a number of tenet5 that are already broadly shared
within the alliance. It appears agreed, whatever  the further manifestations of the
strategic defence concept and not prejudging its ultimate desirability or
feasibi l ity,  thatr

(a) The al l iance’s  pol it ical  and strategic unity  must  be safequardedr  there
must be no zones 0: different degree5 of security in the alliance; specifically,
Europe’s secur ity must not be decoupled from that of North Amer icat

(b) The aim of the SD1 research programme is not to achieve superiority, but
to maintain and enhance the essential strategic balance which has kept the peace
for 40 years;

(cl Any transition to new defence systems, going beyond the research phase,
must be effected on the basis of co-operative approaches together with the Soviet
Union, a6 has been part of the United State5 concept from its inception1

(dl There is an intrinsic relationship between any cc-operative moves towards
more defence-dominant structures and siqnificant  reductions in offensive nuclear
weapons;

le) The overall aim of SD1 is to enhance, not to undercut, deterrencej

(f) The strategy of flexible response must remain fully valid for the
alliance as lonq as there is no more effective alternative for achieving the qoal
o f  preventinq  war2

(4) Finally, during the entire phase in which the possibilities of the
strat,eqic  defence concept are explored comprehensive intra-alliance consultations
remain of particular siqnificance.

131. Durinq this entire far-reachinq attempt at restructuring deterrence, the
prevent ion of war, including nuclear war, and the promotion of confidence and
co-operation between the two military systems will continue to be the overriding
objectives of the West. The future of deterrence resides in li*rqe measure in an
even stronger reliance on its political component.

132. The political component of deterrence becomes particularly important as we
enter a new phase of improved relation5 between the two major Powers, and of
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renewed active arms-control negotiations. In this phase, both sidee have put forth
concept6 and proposal@  that include significant elements of convergence, including
their shared will to prevent all wars , nuclear or conventional; to prevent an arms
race in apace and to terminate it on Earth1 to limit and reduce - and, indeed,
ultimately eliminste - nuclear arms; and to enhance strategic stability. There are
other poeeible elements of convergence that need to be explored. But the
tranelation  of these elements into the? details of one or eevcral comprehensive
arm@-control  agreements will be an arc‘uous and probably long process, which will
illuminate conflicts of interest and perception. In order that the conotructive
effects of this process may predominate over the divisive effects, it will be
indiepeneable that both sides try t(r understand each other’s perspective aa
objectively a.8 pomeible, without animus or paranoia, includinq  t h e i r  respective
viewa on deterrence, and that they strive to improve the constructive quality of
their political relations in areas outside the arme negotiations. The objective
must be to make the Eaet-Weat  conflict safer, and gradually to supersede the
proaent  system of safeguarding peace by mutual deterrence that ie baaed 90 hQaVily
on the capacity of both sides to destroy each other - and themeelves. The two
great Powers must confront these tasks as the fiduciariee  of the entire
international community, responding to the yearning for durable peace in freedom of
their own populatione, but no less to the legitimate concerns and ideals of the
peoples of the third world. There in now a time for hope that this challenge can
b e  mat.
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criAW*R  v

PAPER  BY HR. K. SURRARfsANYAM

1, Deterrence is a fact of life, and it has heen resorted to on certain occasions
to achieve morally commendable results but on others, reprehensible results.

2. Deterrence, as a concept, is as old as the ability of human beings to inflict
pain on their fellow human beings and LO anticipate the other person’s capacity to
inflict such pain. Pot centuries monarchs  and terrorists have practised taking and
holding hostages to influence the conduct  of others, and many of those instances
were exercises in deterrence, just as holding cities and populations hostage to
nuclear annihilation is today. During the second World War, mutual deterrence
operated in respect of the use of chemical weapons.

3. Nations calculate the costs, risks, and gains of their actions, and where they
find that the costs and risks of aggressive action will outweigh the likely gains,
then the deterrent factor prevails. Such costs and risks need not be military.

4. In the present-day world, political consciousness has developed to such an
extent that it i8 difficult for a country to overrun its neighbour and impQSe its
will on its population, aa used to happen prior to this century.
Costs of occupation are usually high@  even in cases where the military aggressiOn
itself can be carried out at a relatively low cost. That could become a factor Of
deterrence. Wostile  reactions of other nations in the region could also he a
deter rent factor, &en in this age of nuclear deterrence, non-nuclear factors
operate as deterrents, especially outside the industrialized world. But for that
fact, the insecurity of developing nations would :-2 more pronounced than it is ”
today. In assessing the efficacy of deterrent factors on nuclear-weapon nations,
there is the ever-present difficulty of computing how much non-nuclear factors
contribute towards the actual operation of deterrence.

5. In the Case of non-nuclear deterrence, the power to inflict intolerable pain
on a nation arises only after its armed forces have been vanquished, while in the
case of nuclear deterrence, the capability to inflict such pain or unacceptable
damage is available without a single soldier having to cross c border, and such
pain or damage can be inflicted in a matter of hours. What distinguishes nuclear
deterrence is the Rower to ispose intolerable pain or unacceptable destruction
irrespective of the outcome of military operations and the certainty  of destruction
tat least at the present stage, before the technology of intercepting warheads is
developed).

6. That the doctrine of nuclear deterrence is effective and viable appears to be
largely a matter of belief. There is no way of proving it or, for that matterr
disproving it. So far, neither the United States Government nor its Western allies
have admitted that any nuclear threat on the part of the Soviet Union has deterred
them on any occasion. Nor has there been any explicit admission on the Soviet side
that it has heen deterred by any nuclear threat.

7. There are accounts of nuclear threats conveyed by President Eisenhower to
China in 1953 on Korea and in 1958 on the Quemoy-Hatsu  issue. There may be strong
reason to infer that deterrence worked in these cases. They occurred when the side

I
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that threatened had overwhelming nuclear superiority - absolute superiority in
weaponry . Nothing, however, has happened in the era of nuclear parity to give any
clue whether nuclear deterrence would operate in the present strategic environment.

8. The widespread belief in the dootrine of nuclear deterrence is based On a
series of unprovable - at least unprovable at present - assumptions that one’s
adversary had certain hostile intentions, but did not pursue them because of one’s
initial nuclear superiority, which wa8 sustained for about two decades. These
assumptions are themselves derived from certain perceptions.

9. In rettospect  it is difficult to say who deterred whom, which instrument
deterred which. It could also be argued that each side, in spite of all rhetoric,
had enough sense not to push the other side too far and deterrence was not called
upon to plaY a role at all. _1

IS. Though  the doctrine of deterrence may be based only on certain beliefs, it has
not been  possiPle  to ignore i t , since it forms the basis of the defence efforts and
philosophy of the most powerful country on earth, Once a belief system in
deterrence became entrenched, it was inevitable that the nations that subscribed t0
the dootrine of deterrence could be influenced within the fxameuork  of the same
doctrine* It was not, therefore, relevant whether other nations subscribed to the
doctrine of deterrence or not. So long as the most powerful group of countries
(the United States and the rest of NA!lQ)  subscribed to it, the rest of the world
had to take note of it. Those who believed that they were able to exercise
deterrence through their nuclear arsenals welter in turn, bound to be deterred bY
the nuclear arsenals of others. In that sense, the doctrine of nuclear deterrence
was a self-fulfilling prophecy.

11. Those who built the enormous arsenals of the 19608, the dimensions of vhich
still haunt us today, now admit that the elaborate quantifications put forward then
were only rationalisations  of certain compromise decisions and apparently the sises
of those arsenals were not derived from meaningful military criteria. The very
elaborate debates of the 1969s about counter-force versus mutual assured
destruction now sound totally unreal. First, the weapons of that period did not
have the necessary accuracy. Secondly, in any war in which the capability for
accuracy is not evenly matched between the two sides, bombing or missile attacks
are kound  to deteriorate into counter-value destruction, In ehe 1960s there was
not adequate knowledge about the effect of electromagnetic pulse IEHF)  and command
and control problems. All such debates now end with the declaration: ‘A nuclear
war can never he fought and won. It should never bs started”, and the doctrins Of
nMUal  atisured destruction, which was once an article of faith, is being
incteasingly  questioned. There is a growing amount of literature on the problems
Of command  and control in a nuclear war at the tactical level and on the
probability of its rapid escalation to theatre and strategic levels, HistOrical
experience shows that wars have .,generally produced more damage and casualties than
anticipated by their initiators.

12. Throughout the last four decades of the nuclear era, two strands of thought
have been evident within the framewsrk  of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. One
might be termed ‘pa8sive  deterrenceR,  and the other, *dominant deterrence*. The
latter concept allows one to take aPI initiatives below the nueledr  threshold, .I
while denying them to a rival. It evolved, together with efforts to project

L--
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nuclear weapons as a currency of power, to develop war-f iqhtinq capability, which
was also euphemistically known as counter-force, and to contain the spredld of
nuclear  weapons to new nations and the development of a qlobal network of nuc.!ear
capability. The developmen; of war-fighting capability or counter-force doctrine
warn  j,:st if ied on two grounds. First, it waL:  argued that counter-force was more
humsne  am it sought to avoid city tarlets. Secondly, it was felt that, without the
projection of war-fighting capability, the posture of deterrence wouJd not &
credible. Whatever the justification, this approach led to an expanded proqramme
of weapons production, since the tarqets for war-fiqhtinq or counter-fqrce  could be
endlessly multiplied and various factors of uncertainty regatdinq availability,
rel iabi l ity,  accuracy, vulnerability and so forth could be combi\led  and cited to
jumtify a larqe arsenal and the development of a whole ranqe of tactical nuclear
waapons and their associated infrastructure  .

13. Now, in the period fol.lowinq  the development by the two major Powers of
somewhat compclrat~le stocl.piles, at levels which qive each of them the capability  of
destroying the global industrial society several times over, ths doctrine of
nuclear deterrence has been reduced to a continuous arms race regulated only by
resource cor.straints, and the obsolescence factor of weapone. In essence, it is an
attempt to project an image of superiority over one’s rival to use that image of
power to exercise influence over the international system.

14. Nuclear weapone cannot normally be used as weapons of war when both
adversaries have them in comparable quantities and levels of sophistication. They
can be used only aqainot non-nuclear-weapon States, which would amount to an act of
terrorism. War implies the usd of orqanized force in a controlled way to achieve
objectives, the value of which will be commensurate with the costs and riska
involved in the wnr. In a situation where both sides have enormous stockpiles of
nuclear weaponn, the risks that such wars will get out of control are quite hiqh.
The cost% of such war8 in terms of pain and damage are likely to ha of unacceptable
levels . Since this is so for both r&ides, neither slide is in a position to claim to
deter the other without itself being deterred bv the existence of the nuclear
weapons.

14. In euch  circumstances, one side’s claim that resort to nuclear weapons and
war-fiqhtinq cr,rJstitutes  an essential part of its strat.sqy may not necessarily
result in qrea..er  deterrent impact on the other aide. It may make the former side
appear to have  greater r?sk-taking  proclivities than the latter. Act inq
irrationally in order to have one’s way is a strateqy employed by many, including
ch i ld ren . If the side that contributes to the belief syst:em in deterrence has an
image of bein*  a risk-taker, that will have a certain ncqative  impact on others.
The logical stel)  for the rival side is to enhance its imaqe of punishing capability
further, so that the risk-taker will not be in any doubt of the pain and suffering
in :,tore  for him if he were to resort to nuclear weapons first. The assertion of a
doctrine of first uee of nuclear weapons and their consequent leqitimization as
weapons of war compel more nations outside the frame:rork  of the two hloc8 to
practise nuclear deterrence by developinq their own weapons.

16. At the military level, especially when projecting images, tfle tendency has
been to develop a straight Porreltition between the level of stockpiles of weapons
and the deterrent potential. In a sense, this is an extrapulatlon of the le6SOnS
Of Conventional  war to nuclear strategy - that the side which runs out of its
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ammunition will have to seek terms for capitulation. But  in  nuclear  war,
irrespective of the outcome of the war, pain and damage to both sides are certain.
The deterrent effect ie to be viaualized not merely with reference to the pain and
damage  that one can inflict on the adversary but also with reference to the psin
and damage one is able to bear and withstand. This is largely a non-quantifiable
factor. For inrtanccr, the United States did not withdraw from Viet Nam because  the
latter was able to impose greater pain and damage on the United States than the
other way around. Far  fKOm i t . But in the view of United States public opinion,
the pain the llnitad States had to under90 in term0  of casualities  was not worth the
objectives it desired to secure in Virt Nam. Similarly in Lebanon, the casualties
suffered by the United States marines were not worth the objectives the United
States had in mind. Hence its withdrawal.

17. The operation of deterrent effect on the decision-making of two adversaries
equipped with nuclear weapons is far more complex than what can bs reflected  in the
simle equation of the sizes of the two stockpiles. The arms-control approach ia
largely based on this equation and hence has pKOVed  inadequate. More important
amonq  the interacting factqrs  generating deterKen are the degree of uncertainty
regarding escalation and t[Je ability to control and terminate a nuclear exchange,
and the difficulty in calculating whether the pain and damage likely to be
inflictrd on oneself is WKth ?.he objective one desires to secure. Viewed from
“his perspective, It is logical to conclude that, rationally, there should not be a
,.Xlsar  war between two adversary military blocs armed with large stockpiles of
highly sophisticated nuclear mapone and deterrence should be operative. The real
problem is the likelihood of irrationality and miscalculation.

18. It stands to reason that the posture of threatenin  to resort to nuclear
weapons has greater risk of irrationality and miscalculation than the one of
maintaining nuclear-weapon stockpilea for dsteKKenCe. Similarly, the undue
l mphamis on the pain and damage to be inflicted on he adversary without taking
into account the pain and damage one’s own aide can withstand is likely to increase
the probability of miscalculation. The strateqlc  bombing of the Second World War
and the use of five million tons of bombs on the Indo-Chinese States are Instances
of judqement made with undue emphasis on the pain and damage inflicted on the other
aide, without considering the consequences or alternative ways of achieving  one’s
objectives. This decision-making tradition - of which the destruction of Hiroshima
,nd Nagasaki  ate  logical  extens ions  - with all its proclivities for miscalculation
born of undue emphasis on technoloqlcal solutions to political problems is the
engine of nuclear proliferation. Faced with such a decision-making tradition and
the proclivities of miscalculation, an 8dVeKSsKy  is likely to compensate by
projecting an image of retaliatory capability calculated rot to leave people of
such a decision-making tradition in any doubt &bout what will happen to them if
they miscalculate.

19. Since the probability of using nuclear weapons - so long as they are treated
a8 legitimate weapons of war - is higher in situations of aeymmetry,  there i8
presnure  on non-nuclear-weapon States that are in 7 position to do so to acquire
nuclear weapons to deter interventionist nations armed with such weapons. Those
who rubscribe to the belief system of nuclcac  deteKKenCe can be deterred only by
nuclear weapons. Viewed in this way, the doctrir.e of proportionate deterrence is
both rational and attractive to nations with medium-level resources. The larger
the number of nuclear-weapon Powers, the greater the effect of the overall
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ambiance of deterrence on all nuclear-weapon Powers and hence the qreatek  the
stsbi 1 ity of doter rence, arque the espoueers  of proport  ionate  deterrence doctrine.
The contrary view, more prevalent, that the risk of a nuclear  war breakinq  out
increases with an increase in the number of decision-m akinq author it.ies is neqatetl
in practice. It is now public knowledge that the nuc,ear mtsailes  in submarine8
are not under centralized  electronic lockinq  arrangements and can be fired by the
submarines’ crews themse lvee. In other words, every nuclear-missile submarine is
an independent decision-makinq  authority to launch weapons. Each  nuclear-missile
submarine has far more fire-power than incipient nuclear-weapon Powers are likely
to have for a decade or two after they initiate a nuclear-weapon proqranune.
Applyinq the law6 of probability qenerally  extended to the proliferation of nuclear
weapon6 amonq new nations, the larqer  the number of nuclear-missile submarines, the
qreater the probability of a nuclear war.

20. Murphy’s law stipulates that anything that can qo wronq in a system is bund
to go wrong some time or other. All these laws of probability can be applied to
the present situatiot If the risk of nuclear war ar isinq  from the possession of
enormous stockpiles o nuclear weapons by the major nuclear Powers is compared to
the risk of nuclear war arising from the acquisition of nuclear arsenals by a few
addItiona nation&3  - an increase In risk suitably compensated by the increase in
ambient deterrence consequent upon such additions - it ie quite obvious that the
current wisdom on the issue of horizontal proliferation is a doqmatic  exteneion of
the body of nuclear doctrine and itH “theological” derivatdons  without adequate
rational basis. Contrary to current wisdom, the logic of nuclear deterrence, the
doctrine as practised by the nuclear-weapon Powers points to the inevitability -
even the desirability - of aome further proliferation.

21. The war--1:iqhtinq doctrine has led to the continuous buildup of stockpiles of
nuclear weapons and improvement in their accuracy by analogy with doctrines for
fiyhtinq with conventional weapons. The doctrine of defendinq oneself against
nuclear weapons will give further impetus to the w&r-fiqhtinq  approach and
consequently will lead to an open-ended buildup of both offensive and defensive
wsapons. The war-fiqntiny approach is based on the assumption that a victory 4,s
possible in d nuclear war and war termination is feasible since the nuclear
exchange would not escalate beyond the control of central national authorities. To
that extent the war-fiqhtinq approach is antithetical to the doctrine of
existentialist mutual deterrence.

22. Those who 8till  uphold the feaeibility of fiqhtinq  with nuelzal  weapon’; in a
war in which each side directs its weapons Rtrictly  ayainst the military targets of
the other aide appear to envisage that they will be able to impoee  such a rule on
the.  adversary and thus have the overall capability of controllinq escalation. This
dors not appear tc be a wholly realistic expectation. If one side can cross the
nuclear threshold and enqaqe in counter-force strikes to qai:\ advantirge for itself,
there is no reason why the losing side should not threat-n to croaa a seco.ld
threshold and start inflicting pain and destruction ml Lire  adversary's population.
Deterrence should be able to prevent optimistic expectations of being able to
initiate or continue with a counter-force strike to one’s own advantage. In many
of these scenarios, however, rationality and rational irrationality are mixed and
used in a selective way to support a predetermined favourable conclusion. Crossing
the nuclear threshold is considered rational by the side doiny it. On the other
hand, it may be coneidcred irrational by the other side. Havinq croesed the
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threshold and enqdged in war-fiqhtinq with adequate survivable nuclear force8 in
reserve, the first side expecta  that the other side will abide by the rule and
lxthave  rational ly, retaliatinq only in counter-force mode, since it will not be in
its intereat to escalate  to counter-value level in view of the firet aide’s
survivable forcea  in reserve. That wafi  not how the weaker Royal Air Force behavrd
while attempting to retaiiate againclt the Luftwaffe’s counter-force attack@ in the
Second World War. With an much rationality as the initial decirion  to crow the
nuclear threshold, the adversary can make limited counter-value atrikes to deter
cont inuat ion of counter- force attacks. In one’s aesensment of an adveraary’m
reactions to one’@ decision ta cro66 the nuclear threahold or one’* attempt to
ongagc it in counter-force exchangee, there is enormous ecope for miscalculation,
mince such reactions are mostly culture-bound.

23. Today deterrence ie looked upon mostly aa an operational etrategic doctrine.
Thur, inetead  of politico influencing the strategy of deterrence, the latter +anda
to dominate relation8  among nations. Since the strategy of deterrence ir bamed  on
the perceived need for a capability to dioauade an adversary or rival with hoDtile
intentiona,  the pursuit of deterrence hae tended to freeze political relation6 in a
continuing hoetilc posture. Had deterrence been an instrument of politic@ ovar  the
last four  decade, there would have been interaction between the posture of
deterrence and changes in international politics that have been very profound and
of a far-reachinq nature - decolonization, the emergence of five nuclear-weapon
Powera, the impact of technology on the international system and 60 forth.
Obviously the perception6 of threats today are not what they were three or four
decades ago. The interdependencies of nations have increased. Ideoloqiee have
declined in their appeal.

24. Unfortunately, the doctrine of deterrence remained de-linked from poll tica
among nations and was mostly pursued as a mechanical, operational atrateqic
doctrine, focu&knq exceeaive attention on weaponry, deployment postures  and
atockpilee. Even detente ot linked up with arms control and ite bean-counting
approach. To sustain deterrence a8 a strategic posture, a basic adversarial
relatlonr-hip  became a prerequisite. It war3 easier to explain failures of policy
due to irradequate  political understanding through a Manichean interpretation of the
dynamics of the international system.

25. The doctrine of deterrsnce, unless viqorously counterbalanced by improvement
in pol it ical  relatinne, tende to sustain distrust and suspicion between the two
nat ione concerned ., It is virtually impossible for any two nations to pursue their
weapon development at an equal pace. Ont nation is bound to be ahead of the other
in developing a particular weapon at any point In time.

26. Excessive attention to weapon development in the deterrent poeture leads to
pre,ssure  on the other  nation to catch up. If one nation is generally ahead
technologically, the weaker Is bound to resort to tiecrecy to hide its weakneee, and
this in turn generates further dietruet and suspicion.

27. The strategy of deterrence ie today exclUsivelY gear6 1 to Weapon sYStem8.
Since technoloqy  ia not static, there are continuoue  improvements in weapon systema
and one qeneration Fs bound to be replaced by the next. Consequently, the strategy
Of deterrence continuously drives the arms race. Here aqain, the two sidea are not
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likely to be in a position to pursue the arms race at equal speed. The more
advanced side builds up its arsenal and the less advanced side tries to catch up.
This happens with a time-lag of several years. By that time, the f irst  s ide is
ready to move to a naw generation of weapone. Consequently, the fact that the
weaker side continued to build up its arsenal after the more advanced side had
stopped and that it continued to incur a higher proportion of defence expenditure
becomes the justification for the first side to start on a new bout of arms
production. The second side is bound to follow suit after a time.

28. Deterrence devoid of politic5 has led to the demand that one arsenal should be
matched mechanically by the other. But qeoqraphy and difference5 in technoloqie5
available and in the performance characteristic5 of the weapon nystems  of the two
sides make it virtually impossible to match the two arsenals in all their component
systems. Thie  in turn leads to endless aryuments in arrlvinq st agreements in the
bean-count inq acme-control approach. This is further complicated by difference5 in
doctrinal positions. The side willing to take higher risks in resortinq  to nuclear
weapons and favoured, moreover, by qeoqraphy is bound to engender greater
suspicion5 on the other side.

29. The thesis was formulated and has become widely accepted in certain quarter5
that, 4.3 the size of the nuclear arsenal of the second major Power grew and reached
parity with that of the foremost Power, its risk-takiny proclivities in the
developinq areas of the world aleo increased proportionately. This perception is a
natural corollary  of the doctrine of deterrence practised without taking into
a c c o u n t  po l i t i ca l  factore. If the foremost Power of the world is not able to
control and shape event5 in the developinq world, the reaeon is not traced to
indiqenous  causation and its inability to understand events correctly and adapt to
them. Inetead, this inability is attributed to the machination of the rival
Power. The entire international system is viewed as a two-person zero-sum game, in
which the two immense nuclear areenals control everything, and every event in the
world has to be interpreted as the move or the countermove of one major
nuc:lear-weapon  Power or the other. Every fa!lure of policy and every event in
which one does not have a role is ItJoked upcn as a failure of the efficacy of one’8
own global deterrence or the 8uccekia  of the :.Aval’s  deterrent poeture, Hence the
linkaqe  between the qlobal deterrent balance and the South African anti-apartheid
struqyie or Central American turbulence. The perception that nuclear deterrence
maintains the international system in its exigtinq  orientation is yet another
self-fulfil1  iny prophecy, resulting in incre,~ Ied interventionism in the developing
war Id -

30. The Zixed and predictable hostile relationsh between the two major Powers of
the world predicated on the posture of sustained <r~.terrence  has in turn becCame
manipulable factor in the tensions between hostile pairs of nation5 in the
developing world. If one memtker  of the hostile pair leans to one side in the
central deter rent equation, then the adversary is always in a position to invoke
the countervailing influence and power of the other side. In that sense, the
deterrent relationship between the two major Powers very oftell  enerqizee  the
animosities in the developing world. (There have been occasional exceptions, like
the war between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq.)
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31.. It is not the contention here that a realistic alternative to the current
deterrence-dominant international uystem would be totally co-operative in nature.
That may be a lonq-term objective of humanity, but it is not li.kely to be achieved
for many decades to come. Nations are bound to pursue their perceived national
I n t e r e s t s , attempt to further their qains and maintain and improve their relative
positions  and statue in the international system. In the last four decades,
pursuit of deterrent-dominance and deterrent-balance has been at the expense of all
other internatinnal  competitive dynamics, with the result that, even as the two
major arsenals have qrown, both Powers have lost out in respect of their status and
power in the international system. Their ainale-minded pursuit of ideas of
deterrent-dominance and deterrent-balance hna not been so much viciou~i  as unwise
and counter-productive from the point of view of their respective national
i n t e re s t s  and  overa l l  global proqress, stability and development.

32. The last four decades have seen very few m@aninL;... 1 arms-control measures.
The Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missiles, L/ SALT I, the Antarctic
Treaty, lJ tha Treaty on Principles Governinq the Activities of States in the
Exploration and IJB@  of Outer Space, includina  the Moon and Other Celestial
Bodies llJ and the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpilinq  of Bacterioloqical  (Bioloqical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their
Destruction z/ are qenerally listed in this cateqory. Only the f irat two of these
are, atr ictly speak inq, arms-control measure6. The other three, one of which - the
outer apace Treaty - now appeara to be in jeopardy, are arms-control measure8.
SALT I haa been replaced by unratj f ied SALT II, and the future of the ABM Treaty
appears very uncertain. One is therefore unable to trace at ‘1 Ihositive  impact of
current nuclear deterrence doctrine on arms-cnntrol mcaauren. However, the
neqative impact ie quite evident.

