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1. By its Jec ision 39/423 of 17 Decemper 1984, the General Assembly requested the

Secretary-General to prepare a study under the title: “Deterrence: itfl
implications for disar nament and the arms race, negotiated arms reductions ané
international security and other related matters”. That decision 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 General Assembly requested the
Secretary-Genersl to submit the final report to it at its forty-first session.
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herewith to the iembers of the General Assembly the study 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

study under the title: “Deterrence: its implications for disarmament and the arm8
race, negotiated arms reductions and international security and other related
matters”. That dec:slon 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 final
report to it at its forty-first session. By the same decision, 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 later than

1 April 1985.

2. As recommended by the Advisory Board, the Secretary-General’s man ate provided
that the study should be conducted on an in-depth objective basis, that all schools
of thought and ‘points of view should he explored and reflected by raeir respective
advocates and that it should, therefore, give full expression to differing views
and their supporting argument- without attempting :o arrive at joint conclusions
and recrmmendationa., The Gen ral Assembly by its decision also recommended that
the study should be carried out by a group of governmental experts, which would be
kspt as small as practicable consonant with the requirements of geographical and
political balance, and that the ratio of representation should be similar. to that
applied in the Conference on Disarmament.

3. In pursuance of the request by the General Assembly, a group of eicht
governmental experts was appointed to carry out « ’ . study. The Group ot
Governmental Experts held three sessions between April 1985 and March 1986.

4, The study benefited from the views submitted by a numbe:r of St tes in reply to
the request of the Secretary-General on this matter,

5. The Secretary-General wishes to thank the experts for their report which is
submitted herewith to the General Assembly for consideration at itg forty-first
session. It should be noted ~hat the observations and reconrendations contained in
the report are those of the experts. In this connection, the Secretar y-General
wishes to point out that, in the complex field of disarmament matters, in many
instances he is not in a position to pass judgement on all aspects of the work
accomplished by the experts.
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LETTER OF THANSMI TTAL

30 April 198
Sir,

I have the honour to submit herewith the report of the Group of Governmental
Experts to Carry Out a Stud) on Deterrence: its implicaticus for disarmament and
the arms race, neyotiated arms reductions and international security and other
related matters, which was appointed by you in pursuance of General Assembly
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 “he Secretary-General
(A/39/549) of 4 October 1984.

The governmental experts appointed in accordance with the General Assembly
decision were the following:

Mr. Julio César Car isales

Ambassador

Adviser, Secretary of State for
International Relations

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Buenos Aires, Argent ina

Mr. Ahmed Fakhi

Major-General

Adviser, Nat ioral pefense Council
Cairo, Egypt

Mr. Manfred Miller

Professor Doctor

Inst itute for Internat jonal Helatdons

Academy for Political Science and Legal Studies
Potsdam, German Democratic Republic

Mr. Rober t E. Osgood

Professor

School of Advanced International Studies
The Johns Hopkins University

washington, D.C., Uni ted States of America

Mr. K. Subrahmanyam

Director

Institute of Defence Studies and Analyses
New Delhi, India

His Excellency

Javier pPérez de Cuéllar
Secretary-General of the United Nations
New York
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Mr. Ulfi Svensson*
Assistant Under-Secretary

Ministry for Foreign Affairs
Stockholm, Sweden

Mr. Henning Wegener
Ambassador
Head of the Delegation of the Federal Republic

of Germany to the Conference on Disarmament
Gene va, Switzerland

Mr. Vitaly V. Zhurkin

Professor

Deputy Director

Institute of United States and Canadian Studies

Academy of Sciences of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics

Moscow, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

The report was prepared between April 1985 and March 1986 during which period
the Group held three sessions: the first from 29 April to 3 May 1985, the second
from 7 to 18 October 1985, and the third from 10 to 21 March 1986. The first and
third sessions were held in New York and the second session at Geneva.

The members of the Group of Governmental Experts wish to express their
gratitude for the assistance which they received from members of the Secretariat of
the United Nations. They wish, in particular, to thank Mr. Jan Martenson,
Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, and Mr. Timour Dmitrichev. who
served as Secretary of the Group.

In accordance with the recommendations of the Advisory Board on Disarmament
Studies, the study has been designed in such a way as to give full expression to
the differing views and suppurting arguments of the respective advocates without
attempting to arrive at joint conclusions and recommendations, thus permitting the
reader to draw his or her own conclusions on the value of the argument~ presented.
Following these requirements, the experts decided to prepare individua.
presentations, or, in some cases, joint contributions, which they submitted to the
second and third sessions and which were the subject of in-depth discueuion in the
Group, whose members analysed, commented, or, in some cases, proposed alternatives
to the views presented by different authors in their papers. This part of their
work is incorporated in the three papers submitted by the experts and constitutes
part two of the report. |In the light of the discussions and analysis, the

» For personal reasons Mr. UIf Sveneson could not continue in the work of
the Group before the beginning of the third session and did not submit a written
paper. The Group of Experts would like to acknuwledge with appreciation the
contribution of Mr. Svenseon during the Group’s first two sessions.
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individual contributions were revised and resubmitted and they are to be found 1
part one of the report. Part three constitutes a compilation of the respectiv:
points of view of the experts expressed in their own words. The members of the

Group felt that this arrangement was the most efficient way to accomplish the task
that had been entrusted to them.

It is with satisfaction that 1T am able to submit to you, on behalf of all the
members of the Group, its report.

Please accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

(Signed) K. SUBRAHMANYAM
Chairman of the Group of Governmenta |
Experts to Carry Out a Study on
Deterrence: its implications for
disarmament and the arms race,
neyotisted arms reductions and
international security and other
related matters
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INTRODUCTON

1. The present study has been prepared pursuant to General Assembly decision
39/423 of 17 December 1984 in which the Assembly requested the Secretary-General to
prepare a study under the title:s "Deterrence: its implications for disarmament
and the arms race, neqotiated arms reductions and international security and other
t elated matters”. That decision was based on the recommendation by the Advisory
Board on Disarmament Studies in paragraphs 6 and 7 of the report Of the
Secretary-Gereral (A/39/549). The Assembly requested the Secretary-General to
submit the final report to it at its forty-first session. As recommended by the
Advisory board, the Secretary-General’s mandate provided that the study should be
conducted on an in-depth objective basis, that all schools of thought and points Of
view should be explored and reflected by their respective advocates and that it
should, therefore, give full expression to differing views and their supporting
arquments without attempting to arrive at joint conclusions and recommendations.