33. Nuclear deterrence as it relatea  to the hean-countinq  approach to nwotiation
has inhibited arms control, eince  it is extremely difficult to balance two areenale
when they operate in different lwationa  and have components with very diaeimilar
performance characteristics, and when there in an emphaaie on counter-force or
war-fiahtinq doctrine in the backqround. It is l ikely to jecome far  more di f f icult
if the bean-countlna  approach with insistence on verification is to be continued,
since a number of compact mobile and dual-capable system8 difficult to verify are
beina developed. A mix of offenuive  and defensive systems, which necessarily
implies war-fiqhtinq, will introduct-  additional factors of uncertainty with
particular reference to weapon oophietication.

34. As verificat.ion  become8 increaainqly  difficult because of developments in
weapon technoloqy  , either arms control will have to be replaced by overall mutual
detcrLence, based on uncertainties in perception in respect of the si.ze,
eophistic:ation  and efficacy of each other’s ar8ena18,  or, if the present approach
to deterrence continues, it will lead to an open-ended arms buildup, limited only
by the obsolescence factor. Arms control ie loeinq its appeal. Even those who
oriqinated the idea of arms control on the qrounds that disarmament was Utopian and
one could not dieinvent nuclear weapons are veer ina round to the view that arms
control, by focueinq excessive attention on armaments, pushes  polit ical  relations
into the backqround and that, for reasons already outlined, arms control can never
1,~ stable since tecbnoloqy  is not. -“atic.
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35. The nuclear Powers and the induetrialized  world account for approximately
84 per cent oE qlobal militaty expenditure. Yet the industrialized world haa had
four decade8 of relative peace which, viewed historically, is a remarkable
achievement. During the period that the industrialized world has not seen war, one
indurtrialiaed  nation or another haa been engaged in wai outside the induetcialized
world - in the developinq world. The leaders of industrialized countries  seek to
explain thie phenomenon by the theaie  that nuclear deterrence has kept the peace in
the industrialized world and that weapon6  by themselves do not result in war, but
that weapons enveloped in adverearial  politics do (ae witneased in the developinq
wor Id) .

36. This  thesis  bege the question on two counte. Firat, other parts of the world
can al- develop peaceful conditions, eimilar to thoee in Europe, if they can
establish condition6  of mutual nuclear deterrence. The self-serving argument that
developing nationm cannot be trusted with nuclear weapons and that the
industrialiced nation8  have behaved responeibly does not stand scrutiny.  A8
l lteady highliqhted,  ‘city-bustinq* and genocidal bombing are dominant military
traditionr  of the induettialired nationc. Furthermore, in the last four decades
one indu~trialized  nation or another hae been continuously at war, thouqh not in
ite own area. Perhaps half of the Caeualtiee in the wars in the developing world
have been caused by the armed forcea of the industrialized world - in Kotea,
Viet Nam and Afghanietan  and in various anti-colonial wars. Lastly, it it3 a qroup
of industrialised  nations which still insiets on sustafninq the legitimacy of
nuclear weapons and its need to uphold the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. In
these circumstances, the theaie Lhat nuclear deterrence has maintained peace in the
induatrialized  mrld will make it difficult for lead!nq  developing nations with a
nuclear capability not to adopt the etrateqy of the dominant nationa  of the
international system.

37. The arqument that weapons by thcmse!lvee  do not create warn but thrt the
politics aeeociated with the weapons do has a lot of appeal and makes senee.  It
follows from that argument that, if teneione  are to be reduced, emphasis should be
on poll t ice and not on weaponr’j. Deterrence based on stockpiles of weapons cannot
be the final objective, and tbe political perception,8  which initiated the nuclear
deterrent posture have to be reviewed to check on their continued validity. One of
the crucial paradoxes to be addressed is why the two foremoet military Powers,  even
as  their  arsenals qrow, continue to IIoee their ratinq in the international
hierarchy in all other respect8  relative to other nations.

38. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence is has ,d on inducinq  fear of the
possibility of extreme pain if ore’8 adversar:r  continues on .j course of action that
is perceived to be endanger inq the o lcurity  or the vital naLiona1 interest8 of the
nuclear-weapon Power concerned. For this purpose, the cities of the advereary ace
held hoetage  to nuclear destruction. ?Juclear deterrence has aleo been described as
the “valance of ter for”. While perhaps it may be difficult to establish a direct
relationship between the rice of terrorlam  in the world and the espousal of the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence, which maintains that holding populatione of various
natione  hostage to a nuclear atrike  is leqitimate, the underlying commonality in
values and approach ie unmietakeab!~. If nation8  that have the neceseary  resources
at their command to resist conventional aqqreeaion still chooee to threaten to
resort to nuclear weal>one  in exc?rc:iee  of deterrence and hold vast populations
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hoetage, it is only logical and legitimate for the weak to resort to terrorism
against the strong. Terrorism Is condemnable because it directs violence against
the innocent, and that characteristic distinquiehee  terrorist violence from
justi f iable violence. Nuclear deterrence is wholly directed against the innocent
populations of the world. Hence the churches have come out against the u80 and
threat of uee of nuclear weapons. One hundred and twenty-six nations have voted
that the use and threat of use of nuclear weapons constitute a crime against
humanity,

39. Apart from leqitimizinq  the cult of terrorism, the doctrine of nuclear
deterrence as It is practised and implemented today has grave implications for the
development of nuclear terrorism in the future. There have been reports of
lsrqo-ecalc  losses of nuclear fiaeile material - “material unaccounted for” - from
the military facilities of nuclear-weapon Powers. There also appears tc> be a black
market in special nuclear materials, which is possible only if there have been
leakages from the military nuclear facilities of nuclear-weapon Powers. Recently
Mayor Koch of ‘Neil  York disclosed that there had been hiqher than explainable levels
of deadly plutonium 239 in the New York water supply in April 1985 followinq a
terror iet threat. Plutonium 239 could ha-re emanated only from a military nuclear
facility or associated laboratory.

40 . United States Congressional committees have commented on the inadequacy of
safeguard arrangements for nuclear weapons. Not all nuclear weapons can be kept
electronically locked, since the quick-reaction-,alert  weapons will lose their
significance if they are locked, and the deterrence doctrine, as it has evolved at
the tactical operational level, requires their being ready and usable at all
t imea. Attempts to steal such unsafeguarded nuclear weapons have been reported.
Prevailing conditions provide terrorists with ample opportunities to steal usable
nuclear weapons and special nuclear materials that could be fabrics+dd  into crude
nuclear explosive devices. Highly toxic nuclear materials could be used as private
radiological weapons by tar roriet groups. The industr ialized countries have more
people knowledgeable about putting together nuclear dovices and more efficient
criminal organizat ions than have the develop1  nq. If we apply the laws of
probability it is quite obvious that the larger the arsenals, the more compact the
nuclear weapons, the wider their dispersal and the greater t.he throughput from
unsafeguarded  mil itary nuclear faci l it ies, the higher the risk of nuclear
terrorism. All these factors are today operative in the induetrialized  world.

41. This harsh reality that stares us in the face is being ignored, and
diversionary and obfuscating attempts are being made to focus attention exclusively
on the poesibility  that some leader of the developing world might acquire a nuclear
explosive device clandestinely and pose a threat of nuclear blackmail. Even in
such scenar ios, the nuclear fise1J.e materials and the human talent to put them
together would come from the induetrialized tiorld, I~OC to mention the doctrine and
philosophy of nuclear terrorism. If the industrialized world does not take steps
to revecae  the present trend and continues with the present policies of
proliferating nuclear *capons, disprctreing  them more and more widely, iqnorinq the
materials unaccounted fur snd upholding the legitimacy of doctrines of nuclear
terror iem, the world may very well witness that the next use of a nuclear device or
weapon will be made by terrorists in one nf the cities of the industrialized world.
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42. Since this study is also intendsed  to deal with other related matters, it is in
crder to discuss the ways and means by which the international community can get
out of the trap of nuclear deterrence,, Today the induetrialiaed nations have been
conditioned to accept that nuclear deterrence is inescapable and there is no
alternative to it. In this presentation, At has been argued that the doctrine OL
nuclear deterrence is not an eternal verity, but Is based largely on a belief
system. There are available in the world of today toxins, a few kilograms of
which, if distributed in various river systems of the world, could cause enormous
casualties. Such a situation might well arise in the future with certain
radiological poisons too. If one were to accept the slmpl.istic argument that
nuclear weapons cannot be dieinvented and hence nuclear deterrence will have to
continue, one could stretch that argument to cover other means of perpetrating
genocide. What prevents nations from using or threatening to use other means as
wapons  of mass destruction is certain built-in restraints and norms of behaviour
and values. Ten or fifteen centuries ago, a victor put to death all men in the
conquered land, castrated all male children and made all women slaves. Today, in
spite of all the refined capabilities at the disposal of nations to implement
similar  course6 of  act ion, it is not done because of changes that have come about
in our values and attitudes.

43. This has happened in a number of areas in our own lifetime. Concepts and
institutions whose validity was not questioned have become totally unacceptable and
have bsen discarded in the dustbin of history. Slavery was a hoary institution,
and there waa a civil war in the United States only 120 years ago, In which the
question of retaining it as a way of life was one’  of the issues. Monarchy and the
divine right of kings had their day and produced their quota cf wars. Today no c le
wi l l  fiqht for a king. Religious and sectarian f’ervour resulted in wars and
qenoclde,  and thouqh some of it still survives, most of humanity abhors killing
people in the name of defending religious faith. Disrrlmination based on colour
was prevalent even a couple of decades ago and Is no longer defended as a way of
l i f e . Today women are agitatir.q  for equal rights. Some 60 years ago women were
denied vcking rights and today women am elected as heads of Governments. It used
to be maintained that the domination of man and the subordination of woman were
based on biological law.

44. In 1942, that great statesman Winston Churchill maintained that hn had not
become the Prime Minister of Britain to preside over the liquidation of the British
Empire. Five years later the empire on which the sun never Ret started to
dissolve, followed by other empires. Today colonialism is indefensible, though in
it8 heyday it was hailed as a civilizinq mission and as having established peace
and order in a disorderly and turbulent world. The empire was the source of power
and prestige for the metropolitan nations concerned and the Indian Army under the
command of the British enforced the Pax Britannica. Within our lifetime all that
has changed forever. The change came about when the colonial Powers realized that
they could not manage to hold on to colonies except at unacceptable costs and
colonialism was no longer a viable proposition. A few colonial Powers did not
realise this in time and that led to some of the bloodiest anti-colonial wars i.n
the last 40 years. Finally colonialism collapsed. Today the same is happening to
apartheid.
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45. It ie now clear even to the followers of the cult of nuclear deterrence that
nuclear wars cannot be fought and won. The doctrine of mutual deterrence is being
pursued at ever-increasing coats to its subscribers, and in the last four decade8
the nations that attempted to project images of power on the baaia of their
poeaession  of increasingly frightening nuclear arsenals have lost out on economic,
technological and political fronts. The most powerful nation, as a nuclear-weapon
Power , ttiay ie the most indebted nation ,Jf the world, in spite  of all the
advantages with which it started. The pureuit  of an increasingly costly arma ram
is likely to result in further set-backs tc these leading nuclear-weapon Powers.
They may or may not oucceed in dominating Bpace, but they probably will lose their
influence and power on Earth. That in itself  ia not somethinq for humanity to
worry about, but in the proce88, the world may have to face the perils of nuclear
terrorism and the accidental and unintended outbreak of nuclear war reeultfng from
the reduction +ime of flight of weapons, more forward-based deployments,
automat ion in :ion-making  and the consequent  horizontal proliferation within
the armed forces,of  the nuclear-weapon Powers.

46. Therefore the aensible way out ia to delegicimize  and outlaw nuclear weapons
as instruments of war. There ia general acceptance that the other three categories
of capons of matrs  destruction - bacteriological, chemical and rsdiolog ical - have
to be outlawed. On the first, there is already a convention. 12/ On the eecond,
there la the Geneva Protocol of 1925 13/ and further dirrcueaio%  arc being held on
their prohibition. A btrn  on radiological weapons is also being actively pursued.
Only in respect of nuclear weapons do the followers of the cult of nuclear
deterrence resist delegitimization and ineist on the legitimacy oE the weapons and
the terrorist doctrine of nuclear deterrence. The irrationality of thiR approach
is highlighted by the fact that 10 of the countries (Belgium, Canada, Denmark, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, the
United Kingdom and the United Stater) that oppoee the declaration that the uee and
threat of use of nuclear weapons be deemed a crime against humanity have acceded to
the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of
Environmental Modif ication Techniques, 14/ of 1’)77, according to which the States
parties have undertaken not to engage i;miliLary  3r any other hostile use of
environmental modification techniques having widespread, lonq-lastiny o r  severe
effects as the means of destruction. The use of nuclear weapons cannot be resorted
to on a large scale without violating  this Convention. Furthermore, the use of
nuclear weapons would amount to a violation of the Haque Convention. 5,/ There is a
good case for obtaining an advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
a8 to whether the use of nuclear weapons would be in conformity with international
law or not.

47. A convention to outlaw the use of nuclear weapons would not completely
eliminate deterrence exercised  by the existence of nuclear weapons, just aa the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 did not have an adverse impact on mutual deterrence, which
operated during the Second World War because both sides pofisessed  chemical
weapons. A nuclear-weapon convention would, however, strip nuclear weapons of
their legitimacy, their mystique and their use as a currency of international
power. Over time it would help to change attitudes towards nuclear weapons and the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence and make them as unacceptable to the world aa are
biological and chemical weapons.
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CHAPTER VI

PAPER RY KR. V. ZHIIRKIN

The concept.  o? deter fence

1. The world is racinq  towards the end of the twentieth century and the beqinniny
of the third millenium. The accelera ir,q arms race and international tension are
viewed by the whole of mankind with mountinq alarm, and the queetion “To be or not
to be?” arises in all its complex and diverse forms. In preeent circumsta.Jcea,  it

is no lonqer  a question merely of two opposinq social systems, but rather of the
choice between survival and mutual destruction. The relentless pace of world
affair8  has propelled the questions of war and peace and of survival into the
centre of the world political arena.

2. I n  t,tre circumstance3, there is a need for decisive actions leadinq to a
genuine hreakthrouqh in international relations. It is eanential to stop the

“death train” of the arms race and to begin reducinq  weapons. Today, a8 never
before, we must learn to live together in harmony on this small planet  and t0
master the difficult art of taking account of each other’s interests. There ia a
neea for a new approach in the political sphere correspondinq  to the realities Of
t,,e contemporary world. Obviously, ths world can emerge from the present spell of
danqerous tension only throuqh the efforts of all countries, both larqe and small.

3. Such a new aI jroach,  a turr# for the better in present-day International
relations, demands a fresh look at many issues and phcllomena on the world political
scene. It ~FJ thrrefore extremely important to consider to what extent any
particular concept aimed at ensurinq  national Becur ity and international security
a8 a whole corresponds to the new realities. In this connection, an analysjs of
the concept of “deterrence” , to which this Btudy ia devoted, may be of a certain
interest.

4 . The concept of “deterrence” came into beinq and has been 1 {Jrmulated, developed
+nd fler,hed  out larqely by the IJnited 3tateo  and its allies in the couree  of the
i.onq  post-war period as the m,ijor  modern Wecitern  concept of Becur ity in the nuclear
aqe. The essence of this concr>pt  lies in ueinq one’6 military miqht (whetb  r’
nuclear or conventional) in ,Jrder to intimidate the ot.her  Ride and to attaku one 9
politlcal  objectives. Therefore, from the very outset it was based on the urqe t-0
attain military superiority over the Soviet 1Jnion.

5. In order to conceal its offensive character, the hypothesis of the “Soviat
military threat” wae  put forward, and the need to counter that threat, 80 the
theory went, called for the nuclear might of the Wazt. The absurdity of the
hypothesis of the “Soviet military threat” a.ld thr! invalidity of the concept of
“deterrence” have been clear ever since they were formulated. This concept cannot
be accepted as a rational concept of security, since, rather than strengthening : t,
it undermines international :;ecurity  and the aecur ity of those very States whizh
clinq to the concept. There is a whole eeri.ee  of reasons to juatify this
conclueion.
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‘Irlret, the concept is founded upon the desire to ensure one’e own eecurity  by
4LiIyinq it to others. This ie a particularly eelfieh concept, presented in the
guim of .! reepectable  concept of defltnce of national intereetr.  The concept Of
deterrer.ce embodies the inherent need for the existence of an evil adversary,  whoma
image is bolstered by rll the means of propaganda and psycPologica1  warfare
ava’lsble to its authorn. Hence the concept of deterrence invariably exacerbates
the international situation aid aggravates the world’s political atmosphere, with
the result that only in condition8 of international tension can thie concept
develop and flourish.

7. The ideal underlying the concept of deterrence is abeolute security for those
who conceived it and who have been clinging to it doggedly for forty-odd yeare.
Howave  r , when there ie; confrontation between two sidea t’iat 1 kindle1  and
exacer’-lted during the prrxzese of applying the concept or de. *remix, ahsolute

aecurir;y  for ord eide signif ies an abrrolute  lack  of  security an& an absclute  threat
f o r  t h e  other aide. The pereistent striving on the part of the authora  ot the
crlncept  of deterrence toward8 thiL unattainable “ideal” in a major reason for many
of the adveree  and danqeroue proceeees  occurring in thd? mrdern war ld.

8. Secondly, a part icl- lar ly danqe :le tendency is t.l:e  urge to achieve military
euperior ity over the othe. eide. ml d urge embodiee,  a  feel ing of  noRtalg.ia for  the
daya of atomic monopoly c , al: leaat, nuclear superiority over the USSR.

9. Thi6 in turn is accompanies 3y the morbid perception of the existence of an
approximate etrateqic  military parity and by an indefatigable urge to break away
from this state and to tip the existing military balance in one’8 favour.

10. In short, thie reveals a striving to create an offensive capacity that would
make it possible to count on deprivinr;  the other eide of the ability to make an
appropriate  response to aqgreeeion, eepecially  if, in order to achieve thie aim, an
anti-mieeile shield were deployerl  in outer epace. Obviously, in such a caue the
aggressor may be tempted to deliver or to threaten to deliver a first disarmi.ig
nuclear atrike am: count on going unpuniehed. Thio account8 for the extremely
grave danger of atriv!.i.,J  for military superiority in the nuclear age.

1 !. . Thirdly, the etrivinq toward,\  military superiority serves a8 the main driving
force behilbd  the arms  race. Yet i i  i8 a  fact that, while  propounding the concept
of deterrence, the United State8 was the irtitiator of all the mir)or  and moRt
dangeroue apirela itr the nuclear-arm8  race, It wa8 the firet to c?clvelop  and UBCI
Lhe atomic bomb. It wd8  the firot to carry out the maeeive deployment of heavy
strategic bomber8 carrying nuclear weapons, intercontinental bellietic  mieeilee,
and ballistic mieailee on nuclear aulnnarinea. The United State8 wae the first to
equip intercontinental btllietic  misailee with multiple independently targeted
warheadsl, a eituation that quickly led to a eeveral-fo1.d increase in the number Of
nuclear warhead8 on tho strategic  delivery vehicles. The United State8 initiated
the development of a new typr, of offensive nuclear weapon - the long-range cruise
missile with different kinde of baaing.
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12. Tt is precisely the Ilrlit.ed  Stat.ea  which hae set ittrelf  the goal of extendinq
the arms race Into outer apace by developing  apace-etrikt?  weapons and is actually
proceeding to carry out thi8 taek. In ecttinq shout Lmplementing the ao-called
Strategic Defenrae  Initintive  (SDI), with component8 baaed in outer epace,  the
United States ie s+skinq to expand ita capability to deliver a firet diearming
nuclear etrlke.

13. There is extreme danger in the view, whatever juetification  might be put
forward to support  it, that the problemn facing the international community can he
8Olved throuqil the development and stockpiling of succ$!asive  new and yet Iore
destructive typee of weapona, both on Earth and in epace. The arms race ie
threatening to go out of control. Yet it la a fact that ‘:he United State8 and the
USSR, Wret and East,  are already, at the preeent juncture, finding it VefY
difficult to enter into a fruitful dialogue and necotiat!ona on curbing the atma
race and on nuclear diearmamentt  tomorrow that will be even more difficult.

14. In addition to the danger8 potred  by the concept of deterrence in the field of
matel.ial  preparations for nuclear dar, it  should be noted, fourthly, that this
concc,pt  engendera very imediate, direct danqera of a global nuclear conflict.
Under cover of the argument that the ability of the armed force8 to effect
deterrence muet be credible, the United State8 in recent years hae been
syrrtemat.  ica i ly bui ldinq up I te nuclear forces and anhancing  their effeCtiVene88r
including their firet-strike  capabdlity,  a8 the lrain indicator of thin
“credibility” of deterrence. Moreover, in order to increase such credibility, the
United Staten  hae alao resorted to both oillique  and direct nuclear threat8
(oetentatiol sly bringing itR strategic r:rclear  force8 into CI state of heightened
military alert8  moving nuclear-weapon delivery  vehic!les  closer to the frontiers oE
a potential enemy1  having State officiale  utter thraateninq  etatemantet  and 80
on) . In other words, the concept of deterrence embodies the constant risk that
those who favour it may be the first to u8e nuclear weaponc and unleeeh a nuclear
war. The concept of deterrence ie baaed on the first use of nuclear weapons.

15. Fifthly, the concept of deterrence  ha8 characterietically  engendered new
concepts  concerning preparations for and the waging of a “limited” and a
“protracted” nuclear war respectively. The concept of a limited  nuclear war WaB
propounded an an idea for excludlnq  from an “exchange of nuclear etrlkee”  the
impulation  of the countries engaqti in the nuclear conflict, 8o that only the armed
forceb of the opposing sidefl  would be involved. Thus the conclusion wa8 drawn that
a nuclear conflict limited (in time or space) would 1~ mornl.1.y justified, confined
and relatively Free from caeualties. I n  f a c t  t h a t  i s  n o t  80.

16. To etart  with, such a nuclear conflict could not be cont.li .ed within any
bounde. It would inevitably lead to the use by the adverearien  &*a. their entire
nuclear arsenala.

17. The Bcenar io of a limited  nuclear war, confined to one partir.rP’a.-  Legion, for
example, Europe, is  utterly inhuman. The hypothesis of a limited nucltiar w8C in
Europe reflectn the desire  on the Fart of the United State& to deflect a nuclear
threat from its own shorea (or else to weaken that threat 9~ much as pcssible)  and
make the Europeana its nuclear hostages. A nuclear W~L  1 n Eslrope would signify the

/-..
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destruction of that continent, the en” of European civiliza’ion,  and indeed not
only European civilization, since a qlobal nuclear dieaster would inevitably
ensue. World civilization aa a whole and life itaelf on our planet would be
threatened with annihilation.

18. fill that the author8  of the concept  of a limited nuclear war could achieve
would be tr; facilitate the unleashing of a nuclear conflict on the ground& that a
“limited” war la “butter  than a global one”, even though a nuclear war would
inovitahiy become global. It would seem that the very concept of a limited nuclear
war iu aimed at reconciling the international community to the idea of C-iut
“applicability” of nuclear weapons and the ‘admiaeibility”  of nuclear war. The
concept of a limited nuclear war, aa a more refined element of the concept of
deterrence, hae in eaeence simply heightened the threat nf a nuclear conflict.

19. All this fully appliem also to the concept of a protracted nuclear war, which
would represent a series of liaited  nuclear ware expanding in space or extending in
time, or both aimultanaouely.

20 . Furtircrmore, the concept of deterrence cannot be regarded as rational for the
purpose  0:’ ensuring security, because,  aixthly, its ecope ir defined by lta authors
a8 using practically unlimited. This is particularly evident in the concept of
oxtended deterrence. which makes provicrion  for the threat to uee force (including
nuclear weapons) in order to protect one’6 interests in any part of the world,
thus, the scope of this concept is laid down arbitrarily. At times it hae kcsn
applied exclusively  to Europet at others, it has been expanded to include the
Middle East and Far Raet,  the area of the Persian Gulf, Central America, the Indian
Ocean and so on, The limits of the zone (declared unilaterally, that ia,
illeqal ly) , have been deliberately left vayue in order to allow for the poesibility
of arbitrar ily expanding the zone, extending the military threat to more and more
regions of the world. Tt.is clearly reveal8  the offensive nature of the concept  of
“deterrence” and its imperial motivation and content.

21.. The viewe of the political leadership of a particular State concerning crucial
queatione of war and peace can only be judged by conducting an objective analyeie
of its foreign and military policy, its military programme6  and ita poaition with
regard to limiting and reducing armaments and armed forcea, ancluding  the
non-militarizatinn of outer space,  and, laet,ly, what the political leadership tells
it8 own people about the porjsible  consequences of nuclear war. A8 a rule, these
ineuea,  in their moat condeneed form, are expounded and embodied in the military
doctrine of the State.

22. In any State’s military doctrine, two closely interrelated and interdependent
aepecta  may be distinguished, namely, the aocio-political and the
military-technical arspect The views enunciated are periodically refined and
amended, and new elamentl ‘pear  - The most stable of these are the ideas relating
to the aocio-political. ant ..< t of the doctrine, since they reflect the clase nature
and political aima of that State. The military-technical aspect is more variable,
since it depends to a large extent on the waya  and mean8 of waging armed struggle,
and these are constantly  chanqinq and being improved.
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23. The techr,ical eide of the doctrines of the eocialiet  and capitallet  countriou
have eevercrl similar features arising fran common tendenciee  in the development of
the art of war and from the level of scientific  and technical progrese  achieved.
B u t  t h e  401111, method6  and general orientation of these States’ military
development are mutually opposed on account of diffe,-ing  claes  aima.