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 as
practicable consonant with the requirements of qeoqraphical and political balance,
and that the ratio of representation should bc similar to that applied in the
Conference on Disarmament.

3. The present study is the first of its kind by the United Nations to
investigate in depth various schools of thought and points of view on the concept
ot deter rence. It is with this aim sn mind that the Group has tried to give full
expression to differing views and their supporting arguments without attempting to
formulate joint conclusions and recommendations.

4. Following this general approach, the Group estahlished a general framework for
this study which includes individual and, in some cases, joint contributions
reflecting the various analyses and opinions on the theme. Theae contributions are
to be tound in part one of the report. Part two presents a brief summary of the
ditterent arguments and counter-arguments on the individual papers as contained in
part one. Part three contains a compilation ot the respective points of view of
the experts expressed in their own words.
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ASAT
ATBM
3
C3I
1cBM
INF
MIRV
NATO
SALT
5DI
SLBM
SRAM

START

ABBREVIATIONS

anti-ballistic wissile

ant i-satellite

anti-tactical ballistic miesile

command, control and communications

command, control, communications and intelligence
intercontinental ballistic missile
intermediate-range nuclear force6

mult iple independently targeted re-entry vehicle
North Atlantic Treaty Orqanization

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

Strategic vefense Initiative

submarine-launched ballistic missile
short~-range anti-missile

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
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Part One

INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE EXPERTS

CHAPTER |
PAPER BY MR. J. CARASALES

Introduction

L This paper is not intended to provide a thorough analysis of the concep: of
deterrence and its implications. There already exist a great number of studies and
other works on the subject.

2. My object is simply to offer a point of view and an idea of deterrence,
particularly nuclear deterrence, as conceived by a national of a so-called
third-world country who comes from a reqion far away from the centres ot power and
the probable settings ot a large-scale conflict.

3. Deterrence is closely related by definition to the possibility of conflict.
s such, it has existed in one form or anotker ever since human societies first
¢l ashed with one another. In that cuntext, it is logical and reasonable for a

State to seek to deter a potential adversary from attacking it by developing a
military capacity that would make the cests of such an attack too high in
comparison with any possible zdvantages.

4. That basic policy has always existed and could possibly continue to exist as
long as human nature remains the same. This does not mean, however, that it wi'l
not present prcblems if carried heyond certain limits, to the point where it
becomes unacceptable to the rest of munkind.

Arguments concerning deterrence

5. As far as the possible adversaries are concerned, it is clear that excessive
development or a State’s military capacity vis-a-vis thet of its rival, the

ach ievement ot a clear superiority by one over the other, far from contributing to
the maintenance of p.:««. Wwill be a destabilizing factor that will endanger it and
inev itahly fuel an arm. - ice.

6. But apart from potential enemies, there are a gqreat many countries that would
not be involved in the potential contlict and are even geographically remote from
the area ot possible hostilities. Such States have every right to see that their
security is not eroded .s the result of a misuse of deterrence and that they are
not forced to directly suffer the consequences ot such use,

7. One element has added a new dimension to the traditional concept of
deterrence: the emergence of nuclear weapons. The criteria ot reasonableness and
proportionality must always prevail in deterrence. The response to a pessible
attack must correspond to the nature of that atta...; it must be adequate but not
excesslve, within broad limits, of course

[eon
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8. But thene criteria of reaeonablenene and proportionality cease to be relevant
when the threat of retaliation implies the first use of nuclear weapons. Thia
situation given rise to a number of extremely serioua problems pertaining to the
essence of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence.

9. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence, aa at-ted, involves the possit ility of
using nuclear weaponu to retaliate against an attack carried out with non-nuclear
means. The victim of “"aggression” reserves the right to decide what reaponse to
make to an act of "agqreasion®, including, specifically, the use of nuclear
weaponsa. In other words, the poasaibility of a nuclear war beconies a genuine and
concrete prospect, officially proclaimed and affirmed, as decided by the wishes of
a small number of persons.

10. It is not surprising that this situation has been a cause of overwhelming
concern to the vast majority of the members of the international community am well
as within those countries whose Governments espouse this doctrine. Nor is it
surprising that reactione have on the wholn been very negative.

11. The third world's point of view can be eaaily understood. It is a fact that a
nuclear conflict will never he limited or localized. And it is also a fact that
the consequences of a nuclear war will he felt in all regions of the world without
except fan.

12. AR long as nuclear weapon8 exiat, the possibility of a conflict involving
their use will permanently threaten the security and even the eurvival Of the
third-wor 1d countr iea, none of which possesses such weapons. This i n 1itself is
unacceptable and has given rise to the most disparate movements, all of which have
a common objective: the elimination of nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth.

13. What makes the doctrine of nuclear deterrence unique and ser ious i8 that it
posits the first use of nuclear weapons as a fundamental feature of the official
policy of a group of Staten. That means that the unleashing of a nuclear war would
no longer he the result of an indefensible and unpredictuble decision by an
irrational Government and would become a deliberate and consacious act, defended and
accepted by those who chose it as a legitimate means of self-defence. In other
words, recourse to nuclear weapons would not then be an act condemnable per se, hut
a justified and valid option in certain circumstances.

14. Incidentally, the argument that Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations authorizes the doctrine of nuclear deterrence cannot he accepted. |In the
f irst place, it 18 a haaic fact that the Charter of the United Nations was signed
before the oxistence of nuclear weapons and their disastrous destructive capacity
were known. Only a biased interpretation, then, can support. the notion that tirst
use of nuclear weapons is upheld by the terms of Article 51 of the Charter.

15. The criterion of proportionality, howeve., has always been an essential
component of the concept of self-defence. Aggression with conventional weapons,
whatever t he scope, could never have the enormoua ccnseguences wrought by nuclear
weanona and, therefore, retaliation with such weapons of mass destruction wouvld not
be proportional. It could never he reasonably argued that a non-niclear attack -

/e
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the nature of Which would,. furthermore, be evaluated by a gqroup of persons under
axtreme pressure - would justify the use of nuclear weapons. Not only would the
criteria of reascnatleness and proportionality be absent, but that alleged

self ~def encc »suld aiso conetitutt an aggression against tuird countries that have
nothing to do witn tha conflict.