24. In the USSR, where there arri no rulinq  bnd exploit ing claese8, mil i tary
doctrinr  la baaed on progressive, equitable ideae  for defending the sociallet
achievement I of the working people, peace and the security of peoples. A0 a  Clama
catagory  , the military doctrine of the USSR flowa  from the nature of the Soviet
mocio-political  system and fran the domestic and foreign policy of the Party and
the Govornmentl  it car reeponde t.o the economic., sc,ientific  and technical, moral and
pol i t ical ,  and military capabili.tiee  c*f the aocialiet  State.  Soviet  mil itary
dactrino 10 of  L particular ly defensive nature: t is designed to protect the USSR
and the other socialist countrietl  and not to permit aggrersion against. them. The
UEWR  doea not seek military euperiority, but nor WILP it permit military
superiority  over it . The purely defensive  orientation of Soviet military doctrine
i# baued on the fact that the USSR is firmly opposed to nuclear wal’  in any form.

25. Since Soviet military doctrine IR based on the fundamental and immutable
principles of a foreign policy of peace and international security, it is an
inteqral  part of the foreign-policy practice of 2eaccful coexistence. The aim6 of
Soviet military doctrine are determined bj the Soviet Union’H officially adopted
political aaPesement  of the role of r,rilitary  force in the historical controversy
betueon t w o  appoeing systeme, in which the USSR rejects the idea of using  military
force or the threat of force as an active instrument of foreign policy. In
speaking  of the eeeence of the policy of peaceful coexistence, Soviet leaders have
repaatedly  etreseed in recent times that ite moet important feature liea in the
fact that State@,  given all their differences, must learn to live together, to live
in a civilired  manner and to @survive  together on our small planet, after mamtering
the difficult art of taking each other’s interests into coneideration. When
humanity face6  a qlobal nuclear threat and must at all costs survive,  these demands
become imperative.

26. The attainment of a etrateqic  military ptirity  with the Unlted State8 and NATO
warn a historic achievement by the Soviet Union and ite alliee. This parity,ylaye  a
constant l tabilizing role in the world. Those who at times at.tempt  to brinq up the
subject of the two super-Powers would do well to consider what would become,  of
thair independence and what condition8  would be like in the wo:ld if the USSR were
weakor than it 18, and if the Soviet people did not devote 80 much labour, material
Ceaourcea  and zsclentific  thought to maintaining its economic and military
capability at the neceeeary  level.

27. The foreign and military policy of the Soviet Union is implemented in practice
through a syrtem of conetraining factors which Inay be divided provieionally  into a
number of categorieer political, military, legal, moral and peycholoqical, and
othor8. They encorapass not only the armed forces of the USSR lrnd its allies and
the pomsesaion  by the Soviet Union of nuclear weapons, but alglo the bilateral and
multilateral  negotiations on limiting the arms  race, agreement8 to lower the level
Of military and, in particular, nuclear confrontation, and so forth. All theee are
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component0 of an overall approach baaed on unconditionai  recognii  ion of the need t0
reduce the importance of the military factor and increase the roLe of the political
and leqal and the moral and psycholoqical componente.

28. For the time being, tear of unacceptable retribution is c>ne of the obstacles
to *lar and the use of military force. Nevertheletis, laetinq Imace c a n n o t  bo based
on fear alone. The question is where to seek an alternative to fear or, to use a
military term, deterrence. In order to answer this question, It is necessary to
consider the Soviet attitude towards the concept of “deterrence”.

29. This concept is alien to Soviet foreign policy and contrary to Soviet military
doctrine. Being inherently ayqreeeive, the concept of “deterrence” ir. entir sly
unfounded from our point of view and does not apply  to the USSR either milj  t,lrily
Qr politically,  because the question of deterring the Soviet Union and the other
eocialist countries does not arise in practice.

30. Nevertheless, the actual existence of the factor of deterrence as a function
of the strategic military balance must be recognized. For the USSR, deterrence in
thie set-me is  neither a  military drctrine nor the  ultimate objwtive  thereof.  It
is rather a reflection of the situation in which neither side ie able to carry Out
with impunity an act of aqqreeaion against the other aide. In other words,
deterrence has a certain semantic significance in the mf litar-: context.

31. It ia precisely in this context that the above-mentioned constraining factors
of a military nature embodied in the Soviet doctrine coma into play.

32. Although the USSR doee not pursue a policy of nuclear deterrence, the very
fact that it possesses nuclear weapons will inevitably be perceived by it6
opponenta aa a deterr inq factor.

33. The fact that, in an interdependent world, an action by one side leods to a
counteraction by the other must also be taken into account. Just as each new step
taken by the United Statea in expandinq the arms race led to countermeanureu  by the
USSR, the attcmpte to implement the doctrine of deterrence also lead to
counteractions by the Soviet side.

34. Is it possible to rely on or merely acknowledqe  the existence of deterring
factors without reeortirq to the practice of deterrence or recognising this
concept? Y e s ,  i t  is poeslble, and the conduct of contemporary foreign policy
clearly demonet) atee  this .

35. There are two radically different notion8 of deterrence. The f ;.ret  i!8 the
concept of “deterrence” (it wculd be more precise to say “nuclear deterrence”)
which was adopted by a number of NATO countries  as a fundamental military (and
politico-military) concept and was developed into a set of military, political,
economic, pnycholoqical  and other attitudes. It is charactetized by the following
elementat the intent to achieve military superiority, the  tendency to  eng8ge in an
unbridled arms race and increase military confron+d:ion,  the aggravation of
international tension, heightened confrontation in u:L spheres and brinkmanship,
the undermining of stability, a greater reliance on military force a8 a princip&il
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tooi of policy, A ntronqer  empha:bia on ideoloqy in political affairs and incraaaed
paycholoqical  warfare, a  broadeninq  interpretat ion of national  interesta, and 80
forth.

36. The other notion of deterrence La not linked to the military lor
politico-military) doctrine of any country. This  deterrence comes into play a6 an
objective cateqory of the contemporary system of international relations. It has
no conceptual characteristics ar.d does not seek to juatify the ucle  of nuclear and
othfbr  weapons. In objective terms, this deterrence to a certain degree is a
stahilizinq  factor in the etrateqic situation.

37. The Soviet Union corRiders  that it ie strategic military parity, not
deterrence, which ensures peace. Nuclaar  deterrence and intimidation cannot aervc
as a basis for laetinq international security and stability because security cannot
be based ad infinitum on the threat of force, which whipa up the arms race.
Putting into practice the tenete of nuclear deterrence underminer! the strategic
balance.

3t3. The qreater the level of military confrontation in the nuclear and apcrce  age,
the more precarious and lees reliable the basis for international peace becomes,
oven if the balance ie maintalned. IJnder thtee  circumstances, nuclear war may
result not only from a deliberate decision, but also from attempts to blackmail or
from an erronecu@ percept,ion  by one eide  of the intent ana or actionrr of the other,
or it may be caused by a rash act in response  to a sudden aggravation of the
rituation or a breakdown in the computer8 which are used increasingly to ensure the
functioninq  of the complex modern weapon eyeteme.

39. Accordinqly, the Soviet Union conaidern  etrateqic military parity not an end
i n  i t s e l f , hut a point of departure for reducinq and, ultimately, fully eiiminating
the threat of nuclear war.

40. As for Soviet military doctrine, it ie baaed on the fact that the strategic
balance, founded on the principle of equality and equal eecurity,  crnatss  objective
incentives for reducinq the futile and dangeroue competition in the military field
and ia a prerequieite  for lesseninq  military and political confrontation. In
accordance with the Soviet concept, security cannot he quaranteed by usinq military
technoloqy,  qiven the present level of development of weapons of annihilation and
destruction. The problem is a political one and can he solved only by poli tics1
means. Firet  o f  a l l , it ia necessary  to have the political will to halt the arms
race, which haa become the main source  of the threat of nuclear war, and to begin
to move toward8  disarmament. There ie no rational alternative to a world free of
war and nuclear conflict. The recoqnition of thie principle has been in fact the
etartinq-point  of Soviet military doctrine at all the post-war stages  of its
development.

41. During the post-war period, Soviet: twience  and practice benefited from a
num-her of important politico-military  ~*oncluelone. The following could be included
among them I

(a) The important qeneral concluclion reached a8 early ar; the 1950s that
henceforth war is not fatally inevitable;
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lb) In recens. time8 it hae been particularly stressed that there are no
contradictions that inevitably doom the USSR and the United States to
confrontation, let alone war. This relate8 both to the system oE relations between
Eaet and West and to the entire aystem  of international relationsI

(cl Nuclear war cannot be a meane of solving political problems;

(d) There will be no victor in a nuclear war and mankind will perish u8 a
reeult  of  it ;

(e) The USSR, which advocates equal eecurity, would not wish any chanqe to
its advarrtage  in the etrategic military balance. It would not benefit from less
security for the other aide, becauee  that would increase the euepicion felt by that
side and further deetabilize the overall eituaticn. The Soviet Union is guided by
the view that security can only be mutual and, if one speake of the world community
aa a whole, it can only be universal. Security cannot be achieved to the detriment
of the other side. True political wisdom consists not only in looking after one’s
own security, but aleo in 8eeinq to it that the other side does not perceive itself
to be less 8ecuret

(f) In spite of the complex political situation and the threats to its
sect city, the Soviet Union was able to take such an important step am unilaterally
assuming the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, thus once again
smphaeizing  t: at the nuclear component of the Soviet armed forces has a purely
defensive function of a retaliatory nature)

(?J) On the baaie of ite position of principle that the security of eome
States cannot be etrengthened at the expenee of the security of others, the USSR
declared that it would never uBe nuclear weapone against countriel,  which refused to
produce and stockpile such weapons and did not have them in their territory1

(h) An arms buildup beyond a certain point cease8  to play a decieive  military
role!

(I) The arme race, like nuclear war iteelf, cannot be wont  the arms race and
the atrivinq  for military superiority cannot objectivelv  reeult in political gain
for any eider

(j) Objective condition6 have developed such that the struggle between
capitalism and eocisliem can proceed only and exclusively in the form of peaceful
compatition  and peaceful rivalry8

(k) For the preeervation of peace on Earth it is essential to eetablieh e
comprehensive system of international security whoee baeie would include the
military,  pol it ical , economic and hlAmanitarian f ielde.

42. Theee and many other conclueiona  (come of them are cited in other sections of
this  report) are not only theoretical concepts. They were elaborated, concretized
and put into practice to the greateet extent poaeible, and became key elements of
the entire system of Soviet foreign and milit,ary  policy aa well ae Soviet military
doctrine.

/ . . .
I
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43. When speaking of nuclear deterrence or nuclear intimidation, it is important
to note the growing awareness that in the contemporary world there is a very acute
need for a rational alternative to fear and intimidation, to everything the concept
of "deterrence" stands for.

44. Judging by the latest trends in the development of politico-military thinking
in its Western centre, the United States, one gets the impression that
dissatisfaction with the concept of deterrence is growing there also.

45. The plans to create a large-scale anti-missile system with components based in
outer spacer  which were formulated in the -called Strategic Defense Initiative
programme, were proclaimed in the United States as such an alternative to
deterrence. Broad scientific and political circles named it more accurately and
justly the *star wars* prograarne,  a programme to develop space-strike weapons.

46. The SD1 programme was formulated as a plan for the direct defence of the
territory of the United States against nuclear weapons by all possible means, of
which the space anti-missile shield is to be the main component. It was hastily
declared that this shield would render nuclear weapons “impotent and obsolete”.

47. The first aspect of the new, large-scale American project, which cannot but
give rice to concern@ be its aim to bring about a new gigantic spiral in the arms
race and saturate outer space - which until now has been beyond the limits of this
race - with weapons. If one wants to do away with nuclear .+zqzzns,  it is logical
to approach this task by the simple and clear means of re&u;z9ng  them and, in the
long term, carrying out nuclear disarmament. Instead of ti+icl it is being prcposed
that existing nuclear arsenals with their overkill capability should be
supplemented with space arsenals having a new, as yet undetermined, potential for
expanding the range of the means of destruction.

. .

48, Everything falls into place if one considers the SD1 programme as it is in
actual fact - an element of the strategic complex for delivering a first disarming
strike against a potential enemy.

49. The question of the role of anti-missile systems was already settled within
the framework of the *great debate” a decade and a half ago, when American,eSoviet
and other scientists and politicians came to a unanimous conclusion: a large-scale
anti-missile system is a shield against a retaliatory strike by the armed foxces of
a country subjected to aggression that have been weakened by a nuclear attack.
only scmeone who ie preparing to deliver a first nuclear strike needs such a
shield. In other words, this shield is a vital element in an offensive
nuclear-weapon system.

SO. The fact that preparations are now under way to station weapons in outer space
in no way changes this assessment and, on the contrary, makes it all the more
convincing. Space weapons are not defensive. They are a direct extension of the
most dangerous offensive strategic weapons - first-strike weapons,

51. It should be recognised that c among the advocate8 and defenders of SDI, the
concept of an impenetrable shield is becoming increasingly less prevalent. The
sober scientific calculations made in numerous countries convincingly demonstrate

/ . . .
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that it is impossible to Create such an impenetrable ehield. Among the or iqinatore
and defenders of the concept of SDI, etreeP  haa gradually been ehifted toward6 it6
“limited” or “partial” version, which will be unable to enoure “abeolute  miaeile
impenetrability”.

52. The transformation the “star wars” plans are undergoing essentially serves to
confirm what the critics of these plans said about them. From the very beginning
it watt  a question, not of an alternative to the concept of deterrence, but rather
of toughening it by making use of new poeeibilities  In outer space. The projects
concerning limited space war8 alao lead to this  same extreme form.

53. Firet of all, the “8tar wars” plane would undermine the basie~  for strategic
stab i l i ty . A ertuation would ariee whereby vitally Important decieions,
irrevereible  by virtue of their possible consequences,  would be taken eeeentially
by electronic machines without the participation of human reason and political will
and with no account taken of moral and ethical criteria. Such a turn Of event6
could lead to a general cataetropha, even if the initial impulse that brought it
about was an error, miecalculatlon, or breakdown in the extremely complex computer
eyeterns.

54. Furthermore, it ie generally recoqnlzed  now that space-weapon systems would be
extremely vulnerable. This in turn would lead to increased inetabil ity ikr the
strnteqic  balance. A further element of inotability would arise in connection with
each side’s satellitee, if they were threatened by the anti-satellite 8yetem8,
which are an important component of space weapne.

55. Although the scope of the negative consequences resulting from a violation Of
the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballietic Mieeile  Sytatems between the USSR and
the United States / - which hae no time-limit - ie difficult to foresee, the “atar
warn” programme is inexorably leading to such a violation. I n  essence,  t h e  “utar
ware” programme not only gives impetuu to the arms race with regard to all types of
weapone, but will alao halt any efforts to reattain this race. The whole
foundation of agreements and underetandinqs on arms limitation and disarmament
which wa8 created in paet years will be undermined.

56. It  rlhould be stressed in conclueion ttr. .he aatar wara” programme (in tioth
itn broader and its narrower versions), fir&t, ie in no way an alternative to the
concept of “deterrence”, but rather a toughening and sharpening of it8 most
dangerous characteristics, and, eecondly, constitute6 a large-scale programme of
new weapons that threaten mankind.

57. The world community faced a similar turning-point once before, approximately
40 yeare  ago, on the threehold of the nuclear-arm race, which in the end led to
the creation of nuclear arsenals  capable of putting an end to human history. At
the time, effort8  to prevent that very dangerous procese  were unsucceB6fulr
although t-he Soviet Union proposed as early as 1946 that an international
convention banning the production and use of nuclear weapons ahould be concluded
and, since that time, has invariably been a staunch eupporter of nuclear
disarmament.

/ . . .
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58. Today, 40 years later, the world community has a real chance to avoid the
repetition of a historical error - the spread of the arms race to outer space. It
is today *aced with a choice: either outer space will be used to improve living
condition5 on our planet or it will be transformed into a source of a new mortal
danger.

59. The Soviet Union’s position on this issue is also unambiguous: to
counterbalance the “star wars” plan, which threatens all mankind, the USSR Suggests
that the international community consider its concept of “star  peace’. This is the
only reasonable alternative to *star wars”.

60. What is the real alternative to the concept of “deterrence” - to peace baaed
on the fear of unacceptable retaliation? T&e only alternative is to endeavour to
strengthen international security, peaceful coexistence, detente and,  disermament,
and to build confidence and develop international c-operation.

61. That is a long and arduous path, especially as the mutual suspicion, distrust
and prejudice which have been accumulating over the decades must be overcome. In
addition, old stereotypes which do not correspond to new realities must be
abandoned.

62. One of those stereotypes, a relic from the remote past that has survived into
the nuclear age, is the still quite widespread belief that it is possib2.e  to build
one’s security by infringing on the security of others, or to base the security of
a military bloc at the expense of the security of the world community. That
stereotype (which is the basis of the concept of deterrence) is in complete
contradiction with the realities of the nuclear age.

63. Those reaiitges  are quite unambiguoust a nuclear war cannot be won and must ’
never be fought, and the desire to achieve military superiority is senseless since
it can result only in dangerous instability. Those nuclear-age truths are gaining
increasing recugnition  in the world communiry.

64. This being so, it is illegal to separate the national security of States (or
the collective security of a coalition of countries)  frcs international security.
The modern concept of security is collective security. Security for one must at
the same time signify security for all. That security must be achieved through the
Collective efforts of the ‘international community.

65. The problem of correlating military and politicrl  means for ensuring security
is an extremely important factor in the concept of collective security - security
for al l  - which is the only reasonable form of security in the nuclear age. The
essence of the problem is that, in this age, international security (as well as
national security, which is a component of international security) cannot be
ensured by ‘military means, that is, by military force. This is a completely new
situation, which signifies a break with the traditions and ways of thinking and
acting that have evolved over the centuries and even over millenniums. Human
thought does not adapt immediately to new ideas. However, it is necessary (and
inevitable) that habitual thought and behaviour in the military and political
spheres should be made to correspond fully with new realities.
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66, The new approaches to contemporary realities require a constant search for
ways to strengthen international security  and for measures  that would blunt the
sharpnMa  of the present confrontation between the United States and the USSR, NATO
and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, West and East.

67. Military-strategic equilibrium and strategic parity play an important
stabilizing role in the present international situation. Both sides must become
aczuatomed  to military-strategic equilibrium and strategic parity as the natural
state of affairs.

68. While strategic equilibrium plays an important role as a factor in ensuring
international security, it cannot be considered an eternal panacea for preventing
nuclear war. It is a specific threshold, which should be used as il starting point
for reducing and, finally, completely eliminating the threat of nuclear war.

69. Mutual understanding must be reached regarding the Level oQ armamente  .on each
side that may be considered relatively sufficient for ensuring a reliable defence.
There is no question that the level of such sufficiency is much lower than wbat the
United states and the USSB actually possess9 if one speaks about the state of
serategic  parity between those two most important nuclear Powers. It has to be
admitted that the present level of balance in the nucl@ar  capabilfties’of the
opposinq sides is far too high. This means that important practical measures  for
limiting and reducing armaments are qu?te  possible. Genuine equal security in our
time is guaranteed not by the maximum but by the minimum level of strategic
balance, from which nrzlear  and other types of weapons of mass destruction must be
completely excluded. The same approach can be fully applied to the assessment of
possibilities for reducing the armaaienta  of the two powerful aliqnrnents of West and
East - NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization.

70. Nuclear disarmament is the key to strengthening both international and
national security. The Soviet Union was the first State in the history of the
nuclear age to propose an erkensive and concrete programme aimed at the domplete
and universal elimination of nuclear weapons within a precisely defined time
f fame. The USSR proposes that a process of ridding the Earth of Nuclear weapons
while banning space-strike weapons ahould be implemented and completed within the
next 15 years, that ia, by the year 2000. That programme, whose principal
strategic aSm is to prevent a nuclear war* is imbued with a genuine concern for
present and future generations and for civilisation on Earth.

71. Under that programme, the Soviet Union has proposed a 50 per cent reduction in
the nuclear waapons of the USSR and the United States capable of reaching each
other’s territory, considering that this would be only a first stage to 45 followed
by further reductions in the Soviet and American arsenals, as well as the inclusion
of other nuclear Powers in that process. Reliable verification, including on-site
inspections, would be established.

72. As is well known, the Sovitit  Union has long been proposing to rid Europe of
both medium-range and tactical nuclear ~epons. As part of the first stage of the
programme p it believes that it is possible to reach an agrecsent on tkcgplete
elimination of mediuwrange  missiles of the USSR and the United States in the

/. . .
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European zone - both ballistic and cruise missiles. The i:mplementation  of such an
agreement would be a first step on the way to ridding the European continent of
nuclear weapons. At the same time, the United States should, of course, undertake
not to supply its strategic and medium-range missiles to other countries, while the
United Kingdom and France should pledge not to build up their respective nuclear
weapons. American and Soviet medium-range nuclear weapons would br- completely
eliminated during the further implementation of the programme.

73. The USSR also proposes the complete elimination in this century of chemical
weapons,  their stockpiles and the industrial base for their production - also
subject to strict control, including international inspections. The Soviet  Union
proposes a ban on the development of non-nuclear weawns based on new physical
principle,a and having a destructive capacity close to that of nuclear or other
weapons of mass destruction.

74. In order to implement the programme for reducing and eiiminating nuclear
arsenals, the entire existing system of negotiations must be set in motion, and the
greatest possible efficiency of disarmament .machinerY  should be ensured.

75. Tha cqllectivist  approach to problems of internatfonal security in the nuclear
age creates favourable conditions for the complete and satisfactory solution of yet
another extremely important problems the inclusion in the security-strengthening
process of all countries on our planet - both large and small, both those countries

which are members of diverse military and political alliances, and non-aligned and
neutral countries. If a concrete and tangible example is needed of the new way of
thinking and political psychology in the approach to the problems of peacer
co-operation and international confidence , the Final Act of the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe , signed at Helsinki on 1 August 1975, which was
drawn up throu: -: the common efforts of Europeans and the United States and Canada,’
can in many respects serve as that example.

76. The tradition of concentrating issues of security in the nuclear age around
the USSR and the United States and their allies, particularly  the Warsaw Treaty
Organization and NATO countries, has existed for quite a long time. This tradition
undoubtedly reflects the actual state of affairs. Because of their military,
economic, scientific and technological  potential and international importance, the
USLA and the United States b@ar  a particular responsibility for the nature of world
development, its course and consequences (it must be emphasized - responsibility,
not privilege) +

77. This is also reflected in the fact that the USSR and the United States - the
two most important nuclear Bowers - must be the first to begin the many processes
of arms reduction, It if3 the Soviet Union and the united States which are called
on to begin a radical reduction of their nuclear arsenals. It is they which are
charged with reaching an agreement on the prevention of an arms race in outer
space. It would be useful if, ds an initial measure, the USSR and the united
States were to freeze their nuclear weapons , the size of their armed forces and
their military budgets and undertake not to create new types of particularly
powerful conventional weapons. An important step would be an agreement by the
United States to follow the example of the USSR and commit itself not to be the

/ . . .
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first to use nuclear weapons , or to undertake certain concrete measures in the
sphere of arms limitation (for example , to halt the deployment of medium-range
missiles in Europe or to join in the moratorium on nuclear explosions).

78. The Soviet Union believes that the complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon testing and - before the conclusion of such an agreement - the
declaration by all nuclear-weapon States, following the example of the Soviet
Union, of a moratorium on all nuclear explosions could be a significant
contribution to the prevention of nuclear war and the strengthening of
international security. This would be an important means for preventing the
upgrading of nuclear weapons and the development of new kinds of nuclear weapons
and, consequently, would effectively lead to the limitation of the nuclear-arms
race. This would bs a token of the responsibility borne by the USSR and the United
States for the strengthening of international security.

79. Today’s world is a very diverse combination of sovereign countries and
peoples, which have their wn interests, aspirations and policies. In such
conditions, the development of a system of security requires the renunciation of
global claims and the consideration of the legitimate interests of all. The
building of securI,,ty for all cannot be dor;e by the efforts of a few states, no
matter how powerful they may be. It can be conseructsd  only through the efforts of
all States, both large and small. All of them wfthout exception face a task of
fundamental importance: without ignoring their social, political and ideological
differences, to master the sizlience and art of conducting themselves on the
international scene with restraint and circumspection and to live in a civili&J
fashion, that is to say, within the context of proper international intercourse and
co-operation.

80. The solution lies not only in the settlement of international conflicts, which
increase the overall number  of threats to intsrnational peat> and stability, but
also ir; the direct and immediate contribution of all States and peoples on all
continent5 to collective efforts aimed at lesssnrng  the danger of ?rar.

81. Xn actual political practice , all ccuntries  are becoming increasingly
concerned with the prevention of nuclear war and the strengthening of security for
a l l . Representatives from many countries and practically all continents worked on
the well--known Palme Commission, which formulated valuable proposals  regarding the
development of such a system of security. A growing contribution to the
development of the idea of security is being made by the public forces of Europe,
America, Asia, Africa and Australia.

82. It is difficult to overestimate the enormous political response to the
statements made by members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries against the
threat of nuclear wat. Xn rscent times, the leaders of six States - Argentina,
Greece. India, Mexico, Swsdsn i ,:d the Uniter: Republic of Tanzania - have been
actively proposing major initiatives (see A/40/114  and A/40/825-S/17596).  Their
calls for a freeze on all kinds,>of  nuclear weapms and for an end to nuclear
testing, as well as other proposals, have stirred up international political life
and have given new significance and immediacy to the idea of nuclear disarmament.

/ . . .
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03. A vivid manifestation  of the ljreater  involvement of the world community in
offorts to prevent nuclear war 18 the growing concern of the [Jnited Nation6 With
much pr oblema . The everyday activities of the Organization Rtrenqthen  the baoia
for a genuinely international security - security for all. The very existence of
th* U n i t e d  Nationa  a n d  i t s  poeitive  activities  r e f l e c t  t h e  &sire o f  all p e o p l e s
for pe KU and prngresu, since not one of t.hcln  wants war. The Charter of the IJnited
Nations is the antipode of the desire  to achieve military superiority and hegemony,
of a “position-of-strength* policy, of “crusades” and of attempts to thrust  on
peoples systems that are alien to them. The ideals of the United Nations and the
need for co-operation song States in achieving them are not only not. obsoZeta  -
they are more timely than ever. Today all the people6 of the planet have a common
enemy - the threat r\f a nuclear catantrophe, against which they must dct as united
nat ions. On the whwle, the United Natione, following the Jlrecepts  of the Charter,
is reliably working to enhance realiem  and reaponaibility  in internatiolral atfairs.

84. In order to implement the principles of the Charter and the lofty objectives
of the United JJat.ions, the  most  important  task now is  tn uni te  the  efforts of  all
the peace-lwmq  forcea of the Organization in order to put an enii C.O the arms
race, first of all the nuclear-arms race, and not to allow its epredd to outer
mpace  .

85. The growth of the role of an increasing number of State6 (and not only States
but alao mamn social and political movements) in the Rolution of problem6 of
international security is a natural and salutary phenomenon. It gives rise to new
hopes that it will at last be poeeible to turn back the arms race and to begin
disarmament, which wae  and remain6 the key to the fundamental and long-terln
mtrengthening  of international security.

/ . . .
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Pact Two

ARGUMENTS, COURTER-ARGUMEMTS  ANRCCMMRNTS

CHAPTER I

ARGUMENTS, CCUNTRR-ARGUMENTS  ANDCOMMENT S BY TRE EXPERTS
FROM TEE NON-ALIGNED ~?.)'NTRfRS

1. The experts from Argentina, Egypt  and India jointly offer the following
comments on the submissions made in part.one  by experts from the German Democratic
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America. Separate remarks on each submission have been
avoided and comments on all these submissions taken together are presented in a
coherent narrative form which presents some of the perspectives prevalent among the
non-aligned nations.

2. While nuclear weapons have not been employed in war since their initial use in
1945, and while the industrialized areas of the world - which were the most
combustible and conflict-prone for centuries and up until the end of the Second
World War, only four decades ago - have been at peace for a period of time
unprecedented in history, those weapons, none the less , have spread all over the
globe and are deployed in all oceans except one, and the command, control,
communication and intelligence facilities and infrastructure to fight a nuclear war
have come into being in all populated continents and involve nearly 40 per cent of
the nations of the international community. Irrespective of their  professed
commitments to the first use of nuclear weapons or not, the overwhelming ,inajOritY
of the industrialised nations in the two alliance systems or associated with them -
barring a small number - rely on nuclear-weapon arsenals and nuclear-war doctrines
for their Security. fn other words, out of approximately 130 nations that have
signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear weapons, 1/ 21 industrialised
nations still rely on nuclear-weapon doctrines for their security. They are also
among the leading militarily significant nations of the world. Tberefote,  besfdes
the five nuclear arsenals acknowledged in the non-proliferation Treaty, the
doctrines of nuclear deterrence have a relevance for all nations. Since conflicts
between industrialized and developing nations haoe been freauent in the last four
decades - although direct conflict between the two military bloc5 of industrialized
nations has been almost absent - and since there are no caveat-free assurances that
nuclear  weapons will not be used in such conflicts, the doctrines of nuclear
detemrence  have implications going far beyond the peace in Europe that is believed
to have been maintained by mutual nuclear deterrence over the last four decades.
The application of doctrines of nuclear deterrence should be analysed in both
contexts - situations of symmetry and of asymmetry in various conflicts in the
developed and developfng worlds. Unfortunately, in some of the papers presented by
experts from the developed world, there is a total obsession'with applying the
doctrine of deterrence entirdly\to  the East-West context, and all other factors are
ignored as irrelevant or exaggerated. There is a view in certain sections of the
industrialised world that the fears of the third-world countries regarding the
dangers of a nuclear war are "inflated" or just not true; in other words, there are
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attempts to minimize  what the non-aligned State5  perceive a8 a aerioue, realistic
and well-founded feeling of insecurity dominant in third-world countries. AZony
the 8ame line of thinking, the analysis by the non-aligned State8  ie criticized  88
” the wor at-case aseumpt Aon”. In answer, it could be said that, when nucleai
weapons are involved, the worst-case analyeis cannot be iqnored. Most of the
Western scenarios are themselves based on worst-case analysis. The non-&l iqned
Staten  could also eay that, in the liqht of 40 years of peace in Europe, most of
the scenario8 of expected threats of various categories  in the European context are
even more inflated and unreal and perhaps peace hae prevailed in Europe not because
of nuclear deterrence, but because the threat6 have been meetly  imagined. Wh i. le
the industrialized  world hae been at peace, there have been ten6 of interventions
by the induetrialized  countriee  in the developing world and there have been more
nuclear threats conveyed in the context of conflict situation8 in the developinq
world than in the developed world.

3. All nuclear-weapon Power8 maintain that their arsenals have been and continue
to be developed only for the purposes of defensive deterrence, proclaim their own
peaceful intentions and aoeert that, because of their own values, traditions,
societal structures and national goals and aspirations, their nuclear arsenal0 are
never likoly to be used except in defensive deterrence and, if that fails, for
intra-war deterrence and for war-termination, if feasible. Some consider  it
necessary  to project an image of nuclear capability to be credible in exerciee  of
deterrence, and othera  are of the view that such capability should not be left
amymmetr  ical, but be balanced. Such balances can never be exact, given the
differencee  in qeoqraphy,  technology, reaourcea,  and so forth.

4 . Even while declaring their own peaceful intentions, each aide has developed a
hletorical pernpective  of the rival tending to pro;,?ct  the impression that the
other side feels insecure and ie expansionlet, ideologically or otherwise, and that
ite actions indicate potentially non-peaceful intentions. Given the mixed
h i s tor i e s  o f  aI1 na t ions  of t h e  wor ld , it ie not difficult to pereuade  oneself and
one’6 own allies, throuqh a selective lietinq  of hiotorical  events and their
P Lnted interpretat ions, that the powerful rival can be deterred onl.y by an
ever-advancinq - quantitatively or qualitatively or in both ways - nuclear-weapon
capabi Ii ty.

5. An essential point often overlooked in thie debate in that, In the current
internat  lonal system, if a powerful nation develops a strategic doctrine based on
certain weapon capebilitiee, then other major Powere that feel insecure via-b-vja
that nation are bound to feel compelled eAther to match that naf ion throuqh ejmilar
doctrines and weapons or counter them through other doctrinefl  and alternat.ive
weapon eytitems. In a world order not operated, dominated or manaqed wholly by a
ainqle nation and where the use of force iu prevalent, either of the two reactionti
ie inevitabl.e, and what is not likely ie that the dominant nation’fl  etrateqic
doctr inee and weapon eysteme will be J lnored  or acceptud  aB beniqn by the reet ot
the natiom of the world. Therefore, once the doctrine  of nuclear deterrence is
espoueed by one nation and it embarko upon a cant +,lued evolution of j te nuclear
arapnal  quantitatively and q\lnlit;ltivoly, it LA to be expected  that other nationls
of the world will react.

/ . . .
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6. This reaction takes different forma. An overwhelming majority of the nations
that do not. have the capability to react to tnis development within their own
resources adjust themselves to acceptance of an international order influenced and
managed by the dominant nuclear-weapon Power - especially if it aleo happens to be
the most advanced economically, technologically, agriculturally and in many other
ways. This applies to the overwhelmlnq majority of developing nation5 that signed
the non-proliferation Treaty. Those which have the immediate capab~litiea  to
develop nuclear weapons and the requisite resources do 50. Others which have smne
constraints in terms of resources or otherwise postpone their decisions and re8ervQ
their opt ions. These are mostly the nation5 that can produce nuclear weapons and
have chosen not to s’qn the Treaty. Yet others find it advantageous to belong to
alliance systems and yet the l’rotection of extended nuclear deterrence. As the
international system following the development of nuclear weapons and nuclear
strategic doctrines evolvels, it is only natural thqt the reference point is the
first nation which developed the weapon5 and the strategic doctrine5 related to
their use and which has continued to keep in the fo:efront most of the time in the
development of technology related to the weapons. If  there is an ~verwhelminq
foW8 on a particular nuclear arsenal and one school of stratoq!c  doctrine, this is
not necessarily due to any bias1  it reflacts  the compulsiona of reality.

7. In this framewol k, there i8 no contradiction in a number of .najor nation8  of
the world either possessing nuclear arsenals or reserving the option to have
nuclear weapons in the future and at the same time advocating a woTld  without
nuclear weapons und calling for conventions ta outlaw them. A person can tota’ily
abhor killing and yet ethically and legally have the right of private defence. A
person can be for a qun-control law to ir.troduce the total prohibition of weapons
in the handu of all ci!izens and yet may be compelled to carry a gun 80 long aa
some of tris fellow citizen5 refuse to hand in their excessive arsenals. A nation
need not believe In the doctrine of nuclear deterrence to rationally devise a
policy that must necessarily take into account the commitment to the doctrine of
deterrence ot others, especially powerfIll  nations. Some of the perceptions that
the world can bo perma,lently  divided i to nuclear-weapon a;rd non-nuclear-weapon
nationc  appear to arise trom the history of the dominance of certain nationa  in the
International  :lyetem  over the last three centuries. Such perceptione, poeaibly
rooted in a Eurocentric  tradition, overlook the rise of the universal nation-State
system representtid  by the United Nations, which is the result ot the decolonization
process. Apart from ntlclear  weapons and nuclear stratc*yic  doctrine, the most
powerful factor that hL\s shaped the international order in the Last four decades is
the decolonization process and the emergence of near1.y  100 new nation-State
nccors. Some of the 5iqniEicant  actor5 in the international. system are in Latin
America, Africa and Asia. Therefore, consideration of nuclear strategic doctrines,
eithar ooleli,  in the European context or even moatly in that context, does not
provide eatistactory answers to the qlobalization cf nuclear war-fightinq
capabi l i t ies , the spread of nuclear-weapon carriers to the ocean waters in the
vtcinity  ot the developing world, and the search to link balances of arsenalo  at
the most advanced levels trnd developments in the decolonized  nations. It is
difficult to confine nuclear doctrinal issues to certain theatre5 in Central Europe
and ignore their impact on the international order.
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8. Thste can be no disputing the fact that. nuclear strateqlc  doctrines were
initially drrveloped with reference to perceptions of security requirements in the
European theatre. These perceptions had strong historical roots. So did the
rorponrer  to ths unfolding of the nuclear strategic doctrines and the deployment of
IWChar  woaponr in Western Europe. Fortunately, whatever the validity of the
l rpoueed doctrine4 may be, peace has been maintained in Europe over the last four
decades. It i4 difficult to prove or disprove whether this has been solely the
result of nuclear war doctrine4 and nuclear-weapon daploymante,  or whether there
have  been other  reasons  as  wel l . It is possible to argue  that in today’s world,
with heightened political cone*iousneee  among people, it is extremely costly to
keep occupying a nation, although it may not be difficult to invade it. This ia
being demonstrated even in the warn in the developing world and this would apply to
a much greater oxtent to the populations of nation Statae  of Europe, with longer
traditions of nationaliem and eovoreiqnty. Consequently, tha Clauswitzian maxim of
Wing wet in the ee’?eo  of occupying populated  territory ata an inatrument of policy
to gain political ends is losing its credibility, and instead of war, it is
corrcive diplanacy  which ia increasingly used as an instrument in international
pliticr.

9 . Though not articulated specifically in these terms , perceptions on both sides
of rho dividing line in Europe have changed over the years in this direction. The
fesr of acl:ual  us4 oi! military force ham been replaced by the fear of use of
coercive d iplcmacy . If there has not been a war in Europe in the lmat. four
docadee,  it may not necessarily be entirely due to the enormoucl  nuclear arsenals,
it  may also be due to the tacit cealization that war as eilch ia no lonysr a viable
inrtrumvnt  of policy.

1.0. Ar#sertions  today that  what  ia feared is  not  an invas ion,  but  projection of
force capability, which will evoke anticipatory corlpliance, tend to confirm thie
mtatew nt. In the last four decades the induetriuliz  td nations have intervened
l evorrl time6 in the conflicts and affairs of the devolopinq  nation8 instead of
dicoctlf  invading to annex territory. Similacl.y,  there have been hundreds of
inrtmnoem of the demonstrative use of force without war by major industcialized
nationa  in both the dsvoloped and developing worlds, an,d the trend ie growing Cn
the latter cam. In other wocda, coercive diplomacy haa come to be more often
emplcsyod thhn occupation a4 an inetrumentalrtlp  of powg~  . In this respect, nuclear
focc44  have become a potent currency of power in international relations. In
%ICOpo,  c” both sides of the Central European line, coercive diplomacy  employing
thim awesome currency of power ie feared more than outright  attack. While  there  ie
adequate recoqnition  of this factor in both Eeetecn and Western Eur,ope and in North
America,  it is often ovsrlooked that. this factor of coercive dipUnacy  iti of equal
concern in the developing  world too. Tactical nuclear and conventional weaponrt  are
braaning 60 inter;rated  that thers ie no longer much difference  between nuclear and
non-nuclear threats for any develupinq  nation facing a show of force from a major
nucle4c-woapon  Powor.

11. The proporition  that nuclear  deterrence has preaerveU  peace in Europe reminds
one of the view rtrongly aamerted in the nineteenth  century “,hat the doctrine of
thr balance of power was able to atabilize Europe from 1815 onwards. while the
world is  able to l ive and learn about  the  failure of that  doctrines,  i t  may not  bt-
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able to survive the failure of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. Even while
recording the fact ot pcdce in f *cope for the last four decades, one must keep a
sense of proportion in advancir .aims  that nuclear deterrence was solely or even
largely responsible for that develop-lent.

12. There are inevitable time-ltrgs between rib . ,lopments  on the ground and their
comprehension anu understanding by political and military leadership8 of nations.
The normal tendency is to over- insure oneaelt in terms of past experience. It i s
poseible to explain the enornous  growth of nuclear arsenals  in the two military
blocs in terms of such over-insurance ar,d lag in understanding. The pa8t
over-insurance ia evidenced by some of tne announced plans to reduce tactical
weapons and the proclair,lvd desire on both sides tc eliminate some categories Of
missiles only very recently employed and to cut back by half the strategic
arsenals. Given this background, there are two wap of looking at the develop Ite
of the last L’our decadts. The first - more prevalent in one part of the
induetzirl  ized world - is to regard the policy of over-insurance as justified and
productive  of results, in that it haa maintained peace and led to an era of
negotiations and confidence-building. This stand can be claimed by both sides,
each maintaining that its policy or: nuclear and co ventional weapons buildup in
response to the moves made by the other side - nuclear and non-nuclear - brought
about this situation.

13. The second way of looking at it is to re-evaluate  th% history of the laet four
decades and reassess whether the assumptions on which the paat arm-buildup
policies were formulat.ed were wholly justified and to re-examine the bases  for
future policy An the liyht of the better undere::anding  of the situation, both Past
and present. Both military blocs claim that this is what they have been doing. In
spite of such claims, a new spiral in the qualitative arms race ie under way8 which
is juetified in terms of t;le nead to reach for greater stability, towards a world
where defence-dominated utructurefi  will r’educe incent tveo for attack and nuclear
weapons will be rendered  obsolete and imptent. There are also unspecifiti
promises of such techpoloqies  beinq shared and such a transformation being brought
about in consultation with the rivrrl aide. It is also argued that both the current
practice of deterretrce  and the proposed transforrnaticn  towards greater stability
through defence-dominant  structures are being pursued within a larger political
framework.

14. At '.eaot at  this 3taqt9, it is not known whether this approach, a mix of the
p o l i t i c a l  a n d  technolqical ,  wil l ,  within the foreseeable future,  lead to
technology dominated kly politics or vice versa. Con t inu i t y  w i th  paat hiatory  and
p o l i c i e s , eepecially if they are viewed as having been largely .$roductive  Of
posit ive reeults, may carry a higher risk that technology will outpace politica.
Past experience tells us that there are no ult.imnte  technological eolution3  for the
world’s political problems.

15. Before the First World War a,.d the Second Wo::ld War, the mil.itary and
ptjr.iticaP  eetabl.ihmente  felt that they had all the answcars.  The result was the
of feneive  charges in the Firnt  World War, which ended in terrible nmsaacre8 of
infantrymen, and the Maginot I,ine in the Second Wtirld War, which proved of no avail
againat tho bl itzkrieg. Very elegant and structured argumnnts  about nuclear
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deterrence being defensive &nd contributing to increased stability are being put
forward with tt-1 same degree of assurance with which arguments were advanced in the
1950s  and 1960s to build up arsenals , and now those who originally built them up
are very virtuously demanding that they be reduced. Those who argued against
defence-dominant structures with great fervour in the 1960s are advocating them
with equal fervour today. The strategic arguments formulated within like-minded
communities often tend to overlook the uncertainties, irrationalities and foibles
of the real world.

16. One cc2ld not be certain that defence-dominant  structures, even if they were
at all feasibla.  would no; be succeeded by offensive weapons and that, in the race
between of fenr e and defensive weapons, the latter would win. Against the
background ot Jrrent  distrust between the two major nuclear-weapon Powers, the
PrOmiSe  of future sharing of defence-dominant technologies is not likely to evoke
much credibility, particularly when very much less sophisticattid  technologies are
todcy w i thhe ld . Consequently, the probability of interpreting defensive-system
development as prcrvidlng  a defence-ofi!ence  mix of systems that may make nuclear
war-fighting more likely in quite high. For reasons already set out, it is not
only a question of mhinta’ning  credibility with the principal rival Power, but also
vJith the other major nations of the world. In this respect alao, an approach that
focuses attention solely on the military relationship between the two major Powers
only or their allies, to the axclusion  ot the secur?ty concerns of the rest of the
w,or  Id, is not likely to be productive.

!.7. An alternative approach nas been proposed - to <!liminate  all nuclear weapons
from the Earth by the year 2000. This approach i.s more in tune with the
aspirations of the overwhelming  majority of the nations of the cs~lcl. The Final
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, $’ the first special
session devoted to disarmament , and the approach of the non-aligned nations have
amphasized the need to work towards disarmament ,  with the  highest  priority given t.0
nuclear disarmament. It  is  an c lcouraging  oign that  the ldr.*a  of  eliminatfng
nuclear weapons “ram the Earth has not been rejected on tha ground that nuclear
wrapons cannot be dieinq anted. An appropriate question  raised is: What will the
world be 1 ike without n,rclear  weapons and how do we get rom here to there?

18. As pointed out earlier, nuclear weapons and nuclear-war doctrine8 have become
a crucial determinant shaping thu international order. Consequently, a war  Id
without nuclear weapon8 will be a new international order. Propoeals to eli:,.‘nate
nuclear weapons go far beyond dn arms-control approach, the prAmat-y  aim of which is
to preserve the status quo at mutually agreed levels of weapon stockpiles. Thie
transformation t’; d new international xder has to be thought through. One
argument could be that a world without nuclear weapons need not be a world without
deterrence. There are so many chemical and nuclear power plants in the
industrialized  world that even a conventi,onal  war could prodcce devastation of a
magnitude very close to that of a nuclear war. The factor of  pol it ical  deterrmcel
which would naake  it unattractive to occupy populated territotiee, would ritill
operate 1 The long reach of precision-guided non-nuclear weapons can still inflict
Fuch hig’r levels of damage on both sides engaged in hostiliti ia. irrespective of
the tactical outcome at the battle-front - a level of damage inc~smensurate  with
any gains that could be expected and could serve as rational banes for initiating
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limited wars. In other words, deterrence and coercive diplomacy mdy still survive
in a world without nuclear weapons. Others could argue that such a deterrent
posture could pueh up costs - a thesis which could again be disputed. Attractive
as a world without nuclear weapons is, it will require considerable intellectual
effort to persuade the military and political leaderships of many industrialized
nations accustomed to taking for granted a world of nuclear deterrence that
non-nuclear deterrence, besides leading to a eafer world, would also provide
nations with security at mOre economical costs. Not all experts contribute to this
conclusion at this stage. There may be a case for a directed international study
to examine the full implications of a world without nuclear weapons and the optimum
strategies for moving from here to there.

19. In this context, the draft resolution, submitted by a qroup of non-aligned
States in the United Nations, proposing a convention to prohibit the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons 15/ becomes highly relevant , since outlawing the use or
threat of use af nuclear 6pons will condition the world to the prugreseive decay
or the doctrines of nuclear deterrr Ice and make the transition to a world without
nuzlear  weapons smoother.

20. It is argued that the Charter of the United Nations does not qualify or limit
in any way L.h* means by which defensive action is to take place and that the very
general legal clauses in the preamble to the fourth Hague Convention of 1907 g/
have failed to change international law in respect of nuclear weapons. These
arguments apply to all nations of the world and do not justify the cartelized
possession of nuclear weapons by a few nations.

21. In attempting theac;  moves to outlaw or eliminate nuclear weapons, the world is
confronted with the familiar argument that nuclear weapons cannot be disinvented.
This argument neq,rtes  the historical experience in respect of biological and
chemical weapon:i. The prohibition of biological weapons is based on their
delegitimjzation  and outlawing. The negotiations in regard to chemical and
radiological  weapona are also based on the same principles. None of these weapons
in capable of being disi r,vented.  Therefore, there is no reason why nuclear weapons
cannot be eliminated just as biological weapons have been eliminated and as
attempts are being made to eliminate chemical and radiological weapons.

22. Over the last two decades the philosophy of arms control has tended to
dominate the interaction between t! e major weapon Powers, presumably on the basis
that nuclear weapons cannot be elinlinated. While the prohibition and elimination
of nuclear weapons will constitute an act of collective political will on 1 be part
of major Powers, arms control has generally been an exercise in expedient
technolog  ica 1 f ixes. There is increasing criticism of the philosophy of arms
control. First, it tend8 to focus on weaponry, and since technology does not stay
static, any agreement based on the levels of armaments can only be temporary,
lasting until a new generation o f  drma replaces the earlier one. Second 1 y ,
arms-control agreements c.t limited auration act aa incentives for preparing for the
next round of agreements by developing newer weapon8 , and they thereby presuppose a
continuing competitive arms buildup. Thil dly, the arms-control approach ignores
subtler aspects of deterrence and concentrates exclusively on quantitative and
qualitative aspects. The less visible aspects of force efficiency and
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force-multiplier infrsstrw;ture  are not taken into account, and coneequently,  t0
ma&e up for such factors of uncertainty, coneervative  military establishments
over-insure  themselves at hiqher  numbers of highly visible Items of weaponry.
Fourthly, with the development of dual-capable eyatems and mord compact and mobile
ayatema,  arms control based on verification will become increasingly difficult.

23. There is aleo a qrowinq sense of dissatisfaction in regard to the policy Of
nuclear deterrence as practised over the last four decades. The search for
defence-dominant otructures  to replace the present of fence-oriented mutually
deterrent nuclear-weapon syetems, the idea of making nuclear weapons obsolete and
impotent, the joint declaration that a nuclear war cannot be won and muet never be
initiated and the proposal to eliminate nuclear waapone arc all symptomatic of thi8
growing dieilluaionment with the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. The Current
predicament has led some to look for a way out based on technoloqy,  and otherrl,  on
politics. Compared to the earlier periods, there is a progressive lessening Of
assertiveness in upholdinq the validity of nuclear deterrence.

24. It is not likely to be very useful to investigate whether the etrsteqy Of
nuclear deterrence haa had positive or negative reoults over the last four
decades. If i:: is recOgnized  that nuclear deterrence was an expedient policy Of a
particular era. pursued in the liqht of a set of perceptions which might not always
have been objective, it will be poesible to look at the viability of nuclear
deterrence as a strategy to be pursued in the future in the interests of the major
nuclear Powers themeelver. Nuclear deterrence was a credible policy in a world
where the possibility af nuclear war could be envisaged. The theorists Of
deterrence have emphasized that the credibility of deterrcr.,:e  requirea explicir
preparations to fiqht a nuclear war if deterrence fails. j-9 111 nuclear deterrence
continue to be credible in a world where,  increasingly, leaderships come to believe
that a nuclear war cannot be controlled if it breaks out and that, beyond a certain
level of use of nuclear explosives, disastrous climatic coneequences  are likely?
Even if one accepts that, in certain contingencies , such threat8 of committing
suicide and taking the aqqreesor  aloncl  will be credible,. It utandr to rea8on that
such contingencies will be very rbrc  and that threats ki 1 not be credible in moat
other casea. Even in such extreme casee, nuiclear deterrence will make sense only
if such contingencies have a reasonable likelihood of success  and there are no
alternative ways in which to deter the aqqreseor. It is debatable whether this is
SO.

25. Nor ia it  quite clear whether, in calculating if the nuclear deterrent pmture
ir a co8t-effective  eecurity policy, the overall golitical and economic costs Of
such a poeture have been considered. The nuclear deterrent posture ir based on the
continuance of a controlled adversarial relationship with the rival grOUP Of
nations. Such a controlled adversarial relationship hao an inhibiting effect in
reqard  to trade and financial fluws, technology transfers and so forth, and it also
act8 ae a generator and sustainer of insecurity among nations. Both theoe factors
qenorate  Costa not always accounted for purely in terms of the defence burden of
na t ionr . Even if one accoptr  that the probability that one side will have to
exercise the threat of use of nuclear weapons in order to deter a possible cxerCi0e
in coercive diplanacy,  though low, is not non-noqligible,  then, to arrive at an
optimal policy, one har to compare the cost of such a deterrent posture to oustain
that eecurity with the costs of insecurity qenrarated  by that very posture. In
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t oday ’ s  s i t ua t i on , the nuclear deterrent posture, meant to safeguard the security
ot a group of nations, also generates insecurity. The net balance appears to be
insecurity rather than security, and that insecurity encompasses non-military artafi
as well. Arguments advanced on the ethical underpinnings of nuclear deterrence
have to be viewed in the light of the above. 1f one’s own actions tend to generate
net additional risks to one’s security , one cannot use that fact as the basis for
arguing that nuclear deterrence is morally justifiable to meet such risks. If one
were to accept the argument that nuclear deterrence is ethically justifiablt
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, it would be equally justifiable in
other parts of the world and for nations facing the coercive diplunacy of the major
nuclear-weapon Powers.