16. The feeling of insecurity among the third~world countries is becoming
unbearable. They already have to live in a world which contains nuclear weapons
which port a permanent danger. But thie is compounded, given tha prtvaltnce of the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence, by a far greater danger, in that even incidents ot
a doubtful nature could be interpreted as an attack and set off a chain reaction,
whose course would be unknown - and possibly random - and which could result in the
outbreak of a nuclear war. There can be no doubt that the possibility of an
outbreak of nuclear conflict, which is inevitable as long as the arsenals of some
Power8 contain such weapons, is coneidtrably heightened by the existence of a
doctrine that paves the way for and advocates the first use of such weapons. The
glituation is not chanqtd by the preatnct of a system of controls and safeguards,
which moreover cannot be guaranteed to work really effectively.

17. In this context, it has besn argued that critics of the doctrine of nuclear
deterrence stem to place the agqrtsoot and the victim of aggression on the tame
moral plane, which would be manifestly unfair. This it not true. No such
assimilation exists. What may be questioned in this Specific issue is
over-reaction, quite apart from the international condemnation which the actions
would deserve and the assistance which should be given to the victim of the

attack. Moreover, it should not be forgotten that experience has shown that
instances in which the existence of an unquestionable act of aggression can be
clearly determined are rarej the definition of aggression in tht situation under
consideration is determined not by an international organ or tribunal. but by One of
the parties to the conflict. The functioning of nuclear deterrence thus depends on
elements that are often imponderable or controversial and could not, therefore, be
used to justify the enormous effects of nuclear wtapone.

18. Various arquments are put forward in favour of nuclear deterre .ce. The most
widespread of these maintains that it is thanks to deterrence that the world has
lived in ptact for the past 40 years.

19. It should be pointed out here that this is not entirely true. While there
have been no wars in Europe, the third world has been the scene of numerous armed
conflicts.

20. In any case, it can be admitted that no wholesale conflagration has taken
place since the Second World War. What cannot be accepted as true is that this is
due to the existence of nuclear weapons and the deterrent effect of a doctrine that
trreatens they will bt used. The most that car e accepted as true is that we are
dealing with a hypothesis whose accuracy cannot be proved. There are many

political and etrattgic causes which may have had an effect - and a decisive one -
on the maintenance of this relative peace. Moreover, throughout history there have
bttn long periods dur ing which the world has experienced no widespread conf licts.

/enn
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2l. 1t js dangerous to accept as true thoae state ents which establish
cause-and-ettect relat.onships between elements that may or may not be

Interrelated. This applies in the case of statements vhat the circle of
nuclear-weapon States hae not widened owing to the adoption of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation ot Nuclear weapons. 1/ It is a fact that there has been no such
increase, but it is quite doubtful, to say the least, that this is owing to the
existence ot a trea*y to which many countries poraeaaing sufticlient technical
capacity to produce .uclear weapons have not acceded. It seems more appropr iate to
attribute this restraint to the sovereign free will of thoae States which have
chosen not to embark on a nuclear military arms race.

22. The sam. consideration appliea to the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. To
suygest that this doctrine has had poaitive effects for international peace is, to
say the least, unwise and risky. We have to live permanently under a reign of

terror which has been raised to the rank of official policy by some nuclear-weapon
States,

23. This situation has to be endured by third-world countries without the
slightest guarantee that it will ensure the indefinite maintenance of international
peace. It means leading a precariou-~ existence under a perpetual threat of
destruction, in the illuaory hope that this destruction will never take place. |t
is a hope which will persist until something happens to prove it false. And then
it will be too Late to complain of the tallacy of a deceptive doctrine devoid Of
any real foundation. There will be no one left to do so.

24. Not only is the risk too great, but to accept the reasoning that the threat of
the use ot nuclear weapons is the best - or, in any event, the most realistic -
guarantee ot peace leads to the conclusion that, if a State wishes to continue to
he sate trom possible attacks by a neighbour, the best means of achieving this is
to acquire nuclear weaponv. One cannot in all honesty maintain that what is good
tor some is not good for others, or that there are .ome countries which are serious
and responsible and others which are not. The countries which have developed
nuclear weapons cannot invoke any valid reason which grants them - and them alone -
the right to possess and eventually to use those terrible instruments Of mass
destruction.

25. There is good reason to question the very foundation8 of the doctrine of
nuciear deterrence. Does the threat of nuclear retaliation really “deter”? Do
potential adversaries hold back because they fear a nuclear response?

26. A policy's credibility is one of its essential components. Everyone knows
that the use ot nuclear weapons will inexorably lead to the outbreak of an atomic
war, and everyone knows that, in that event, the first country to use them and its
People will not escape the catastrophic consequence8 of what they have unleashed.
In other words, whoever sturts a nuclear war is in fact committing suicide.

27, It in tharetoru legitimate to question the credibility of a pol. .y whose
authors, in addition to destroying their adversary, would simultanecasly annihilate
themselves . Wil L the rival really believe that they will resort to the use of
nuclear weapon:;‘?

oo



A/41/412
English
Paqge 15

28. In anawer to this queation it may be atated that it is enough to sow doubt.8 in
the mind of a possible aggreaaor, who would hardly be likely to run the risk of

having nuclear weapons actually uaed againet him. But does not this idea add
another elusive and improbable element to a situation that is already unstable and

remote from any reasonable margin of satety?

29. The third-world countries cannot passively aliow their future to depend on
such precarious and des.abilizing factors as thoee | have juet mentioned.

Impact of nuclear deterrence on the arms race and diaarmament

30. There are additional factors which aggravate the instability of the

situation. If a State is willing to use nuclear weapons first - as envisaged by
the doctrine of nuclear deterrence - and it underrtandably wishes to avoid the
conaequencer of that action, it murt acquire a first-strike capacity, which
eliminates from the outset any possibility of retaliation by the enemy, or at least
reduces such a pcssibility to tolerable limits.

31. Deciding when a country has achieved first-strike capacicy is certainly one of
the mort complex problemr in the military field. This can never be known with any
certainty and, moreover, no one has ever achieved that capacity, except the United
States during the latter part of the 1940s.

32. But this fact doee not imply that a State, in order to be able to survive the
reaction caused by its tirst use of nuclear weapons and also to make the deterrent
e.fect of its policy more impress..., will not inevitably have to augment its
nuclear aroenal as much as possible and try to achieve a clear superiority over its
presumed enemy.