26. There are perceptions on both sides that the economy of the other side has
been hiqhly mili tar ized, that this militarisation has caused distortions in
structures and processes of societal decision-making and that it is responsible for
the perpetuation of a sense of animosity. These perceptions are qenuine, whether
they are objectively true or not. Some maintain that the slow economic recovery of
industrial natlons, the consequent impact on developing nations and their inability
to pay debts, and the uncertain future international economic outlook are
attributable to high dstence  spending and high budgetary deficits of certain,
lead + nq locomotive economies , and that this high defence spending is directly
related to sustained development and production programmes of new generations of
nuclear and spmce-based weapon systems. Such perceptions, by themselves,
irre8pectii.e  3f t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y , become self-fulfilling prophecies and
generators of insecurity - military and non-military.

27. Some perceptions have acquired atavistic characteristics because of historical
memor its. Xn view of the technological constraints, the existewe of second-strike
capability and now the nuclear-winter hypothesis, it is difficult to understand how
there could bo a credible threat or a disarming  first strike with or without
defensive shie Ids, yet much has been done on both aide@  to engender a sanse af
insecltrity  aimonq  populations on the basis of an alleged threat to main deterrent
ayeterns.

28. Thf: strategy of deterrence always needs someone to deter, and rhis  compulsivr
need to have an adversary and the historical legacy of mistrust and misperceptions
reinforce each other to such an extent that they create a closed system of logic
somewhat disconnected from the ongoing developments outside this framework. Thus,
nuclear deterrence appears to have become an end in itself. Perhaps this
development was not deliberately sought after. It was probably the result of a
sub-optimized thought process based on highly epecialized disciplines and at levels
lower than an overall integrated nrtional and international goal-setting level. It
is also possible to view the nuclear deterrent posture OS an inevitable,
competitive game of the leading natiom in the nuclear age - nations with
perceptions and understandings shaped by the historical legacies of a combustibla
European nation-state system which had seen two world wars in quick succsseion.

29. There is ganeral agreement that major Powers are not likely to resort to the
use of nuclear weapons in the industrialized  world in any deliberately pre-planned
confl icts. It is the risks of the accidental or unauthorized  use of weapons and
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their u&e by terrorists that cause worry. A section of the population in the
induetridlized  world feels that, w ith reduction in the flight-time of missiles and
increase3 automation in decision-making, the risk8 of the accidental or
unauthor ;zed release of nuclear weapons have increased. Othera argue th8t improved
technolwy i8 likely to increase the effectivene88  of command and control over
nuclear wk’apons  and reduce, if not totally eliminate, such risks. s imi la r ly ,  6ome
people con3rder that the risk of terroriete  getting  hold of usable nuclear weapon8
and fiasile IIIL;terials is higher in the industrialized  world, with a hiqher den8ity
of deployment of nuclear weapon5 and a larger number of unsafequarded military
nuclear faci l i t ies, than in the developing world. Others, however, consider that
the ri8k of terrorist diverelon in the developing world, with a le88er number of
unsafeguarded facilities, is likely to be higher.

30. Besides the r isks mentioned above, there are those arisinq from the spread of
the nuclear weapons of the acknowledqed nuclear-weapon Power8 around the globe and
in the ocean8, and the likelihood of their u8e in intecventioniat  operation5 in the
developing world or in operation5 undertaken in fulfilment of certain treaty
obligations of major industrial Powere. Thoee who i,trongly  espouse the d,iK:trines
of nuclear deterrence and nuclear war in the major Powers rate these risk8 low,
while some others, especially from the developing world, rate them significantly
high. In most  of  the  strategic l i terature published, the risk5 of use arising from
proliferation ot nuclear weapons in developing countriee  are highlighted. In t h e
l a s t  2 2  yearu, acknowledged proliferation of nuclear weapons has not taken place in
the developiny coulltr  ie5,  and, in the l lght of the record of this period, Rome
consider these risks to be somewhat overblown and exaqqerated. Other5 disagree,
and coneider  that the prime risk is proliferat.ion  in developing countries..

31. Ctincern  is being increasingly expreseed  in respect of the ambiguoue  nuclear
8tatu8  of certain countries which, it ie widely believed, could achieve full
nuclear st3tuo at short notice. As pointed oclt earlier, strateqic dtctr ines cannot
be quarant  ined. With the obal spread of nuclear weapons arid nuclear command,
control, communications, ,ntelligence  and logietic infrastructures,  it is
unrealistic to expect. th t examples set by major Powers will. not t~s followed
elsewhere. The theory t at the East-West confrontation is unique and requires
nuclear weapons and war Aoctr  incs to tnsure oecurl.ty  while thin in not t.ht!  case
elsewhere in the world may sound convincing to it5 advocates, but. not to rstherr.

32. The argument that. tire approximately  132 nations that havo signed tile
non-~~OliferAti(‘rr1  Treaty Ihave  thereuy acknowledged t-hat the possession of nuclear
veapono is not required for their own security is tallacious. Among the
signatories  are ttrrcr? nuclear-weapon Powers and members of military alliances that
rely on nucl.ear  weapons for their security. Most ot the slynat.ories  have no
capability to acquire nucI*.dr  weapons. The nations not signatories to the Treaty
that hate the pcent ial to make the weapons and have reserved their options have as
milch ethical., l.eqal and stta:egic justification to have nuclear wcapono as the
nations of the two military blocs. Prol i ferating nations  rieachin4
non-proliferation not o~,Ly  do not create credibility) they also create distrust as
to their intentions to exercise coercive diplomacy and dominance over the rest of
the wor 1.1.
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33. The non-proliferation Treaty has bean converted into an unlimited licence for
pro1 iferation. The charge of diecrimination  againrrt  the Treaty is not that it
discriminates between nuclear-weapon Powers and non-nuclear-weapon Powera in terms
of possession o f  Treapond , as ardent advocates of the cartelized, unlimited
proliferation of nuclear weapon8 misleadingly affirm. The charge is that it
discriminate8 in favour of nuclear-weapon  natione by not enforcing the Treaty
obligation8 they solemnly undmztook  and hava evaded ever since. Those who reject
the charge of diacrifiination  would like the world to believe that the eo-called
non-proliferation Treaty laid an obligation on nuclear-weapon Power8 to proliferate
without  l imits,  a l low their  mil itary nuclear faci l it ies to lose fiseile  material8
to other nations and share nuclear weapons  with their alliee when they need to be
shared at times of high tension.

34. The non-proliferation Treaty and the failure of the nuclear-weapon Power8 to
fulfil ohliqation8 under article VI highlight the enormoU8 gap between profession
and practice of the eponeors  of the Treaty. This gap between profeesion and
practice in reqfird to the obligations they themselves have undertaken} the Crequent
mutual charqee  of violation of traaty obligationei  the non-signing of initialled
treatleer the pooaihle erosion of treaties, like the ABM Treaty IJ/ or the outer
space Treaty, I/ which ie being actively diecuaeedr  preaa  discloeuree  of contingent
plans to violate the Treaty of Tlatalolco  l6/ by the emplacement of nuclear weapons
in Puerto Rico, an area included in the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone,
the use of nuclear-weapon carriers during the South Atlantic war without dieclosure
of whether or not the!v carried nuclear weapon81 the fact that the number of nuclear
threats conveyed in situation8 of asymmetry exceeds  the number conveyed in
Situations of nuclear synunetryr and the policy of interventioniem  and the exercise
of coercive diplomacy by major nuclear-weapon Powers In area8 far away from those
of their security interests - all the8e taken together heave  reeulttd  in a total
looa of credibility in assertions of the defensive intention6 of major
nucLear-weapon  Powers as they spread their nuclear weapons all over the globe. For
the same reasons, one Bide’8 protestation0 of it8 defensive and non-aggressive
intentions evoke little confidence in the other.

35. Security, sovereignty and freedom from coercive diplomacy are of equal value
to all countries of the world, big or 8ma11, east or west, deve ope+d or
developing. Therefore, in the view of 8ome, as long a6 nuclear weaporrs  are
legitimate for certain nations of the world, they are bound to he acquired at least
by a few other natione, either explicitly or ambiguously. Others, especially those
from the nuclear-weapon countries and their allies, disaqree with this view and
consider that those which have not acquired nuclear weapons 80 far have no need for
them. Moat of the countries in the world (126 according to the vote at the
fortieth session of the General Assembly 15/I feel that no country needs nuclear
weapons, and that their use and threat of use should he outl.awed.

36. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence 18 under increasing challenge. In the
originating Power itself, the public favour8 freeing the world from being held
hoetaqe to nuclear weapon8 and nuclear deterrence. The other major Power has now
Propoeed the elimination of nuclear weapons by the end of the century. The
overwhelming majority of nation8 have expreesed themselves in favour of outlawing
the use and threat of use of nuclear weapons and are in favour of nuclear
disarmamellt.
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37. Whenever ideas, concepts, doctrines and institutions -,kart to lose their
v iab i l i ty , there is bound to be a Lime-lag  bl?twean  the beqinning of the process and
i ks completion. This has happened in the cases of monarchy, slavery, colonialism
and apor theid. The interveninq period has certain risks, since those who espouse
the doctrines and inskitukions resist the inevitable change, and that qenerdt .R
confl ict . In the  case  of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence too, the world has
eukefed the era in which the doctrine is losing it8 acceptability,  viability and
credibi l ity. The problem before the international community is how to manage this
era ok change peacefully and without major conflict involving nuclear weapons.
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CHAPTER II

ARGUMENTS, COUNTER-ARGUMENTS AND COMMENTS B”1 THE EXPERTS
FROM THE SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

1. The papOrB  presented by the expert6  from the non-aligned countri,B,  though
different in tone and intensity, have one distinctly outstanding  comnon feature.
They all ineiet  on the necessity of eliminating the concept of deterrence from the
practice of civilixed  international relations. Some expert6  conuider  the
inadmiaribility  of this  concept from legal, Borne from moral, and Btill other6  from
purely mill tary angler. But, aB regards the main tenets of deterrence, the reeult
of this analyeir ir invariably negative - whipping UP; the armr race and
undermining security and international stability.

2. It ie difficult not to agree with thoee who consider it imporraible to find
mil itary-technological  fixee  for  pol it ical  PtOblemB. Some O f  the experts  BtreBB
that the nature of new weapons dOeB not leave any State with the hope of defending
ItBelf  by new, even highly .ophieticated,  defeneive weaponB,  whether in rpace 01 On
Earth.

3. It iB easy to underetand the approach of some expertB  to the arme race ae an
action-reaction phenomenon. But it eeeme  etrange, to say the leaet, when the
country that was the inetiqator of the arme race in the name of the concept of
deterrence and the country obliged against ite own will to anrwar challenges are
placed on the aame footing and measured by the a--~ yardrtick.

4. The notion expreered  by 8ome experts in their paper6  that deterrence belonqB
to the yesterday of mankind and that it ehould be replaced by l cxne new viable
Becurity conceptB, such ae collective oecurity  far example, can ( ‘ly be due t,O
their reali2ing  that deterrence cannot aerve a8 a baais for interrx%tional  security,
contrary to what might be Bald by the authora.

5. We ehare the view that concrete steps to decrease the relicrnce  on deterrence
are long overdue and that, without active meaeuree  on the part of each and,everY
State, this concept will haunt all of mankind for matry  years to come.

6. Gne ahould note that some experts are BuqqeBtinq a kind of phaaed outlawing of
nuclear weapone. OtherB  consider of paramount importance a ban on nuclear weapons,
a complete  ban on testing, prevention of the extension of the arme race to outer
Bpace, and 80 forth.

7. All theBe thoughtful deliberations reflect the increasing uneasiness of the
world community and its rejection of the concept of deterrence.

8. Looking into the paper prepared  by the experts of the United Statee  and the
Federal Republic of Germany (Bee part one, chap. IV above), one ehould Btreee  from
the very beginning  that thie paper qivee a deecription  of the concept of deterrence
that does not correspond to reality. The concept of deterrence by the United
States and NATO is preeented  as defeneive, promotinq peace, and 80 forth. Nothinq
could be further from the genuine state of affairs.
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9 . In its basic provisions this concept is aimed at achieving military
stiperiority,  intensifies the arms race, exacerbates the international situation,
increases the danger of war  and inciudes the threat of the first use of nucl.ear
weapons as its major element. In practice, the implementation of the concept of
deterrence by the United States and NATO confirma  this appraisal.

10. As certain leading American public figuree (especially after retirement) have
acknowledged, the United States was prepared on many occasions to use nuclear
weapon8  against the Soviet Union, the German Democratic Republic and other
countries of Central and Eastern Europe, India, China, Cuba and ot:hor Skates. The
caee:  of demonstratively putting on alert the strategic nuclear forces of the
Un1tl.d  States in connection with crises in Europe, the Middle East, the Far East,
khe Caribbean and other regions are well known.

11. It is stated in the Western paper that these forces are not intended to he
used against the civilian population. This does not correspond to the facts. In
the first plans for nuclear attack against the Soviet Union, a nuclear strike
against major Soviet cities was included. All contemporary American plans include
kargeting of nuclear t’orces againet a great number of cities, not only of the
Soviet Union, but of o&her countries as well.

12. It iS staked in the Western paper that the concept of deterrence enk..inces
defence. What kind of defence is it, when, in the name of deterrence, the United
Skates concentrates its naval, forces with nuclear weapons (such as strike-aircraft
carriers) in varitius  regions of the world - near the shores of Europe and Eastern
Asia, in the Persian Gulf and the Caribbean and, lately, especially often in the
Mediterranean?

13. The Western experts assert that no threat to third countries emanates from the
concept of deterrence. In addition to what was mentioned above, it ?S necessary ko
say that, in reality, the ?Inited Stakes  armed forces have been engaged i\l action
many times during the post-war period. One cannot forget about American
intervention in a number of counkr ies.

14. Thus, the concept of deterrence has nothing in common with defence, promoting
peace and other such qualities attributed to it in the Western paper.

15. One rannot fail to notice that the Western experts , when dealing with problems
of nuclear weapons do, in fact, subska;tiate  this conclusion. The problem Of
nuclear weapons is central in the contemporary strategic situation. There exists a
clear dividing line between those who strive: to ban and eliminate nuclear weapons
and those who strive to perpetuate them. The Western paper belongs to the second
category. Though its authors pay lip-service to the idea of nuclear disarmament,
the central idea running through their paper is the legitimization  of khc firsk use
of nuclear weapons.

16. They return again and again to attempts to justify this paramount tenet of the
concept of deterrence, understanding how unpopular this position is. Their
inventiveness in defence of this extremely dangerous position defies the
imagination.

/
. . .
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17. The Western experts promise that the first use of nuclear weapons will be
“defensive”. They glorify nuclear weapons as a more economical means of
annihilation,  declare them “moral”  and 80 forth. In the process of this exercise,
the] go so far as to equate the first use of nuclear weapons with a second,
retaliat,ory,  nuclear strike. All these deliberations are aimed at trying to prove
the urprovable, to deiend the concept of deterrent.  based on the first use of
nuclear weapons, with its apocalyptic consequences for the whole of humanity.

18. It is not our intention to counter one by one all inctrrect  statements, of
which there is an abundance in the Western paper. But since many of them are
attributed to the Soviet or to the Warsaw Treaty Organisation’s military doctrines,
we consider it necessary to clarify some of the most important points.

19. It is rather disturbing that the Western experts go out of their way to
ascribe to Soviet military doctrine some key elements and pronouncements which are
completely alien to it and have nothing whalsoever  to do with Soviet military
thinking on this important  matter. Clearly , this either reflects innocent
ignorance of the basic facts (in which case it may be easily dismissed), or it is
just an exercise in propaganda.

20. Whatever the case may be, the suggestion in the Western paper that the Soviet
Union is trying unilaterally to improve its own security  at the expense of others
bears no relation to the facts. The long-standing policy of tbe Soviet Union and
Warsaw Treaty countries on this subject is well known. But let us address the
other side of the Western experts’ thesis. This argument deliberately leaves the
position of the Weatern countries in the same area open to interpretation. I t  i s
supposed to be antipodal  to what is ascribed to the Soviet policy. Since when did
concepts of “limited”, “protracted” Jnd other kinds of war and threats of first use
Of nuclear weapons become a factor in atrengthenlng  collective security? Or,
maybe ,. constant and practically limitless arms buildup in the qame of “credible
deterrence” is supposed to if:stil  in other countries a feeling of security?

21. The Western paper contains many statements that are in abr;olute  opposition to
t h e  f a c t s , like the statement suggesting that the Soviet military doct.ine
presupposes carrying war into the enemy’s territory and inflicting total defeat
with a crushing blow. Without going into a meticulous, reasoned repudiation of
such statements, we simply refer to the jointly agreed statement at the Geneva
summit that there will be no winners in a nuclear war and that it must never be
unleashed. This formula has received universal support. By depicting Warsaw
Treaty countries as adversaries plotting against the peace, the Western paper
practically negates the Geneva summit statement and opens vast, particularly
disturbing areas of mutual suspicion, in which “deterrence” can prosper and be
justif ied.

22. Being over-anxious to prove that some elements of “deterrence” are so good
that they could not be refused by anyone, the Western experts suggest that the
Warnaw Treaty countries  as well have adopted an<1 highly developed their own concept
of limited nuclear war, for example, in Europe. Nothing could be further from the
truth than this allegation. We do not intend to repeat here the approach of the
socialist countries to this problem. It is well known. One thing should be
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mentioned, however. By persisting in promoting the concept of “limited nuclear
war*, NATO and especially the United States are trying to somehow reconcile the
peoplea  of Europe to the possibility, even acceptability, of the use of nuclear
weapons in Europe.

23. As far as the socialist countries are concerned, they were and are against the
concept of deterrence and everything the concept of deterrence preaches, from
“limited” and “protracted” nuclear war to first use of nuclear weapons.

24. The reader of the Western paper should be puzzled, to say the lea:;t,  by the
COnf’ ictinq descriptions of the intentions of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Treaty
countriee  concerning Europe. We note with interest the statement of the western
experts that the socialist countries do not want war. But at the same time, it is
confusing to learn from the same source that, despite the fact that the socialist
countries are against war, their armed forces and weaponry are structured for a
f i r s t  strike. It is very st:ange to discover that, despite unilateral Soviet
commitment never to be the first to use nuclear weapons, as well as the proposal of
the Warsaw Treaty countries for an agreement on the non-use of force between the
Warsaw Treaty and the NATO countries, the unfounded statement about a Soviet first
strike has entered the Western paper. IS it because we have nere a case of mirror
images of one’s own views? Thic; seems to be the most plausible explanation.

25. Similarly, the innuendoes alout the dominant role of military power in the
Soviet economy do not hold water. Moreover, it is suggested that the growth rate
of military spending of the USSR and the other Warsaw Treaty countries is automatic
and far exceeds legitimate security requirements. Here again, one can clearly Bee
the familiar effort to justify the tremendous military buildup of the united State5
in the 1980s and the 3 per cent automatic growth rate in NATO.

26. Striking discrepancies appear in those parts of the Western paper where it5
authors cite figures regarding military balance. Statements that the USSR was
whipping up the arms race in the 1960s and 19705 anti  the United States was not
developing a single new nuclear strategic weapon or new strategic bomber do not
correspond to the historical facts. Quite the contrary. In the beginning of the>
19608, much was made of the so-called mi-,uile-gap. On that pretext, the United
States was the first to undertake massive deployment of land-based ICBMs,
“Minutemen”. After 1,000 of those missiles were in place, it was discovered that
the “Soviet missile threat” had been exaggerated more than 20 times. During the
same period, the construction of Polaris SLBMs was initiated. By the mid-1960s,
the united States had started to fit MIRVed  warheads on SLBM,s. By 1967, the United
States had already deployed 41 SLBMs with 656 launchers and 1,552 nuclear
warheads. (By way of comparisonr in 1967, the USSR had 2 SLBMs with 32 launchers
and 32 warheads.) In 1968, the United States srrategic  triad was completed, with
1,054 land-based ICBMs,  656 SLBMs and 615 strategic bombers. The effort coverrd
al.1 directions - strategic as well as European. In 1969, 65 FB-111A bombers armed
with 6 SRzlH  missiles each were deployed. United States armed forces in EurGpe
received new operational-tactical nuclear missile5 of various types. Tactical
aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons were introduced in forward bases ,llonci
the perimeter of Soviet territory as well as the territories of other socialist
c o u n t r i e s .

/ . . .
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27. The beginning of the 1970s was marked by freeh United States efforts to
increase its military arsenal. ICBM  and “Minuteman-3”  and Poseidon SLBHs were
fitted with new, highly accurate MIRVed warheads. i,t the same time, 268 heavy
strategic bombers were modified to carry 20 new SRAM missiles each. New major
steps were taken by the end of the 1970s. It was during this period that a new
type of weapon - the neutron bomb - was developed and the scientific-technical
fcundation for the wide-ocale  United States military programmes of the 1980s was
l a id : ICBM,  MX, SLBM,  T r i d e n t - I I , B-18 bombers, cruise missiles of different modes
of basing, medium-range Pershing II missiles, and so on.

28 . The argument that the Warsaw Treaty military forces have any superiority over
those of NATO cannot be accepted. There was and is equilibrium or rough parity in
the conventional as well as the strategic forces of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty
Organizetion. This parity is recognised and confirmed by authoritative sources.
If one aompares  the armed forces and weaponry of the two sides, not for the purpose
of propaganda but obJectively , the following correlation takes shape.

29. By the beginning of the 19708, the rough parity of strategic forces between
the Soviet Union and the United States was established. At the present t ime, the
USSR has approximately 2,500 strategic delivery vehicles, the United States, a,3001
the United States was and is still superior in the number of warhrads. while
land-based ICBMs constitute the backbone of the Soviet strategic forces, with
70 per cent of all strategic warheads, heavy bombers and SLBMs claim over 80 per
cent of United States strategic warheads. These disproportions of strategic forces
do not upset the existing balance. The Soviet advantage in some areas is fully
compensated by the United States advantage in others. Moreover, one has to take
into consideration the geographical asymmetries. The United States has
intermediate nuclear systems deployed in such a way that they are capable of
reaching targets deep in Soviet territory. It is well known that the Soviet Union
has no analogous systems deployed near United States borders. It is also very
important to take  in to  account  the fact  that  some of the  United States al l ie s
possess nuclear weapons of their own.

30 . The Western paper also introduces some figures on the balance of forces in
Europe. These f igures  bear absolutely no re la t ion to  the  real  ratio of forces
existing at present. As regards medium-range weapons, NATO enjoys an advantage in
the number of both delivery vehicles (missiles and aeroplanes) and nuclear charges
(USSR: 850 delivery vehi,zles  and about 2,000 nuclear charges; NATO: more than
1,000 carriers and over 3,000 charges). The ratio for medium-range nuclear charger
is 1.511 in favour of NATO.

31. One of the most fervently argued points in favour of nuclear deterrence is the
alleged conventional force superiority of the Warsaw Treaty Organization  over
NATO. Since these assertions art mostly made for purposes of propaganda, it is
strange to set them repeated in the Western paper.

32. There is a rough parity between the conventional %rces of NATO and those of
the Warsaw Treaty Organization. The picture of the actual correlation  of these
forces has been systematically and purposely distorted by the West. For exampe,
the West does not count on the NATO side the armed forces of France and Spain, nor
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are the forcer under direct national command, mobilization capacities, human
resources, weapons supply depots, military technology and so forth.

33. The population of NATO countries exceeds the population of tba Warsaw Treaty
States  by the ratio of 1. St 1 , which gives NATO an advantage in mobilisation
cant ingency plans. The armed forces of NATO are larger than those of the Warraw
Treaty Organization. NATCI  has 94 combat-ready divisions ‘France and Spain
inClUdedlr  the Warsaw Treaty Organization has 78. At the sane time, one has to
bear in mind that a United States Army division has 16,000 to 19,000 men and a
division of the Federal  Republic of Germany has 24,000 men. Fully deployed
divisions of the Warsaw Treaty ccuntries  have 11,000 to 12,000 men.

34. The NATO and the Wareaw Treaty countries have about the same number of tanks
(approximately 27,000 each)r  the capabilities of tactical aircraft forces are also
COnparable, though one side has more of some types of aeroplanes and the other  has
more of othera-

35. The Wes+arn  paper sets out a completely unfounded comparison of naval
6treng  t'. . In reality, in major classes of combat shipa, NATO greatly exceeds the
capacity of the Warsaw Treaty countries. NATO has 15 big strike-aircraSt  carriers
with 1,500 aeroplane& .ht Waruaw Treaty Organization has no such carriers. NATO
OnjOy  superiorit;  over the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization in marine corps - 14 times
greater, in big combat ships - 3 times, and in naval a\-ration - 2.5 times. The
overall tonnage of the United States Navy equals 4.5 million tons1 that of the
Soviet Navy, 2.6 million.

36, The preceding brief comparison of military forces of the two opposing sides
clearly demonstrates that the myth of “overarmament”  of the Soviet Union and the
Warraw  Treaty countries was introduced and is constantly supported by thoer, who
want to justify the limitless arms race and etriving for military superiority over
8oC xlist countries,

37. The major charactorietic of the Western paper is that it does not contain a
reasonable alternative. The paper proposes dragging on with the “deterrence*
concept. It counters constructive proposals for a stable and secure world with
artificial pictures of a world from which deterrence is suddenly removed, though it
is quite obvious that the transfer to a stable and secure alternative to
‘deterrence” should develop by stages, with the increase of new measures of arm9
reduction, conf ‘dence. building, decreasing the level of confrontation. The autMrs
of the Western paper - intentionally or unintentionally - do not propoec  a real ay
out Of the present difficult international situation.