33. This means acquiring more and more nuclear weapons, making them Increasingly
sophisticated and lethal and increasing their effectiveness and their destructive
capacity. Am this will have to be counteracted by its rival, for its own defence
and also, paradoxically, to “deter” its adversary from resorting to first use of
nuciLear weapone, the result is the unleashing and escalation of an arms race. As
hae already been pointed out many timer, thia is a spiral which is fed by actions
and reactions that are constantly interrelated and which, apart €r« ~ its political,
economic snd strategic consequencea, seriously affects internation.. security.

34. At the same time, it a State or group of States bases its own security on a
policy of nuclear deterrence, there is no doubt that anything which restricts or
diminishes its capacity for effective action in this area and anything which means
making its arsenal less of a deterrent will be viewed with the strongest
reservations. It will therefore not be easy to negotiate and accept agreement8 for
the limitation or reduction of weapons, and it will e even less easy to achieve
actunal diearmament.

35. Any negotiation in the field of arms control and disarmament is, by
definition, extremely difficult and complex. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence
introduces a factor here which substantially adds to these difficulties.
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36. Most ot mankind has been demanding the complete prohibition and elimination of
nuclear weapons for a long time. Even the nuclear Powers have admitted that th s
is a desirable objective. It is obvious, however, that as long as a doctrine based
on the possibility of using nuclear wrapons prevails, it will never be possible to
make any headway towards their abolition.

37. Whatever problems the doctrine of nuclear deterrence introduces into the field
of disarmament, the basic element implicit in this doctrine lies in the sphere of
international secur ity.

gonclustons

38. Governments that invoke this doctrine argue that it is essential for their
security. This position, in the opinion of many people, including this writer, is
incorrect. The germ of self-destruction contained in the doctrine gives serious
reason to doubt that it contributes to the security of the States that uphold it.
In any case, it is based on subjective and unpredictable elements which, together
with the possibility of a holocaust, which is inherent in it, create a reign of
terror under which it ia impossible to live in peace and tranquillity.

39. Although, as I have mentioned, the contribution of the doctrine of nuclear
deterrence to the security of its sponsors is at least debatable, there is not the
slightest doubt that it not only does not con+ribute to, but also directly
endangers the security of third countries, including those of the th ird world.

40. Conflicts that are completely extraneous to them and occur thousands of miles
away may result, it the cor«'lary of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence becomes a
reality, in the destruction of these very countries. [In closed and distant circles
to which they have not the slightest access, and entirely without their knowledge,
the existence and the future of these countries and their people will be decided.

41. This state of affairs is totally unacceptable, unfair and even immoral.

42. 1t is true that the basic ingredient here is the emergence of rnuclear weapons,
which radically changed the factors that had previously characterized the
politico-strategic situation. Many of the elements referred to in these pages
derive in fact from the very existence of nuclear weapons and would be present, at
least partlally, even if there were no doctrine of nuclear deterrence.

43. But it in a fact, in my view, that an already disturbing picture has been
aggravated by the prevalence of a doctrine that accepts and advocates first use Of
nuclear weapons and otfic ially accepts the Launching of a nuclear war as a possible
and legitimate action.

Alternatives

44. This having been said, one may even wonder if there are any viable
alternatives to a policy involving the first use of nuclear weapons.

/oo
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45. The first question that may come to mind is whether or not it is possible to
limit the scope ot tuture conflicts to purely conventional limita. The world lived
until the middle ot the twentieth century fighting its battles with conventiornal
wveapons. These weapons are certainly destructive - and abundantly destructive - of
lives and property, but by no means do they approximate the lethal dimensions of
nuclear weapons or extend their effects to the population3 of third countries.
These remarks are certainly not intended to extol the virtues of conventional
weapons and .till lees to favour their use or to portray such use as acceptable ot
lawful; the enormous ditferences of every Kind which distinguish them from nuclear
weapons cannot, however, be ignored.

46. The obvious conclusion is that an agreement should be reached on the
prohibition of nuclear weapons and the destruction of existing cnes.

47. It has been stated in this regard that there are no recorded cases in history
of abolishing or not using weapons once they had been invented. Although this
assertion could be further clarified, its value, in any case, is very relative,
since in the past there were no weapons with the destructive capacity Of nuclear
weapons ~ weapons which, as has been point.d out - should be named different.y,
since the use of the word “weapon” to refer lo such artefacts of mass destruc tion
creates confusion.

48. The situation described above may mean that the experience of the past -
assuiiing that our understanding of it is entirely correct - will not be repeated
with nuclear weapons. Moreover, the leaders of the nuclear Powers have formally
declared that they consider the abolition of nuclear weapons to be a desirable
objective, and it may be assumed that they would not seriously state this as a goal
if they did not feel it was possible.

49. All this does not mean that the elimination of nuclear weapons can be
accomplished easily or over the short term. rt is therefore necessary to consider
other alternat lves.

50. There is no denying that an indire:t way of achieving the same objective would
be the conclusion of an agreement on the complete prohibition of all nuclear-weapon
tests. This would severely restrict the continued development and sophistication
of nuclear weapons and would gradually reduce the reliability of existing weapons.
In practice, the use of nuclear weapons in such circumstances would involve too
great a risk.

51. Another alternative, and in my opinion a qiite teasible one, would be to
replace nuclear deterrence by conventional deterrence. Those who support the first
use of nuclear weapons claim that it is the only defence against the acdversary's
guperiority in conventional weapons and troop strength.

52. The logical conclusion is that, to avoid the possible use of nuclear weapons,
either the supposedly weaker side should increase its capacity for conventional
retaliation or the supposedly stronger side should decrease i*ts capacity until a
margin of comparability with the adversary is reached.
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53. We all know that there is a conflict between the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Treaty Organization. In my opinion, the West
has enough human, economic and techrical resources to put up a credible and
deterrent conventional defence against the East. This is not to disregard the tact
that a decision to pursue this course would imply serious political, financial and
social problems and that the eventual economic consequences would extend beyond the
countries directly involved and would have certain repercussions on the world
economy, including the third world.

54. At the same time, the tact that it is difficult does not mean that it is
impossible. The prospect of a nuclear holocaust is such that, in my view, some
sacrifices to avoid it or at least appreciably diminish the likelihood of its
occurring would be fully justified.

55. It cannot be denied, however, that the size of the conventional forces ot the
Warsaw Treaty countries is perceived in many sectors as excessive and, consequently
it would be possible to reduce them without thereby lowering the level of security
of those member countries.

56. In this context, it should not be forgotten that both the United States of
America #nd the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the leaders of the two blocs,
are practically invulnerable from the point of view of conventional attack.

57. It is indisputable that the Ideal solution for avoiding any armed conflict -
and pr imarlly a nuclear war - would we to have totally effective machinery for
collective security. In that event, any dispute would be settled peacefully, and
any outbreak of hostilities would be rapidly cut short. It is also indisputable
that such a collective security system doee not now exist, or at least does not
Offer sufficient guarantees, as can he seen from daily events. It is not
realistic, moreover, to assume that it will be established in the near future.

58. Nor would it be realistic to anticipate the establishment of a defensive
capacity of a kind that would ensure the invulnerability of whoev.r possessed it
and would therefore make nuclear weapons obsolete. Existing data and studies do

not support the feasibility of such a defensive system.

59. To sum up, the doctrine of nuclear deterrence should be ahandonea, in tho
opinion of this writer, because of its intrinsically Immoral nature and because of
its negative ettects on the security of the third world and the international
community as a whole, including the countries which advocate it. The security Of
the latter countries should be sought, primarily, in the creation of a capacity for
conventional deterrence and in the eliminacion of nuclear weapons from the arsenals
of the great Powers, without prejudice to continuing efforts to find a reliable and
satisfactory system of collective security.
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CHAPTERT I
PAPER BY MR. A. FAKHR
Introduction
1. In recent years, the subject of deterrence has aroused growing controversy

throughout the world. Soldiers, politicians, philosophers and analysts have
written about deterrence, the growing scale of the nuclear arms race between the
super-Powers and the global arms race in conventional arms and technology. This
discussion, however, has largely reflected viewpoints of the United States of
America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, western Europe and Eastern
Europe. One rarely finds writings describing the thitd-world view.

2. This presentation tries to fill some of this 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 implicatiuns which
atfect the present politics of the third world and will help shape its future
survival. The two super-Powers compete in four major f ields: ideology, politics,
economics, and military force. At the same time, this competition is limited by
deterrence. All super-Power actions in terms of the nuclear arms race, the
confrontation between the North Atlantic Treaty oOrganization (NATO) and the Warsaw
Treaty Organization, and their competition for influence and power in the third
world are shaped by the balance of deterrence as well as the strength of each
super-Power.

3. The third world cannot. stand aside from the competition between the
super-Powers or the balance ot deterrence. This zompetition affects every aspect
of their global behaviour. It leads to constant competition in ideology, politics,

economics, and mill tary strength. At the same time, each bloc must constantly
consider its ability to deter the other, and the extent to which it is deterred in
turn.

4. The super-Powers and their European all ies natu: ally think 01. the risk of
nuclear conflict largely in terms of its impact on their own territories,
populations and economic and political interests. Even it we ignore ouch risks as
nuclear winter, however, the world is tar too interdependent for such a point Of
view. A massive disruption ot North-South trade and development assistance could
kill millions in the third world before its economies, already more marginal than
those of the industrialized countries, could adapt to such a radical shift in
markets, aid and the tlow of tood. Development could virtually halt on a global
scale while most populations would still increase on at least a short-term basis.
Even under the most. favourable projections, nuclear fall-out would Kkill millions
prematurely and increase the long-term death rate on a global basis.

5. The risk ot an all-out nuclear conflict is steadily increusing over time.
While estimates of the nuclear strength of the super-Powers vary, virtually all
sources agree that an incredible increase took place in the period from the early
19608, the time of the Cuban missile crisis, to the mid-1960s, the point at which
it is felt both sides reached parity.
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6. rhe United States and the USSR had a total of only about 3,000 strategic
nuclear weapons on all their active delivery systems in the early 1960s. They had
about 7,000 on-line strategic 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
early 1990s.

7. While there are no reliable estimates of the numbers of nuclear weapons in the
theatre forces of each super-Powar bloc, it is clear the trends in that category
have been equally grim. There were about 10,000 theatre nuclear delivery systems
in the military forces of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization in 1975. There
are about 20,000 today.

8 . The risks alone that this increase in the number of weapons implies make
deterrence a vital concern for the third world. However, deterrence involves
super-Power conflicts and rivalries that gqo far beyond the risk of global nuclear
war. The relative balance of deterrence affects every level of their competition.
It can lead to global or regional conflicts, with each super-Power attacking
strategic targets in the third world that are vital to the opposing bloc. This
includes every third-world oil exporter, every exporter of strategic minerals and
every third-world nation with a vital waterway. It includes most third-world
nations with military bases or facilities that are used by either bloc.

9. From a third-world perspective, deterrence also shapes the behaviour of the
super-Powers in military aid, arms sales, military advisory efforts and the use of
military proxies. It affects their willingness and ability to intervene in
national and regional political crises, revolutions, border wars and broader
regional conflicts. It affects the struggle for basing rights, for control over
strategic resources and trade and for control of key lines of communication. It
affects the risk of direct super-Power military intervention and of regional
conflicts between the blocs. It affects the risk of a United States-Soviet or

European conflict whose impact on trade and development could threaten the very
existence of some third-world nations.

LO. The stability of super-Power deterrence is thus critical to every third-world
State at virtually every level of regional conflict. While only a global nuclear
conflict would threaten the very existence of every third-world nation, the balance
of deterrence extends to the point where almost casual tensions between the
super-Power6 or between the Eastern and Western blocs can destroy a generation of
third-world development effort or political and social progress.

11. At the same time, deterrence between third-world nations affects the

super -Power s. Studies by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
reflect the qrim pace of the arms race in the third world. The real value of
military expenditures in the developing world is increasing by more than

50 per cent a decade. It now totals roughly $180 billion a year. It averages
about 6 per cent of the gross national product of the developing world and over
20 per cent of all government expenditures.

[eoo




Al41/432
English
Page 21

12. This ar ns race is fuelled by the more than $30 billion spent annually on arms
exports. This is three times the level of a decade ago in current dollars, and
twice tha: level in constant dollars. It is about 6 per cent of all developing
nat ions’ imports.