38. Moreover, the Western experts speak in essence of perpetuating the
nuclear-arms race, attempt.ing to explain it by referring t.;, the impossibility of
stopping the development  of military technology and other far--fetched reasons. And
this is  logical . Those who preach the continuation of the “deterrence” concept
cannot but project the continuation of the nuclear-arms race into the future. A l l
in all, the Western paper paints a bleak picture and does not propose a realistic
way out.

/ . . .
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39. In the end, the Western paper asserts the desrrability  of dialogue. C e r t a i n l y
the dialogue between East, West and non-aligned nations is indispensable. Whatever
th8 disagreements , constructive dialogue is necessary in the contemporary difficult
internat ional  situation. It should pave the way to understanding and agreements
which ehould lead to arms limitation and nuclear disarmament, and to radical
improvenwtnt  in  international  re la t ions .

// . .
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CHAPTER III

ARGUMENTS, COUNTER-ARGUMENTS AND COMMENTS BY THE EXPERTS
FROM THE NATO COUNTRIES

1. After reviewing  the papera  submitted 1.1 the other experts, we Lind that almO6t
every substantive  statement and argument that disagrees with our cm views iS fully
anSwer8d in our presentation and that, moreover, our paper makes a number of points
that Other papers neglect or misunderstand. Therefore, the beet amplification of
our views, in the light of the other contributions, is to be found in a Careful
reading of our basic text. N8vertheleSs, some portions of the other papers Call
for rrpecif  ic comment, and some differences of approach to deterrence are 60
fundamental that they warrant a brief reminder of the eeeence of our Uwn  approach.

Comments on Mr. Subrahrnanyam’a paper

2. The particular merit of Mr. bubrabmanyam’s analysis lies in hia choice of a
high vantage-point for the assessment of deterrence. In a carefully detached view,
he emkds  the concept of deterrence in a rich historical perspective, drawing hie
examples and metaphors from a broad background of knowledge. His analysis of
deterrence being a structural  one, Mr. Subrahmanyam avoids the pitfalls of any
partisan EaSt-West  view, and seeks to provide a global perspective, marked by an
attempt at value-free realism and third-world-oriented equidistance between the two
major military systems. This approach allows for many new, and sometime&
surpr  iring, insighta.

3. Yet, in our view, the very heuristic advantage8 of Mr. Subrahmanyam’s
methodological approach make it the source of a number of analytical d8fiCiOnCieso
Some of his findings stam from his perception that “nuclear deterrence” - evr;n  ir,
our age, and even with regard to nuclear Powers - can be strictly differentiated
from Other forme of deterrence, while our own use of the concept of deterrence
proceeds on the assumption that the major Powers practitle a continuum of deterrence
from which the nuclear factor cannot be artificially extracted. We canaot exclude
the possibility that some misperceptions may have resulted Erom this definitional
difference.

4. Mr. Subrahmanyam’s intention to place the two major nuclear Powers rigorously
on an equal footing and his - correct - diagnosis that both of them piactise
deterrence  in equal measure make him lose sight of one important, and indeed haeic
distinctionr that between deterrence as an existential condition of great-Pow8r
antagonism in the nuclear age and deterrence a8 the distinctive ard deliberate11
shaped rtrategiee  of each of the two systems. He thus attributes intentions and
consequence8 to deterrence in general that are manifestly not part of Western
doctrine and strategy.

5. There ie also a marked tendency on his part - his own definition of deterrence
notwi thetanding - to inflate the concept beyond recognition in order to attribute
to it moat of the negative features of current Power politics, especially aa it
affects third world countries and their painful paseage through the develnpntent
proceee  towards more prosperity and fewer conflict8 and waa?onb.

/ . . .
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6. Althouqh  Mr. Subrahmanyam objectively eeee deterrence, including the nuclear
factor,  at  work& as an observable feature of the Ebet-West  relationship  throughout
the last 40 years, he qualifies it a5 a mere “belief eyst.3m”, thus aecribing  to it
a somewhat  wnimslc~l  nature, as if the States that practise it could just as well
have placed their “I,>eLief” elsewhere. dy the same token, Mr. subrahrnanyam sees the
effect of deterrence on the deterred as a mere reflection of the “belief” of the
deterrer in the operabLlity  of deterrence - again, aa i f  one could  extract  onneelf
from such effect by iynoring the belief and adopting a somehow more benevolent view
of the world. Cloeely allied to this perception is his view that deterrence, giver,
its  potent la l  consequences , include5 an 6lement of irrationality. It  la ,  in his
view, s mix of rationality and irrationality and must lead to irrational and
incalculable actions and reactions, especially in the event that deterrence ehould
fail in its primary, war-preventing function.

7. This view overlooks the fact that doctrines of deterrence - and thie is
particularly true of the Western approach - are not arbitrary choices, but have
evolved within plliancee  in a long and painstaking thought-process, based on much
experience and adapted over time to changing technological and strategic
conditions. Far from being irrational or appealing to the irrational, the Western
approach to deterrence - and certainly also the Soviet Union’5 - is predicated upon
rational behaviour on the part of the potential adversary, and is designed to
demonstrate that in the nuclear age war is irrational, and the avoidance of war the
only rational behaviarr. It ie true that deterrence must make certain assumptions
about the behaviour of the other side, under various circumstancea, but these
assumptions are based on the premise that survival in the nuclear age presupposes -
for one’s own sake - a rational, responsible participation in the joint management
of the nuclear environment. These aaeumptione have been proven right so far, st
least to the extent that nuclear Powers have become increasingly prudent and
CirCUmSipect, both in the management of their own weapon5 and in their elaborate
mutual arrangements designed tn hedge against the risks of unintentional nuclear
war. In fact, one Of the underlying realities of the nuclear age is that no
nuclear-weapon State can afford to assume the poeeibility of irrat’ InaL behaviour
on the part of anot;ler  nuclear Power, eince such an assumption might force it to
resort to irreepc,~nelble  and self-destructive behaviour on its part. ‘l’hie ef fect of
mutual reatraint and the inevitable tendency towards basic rationality of behaviour
are peculiar to :-he nuclear era. One ehould thus be careful in the choice of one.8
hietorical analogies from earlier periods. Mr. Subrahmanyam’s  somewhat onv-sidedly
selected examples - predicated upon ei~,uatione  of military aeymmetk-y  in hintory -
are all taken from periods where the penalty for irr,ational  damage or cruel:y
inflicted upon an adversary in war was absent or negl.igible.

8. As evidence of rationality in the elaboration of concepts of deterrence, it
should be noted that one of the principal features of the Western approach ie it6
reasoned and painstaking attempt to heighten th potential of deterrence to prevent
wtr at the lowest possible  cost, both ae regard:, nuclear arsenal5 and a5 regards
destruction and lose of life should deterrence fail.

9. Mr. Subrahmanyam attributes to deterrence a number of effects that, in
reality, bear no causal relationship to the concept or reverse the cause-and-effect
relationehip.

/ . . .
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10. This holda particularly for his thesis, echoed by other experts, that
deterrence locks nations into hostility and distrust or may even heiqhten  these
adverse  feel ings. No evidence is adduced to substantiate this claim1 indeed, the
contrary ie much easier to prove. The prevalence of mutual deterrence  between East
and West has by no means precluded lonq periods of relative dbtente or the
far-reachinq pra ass 02 the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe1 nor
hae it prevented President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev, at this very
juncture, from establishing a relationship in which former distrust is apparently
1owereJ a1 -t a number of important rules of mutual behaviour are agreed upon. The
rea l i ty  i :hat. hoetiliL; and lack of mutual confidence flow from the secular
antagoniem of the two great Powers, not from any of the security devices they
employ in the framework of their adversarial relattonehip.

11. Deterrence can instil in such a relationship a measure of reassurance that war
has become unlikely and has ceased to be a viab1.e  option. It may thus reduce fear
and all-pervasive apprehension and enable nations to work more calmly on the
construction of a modus vivendi ,  a aurable peaceful relationship that may harness
the continuing antagonjsm and at the same time dispel some of the diatruet
emanating from it. Ae we have pc!nted  out in our presentation, the reaesurance
that derives from a functioning system of mutual deterrence may also - far from
fomenting arI endless, mechanically conceived arms race - create the prerequisite5
for negotiated arms control. Mr. Zhurkin, in his own terms, acknowledges that only
a stable strategic military balance would be conducive to negotiated arIIs
reductions.

‘ 2 . In fact, Mr. Subrahmanyam’s thesie  that the maintenance of a basic adversarial
relationship becomes a prerequisite for the maintenance of deterrence is a case of
c i rcu la r  reasg>ninq. Deterrence would become superfluous if the underlying
antagonistic r*+laLionahip  were resolved. The political approach to deterrence tar
which Mr. Subrahmanyam insistently calls already exists as an essential feature of
the Western concept, as our own presentation substantiates.

13. In hi8 assesement that deterrence is predominantly geared to weapon ayoteme
and in his implied criticism of arms control, Mr. Subrahmanyam assume8  deterrence
to have engendered the full. range of modern weapon systems, and indeed makes it
responsible for the entire dynamics of weapons technology in our *gge. That caum 1
relationship would be ditEicult  to establish. It is easier to demonstrate that
deterrence has promoted only certain speciEic  arms technologies, thought to lead to
safer and Leon destructive wenpone, thereby increasing both strategic stability and
weapons economies.

14. At times, Mr. Subrahmanyam narrows deterrence to a merely mechp.nical
competition of weapon-builders1  at other moments, he inflates the concept to a
pint where it appears as the principal culprit in distorting and poisoning the
international politics ot our time. He thus charges that deter1 vce has bent the
world view of: the two yreat Powers in the direction ot a Maniche  .; perception of
friend and foe, where all incipient conflicts in the third wotlci become a mere
Eunction of enhancing the East-West deterrence relationship. This attribution of
blame for all - o r  nearly a l l  - indigenous third world conflicts to a few
extraneous oriqinators has little basis.

/ .I.
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15. Our own presentation attempts to take stock in a sober fashion of outride
interference in third world conflicts - nobody der ice that it has occurred - but it
also points to the constraints on direct super-Prrwer  involvement and the prudence
that has dictated to East and Weat  the avoidance of armed encounter. In that
sense, the existence of deterrence has had an attenuating and limiting influence o;L
conflicts outside the Eaat-West context. The remedy for crisee and conflictn in
the third world is not the gesture of the accusing finger, pointed at the
super-PowerR  and at bipolar deterrence, but the conscientious search for regional
conflict solution and regional security arrangements.

16. There is no doubt that the presence of vast nuclear areenals mainly along the
Eaet-West  axis cannot be ignored by other members of the international CommUnitY  in
an interdependent world, and existing feara and even nuclear traumata around the
world demonstrate that they are not. However , a non-alarmist view of the nuclear
phenomenon, taking into account the effective war-preventing effect of deterrence
and the remoteness of any use of nuclear weapons, will discount Mr. Subrahmanyam’s
contention that#daterrence  structurally spreads fear in the third world, to which
no direct threat has been or IA directed, the comprehensive negative security
guarantee8 of all nuclear-weapon States being one piece of evidence. One can
hardly escape the impression that the cultivation of this threat perspective may be
intended to justify reserving the option of an eventual acquisition of nuclear
weapon*. However , aa our own paper demonstrates, the argument against the
proliferation of nuclear weapons to third world countries is not based on any doubt
abut. their trustworthiness or maturity, but on the conviction that none uf these
countries would enhance its security by the acquisition of nuclear weapons, and
that these weapons play their singular, historically developed role only a.8 part of
t h e  Ea#t-Weat  security  aquation. For this reason also, Mr. Subrahmanyam’e  analoqy
between horlaontal and certain aspects of “vertical” proliferation appears flawed.
Nuclear submarines of the two major Powers are not independent nuclear
decision-making agencies, but instruction-bound agents of a hierarchical military
system, where the precautions against unauthorized  weaponn use are elaborate and
e f f e c t i v e  a n d ,  a t  t h a t , subject to ongoing improvement.

17. In our presentation we have psinted out the defensive nature of deterrence,
clarifying that no threat emanates from 1 t, and that the happily remote prospect of
weapon6 use would be predicated solely upon the perpetration of an i med attack.
The insistence or? the threat aspect which pervades much of Mr. Subr,+hmanyrm’a  paper
thus shifts the moral  onus from the feared potent ia l  aggreosor to  ita v ict im - a n
inversion of moral value8 that cannot be rejected strongly enough. rt is part of
Mr. Subrahmanyam’s evocation of the threat and terror he associates with deterrence
that he draws a parallel to present-day terrorism, including its potential nuclear
aspec t s . It should be said in all clarity that no poseible  link can be constructed
between the two. Indeed, no attempt has ever been made to justify terrorist
violence with the continued existence or policies of jet+!r  fence or the non- success
of nplclear-arms  controlt  te”rorism applies violence and inflicts damarjcr,  while
deterrence aeeke to prevent them, individual breach of international and domestic
law hae nothing in common with State action in matters of security and paace.

18. There is, no doubt, the awesome possibility of terrorist ude of nuclear
materials and devices, one OE the risks of modern civilization. Viqildnce  and
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added precaution must undoubtedly be applied to guard against such calamities, but
it appears arbitrary, in the presence of large and diversified civilian nucle  \r
indurtr ios, to lay the risks of nuclear terrorism exclusively at the doorstep of
military nuclear astabliahmcnte that are among the most protected and shielded and
can,  wi th  l i tt le  ef fort ,  be shielded further.

19. The remedy that Mr. Subrahmanyam prescribe8 for the evils of deterrence - a
growing delegitimization  of tne use of nuclear weapons by legal fiat - is hardly
convincing. In the first place, it is hard to see how such theoretical
Proacr ipt ion - without physical destruction of weapons, sanctions or verification -
could produce effects in the real world, the frequent breach of the 1925 Geneva
Protocoll3J over so many decades providing an ominous parallel. Delegitimizing
tha ultimate effective means of preventing aggression without making sure that
aggreusion is also effectively precluded only bestows a premium on aggression.

20. k wo po in ted  ou t , the fundamental objective of deterrence is to provent  any
war. As regards NATO, the use of nuclear weapone as well as the use of any other
wrapcmm  i8 already excluded except in the crucial scenario of an attack on member
Counts  ies of the Atlantic alliance. ‘In nrder to make a convincing cese for
drlegitimitation  in that particular case as well ,  a  s e c u r i t y  alternative  w i th  a n
equal or higher potential for the prevention of war of any kind would have to be
provided. Regrettably, however, that aspect is missing in Mr. Subrahmanyam’s paper.

Comments on Mr. Carasales’ paper

21. This paper offers a concise and clearly argued +!lird  world perspective and
reflects the  l ine of  aryu .nt generally used in the context of disarmament debates
in the United Nations. Since a good many of these arguments are standard, they
have been fully addressed in our own presentation.

22. Mr. Carssales depicts the presumed threat emanating from nuclear weapons to
third world countries in stark colours, leaving it open whether this perceived
threat ia a result of the mere ox?s.sence  of nuclear weapons, the present state of
mutual deterrence between the two major Powers or, specifically, the Western
approach to deterrence1 there is some evidence that he believes that it ia +.he
l a t te r . His threat analysis is unfortunately baaed on the worst-case aeeumption of
an all-out nuclear war, set in motion under unclear circumetanceo by distant,
anonymous decision-makers in a possibly psychologically disturbed state of mind.
No account is taken of !-he joint resolve of the nuclear Powers to avoid a nuclear
confrontation.

23. If the threat anaIyeis  ia overdrawn, Mr. Carasalea’  description of prevalent
nuclear fears in the third world is equally inflated. It  i s  factual ly not true
that such concerns are “overwhelming”, that the feelings of insecurity are becoming
“unbearable” or that the existence of nuclear weapons rules out a life in peace and
t r a n q u i l l i t y . The Low6 DtEldtd+iOri  and Programme of Action adopted at the recent
Ministerial Regional Conference on Security, Disarmament and Development in Africa,
held under the auspices of the Organization  of African Ublity  (see A/40/761-S/17573,
annex), or the Peruvian initiative for regional conventional disarmament in Latin
America 17/ demonstrate the more balanced security perception of many third world
countries, and recent debates in the General Assembly show a more realistic and
lass excited view of the threats to eecurity t.hat plague the third world.
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24 . In Mr. Carssales’ paper there is a somewhat  cavalier treatment of moral
155ues. While fn his viw deterrence is inherently immoral, despite its avcwed
purpose of preventing war and, should it occur, terminating it at the lowest cost,
his judgement on an act of aggression that. would evoke an adequate defensive
response appears leas harsh. Despite some added argumentative effort in the
revised version of his paper, the diotinctian between aggression and defensive
response continues to be blurred, and the moral 5ignificance  of preserving one’s
5ociety frc,n armed attack and preventing war do not seem to enter into his moral
equation.

25 . We note, however, that the paper in its final portion recognizee  that the
nuclear dilemma exi5ts and is not easily resolved, and that the world will have to
live with nuclear weapons until security can be provided by oth,?r means. He
correctly 5ees the key to security in the crucial central European region where
deterrence unfolds its met direct effect in the construction of a conventional
balance. His observation that this would best be done by A ceduction  of Warsaw
Treaty Organization  forces deserves fullest support.

Cormnente  on Mr. Fakhr’s  paper

26 . Mr. Fakhr’e  perspective of deterrence is visibly and advantageously shaped by
hi5 experience as a military man. Reali5tically, he sees the queat of nations for
power and the competitive relationship of armed adversaries as an endemic part of
international  relations. He also understands very clearly :he way in which the
military potentials of nations interact. This leadb him to acknowledge that
deterrence is a permanent feature of inter-State relations iri order to prevent or
limit conflict, and to a useful  general definition of deterrence. Mr. Fakhr thus
has no difficulty in recognizing  that Eaut-West  deterrence has been successful in
precluding a third world war.

27 . In postulating that deterrence is at uork everywhere, and in an attempt to
describe it5 effecte, especially with re5peet  to the third world, Mr. Fakhr oeeme,
however, to exceed hi5 own definition of deterrence which, at times,  is blown up
into an all-pervasive mechanism of international and, especially, super-Power
polit ics.

2 8 .  M r . Fakhr’s  real ist ic - and,  in the  f inal  analysis ,  positive  - assessment  of
the principle of deterrence leads him +,o suggest how a policy of deterrence should
be shaped. It should be: designed to effectively diocourage  war and its
escalation, defensively structured, endowed with a stable mix of military forces,
conducive to a steady reduction III global armament , oriented towards arm5 control
and especially the elimination of surplus warheads, and guided by safer and more
sophisticated C21 inetallations. From a Western standpoint, we have no
difficulty in approving this list of requirements , which are largely met by Western
deterrence.

29. Overstating somewhat the curterIt  nuclear threat - t.here is no basis to assume
that the risk of an all-out nuclear conflict is steadily increasing - Mr. Fakhr
al50 exaggerates the involvement of third world countriee  in the deterrence
relfltionship  of the super-Powers. But otherwise, he analyses correctly tht basic
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political and economic interdependencies, for irlstance, when he points out to what
extent third world economies depend on a stable and peaceful super-Power
relat ionship.  Mr. Fakhr is rightly troubled by the possibility of nuclear
proliferation in the third world , and the unspecified threat that emanates from the
ambiguous policies of nuclear threshold States that have not renounced the military
nuclear option. His concern may have regional originrj, but his call for the
lifting of such existing ambiguities undoubtedly deserves universal application.

30. Mr. Fakhr is correct when he demonstrates how States that practise deterrence
attempt to maximize  its effectiveness by the continuous competitive development of
military technology, but he overlooks the fact th.lt such restructuring of
deterrence need not - and often  dues not - take a quantitative dimension, so that
his general conclusion that deterrence policies foment the (quantitative) arms race
appears unfounded. Mr. Fakhr is, however, well advised when he points out how such
technological improvements aim at eilhanced  stability.

31. Mr. Fakhr closes on a pattrcularly  conntructive  note when he calls for more
openness in military matter5 and other confidence-building measures.

Comments on Mr. Zhurkin’s and Mr. Mtiller’s  Paper5

32. Mr. Zhurkin and Mr. Mliller  assert a description cf the Western concept Of
deterrence that is diametrically r:pposite  to the concept formulated and practised
by Western authorities. The Western concept, a5 they describe it, is entir~?ly
malevolent in ita intentions attd adverse in its consequencesr  whSrSJS the socialist
States have no concept of deterrence at all and are@ therefore, not implicated in
its  evi l  results .  Mr.  Zhurkin,  however, depart5 from the rigidly negative line
that preoccupies Mr. MUller  by acknowledging that a factor of deterrence exists *as
a functior of  the strategic mil itary balance”,  that  “to a csrtsin  degree” it  is  a
“stabilizing factor in the strategic situation”, and even that the Soviet Union’s
foreign and military policy is ImpI,emented  in practice through a “system of
constraining factors”. This acknowledgement opens the dialectical door to some
promising, if ambiguous, areas of agreement  with our own paper. We are glad to
entertain the hypothesis that this reformulation of Soviet views  on deterrence - if
taken together with other recent Soviet utterances on strateyic  matters -- may
indicate an increasingly  sober, more mature acknowledgment of the realities Of the
nuclear age and of the shared reepr?nsibility  of both major nuclear Powers for the
establishment  and maintenance of 9 stable strategic relationship and the avoidance
of war, both nuclear and convent. ional.

33.  Mr. Zhurkin’s  formulation converyes  with the Western concept of “existential
deterrence”, which holds that the super-Powers’ pos5ession of nuclear weaponsr
objectively and apart from their military doctrines or political intentions,
imposes prohibitive constraints against war between them, because they know that
war would entail an intolerable r15k of unacceptable destruction. Moreover,
Mr. Zhurkin attributes to NSoviec military  doctrine” a number of tenets that are
central to the Western concept of deterrence: that the strategic military balance
and its accompanying fear of nuclear retaliation promote peace, that such a balance
depends on mutual acceptance of parity” not the pursuit of superiority; that the
stability of the balance in incompatible with the search for absolute security!
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that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought; and that the strategic
balance should not be an end in itself , but must be only one of a “system of
constraining factors” - political, legal, moral and psychological, as well as
military - intended to reduce the role of the mi.litary  factor and promote lastinq
peace.

34. The only problem with this list of tenets is that Mr. Zhurkin insists that
they are the exclusive property of Soviet military doctrine, while he accuses the
West of violating every one ot them, even though he has borrowed the very words in
which they are expressed from Western sources. This is a curious irWSrSiOn Of
strategic reasoning, It is particularly curious because, in adopting the tenets ot
Western strategic thought, he still denies that they have anything to do with a
conscious Soviet strategy of deterrence.

35. Since Mr. Zhurkin has adopted this much of the Western concept of deterrence
and since he also characterizes  Western foreign and military policy conducted in
the name of this concept as so aggressive and threatening to the USSR, whose
military posture he describes as purely defensive, it is puzzling and somewhat
disturbing that he goes out of his way to deny that the Soviet Union ever thinks
about deterrence let alone pursuits a policy of deterrence.

36. Generically, deterrence is, after all, simply the effort of one armed
adversary to dissuade another from taking hostile military action. The Soviet
Union would not have to associate it!;elf  with Western military strategy or foreign
policy in order to have a reasoned concept of deterrence of its own. By insisting
that deterrence is, at best, only the unpremeditated, seemingly automatic,
consequence of the Soviet pursuit of a “strategic military balance”, Mr. Zhurkin’s
paper leaves open the question of what this objective really means in Soviet
operational terms. If in Mr. Zhurkin’s view it means the operational doctrine that
dominates Soviet professional military writinqs, then it is nothing more than the
unilateral pursuit of a war-fighting and war-winning capability, based on the
capacity to defeat the enemy’s forces 6: every level of violence - hardly a concept
conducive to stability or the moderation of the arms race. I f  it  real ly means
mutual deterrence under another name, then the proponents of a strategic military
balance should recoqnize that mutual deterrence is riot automatic  and that  it cannot
be safely left to the reciprocal pursuit of conflicti,ng  national security
objectives. Mutual deterrence, by its very nature, must scrupulously take into
account the psychological and political interactions of armed adversaries. It  must
be consciously and systematically implemented with vigilance and flexibility, in
the light of such factors as changing technology, the relationship of defence
policAes  to arms control,. and the shifting overall context of h!lateral  and
multi lateral  relations. Moreover, mutual deterrence must be based on more than a
s t ra teg ic ,  tha t  i s , an intercontinental nuclear balance) indeed, that balance
heightens the importance of otfsettinq the conventional imbalance in EL!rope with a
Western nuclear-response option.

37. Equally disturbing, if not so puzzling, is the caricaturcl  of the Western
concept and practice of deterrence in Mr. Zhurkin’s ,lnd Mr. Mil.ller’s  papers. Since
their description is the exact opposite of countless authoritative Western
statements and public documents, which have had to stand the severe test of
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endorsement in domestic and inter-allied democratic processes, and since the papers
present no evidence that these statements do not mean what they say or are not the
actual basis of Western foreign and military policies, the least disturbing
explanation of their erroneous descriptions is that they fall into the category of
polemics rather than analysis. In order to correct these descriptions there is no
need to repeat here the comprehensive presentation of the Western approach to
deterrence in our paper.

38. There is also the more distrrbi..g  possibility, however, that the Soviet
assumptions about military doctrine and operations are so deeply fixed that it is
unable to appreciate the true tenets of mutual deterrence aa practised in the West,
but is instead compelled to see the Western concept of deterrence as the mirror
image of its own strategy, merely parading in the guise of the propaganda of
peaceful coex istence. This interpretation seema  to be confirmed by Soviet
operational strategy, as formulated and implemented by the Soviet military
establishment. This strategy, undeniably, reflects the professional military
preoccupation, not with deterrence - not with the prevention or avoidance of war,
tlhe reciprocal restraint of military operations,  or intra-war deterrence aimed at
the rational termination of war - but with counterforce war-fighting intended to
defeat the enemy quickly and massively. Unconstrained and unqualified by
democratic processes and civilian winterferance”  in military affairs, this
war-fighting and war-winning orientation is free to pursue strategies of an
offensive surprise attack into Western Europe, overwhelm;ng  nuclear superiority in
Europe (about 15 to 11, and a quest for a first-strike strategic nuclear capability
that reflects no standard of sufficiency - all far exceeding defensive deterrent
requirements.