13. These arms imports link regional ard national conflicts and tensions in the
third world to those between the super-Powe:s and the Eastern and Western bloca.
Arms sales are both an objective 'n themselves and a powerful political tool.
While the volume of such transfers varies yearly, it averages nearly $10 billion
for the USSR and $8 billion for the United States. The NATO European Powers export
another $9 billion a year, and Eastern Europe exports about $2 billion. About

80 per cent of these transfers are now in the form of cash sales or credit sales
made directly at the expense of third-world living standards and development, and
the rest are in the form of military aid obtained atc the expense of economic aid.

14. Virtually .every country in the third world has suf fered from the fact that
deterrence has not meant stability for either the super-Powers and their allies or
for the developing third-world States. Instead deterrence has meant the Linking of
regional and super-Power competition and tensions. The result is a flood of
killing mechanisms that is almost as threatening as the nuclear arms race.

15. The third world now suffers from the annual transfer of about 2,000 tanks,
4,000 other armoured vehicles, 4,000 artillery weapons, 100 combat ships, 700
supersonic 't aircraft, 1,000 other military aircraft, 4,000 surface-to-air
missiles and .,000 anti-aircraft guns per year to nations that all have one basic
thingy in common: the need to give priority to economic development and human
weltare.

16. This presentation does not aim to set out a definitive view of collective
third-world opinion regarding c2terrence. It. can only highlight some of the issues
and risks involved. It should already be clear, however, that deterrence is a
qlobal issue. No one in the third world is vunaftfected, and the risk that
leterrence will fail at any level ot conf 1 ict in a global risk.

The concept of deterrence

17. The tact that deterrence is a global issue makes it critical that we
understand what it really means, although "deterrence” is a word which is far
harder to define than to use. We are living 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 perceptions. Words 1 tke “deterrence” are political
tools and weapons.

18. In fact, politics has a tendency to produce handy and attractive terminologies
designed to characterize some condition in international attairs or to enunciate
some new strategic concept. Sometimes these terms reflect the reality of the
moment. At other times, they have no signiticance beyond that of piropaganda. In
almost every case, however, they tend to lead to over-simpl if icat ion and to serious
errors in our assessments and judgements.
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19. “Deterrence” is just such a term. 1Tt 1s widely used, sometimes to justify
military action or arms purchases, sometimes to condemn an opponent and sometimes
to stop thinking or debate about the risks inherent in military activities. 1t i s
obvious that deterrence has more than one meaning in the minds of those who use it
or hear it. To some, the term “deterrence” is related only to nuclear warfare. To
others, it covers the discussion of conventional arsenals. To still others, it
includes actions in the economic and socia® spheres. To new generations in some
regions, it may be related to religion and to the increasing impact of religion on
political struggle.

20. 1. chis presentation, | shall try to define deterrence in broad terms as: the
step.. taken to prevent opponents from using military strength to achieve political
goals, to prevent them from initiating armed actions, and to inhibit escalation i
combat occurs.

21. This interpretation leacs us to some major consequences.

(a) Deterrence means viewing the world in terms of allies and opponents.
This is nothing new. We have always tended to view the world in terms of regional
and inte.national opponents and we shall inevitably continue to do 80. The real.
prohlem is that deterrence is increasingly used to justify a consistent military
buildup ard a., emphasis on war-fightlng in order to preserve natirnal interests.
It implies a peace-keeping motive for actions that increase the risk of nuclear
war. unfortunately, deterrence is rarely aimed at eliminating or reducing the size
and potential use of conventional and nuclear weaponsj rather, it seeks supremacy
or a level ot safety that no potential opponent could ignore.

(b) The primary aim of deterrence is to prevent current or potential
opponents from initiating armed actions. At best, this means deterrence involves
mistrust and the continuous, careful and negative interpreiation of every
opponent’s political behaviour, diplomatic signals, economic movements, weapons
purchases and military deployments. it means nations must support intensive overt
and covert intelligence activities and buy sophisticated intelligence technology,
with all the dangers of such activities and technulogies. At worst, it means
constant instability, tension and military buildup. Without arms control, each
side must continue ir interactive military buildup. Each side must constantly
irwvent new military programmes and adopt new military doctrines, ¢« u3ing the other
side(s) to react in turn anc triggering a new cycle of military actions in spite of
the tinancial and economic burden.

(c) Det.arrence rests on many expectations, one of them being that the
opponent should believe that the other side is going to use force. This means that
deter rent capab ' '{ ties should not be secret. Yet, in real life, a great deal of
military inferr ,tion is secret. There is no stability, verification or
inspcction. This contradiction increases the probabilities of miscalculation,
wrong assessment of the threat, crisis management and war. Coupled with the "arms
race cycle” aspects of deterrence, it steadily increaces the rate of military
competition and the risk of war.
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{d) If combat should eccur, 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 command
from the highest i1evel 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
strategies - the other components of a given national strategy.

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

(c) Military strategy sh.ald 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
stability.

(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 threatening 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
(1948-1949), in the military conflict in Korea (1950), in Hungary (1956), in
Czechoslovakia (1968) and in Afghanistan today. At the same time, it has not
reduced any risks =« there is a constant bvildup in nuclear and conventional forces.

(e) Military strategy does require forces to execute 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
limits. The development of military technology under the umbrella of deterrence -
theories 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. Bveryone 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 de so.
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(£) 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. 1t
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
first. 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
damage on the opponent in a retaliatory second strike, while military advantages
would acoLue iL ong struck firsc; one is deterred LIOW SUCH avtion Uy She knowledge
of the unacceptable damage one would suffer in a retaliatory blow. 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.

(b} Strategy must accept the danger that East-West nuclear conflict could
become 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.

{iy From a third-world viewpoint, nuclear deterrence goes further. A large
number of third-world countries live teday 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 pe tempted to strike
or take advantage of the fact that its opponent has no retaliatory force. A
super-pPower 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 survive, but any form of nuclear proliferation is an invalid strategy or form of
deterrence for the third world.

(3) 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 world: Asia, Latin America, Africa, the Middle Bast and Europe. If they
succeed, and one country after another gees nuclear, this will mark the end of the
United Nations attempts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

(1) These nuclear candidates claim tha: 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 detsrrence 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 capabilities 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 rence , 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
Natione, stated that;

(a) Bilatoral negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States on
nuclear arms reduction remain frozenj

(b) There is strong need for confidence-building measures)

(c) There are some areas where unilateral actions could be of particular
importance in promoting and complementing disarmament negotiatione. These rreae
aret

(1) A nuclear-test ban)

(ii) Prevent-ion of nucl war;
(iii) Non-first use ot nuclear weapons)
(iv) A nuclear treezej

(v) Prevention of an arms race in outer space.

27. These are good words and good intentions. But these steps conflict with the
current philosophy of deterrence. The previous analysis has shown that this
philosophy is in conflict with both valid military strategy and the hope for arms
control..

(a) Strategic nuclear power is deterred only by the use of opposing strategic
nuclear power. The development and increase in nuclear capabilities is going to
continue as long as the parties adopt a concept of deterrence based on competition.

(b) Deterrence depends on perceptions. |If one actor’s behaviour is to
influence another, It must be perceived. With the political, psychological and
military dimensions of deterrence, there is no guarantee that the output will be
the perception hoped for. Today, inadequate perceptions and mistrust virtually
destroy any hope of creating will ingness for confidence-building, ver! f {icat ion or
inspection.

(c) Deterrence is currently based on the notion that the opponent must
constantly see that he is going to euf fer too much, even totally unacceptable
damage. Nuclear tests are one of the needed indicators for such *“communication”.
Therefore, it is difficult to expect any success in achieving a comprehensive
nuclear-test ban.

(d) The changing requirements for the continued succeas of deterrence include
developing second-strike capabilities and counter-force abilities. They are
obviously opposed to the requirements of disarmament or of the non-first use of
nuclear weapons.

/eos
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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
ballistic missiles (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 course, makes it impossible to achieve.

29. The development of sLeBMs 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 Defense
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 sbr concept suggests that the essential purpose of nuclear forces is to
deter aggression. Therefore, sDI is directly related to the concept of deterrence
and it is intended to deter and to face threats of military aggression. But SpI
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 been 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.

31. 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 tells us what will happen in terms of the impact of
deterrence on the arm5 race. Every arms race involves a relationship between two
or more nations that results in weapons proliferation, an increase in the lethality
and range of weapon systems, and a quantitative and qualitative growth in the armed
force5 of those nations. It is a dynamic process of quentitative accumulation
and/or qualitative improvement8 of various armaments and armed forces.

33. All concepts of deterrence from 1945 to the present have aimed at maximizing
deterrence. This has led to a continuous action-reaction process and to a
continuous arms race. Military expenditurea, new arma, competition in military
technology and the quantity and quality of arms have Kkept increasing to maximize
deterrence.

34. Let us consider the shifts involved. 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 SLBMs and 630 bombers, and that
of the Soviet Union: 90 ICBMa 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 ICBMs and 932 sLBMs. This is only one indication of how the arma
race has been driven by our current view of deterrence.

35. Nuclear deterrence must ensure that. the opponent cannot win a nuclear war, and
more important, that it does not believe it could win a war. This assurance can be
achieved only through continuous development of military technology, improved
methods of conducting wars and increased Killing capabilities. This is a key cause
of the arm race. For example, developing warheads on multiple independently
targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVe) led the United States to increase its
target-hitting capabilities from 656 before MIRVs to 5,128.

36. Without arms control, nuclear deterrence requires a constant increase in tne
number and variety of options available to cover a widening range of kinds of
targets, while reducing the arms race requires limiting and decreasing the number
and variety of options. Today we have ICBMs, ¢ i.BMs, hydrogen bombs, long-range
strategic bombers and other nuclear means.

37. The more options nuclear deterrence requires, the more acute the arms race
becomes. This has led to a continuous assessment of the nuclear balance between
the two super-Powers. Such assessments drove the parties concerned into an arms
race to achieve strategic parity, which now has no v ible limit. 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
surplus nuclear weapons are used today for political bargaining, for bargaining
from a position of nuclear strength and for circumventing any limits imposed by
peaceful negotiations.

fonn
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Conclusion
38. We - Members of the United Nations - live in a world driven by mankind's

addiction to wars and the development of weapons for ware. One of the key
objectives of the United Nations is to convince the world that our ultimate goal

must be the total elimination of war8 or at least their limitation. Nuclear arms
make this the key to our survival.

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 atrategic attack within minutes or
hourta. The casualties that could occur on each side could reach a high of

155 million to 165 million people (almost 74 per cent of the United States
population and 62 per cent of the Soviet population). Millions more would die in
the third world, perhaps more slowly but often more pu...fully. This would be a
human catastrophe. Our obligation as Members of the United Nations is to eliminate
this terrifying possibility.

40. If the present concept of deterrence continues, however, new regional nuclear
Powers Will come into being. The validity of the assumption that they would be
restricted to limited-nuclear-war scenarios is highly questionable. Any use of
nuclear weapons carries a high risk of retaliation and escalation, either by
regional Powers that have nuclear capabilities or by their friends and allies among
the great Powers.

41. Nuclear deterrence has not created any reliable method for stopping a nuclear
war once it has started. Even the so-called moat-limited uue of nuclear weapons
could lead to the ultamrate catastrophe of a global nuclear war.

42. There are other risks involved. Conventional deterrence is also threatening.
Nevertheless, it is clear that the time has come for the United Nations to
establish a new entity to conduct and manage a nuclear dial »gue between its
Members. It is not enouqh to have entities like the Food and Agriculture
Organination of the United Nations, the United Nations Environment Proyramme, the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization and the World
Health Organization to deal with international issues such as food, the
environment, culture and health. It is also essential to have some place for the
nuclear dialoque . This dialogue is neceasary to increase the global awareness Of
the nuclear capabilities of all sides, to help in reducing the role of nuclear
weapons in international relations and to limit the risk of nuclear damage.

43. A* worst, this nuclear dialogue could help in formulating mutual rules for any
nuclear warfare. It could help nations avoid escalation, understand their mutual
risks and fears and see that no valid strategy can be based on nuclear “bluff”. In
other words, this dialogue would help us, the Members of the United Nations, to
know how to live with the nuclear age - not how to die with nuclear deterrence.

44. It is also clear that the time has come for the holders of nuclear weapons,
especially the two super-Powers, to get rid of their eurplua nuclear warheads.

Thare iS No purpose in having the c-»ability to destroy the whole globe 50 times.
One time is more than enough.
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45. The rurplue nuclear bombs and missiles could be converted into conventional
weapons. We should get rid of the nuclear warheads and repiace them with
conventional warheads. This would take the world from nuclear deterrence to
conventional deterrence, which would entail less damage in the event of war.