39. Of course, words must be interpreted in the light of actions and the full
context. Unlike our socialist colleagues , we tend to think that the other side’s
military doctrine, in both Its professional formulation and operational practice.
is more prudent than the public explanation of it and somewhat less dangeroue  than
Soviet military writings suggest. The repeated references over the years by Soviet
civilian and military leaders to deterrence, in word and concept, belie the view
that the USSR devotes no thought to this central concept of the times. Nor does
Soviet military doctrine ignore the changing requirements of deterrence. Rather,
it devotes the most intensive and systematic attention to them, although not for
public consumption. Even though in Soviet military writings one still finds
references to the necessity of winning victory through a “crushing blow” in an
East-West war and even to the need for pre-emptive options against western nuclear
forces, we are impressed by Soviet recognition of the unacceptable,
self-destructive potential of any nuclear war or, for that matter, any major
convent ionol war. Although civilian leaders continue to proclaim the inevitable
escalation to an unlimited world catastrophe of any clash of arms in Europe, we
note that., since 1965, Soviet military writers have quite consistently and
thoroughly developed a doctrine of limited conventional options and that this
doctrine has been implemented by major changes in military organization  and
structure and in weapons and technology.
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40. In another respect, too, Soviet military doctrine is obviously more explicitly
and intelligently reasoned than the Soviet public posture: limited nuclear
optione. No feature of military strategy associated with the Western concept of
deterrence is condemned more vehemently by Soviet public spokeamen than the effort
to hold open the possibility that, if deterrence should fall and nuclear exchanges
should occur, the war might be terminated for some rational purpooe by restricting
the use of nuclear weapons. Yet it is quite clear from lectures at Soviet military
academies and from such professional periodicals as Military Thought that, since
1965, the Soviet military have developed as an integral counterpart of the new
conventional strateqy, a detailed strateqy of limited nuclear options, which
distinguishes between geographical areas, types of targets, extent of employment,
and explosive yield. And, again, as in the case of conventional doctrine,
developments in Soviet nuclear weapons and weapons deployment (such as the SS-2Oa,
SS-12/22s,  SS-23s,  SCUD and SS-213)  have been designed to implement this strategy.

41. One can only conclude from the contradiction between Soviet military writings
and Soviet public declarations about the impossibility of limiting force and the
wickedness of ‘trying, that the public posture is intended to intimidate. But the
professional doctrine is more disturbing than the public propaganda. Despite the
evidence of systematic Soviet concern with the discriminating use of force and the
apparent convergence of Eastern with Western doctrine that it manifests, the fact
that these doctrinal points are linked to a military and foreign policy that, in
Mr. Zhurkin’s  view, absolutely rejects any systematic concern with the concept of
defensive deterrence is anything but reassuring. The development and articulation
of the COI *entional  option takes place in the context of growing Soviet
convent IonL superiority plus nuclear superiority in Europe, keyed to an
operational strategy of quickly overrunning and seizing forward positions and
territory. The role of deterrence is reserved for limited nuclear options that are
intended to deter (or to pre-empt, according to some Soviet military authoritiee)
the nuclear response of NATO to conventional aggression. The major reasons stated
for limited nuclear options prrtain to the physical requirements of using combined
conventional and nuclear force most effectively under political control rather than
to intra-war deterrence or rational war termination. Nowhere in soviet writings lo
there a guiding concept that stops short of defeatinq the enemy’s forces, despite
public recognition that the effort to achieve this military objective would soon
lead to irrational levels of destruction. Thus, it is not Western strategy, but
Soviet strategy that envisages fighting a “limited nuclear war”, as Mr. Zhurkitl
describes as the objective of Western strategy. The Western objective is to avoid
the undiscriminatinq  use of nuclear weapons, if deterrence should fail, and to
apply nuclear escalation towards a neqotiated termination of the war. Evidently,
the Soviet objective is the traditional military goal of military victory.

42. This does not lead us to the conclusion, which Soviet spokesmen attribute to
Western strategy, that Soviet military or civilian leaders ar looking for
opportunities to wage war, but only that they have not taken sufficient precaution8
t0 prevent war from becoming an unmitigated catastrophe and that they have adopted
a s trategy that can only  aggravate  the  arms race. The danger is not that the
Soviet Union will be encouraged to launch a military attack as long as Western
deterrence is sufficient, but that it will pursue redundant capabilities which can
only be employed for intimidation. The sad fact about this tendenc)  is that it
impedes the improvement of political relations that must underlie any constructive
arms negotiations.
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43. The fact of the metter ie that East and Weet art not locked into a conrpletely
aero-sum game. We are both contending with a nuclear dile~~ma, which springs from
the simple fact that nuclear v?apons have imposed unprecedented constraints upon
the most powerful advetearies  resorting to war or even coming close to the brink,
but if nuclear weapon8 were used there would be an unprecedented risk of mutual
destruction  and perhaps of an ecological dieaster for civilization itself. We take
heart from evidence, in Mr. Zhurkln'r  paper ds well as in Soviet military
pronouncementa, that both sidee recoqni?le this dilemma. we are encouraged by the
evidence of post-war history , wllich shows  that Ea8t-West  relat ion8 are  becoming
more, not leas, safe and atable as both sides learn to mitiqate the dangers they
fact Nc,vertheless,  we share the grave di88ati8faCtiOn  with the fact that thir
1(1Qu-c- vivendi  is so largely based on mutual fears of nuclear retaliation.

44. tn eeekinq alternatives to this predicament, it should be obvious from the
historical record that exhortations, declaration8 and ,esolutions  a b o u t  endin Lhe
arm8 race and getting rid of nuclear weapons, by themselves, offer little more than
self-eatisfaction or deception. To be constructive, they must reflect an
ameliorated adversarial relationship in which neither side’s security maker the
ot!ler  ineecure,  and position8  of real mutual security must be achieved by hard
bargaining and accommodation, not by pronouncement. Just as a military  equilibrium
provides the indiepensable  basis for peace under conditions of nuclear armament, so
it must provide the baais for reducing our reliance on nuclear armament.
Therefore, -3 active negotiation8 to reduce nuclear weapon8 resume, we must CealiZe
that,  as long as the political sources of Ea8t-West  animosity pergist, the SucceBO
of any arm8 agreement, and especially one that proposes to eliminate nUClear
weapons, depends on preeerving a mutually satisfactory military balance during the
transition and at the culmination of the disarming process.

45. SD1 is a research programme that envisions the possibility of achieving a
radical decrease in reliance upon nuclear retaliation as the basis of mutual
deterrence,  but  i t  recognizes that  the feasibi l ity and 3fviabilitY  of  such a
transformation of deterrence depend on the achievement, by negotiated agreement, of
a mutually acceptable.  military balance in which neither aide can advance it8
security to the disadvantaqe  of the other. I t  poetulatee  t h a t  t h i s  mil i ta ry
balance might be reconstructed  on the barsis of new defensive technology that would
provide both sides with assured national protection against nuclear attacks, and it
recoqnizes that this restructured balance muat be reached through agreed
traneiLiona1.  stages in order to prevent a destabilizinq arma racer driven by the
fear that one side might achieve  a first-strike advantage. C lear ly ,  ruch a
restructured balance would aleo have to incorporate a mutually satisfactory
non-nuclear equilibrium. It will take decades to determine whether this kind of
defence-reliant non-nuclear balance is technologically, economically and
po l i t i ca l ly  f e a s i b l e . The fact that Soviet descriptions of SD1 ignore or
contradict et-ry oue of these points and simply a,gue by repetitive assertion that
SD1 is desiqr,  d to achieve  a f irst -str ike capabi l ity and strateqic  super ior i ty
reflects either crude propaganda or, as in oth,)r  erroneous catrcaturee  of American
strategy, a mirror image of Soviet doctrine, which underlies the earlier and much
larger Soviet stri”Cegic  dcfcnce  programme.
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46. In the foreseeable future we muet  place our hope, not in alternatives to
mutual deterrence, but in unilateral and co-operative measure8 to make this
deterrence syrtem safer and l.kus costly. Soviet acceptance of the long-standing
American  objective to reduce suhetantially  the number  of strategic nuclear warheads
and Soviet wiLlingneos  tt? negotiate about the reduction of medium-range missiles
are hopeful moves In the right. direction. The West, in any case, is determined to
purruo  every opportunity for achieving a stable mliitary  relationshlp  at the loweat
possible military level with the aim of enhancing the prospects for peace and
mecur  ity.

/ . . .
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Part Three

COMPILATIOCJ  OF THE RESPECTIVE POINTS OF VIEW OF THE EXPERTS
EXPRESSED IN THEIR OWN WORDS

In this eection of the report, the Group of Expert8  present8 a ComprletiOn  of
their rerpective  points of view on the concept of deterrence: it8 impact on the
arm8 rbce, it8 implication8 for arnm control and diearmament, international
8ecurity  and other related mattere. The views preeented  here are in the word8 Of
the reepective  groups of experts, from the North Atlantic Treaty Organizaticn (the
Federal Republic of Germany and the United States of America), the Wareaw Treaty
Organization  (the German Democratic Republic alrd the Union of Soviet Sociali8t
Republ ice) , and the non-aligned countriee  (Argentina, Egypt and India).

A. The concept of detarrence

1. Definition, meaning and ecom of deterrence

1.1. According to the experts from the NATO countries,  military deterrence, in the
moat  qenaral  aenae,  ie the diesuaaion  of one adversary by another from undertaking
ho8tif.e military action by convincing him that such an action would be unsuccessful
or too costly since it would incur military counteraction.

1.2. In 80 far ae deterrence depends on the possibility of a nuclear rebponee to
Eastern agqreesion,  it applies in almost all conceivable circumetances  only to the
defence of the core of the Western security eystem: t h a t  i s , the North Atlantic
al l iance, Japan and countries closely associated with them.

1.3. The Weet views deterrence as one important ki,d of relationship -among armed
advermar  ie8, which, in general, exerte  a moderating effect on the provocative and

. tension-producing aspects of the adversarial relationship.

1.4. The West reliss not only on punitive or nuclear deterrence, but also, and
very importantly, 3n conventional denial deterrence and on a range of non-military
as well a8 military deterrents. Beyond that, the West has always emphasized the
political context of deberrencer Western strategy is predAcated  upon both the
prevent Aon of wuv by deterrence and credible defence, and t,he pursuit Of a
political dialogue aiming at a mo:e stable and co-operative Eatit-West  relationship.

1.5. The expert8 fLom the Warsaw Treaty countries underline that the States
Parti to the Wareaw Treaty do not baee their foreign policy or their security on
concepts of nuclear deterrence. The essence of their security policy lies in the
prevention of war by political mean8 and peaceful and mutually beneficisl  relations
with all States irrespective o? their eocial systems.

’ 6.,- . In the view of the exports from the non-aligned countries,  deterrence
contatitutea diseuaeion  of one sdveraary  by another from undertaking  hoetile
acti,on - military or otherwise -- by persuading him that such ar action would risk
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Minq  unnucceasful or too costly. Itr meaning hao been stretched, on occarion, to
include containment of an adversary.

1.7. The exercise of deterrence har varied in #cope, from a ring10  application in
respect of an imminently perceived threat to one’6 security  and interert  to a
continuoue  application eeeking to bring about major ayetemic change@ in the
adversary’s political, economic, social and power rtructuree. It ham tanged from
one-time  application to avert a epecif ic threat to qlobel application ovar  decadam.

2. Rationale, origin and development of nuclear deterrence

2.1. The expert8  from the NATO countrlom l aphasized that their concept and
practice of deterrence ie a rational rerponse  to a real threat of a hortile armed
attack that might otherwiae occur. They reqard  confibanco  i n  this deterrence  a m  a
Isource  of allied cohesion  and protection againat  intimidation and other Corm of
the aclverttary’a political exploitation of a military adventaqe.

2.2. What ie dietinctive  abol t deterrence in tha nuclear age ia that the overt  use
of nuclear weapone by eithar  of the principal nuclear States against the other
would almost certainly reoult in enormoum  damage to both and, perhaps, in an
ecological  catastrophe for civilization.

2.3. Western deterrence im entirely defensive pol+tically  and prohibits military
offensive action. I t  rdjectu a firet-strike  atrateqy a n d  promcribs striker
against population centres; reqarda parity Of second-otrike  capabilities rathar
than auperiority as the principal mesUre  of l trateqic sufficiency;  atreaaea  cririr
stability, based on the mutual incapacity of East and Weet for a rational firat
rtrike, ao the baeic requirement of mutual detorrence1  diravowm  a war-winning
strategy8 and plane a6 carefully am pomaible  to limit the ume of form, lncludinq
nuclear force, so ae to hold open the option of rations war- terminat Ion through
intra-war deterrence. The experts from the Waruaw  Treaty countriem cite no
evidence in their denial of theae poritionr. The credibility of the Western
etatemente  ia guaranteed by the open and democratic proceae  through which they were
reached, which prevents a disparity between real and declaratory poaitionm. The
Weatern experts, on the other hand, have many reaeono, as oubtatantiated in their
papers in parts one and two, to aoubt the correspondence of real and declaratory
poRitione i n  Lhe East, and find that authoritative Soviet military writings
contradict key public positions sad reveal a disturbing  commitment to dangerour
war-winning doctrines.

2.4. In the view of the experts from the Waroaw Treaty countCiea, the concept of
nuclear “deter fence“ came into being and has been formulated, developed and
implemented by the United Staten  and it8 alliec ementially in the course of the
poet-war period in pursuit of their aqgrerrive l tratcgies. There are different
school8  of thought behind thie general doctrine, but all of them are characterised
by the drive for military euperiority, inatigatlng a nuclear or other l rnu race  and
increasing  the threat of war. Contrary to it@ allaga~ defensive character, the
eqaence of this doctrine OF nuclear deterrence ir imporiticn  of one’s own will on
ot.ler State8  through recourse to a policy Of atrenqth  - thr ouperior might of
nuclear weaponry, combined with other modern mean8  of destruction, and the threat
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of inflictinq  incalculable damaye  for political purposes. To this end, States
followinq  this doctrine try to upaet the existing militsry equilibrium to make
“credible” the threat of use oE their military force. The underetandiny that a
nuclear war can have no winners hae not led to the abandonment of this concept and
the related weapone programmes, especially the Strategic I 3fenee Initiative, by
their  authors.

2.5. The experts tram the non-aligned countries point out that detctrrence  has been
exercieed throuqh the ages and was practised before Hiroehima. It can eurvlve  even
without nuclear weapons. However , nuclear deterrence as practised  between the
r,uclear-weapon  Powers is different fran other forma of deterrence, elnce in this
caac both the aggressor and the victim of the aggression are bound to tauffer
unacceptable levels of damaqe, irrespective of the decision8 on the battlefield.
The damage likely to be suffered in a nuclear war, i~lcludinq  catastrophic climatic
coneequencee, are wholly disproportionate to any conceivable political,  economic or
other gainful objectives any Power can have in view. The oriqin of doctrines of
nuclear deterrence may by aced to the 1940s and 19598,  when the United State6
developed a significant I, Lear arsenal and formulated doctrines to justify its
deployment via-b-vie  a perceived Soviet threat in terms of conventional
superiority. Over a period of time, as the Soviet nuclear arsenal developed, the
dcctrineu tended to shift their emphasis from mere deterrence to waye and meana  of
eafeguardinq one’6 fo rces , to projectiny  a credible imaqe of being able to enforce
deterrence, to invulnerability of one’s second-strike force, counterforce, and no
forth. Today, the body of literature on both aides IR so voluminous that it is
possible to interpret the doctrine offensively or defensively, according to one’s
choice of the moment.

3. Role of nuclear weapons in sustaining deterrence-

3.1. According to the experts from the NATO countries, in East-West relations the
very existence of nuclear weapons impouxnovel  constraints on the super-Powers and
their allies with respect to taking actions that might lead to a military encounter
because both know that such an encounter would incur Anordinate risks of ruffering
unacceptable damage. In this aenae, mutual deterrence is the existential result of
the nuclear armament of the principal East-West adversaries.

3.2. The West sees  Soviet military efforts as having achieved rough parity and
subsequently pursuinq substantial quantitative superiority of conventional and
nuclear force8  in the European theatre, backed by etrateyic parity plue ,1 numerical
superiority in hard-target kill capabilities against United States land-based
syetems. In addition, it sees the danger of an ABM End ATBM break-out from
deployments of defensive systems for which the West has no counterpart.

3.3. The West does not attribute a high Like.lihood  of armed attack to the USSR or
the Wareaw Treaty Orqanization, because it believes that deterrence is working, but
it doeo view with apprehension the present and future confw;Itncea  of the Soviet
buildup beyond parity 3r defensive needs, particularly because Moscow dieavowe  a
deterrent intent in favour of a war-winninq capability that seems to have no
ceiling of sufficiency.

/ . . .
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3 . 4 . The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countrlee  recognise that the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence exists and that. their countries are referred to as “enemies* by
the United Statea. The military strenqth of NATO is mainly directed aqainot
rocialirt  Statea. This has forced members of the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization to
build up their own defence, including the nuciear weapons of the USSR. Theee
Statea do not seek military superiority, but will not permit the military
l upariority of othera. Althouqh the Warsaw Treaty Orqanization doe5 not. pursue a
policy of nuclear deterrence, the very fact that it possesses a powerful defence
will inevitably be perceived by ite opponents as a deterrent. It is necessary to
rtrern  that the military equilibrium under present circumetances  is a
peaccpre8ervinq  f a c t o r . The Soviet Union and other members of rho Warsaw Treaty
Orqanization have adapted their military etrateqy and tactics to the new situation
of the 1980s an it becomes absolutely clear that there will be no winners in a
nuclear war and that any military conflict can potentially le I to nuclear war.
Forced to maintain their military capability at the necessary  level, the State0
partie@  to the Warsaw Treaty strongly oppose any further qrowth in the stockpilen
of weaponry, especially nuclear weapone.

3 . 5 . Ln the non-aligned view ae expressed by the experts, while there ie no doubt
that nuclear weapon5 have contributed to deterrence, given the enormity of the
damage l ikely to be suffered by the  aqqressor  aa wel l  aa the vict im,  i t  ie
difficult to prove that nuclear weapons are the sole factor in the exercise Of
deterrence. Other factor5 such as the enormous coats of war, the difficulty of
keeping under occupation areas with populations poasessinq a high degree of
political conecioueneee, and change in the role of Eorce in international relationn
have all contributed to deterrence.

3 . 6 . The crucial difference between deterrence in tlie nuclear and non-nuclear eras
ir the nature and extent of damage that the aggressor wili suffer togetner w: th the
victim and the time-factor within which such destruction can be caueed. Lastly,
there ia the postibility  of climatic catastrophic consequences enqulfinq  the
aqqreseor, the victim and th bystander.

3 . 7 . The f .>n-al.iqned experts also differentiate ar.,onq  schools of nuclear- -
deterrence. According to their view, one school of deterrence emphasizee the
factora of certainty needed to project an image of capability +C inflict punishment
on  the  advereary  a f t e r  absorbinq  h is  f i r s t  s t r ike . The same school has also tended
to arque that deterrence will not be credible unless capability for intra-war
deterrence and for war-fiqhtinq are demonstrably projected. From there the line of
reamoninq  leade to a need for the development of very accurate weapons causing lees
and lems collateral damage.

3 . 0 . A second school, thouqh practising a somewhat similar strateqy, envelops it
in soaIe  factor5 01 uncertainty to reinforce deterrence. Understandably, the former
etrateqy is practit;ed  by the technologically moat ar’vanced  Power and the latter by
the recond-most-advanced Powt?r  .

3.9. There  is  a .hird school, which advocates proport  ionate  and minimum
deterrence, arguing that deterrence is generated when an ad ?rsary perceives that
the damage he will sufEer  will not be worth the ateke  he has in spcurinq his
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nhjective  through aqqreusion if the victim resorts to nuclear wcapone in
self-defence. This line of etrateqic reaeoninq has been found attractive by Powers
with n medium range of resourcea.

3.10. Lastly , a new atrateqy  of ambiquoua nuclear deterrence i8 emerging, which
doe8 not exhibit overt nuclear-weapon capability but leaves it to be inferred. The
reasoninq  underlyinq  thia strategy is analogous to that of minimum deterrence,
further refined in the sense that even the possible risk of facing retaliation with
a nuclear weapon, when ito poeseseion is only suspected, can operat. aa a deterrent
on potential adversaries.

3.11. Major nuclear-weapon Powers’ strateqies  for implementinq nuclear deterrence
combine varying mixes of overt projection of capabilities and uncertainty in regard
to options to be exercised and demonstrations of use of frrce. The ambiquoue
nuclear Powers use ambivalence in pronouncements and signals in terms of exercises,
operational procedures, and 801 forth to project deterrence.

B. Impact of deterrence on the arms race

4.1. The NATO approach attributes the “arms race” - that ia, thl! competitive
qualit.ative and quantitative strengthening of military capabilities - to the basic
relationship of armed adverear ies, epringinq  from the underlying political ccnflict
coupled with modern technological capabilities. It regards deterrence as a kind of
adverearial rclationahip  that protect8 States against the deetabilizinq,
potentially danqeroue aspects of the arms race and that also makes possible an
economy of force because it requirea only a parity of defensive optione.

4.2. It follows that the arms race cannot be literally stopped as lonq aa the
political source8 of the competition for military strength persist. It  can,
however, he usefully curbed and rechannelled if both adversaries will pursue the
standards of mutual deterrence rather than a first strike or other counter-force
odvantaqe  linkf?d to a war-winninq strategy.

4.3. The history of the ?ast-West  arms ract ‘Ihows  that each side hae introduced
new wapone  and each side has soon offset it’ adverBary’s  new weapons with its own,
but Soviet arms efforts have followed a pattern  of steady Increase,  whereas Western
efforts have periodically decreased until Soviet-precipitated crises, such aa those
in Berlin, Korea and Cuba, induced rearmament In recent years NATO has been
reducinq it8 nuclear weapons in Europe, while the Soviet  Union has vastly increased
it8 nuclear weapons in several categories. Apart from this important quantitative
aspect, the teal iesue in terms of strategic stabi 1 ity and prevention of war is not
which side introduced what weapon systems at what ime, but what contribution tc
the stability and effectiveness of the detertence  regime these competitive moves
have made. In this connection, it should be noted that the Soviet Union,  ite
verbal proteetatione notwithstandirly,  has been the first, over time, to introduce
ancS  deploy a number of then highly cleetabilizing  weapons, like 8opet-heavy  XCBMe,
mobile MIRVed  intermediate-range nuclear weapone threatening Europe and Asia, and
ASAT weapons.
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4.4. In the view of the exnerta from the Warsaw Treaty cOuntCieR, since the- -
concept of nuclear datarGGe

- -
iR based on the "credibility" of using military

pOWeK, it la aimed at achievinq military Ruperiority. In contradiction to ite
alleged teadineR  to accept parity, the United Statafl, preachinq the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence, if4 qenaratinq ever-new spirals; in the arms race with the aim of
increaslnq nuclear WaK-fiqhtinq  capahilitiea. The United States hae been the
initiator of all the major and the most darqerous new wo:cgpon Systems. Now it in
tryinq  to carry the atmu race into space. There is no other logic behind this than
the deeire to achieve superiority. The experts from the socialist countries are
convinced that thiR aim is not achievable. But even efforts to this end will
inevitably undermine confidence, stability and seCuK ity. The asser tion that
developments in technoloqy must unavoidably lead to ever-new weapon Rystems would
put mankind on a level with the sorcerer’s apprentice, who did not know how to
control the spirits he had conjured up.

4 . s . The experta from the non-aligned countriee point out that the afmA racer  of
the prenuclem era inevitably ended in wars and the reeolution of the aucstion  of
the hierarchy of power. In the nuclear era, euch A resolution  through  war ia ruled
out. Deterrence CallU  for a visible advers&ty to be deterred. NUCleaK  deterrence
ha8 resulted in a situation where the dominant Power can express its superior
etatun only through a buildup of weaponry, deployment of it8 forces world wide and
exarciee of coercive diplomacy all ovet the globe. The reapondinq PoweK,  too, can
formulate its responfze only in terme of competitive weapons buildup, deployment of
itf! forces aB widely a8 poseihle and exercise of its share ind style of coeccive
diplomacy. In thiu sense, the exercise of deterrence is nl)L c:onfined  to Europe)
it8 play and counter-play ate seen  all over the world.

4.6. The changing pace of technology ha8 accnletatez and tesultu in newec
geneKationR  of weaponry and new cataqocie!e  of weapona. Since the projection of
forces thcough global deployments hae become the more  siqnlficant way of prOjeCting
FWeK , newef and more Rophisticated  categories of wenQonr  I ate the primary means of
cOmmUniCatinCj  One'8 Ruporior  or balancinq Capability  t.0 a I adVeKsnKy. They also
nerve as an effective instrumentality in coercive diplomacy. In an era of
deterrence each adversary has to anticipate the otheK*s  moves and it iS taken for
qranted that tt.e  other side wil.1 dr-velop all cirteyorie~  of weaponry made possi~~lr
by advances in science and technoloqy. Since theRe  cateqories  of wclapmry have
Long lead times in development and production, e a c h  s i d e  h a s  t o  t a k e  every measuKe
n,,t t o  b e  s u r p r i s e d  h y  t h e  other side. The inteKirCtiOn  hetween  the  doct r ine  o f
deterrence and the accelerated pace of technoloqical development has had a
syneKgif3tic  effect on thl> acme fact..

C. Implicat.ions  of deterrence for armrj control and disarmament._-...,

5.1. The experts from the NATO_t’ountries  feel that mutual confidence in the
effectiveneus  of deterrence against aggression is a necetssary  condition for arms
agreements. I n  t h a t  s e n s e , detettence provide8 moKe advantaqeoufi  conditions for
the initiation and conduct of arms-control negotiations than doe~i  a situation in
which unmitigated fears and perceptions of infer ior ity and KiRk  prevail.
‘:eteKKence  - in the WerJtern intetr .station - does not only facilitate arms; control
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i n  a  g e n e r a l  sense bu t , since it is predicated upon parity in defeneive optione -
not numerical equality or superiority - and aima at lower equilibrium points in
nuclear as well a8 conventional forcee, it also facilitates negotiations towards
the reduction of nuclear weapons to euhstantially lower levels. Current United
State8  arms-control propoeals testify to this tendency.

5.2. The primary purpose of arms control is to make mutual deterrence less likely
to result in war. It ia a neceerrary  and fess;.hlo method of making East-West
military competition safer, more predictable and less costly. In conerastr
diearmament, in the 8enac of getting rid of all arms, is not practicable, since it
would require the equivalent of a well-ordered State with a monopoly of force and a
set of agreed law8  and instrument8  of enforceme.rt.

5.3. The West believes that arms agreements should aim to stabilize  a military
balance at a substantially lower level of armament, and that this requires, among
other thinqs, reducinq  the ratio of nuclear warheads to launchers and aim-points in
order to curb first-strike capabilities.

5.4. The West also believes in the arms-control objective of reducing the reliance
of both sides on nuclear retaliation, providing that a non-nuclear balance can be
prelrerved  at the 8ame time. By the game token, it believes that nuclear
reductions, free zones, and the like can be deetabilizinq  if they do not reduce
first-strike capabilities and allow for non-nuclear deterrents to preserve a
mili.tary  equilibrium.

5.5. The expert8 from the Wareaw Treaty countries argue that negotiation8  are
always a delicate and complex matuzr, but not so delicate a8 to allow the line6 of
mutual understanding to be cut and dialogue to come tc a standstill. Making an
effort to achteve  a mutually acceptable  balance of intereeta is of cardinal
importance here. The logic of the doterrenco concept, however, turns the whole
mechanism of neqotiatione  on nuclea? difiarmament into a ayetem of r;r-called control
over nuclear weapons, control which dces not lead to their limitation and
reduction. In order to make any neqotiating mechanism  more effective, especially
on nuclear armaments, it ia highly important to decrease and completely eliminate
the adverse  influence of the deterrence corlcept on the efficiency of the
negot iat ions.

5.6. Contemporary peace is assured by strategic equilibrium. At the same time, it
ie neceaaary to realize  that the present level of the balance of the nuclear
potentials of the opposing sides ib much too high. For the time being it ensures
equal danger to each of them, but only for the time being. Continuation of the
nuclear-arms race will inevitably heighten this equal threat and may bring it to a
point where even parity will cease to be a factor of military political restraint.
Xt ta v i t a l , in the first place, to gdzetly reduce the level of military
confrontation. In our age, genuine equal security ia guaranteed not by the highest
poosible, but by the loweet possible level of strategic  parity, from which nuclear
and other typea of weapons of mass destruction must be totally excluded.

5.7. On the other hand, from the very beginning the corner-tatone of the concept of
deterrence has been the goal of attarning  military Euperiority  over the other
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side. This, in turn, is accompanied by a morbid view of the prevailing approximate
military and strategic parity, and an urge to break away from this situation, to
turn to one’s favour the existing military balance. As a whole, nuclear deterrence
undermines strategic equilibrium and strategic stability.

5.8. The experts from tht non-aligned countries feel that arms control ie-.
inherently an unstable process in an era of accelerated technological development,
since it attempts to develop a balance with respect to the weapons in existence,
while new weapon5 are under developmrnt. Since deterrence implies a continued
adversarial relationship, each arms-control agreement cannot be an end in itself
and has to take into account continuous armaments development in the future.
Armament5 by themselves do not lead to tension among nations. It  is  adversarial
politics inherent in the deterrent posture and enveloping the armaments that is at
the heart of the iosut. Whether deterrence creates adversarial politich or vice
versa is a question of: Which came first, the chicken OK the egg?

5.9. It can be argued that because of mutual deterrence both sides are compelled
to enter into ari.ls-control  agreements. But such arms-control agreements are not
very stable.

5.10. The strategic balances between the two major Powers are only transient
stages in history, since the synergistic impact of interaction between technology
and the adversarial relationship will result in newer arms. The concept of
strategic balance along with arms control will imply a regulatecl  arms race at a
mutually agreed pact for the time being, till aomt new concept or new development
upsets the arranqtment.

5.11. Disarmament and nuclear deterrence are antithetical. Disarmament is
possible only when the doctrine of deterrence based on armaments is given up. An
,qlternative  to deterrence based on new attitudes, values, acructuren  and processes
must be built up. While it may take a long time to achieve it, the time to begin
the process is now.

D. Deterrence and internatio.lal  security

6, The record: To what extent, if at all, has deterrence contributed to 40 year5
oface and security?

6 . 1 . The expert8 from the NATO countries are of the view that throughout the
ndclea’;-‘age,  deterrence - although it has not been the only factor - has been
indispensable to the avoidance of war between East and West, and has provided the
basis for an unprecedented period of peace along the East-West axis and, indeed,
for most countries of the world. Feyond that. it has taught the major antagonists
to avoid and mitigate crises that might escaiate  to war.

6.2. The expert6  from the Warsaw Treaty countries do not agree. They argue that
it is ~~oasible  to str\*ngthen pea@ and security by constantly threatening its
very exist,ence. Mankind haa succeeded thus far in keeping the peace and not
falling into a nuclear war in spite of, not owing to, the concept of deterrence.
The world has survived because the forces -f’ peace have always been stronger than
the force5 of war.
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6.3. The expertS  from the non-aligned countries feel that the claim that
deterrence has contributed to 40 years of peace in Europe can be neither proved nor
disproved, Nuclear deterrence has perhaps played a role, and so perhaps ?;ave
various other factors, the most important being that occupation  of nations with
people possessing high Political consciousness is not cost-effective.  Recovery
from the ravages of war, a certain balance of power in terms of conventional
forces, and the loss of Europe’s lead in world affairs consequent on the
decolonization  process may Iiave been other factors.

6.4. It could also be claimed that nuclear weapons have induced as much
self-deterrence as deterrence in the adversary. On the whole, especially in the
last two decades, there has been fsr more restraint in international security
transactions in Europe than in hi-‘.aviour  outside Europe on the part of the major
nuclear-weapon Powers. If a conclusion were to be drawn that nuclear deterrence
induces more restrained behaviour, then by the sams lcgic some developing countries
might have to acquire nuclear weapons to induce responsible behaviour anmngr and
discourage intervention by, major nuclear-weapon Powers in the developing world.

J . Is deterrence making East-West relations safer or more dangerous? Does it
ameliorate or aggravate the adversarial relationship?

7.1. The experts from NATO feel that deterrence has made the East-West
relationship safer and facilitated its control. On the other hand, admittedly, it
has not eliminated the basic antagonistic relationship between the two major Powers
and has, at most, attenuated crises and conflicts short of war that have expressed
their antagonism. Yet, by providing to both military systems a measure of
assurance that war will not break out, deterrence has facilitated long periods of
d&tente  and political accommodation between the two alliances. There is no

.,

evidence to suggest that deterrence by itself enhances hostility or existing
antagonisms: the current attempts at improving the East-West relationship occur
while deterrence continues to be pr&ctised.

7.2. The experts from the Warsaw  Treaty countries dis;rgree  red point out that the
deterrence concept cannot be recognised as a viable security ..-.zrcept,  because it
does not strengthen, but, on the contrary, undermines the basis for international
relations. Since this concept can develop and prosper‘only in conditions of
international tension, it invariably leads to the worsening of the international
situation and deterioration of the political climate in the world. This concept
inherently needs a built-in image of a maliciously scheming foe, a notion that is
permanently supported by all the means of propaganda and psychological warfare
available to the authors of this concept.

7.3. In the very beginning, to cover up its offensive nature, the myth of the
“Soviet military ehreat” was introduced. Moreover, the basic trend of the concept
of deterrence is striving for absolute security for one side, which implies an
absolute threat for the other. This trend becomes even more dangerous when it is
coupled with attempts to achieve military superiority over the opponent. The
deterrence concept has introduced and is introducing new highly aggravating and
destabilising -iementS  into East-West relations.

/. . .
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7.4. The experts fran the non-aligned countries feel that nuclear deterrence has,
according to one view, stabilized  and made the East-west relationship safer.
Another view is that it is not deterrence but the balance of nuclear arsenals that
has brought this about and that the adherent of the doctrine of deterrence has been
deterred by his #8n belief system. While in many respects it could be claimed that
the East-West relationship is safer than it was until the mid-1960s, there is no
guarantee that it will not run into trouble if ba~,ed on the deterrence doctrine,
which always needs an adversary to be deterred. The very fact that the two major
Powers do not have the identical interpretations of Caterrence highlights risks of
possible deterioration in the relationship.

8. Does deterrence contribute to stability?

8.1. The experts from the NATO countries are certain that deterrence contributes
to stability in that it makes aggression  extremely unlikely. In addition, it
enhances crisis stability by enabling the one who deters to resist nuclear
intimidation’and to avoid the brink of war.

8.2. Bowever,  for deterrence to unfold its full stabilizing effect, both military
systems would have to contribute to achieving and maintaining a military
equilibrium, including a strategic balance, in which the adversary would be
reassured by a non-provocative weapons-posture of the other side against an
unprovoked armed attack.

8.3. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries argue that stability in the
modern age is not caring exclusively for oneself , especially to the detriment of
the other side, but seeing to it that all should feel equally secure, because the
fears and anxieties of the nuclear age generate unpredictability in polfsy and
concrete actions.

6.4. In the present situation, there is no rational alternative to c-operation
and interaction between States. This is to identify a common task of fundamental
aignif icancet without neglecting social, political and ideological differences,
all have to master the science and art of restraint and circumspection on the
international scene, to live in a civilized manner, in other words, under
conditions of civil international co-operation.

8.5. The non-aligned experts are of the view that nuclear deterrence may
contribute to a stability of sorts in the industrialized world, but it is a
dangerous world, subject to the rlrsks of the operation of Murphyss  law: If
something can go wrong, it will, some time or another. In the interests of some of
the developing countries, the Powers that actively practise deterrence will
themselves have M he deterred by a number of other Powers exercising similar
deterrence. This ir not the preferred way to bring about stability, but the global
operatim  of the strategy of nuclear deterrence and the continued legitimization of
nuclear weapons  will demand or $Fse it. If deterrence contributed to stability,
then the greater the number of nuclear-weapon Powers the greater stability would
be. There is a school of thought which advocates this view. Xf it were postulated
that deterrence could contribute to stability only in a world model that is a
tmperson serc+sum  game, it ls not likely that that world would come into being.. .
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9. What are the risks and dangers of deterrence in the nuclear age?

9.1. The expert8 from the NATO countriaa  are optimistic. Despite the awedomrt
propartiom  of nuclear weapr>ns  and their role in present-day deterrence, the Weet ie
convinced thrrt deterrence can effectively fulfil its war-pry  .enting  . nction over
long period6  of time and that it hae a very considerable margin of safety  within
which it can operate. Under all objective asaesements, the proopect  of  its  fai lure
ia l xttomely remote, but should dete. :ence ever fail, there ia a reasonable
chance - even under the difficult and in part unpredictable circumstances that
would then prevail - that control and early war-termination could be achieved.
8 imilar  ly, the precautions all nuclear-weapon States have taken against the
unintentionai use of nuclear weapons are elaborate and effective.

9.2. There ie thue no place for the technically conceived worst-case scenarioa
froqumtly  advanced to $lestion or denigrate deterrence.

9.3. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries dc not agree with this
over-eimplif ication. They argue that the lower the threshold of military
confrontation in the nuclear era, the more fragile and less reliable - even if the
equilibrium is preserved - become the foundations of world peace. Under these
condition@, a nucleai war can result not just from 81omeone’a  deliberate decision
Lut also from attempts at blackmail or from mieinterpretation  by one side of cmme
intentions or actions of the other eider it can result from someone’s
ill-conaidertid  actions, from that sudden  aggravat ion of the  s i tuat ion,  or from a
twhnical  failure of computers, which are more and more widely usea  in contnmporary
complex weapon aysteme. The situation in the world may a8eume such a character
that it will no ;.onger depend upon the intelligence or will of political leaders.
It may &come captive to technology, ; 0 technocratic military logic.

9.4, The experts from the non-al&nnd  countries focus on other dimeneione.
Deterrence in the nuclear age as practised by major nuclear-weapon Powers has led
to ever-increasing nuclear arsenals and their wide deployment. Inherent in thir-
rituation is the risk that terrorists nay get hold of these weapons and use nuclear
firrile materials as radioactive poisons and radiological warfare devices. There
im alao increasing risk of acLidenta1  and unauthorized  release of nuclear weapona,
not all of which are under strict centralized  command and control. As dua  -capable
weapon6  become more mobile ;Ind compact, there are likely to be greater ditricult  ,es
in developing eat isfactory ver if ication eyetama.

9.5. Deterrence in the nuclear age has to take into account long lead times in
wrapon development and consequently has a tendency to perpetuate animosity. Thii3
animosity  spille over into \conomic and technological relationships among major
nations of the wtirld. This hampers global developrcnt not only by diverting scarce
romourcea  away from development into armaments but also by severely curbing
opportunities for increased trade, greater international technological flows and
drvelopment  of both developed and delaloping  worlds.

/ . . .
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LO. The effects of East-West deterrence on the third world

10.1. Here again the experts from NATO have an optimistic perspective to offer.
In their view, nuclear weapons and their role in deterrence are a singular featU*e
of the East-West security equation. Deterrence, therefore, does not impinge
directly Upon the security of third-world countries , nor does any threat to these
countries emanate from it. On the contrary, a durable and stable East-West
relationship  on the basis of functioning deterrence can help third-world countries
to promote their development without the disruptive effect of a great-Power
conflict.

10.2. Whatever the political interaction of either major Power with countries of
the third world, and whatever elements of coercion’ this interaction may contain in
the perception of these countries, deterrence cannot be held responsible for
basically indigenous conflicts and crises in these regions, nor CM a coercive
element be ,imputed to it.

10.3. The likelihood of a failure of East-West deterrence and the dimensions of
such a remote calamity are often vastly overstated by third-world spokesmen. The
all-too-ready and unwarranted assumption of a world-wide holocaust as a consequence
of deterrence is oocasionally  used as an argument for nuclear proliferation to
third-world oountries, but the West see5 such proliferation as destabilising
relations among third-world countries , not because of any inferior sense of
responsibility on the part of these countries, but because of the special political
and military contexts in which such proliferation might take place, and because of
the uselessness  of nuclear weapons in these contexts.

10.4. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries do not share this optimism. In
their view, the main absurdity and immorality of the deterrence concept is that the
whole world becomes a hostage to nuclear weapons. Furthermore, today’s world is an
extremely diversified aggregate of sovereign countries, which have their interests,
their aspirations and their politics and are in a process of swift change. under
these conditions, the setting-up of an all-embracing system of international
security makes it necessary to refrain from global claims, to take into
consideration the legitimate interests of all.

10.5. The concept of deterrence undermines stability in the third world. It
involves these countries in military competition, in thz arms race, and diverts
much-needed material and human resourcesI  which are already xarce. A 8  a  whole,
this concept does nothing to enhance their security, and the disadvantages are
immense.

10.6. The experts from the non-aligned countries explain the reasons for their
concern. In view of their adversarial relationship and the fact that nuclear
deterrence operates at a global level, the major nuclear-weapon Pars have spread
their nuclear neapons, nuclear:-apon  carriers , and command, control, communication
and intelligence facilities to all oceans of the world and to territories autside
North America, Europe and Japan. Thi5 has resulted in deployment of nuclear
weapons close to the ahores of the developing countries and in territories adjacent
to them. This spread of nuclear weapons  and the nuclear guarantees with caveats”
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that have been given to non-nuclear-weapon countries and can be interpreted in any
way to suit the purposes of major nuclear-capon Powers, have increased the sense
of insecurity of many developing nations. Nuclear weapons at the tactical level
have been so integrated with the conventional forces of some major nuclear-weapon
Powers that any exercise of coercive diplomacy by a major nuclear-weapon Power
against a developing country is hound to be seen in the future as having a nuclear
dimension to it. Such exercise of coercive diplanacy has been seen on numerous
occasions and continues to be practised by major nuclear-weapon Powers.

E. The future of deterrence: alternatives to deterrence

11. Restructuring of deterrence

11.1. The view of the experts from NATO is that while one can continue to rely on-<
deterrence with confidence, and while it has to be adapted constantly to new
political and technological needs I one should not be satisfied forever with a
system of deterrence that is too heavily dependent on the residual possibility of
catastrophic destruction.

11.2. In the Western view, there is a permanent need for restructuring
deterrence - not only by unilateral measures designed to make deterrence safer and
more stable by, inasmuch as passible, diminishing its reliance on the nuclear
component but also by co-operative measures, including, in the first place,
negotiated arms control, but also measures intended to build mutual confidence and
to guard against any unintentional use of nuclear weapons.

11.3. The need for replacing deterrence instead of restructuring it is emphasized ,
by the experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries., They feel that no restructuring
of the concept of deterrence can change the dangerous and offensive substance of
this doctrine, with all its negative consequences for world security and
international stability. This conclusion is confirmed by the previous attempts to
restructure the concept of deterrence (limited or protracted nuclear war concepts,
and so forth).

11.4. The only correct way of dealing with deterrence is to replace it with the
peaceful and constructive concept of security - common security, peaceful
coexistence and diaarmament.

11.5. In the present situation there is no alternative to co-operation. The
objective conditions, in which confrontation between capitalism and socialism can
proczeed  only and exclusively in forms of peaceful competition  and a peaceful
contest, have taken shape.

1X.6. The experts from the non-aligned countries list the three major approaches
to the restructuring of deterrence. The three approaches are:

(a) Nuclear deterrence will continue, but nuclear weapons will be made
impotent and obsolete by defence-dominant technologies that will be able to
intercept weapons;

/.I.
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Ib) Nuclear weapons will be eliminated in a phased aanner,
based on non-nuclear factors will continue;

(c) Nuclear weapon8 should be outlawed on the model of the
respect of chemical weapons l3/ and the Convention in respect of
weawns. 12/

but deterrence

Geneva Protocol
batter  iolog ical

in

12. Offensive-defensive relationship: deterrence and the Strategic Defense
Initiative

12.1. The experts from NATO explain that .in a longer perspective, and as the
ultimate development in an attempt to restructure deterrence in the sense of a more
defence-reliant defence, the United States proposes ,to explore through the SD1
research prograrame  the feasilility of construceing, through co-operative stages, a
non-nuclear balance in which defensive weapons would protect nations in the East
and west from nuclear devastation under an equilSbrium guaranteed by an arms
agreement. The West insists that any future defensive r&gire must be compatible
with strategic stability and parity, thus enhancing effective deterrence, and it
must be achieved through a co-operative transition.

12.2. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty oountrle.:,  express their strong disaent-
fn their view, the character of contemporary wealpns  does not leave hope for any
State that it can defend itself only by military-technological means, by creating
even the mightiest defence. Today it is impossible to win not only the wur hut the
arms race too. Continuation of the arms race on Earth and, moreover, its

.proliferation  into space will quicken the already critically high tempo of
accumulation and modernisation of nuclear and other weapons.

12.3. So far as the “star wars” (or SDI) concept is concerned, it is an extremely
dangerous prqratmne,  which is increasing the possibility of a nuclear war. It
represents a new, gigantic step in the arms race, which will saturate outer space
with various types of weapons. The SD1 programme is part of a strategic coa@ex
for tha first disarming strike: it is aimed at creating a “shield’ against a
retaliatory strike launched by the victim of a first strike by the SDI owners.
Plans for “star wars” actually mean the toughening of the concept of deterrence
with the utilisation of new space capabilities.

12.4. The;  “star wars* programme would undermine the fundamentals of strategic
stability. St would create a situation in which majqr decisions would be taken by
electronic machines without participation of human reason or politbal  will. and
without consideration of moral criteria. The “star  warsIL progrmle would bemme  .a
stimulus for a further arms race and a road-block to rsaical disarmament.

12.5 There is still time to prevent the arm6 race fra spilling over into outer
apace. This is one af the most challenging tasks facing humanity.

12.6. The experts fraaa  the non-aligned countries  are not certain that defence will
prevail technologically over offence , nor that defence will not subsequently be
upset by an offensive system that can get through, even if SDI proves successful.
E?V%n nowc  SDI can offer no protection against  artillery short-range missiles and

/ l . .
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lortrajectory  aces-launched cruise  missi les. The offer to ahare SD1 tochnoloqy
lack8 credibil’.ty  in the l ight of  the fact tha t  leas eaphiaticated  technologlaa
have been withheld.

13. Alternative political and disarmament measures, inc.luding  deleqitirization  of
the use of nuclear weapons and the concept of common security

13.1. The experts Prom the NATO countriee  argue that any restructuring of
dater rence - or any propoaod alternative - must ba compatible with the existing
International system and the security necde of States  protected by the deterranca
r&qime. Many of the alternativea to deterrence 30 not atand thio vital teat csnd do
not address the question of how peace and security can be reliably preserved  with
aqua1  effectiveness once deterrence is removed, eepc-ially  in view of an
overwhelminq Soviet conventional superiority in crucial regions.

13.2. Th is  i s ,  fo r  i n s t a n c e , true for the proposal to deleqitlmize  nuclear
weapons. The West doen not have confidence that this measure  would, in fact, by
itself, get rid of either the waapone or the threat of their being used, and it
views as dentabilizinq the proscription of nuclear weapons as long as there ia
still a threat of aqqrenaion  and unless there is a reliable non-nuclear balance of
mutual deterrence.

13.3. In the view of the experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries, such an- -
alternative can 0111~  be found throuqh strengtheninq  international security and
peaceful coex istence, which should become the highest universal principle of
relations between  States, detente, disarmament, building-up of confidence and
development of internat  tonal co-operation. An all-embracing system of
international Becur ity that would embrace military and political aa well as
economic and humanitarian spheres should be built.

13.4. Such a system in the military sphere should be built on the following
pr inciplcsx t he  renuncSation of  war - both nuclear and conventional - by the
nuclear Powers ayainet each other as well as against -bird  countries; prevention of
an arms race in outer spacet cessation of alL nuclear-weapon tests &nd the tota!.
elimination of such weapons by the end of this century; a ban on and the
destruction of chemical weaponet and renunciation of the development of other meana
of maaa annihilation. This system should further include a r;tr ict1.y controlled
lowering of the levelo of military capabilities of countriee  to limits of
reasonable adequacy; the disbandment of military alliances and, as a ;:irst step
toward8 this goal, the renunciation of their eplaryement  and of the formation of
new ones8 and the balanced and proportional reduction of military budgets.

13.5. With reqard to the political dimeneion  of Huch  an international eecurity
system, it should be baaed on strict respect in international practice for the
right of every people to choose the ways and forms uf its development
independently. It should include the principles of the just political settlement
of international crises and regional conflicts as well as the elaboration of a aet
of measures aimed at building confidence between States and the creation of
effactive  guarantees against attack from without and of inviolability of their
frontiera. Elaboration of effective methoda of preventing international terrorillm,

/ . . .



~/41/432
englirh
Page 151

includinq  those enaurinq the eafety  of international land, air and sea
communicat  ions, should also be one of the pr inciplea of such a security eyetem.

13.6. The all-embracing eyatem of international security child aleo be baaed on
rccoqnized  principles in the economic and humanitarian spherrts. For instance, an
inportant  role should be played by the eetabliehment of a new world economic order
quaranteeinq equal economic escurity to all countries. Together with disarmament,
an all-embracing eystem  of international economic security could become 8
dependable pillar of international security in qeneral.

13.7. The philosophy of shaping a safe wor Id in the nuclear space-aye shot Id be
coupled with the platform of concrete actione, strictly meaeured in terms OC time.
The main thrust of the programme should be the elimihation of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of ma86 deetruction by the year 2000, prevention of an arms race in
outer space and reduction of nlilitary  potentials to limits of reasonable
euf f iciency.

13.8. The ideas expreoeed in othc r papers as alternatives to deterrence - such a8
the prohibition of the first-use of nuclear weapons, “demilitarization”  of nuclear
weapons and the destruction oE exietinq onee, complete prohl  bition of all
nuclear-weapon teats and prevention of an arma race in outer space - provide a
Hound  baRis  for developlnq  a solid aystem of international security.

13.9. The experts from the non-aligned countries argue that the viciour circle Of
nuclear deterrence and adverearial political relationship has to be broken. ‘2he
propoeal to outlaw nuclear weapon8  ie based on two agreements, which have already
come into force, and on the concept underlying negotiation8 to eliminate the firet
three out of four (biological, chemical, radioloq ical and nuclear) categor iee of
weapon6  of IMIB destruction. The outlawing of nuclear weapons will hevc a positive
impact on international relatione and create a climate conducive to tha improvement
of political relat ion8hip8.

13.10. The elimination of nuclear weapons is an attractive idea, but the
implication8 of a new world order witho& nuclear weapon6  ae currency of power have
to be worked out. The outlawing of these weapons could be used a8 an intermediate
atage  in moving towarda their elimination. That would allow more time for nuclear
deterrence to decay.

13.11. Common security ie basically an arme-control approach. Xt puto together a
number of significant arms-control and confidence-building measures that can serve
a6 an intermediate stage in any proposal for the restructuring or replacement  of
deterrence. From thin perspe-tive, the proposal8 underlying common security are an
important contribution towards a stabler international system.
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