46. The Members of the United Nations that now hold nuclear weapons should bear
the responsibility of their nuclear choice. The G..:eral Assembly should adopt a
resolution outlawing any use »f nuclear weapons outside the territory, tecritorial
waters and territorial apace cf the holders of nuclear weapons. We, the
non-nuclear Momberr of the United Nations, should not be at the mercy of the
holders of nuclear weapons. The United Nations should also :iiminate any ambiguity
about the possession Of nuclear arms. Either a country has such weapons or it does
not. |If it has pursued a nuclear option, the United Nations should treat it as a
nuclear Power .

47. The Members of the United Nations should agree on a process of securing and
increasing co-operation between all Members. This should be a main responsibility
of the two super-Powers through a United Nations action plan.

40. All Members of the United Natlons should pay less attention to developing
military force and concentrate more on developing the political means to avert
those situations that make war more likely. %whis could be achieved by creating
channels and approaches to secure co-operative behaviour *n defence policies, A
feasible idea here would be for the United Nations to establish for all its Members
an "arms informat ion bank”. It would serve as a data base for military research
work and military development, especially in the nuclear field. It would break
down secrecy and intimidation, highlight every new risk trom nuclear deterrence and
attack the ever-growing problem of conventional arms transfers.

49. Sophisticated command and control and intelligence systems should be used to
keep nuclear weapons under the direct control of the political leadership in
different countr iea. The control of mobile 1ICBMs, submar ine-launched missiles and
the tactical nuclear weapons that are in the hands of local commanders shor'ld be a
high priority in any strategic arms limitation talks. The freezing of these three
types of weapons must be a short-tarm goal.

50. Deterrence without arms control makes us view the world in black and white.
Bach side talke about defending itaelf while increasingly obtaining offensive
capability. Both the super-Powers and third-world nations now have more arms than
they need for defence. We cannot afford to fuel the arms race and delay
disarmament. The peoples of the States Members of the United Nations need and want
to know how to live, not how to die. If we are tc live, deterrence must lead to

® ignif icant reductions in arms. Today, Cwterrence is moving us towards death.

[eon
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CHAPTER 111
PAPER BY MR. M. MULLER
1. During the first half of the 1980s, the world has witnessed an aggravation of

the international situation aud a dangerous increase in the nuclear threat. Waithin
the world-wide movement for peace which has developed during these years, the
question has been raised: What are the causes of this dangerous deterioration? In
the search for alternatives, the role of nuclear weapons and of strateqgies based on
such weapons and, finally, the role of the military factor in general in the
contemporary world are critically discussed. There is growing understanding that
the concepts of security and the means to achieve it have to be re-evaluated. This
leads to demands for a return to détente and for disarmament and for new concepts
ol secur ity and peace.

2. In contrast to that, a number of States with huge military potentials at their
disposal insist that there is no real alternative to their doctrine of nuclear
deterrence which, from their point of view, is the “natural” security policy in the
nuclear age. Since this question of strategy is of crucial importance for the
Further development of international relations and the stability of world peace,
the analysis of nuclear deterrence and its role in the present and future world is
an urgent neceesi ty.

_'[‘he eggence of the doctrine of__nuclear deterrence

3. Historically, deterrence has usually been one of the functions of armed
forces. But nuclear deterrence and its elaboration into a general concept of
political-military strategy has set military thinking and planning in an absolutely
new direction. Military power and especially nuclear weapons are looked upon as
main and decisive instruments of a foreign policy whose aim is to force upon other
countries the basic social values of its advocates. The main Western Power
developed this doctrine of nuclear deterrence shortly after dropping its nuclear
hombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

4, The resultant " nuc leer diplomacy” was a demonstration of the claim to
leadership in the world and of the intention to halt and reverse the process of
social change in Europe, the collapse of the imperialist colonial system and the
emergence Of newly independent nations as an expression of the exercise of the

right of peoples to self-determinution. From the very beginning, the concept of
nuclear deterrence was directed against all progressive developments the world over.

5. The doctrine of deterrence has been the official doctrine of security policy
ot the North Atlantic Traaty Organization (NATO) for nearly 40 years. But some
other countr ies, including Israel and South Africa, also subscribe to that doctrine
and have already acquired the technological capability to produce nuclear weapons.

6. During its history, this doctrine has passed through several stages. There
have been different school: of thought '-ehind the general doctrine, and there have
been different interpretations of it. This is still true today and has to be taken
i nto account. At the same time, the general aims and main characteristics of the

/e

o e At




A/41/432
English
Page 32

doctrine remain unchanged and have to be examined. The advocates of the doctrine
of nuclear deterrence consider it to be indispensable to their security. This
consideration is based on the assumption or assertion that their countries or their
external interests are subject to threats that can be averted only by military
wane, by military strength. In various declarations of NATO, it is alleged that
the “danger from the East” or the "communist threat” lie behind NATO military

0 X fote. But there exists no proof of such assertions and they are usually merely
baaed on a Western explanation of “*communist ideology™. This profound
misinterpretation of the aims and intentions of the foreign policy of socialist
States la used to increase the driving-power of nuclear deterrence. The
protagoniate of that doctrine declare that the present world with all its
contradictiona, confrontation6 and conflicts, especially the intransigent East-West
conflict, makes atrong military forces and nuclear weapons unavoidable. Another

® rgllment aaya that the ecient ific-technological revolution must lead to new Kkinds
of weapons, and that the “free” character of Western society makes it impossible to
prevent that development, which is “natural” and could not be stopped without
far-reaching and devastating economic consequences.

7. This general direction of thinking makes military power the cent.al factor Of
foreign policy and regards a steady arms buildup as an unavoidable consequence of
the preaent state of the world. Political measures to achieve security and peace
have to play a secondary role at best. Even those followers of the doctrine of
deterrence who look at the armed forces of NATO from a merely military defensive
point of view accept this central role of military power.

8. Other countries and especially those which are officially called “enemies” and
*potential aggressors® cannot but look upon this policy as a threat to their own
security. Confronted with the political intentions of the advocates of deterrence,
their dangerous nuclear arsenals and the possibility that they may use nuclear
weapons first, others have no choice but to strengthen .heir own defence. This
aqgain is taken by the other aide as confirmation of their doctrine and of the
necessity of even more military power. This shows that the doctrine 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
it.

9. Within the historical process, we have experienced periods of a certain
military stability. For example, the emergence of a military equilibrium, notably
in strategic terms, in the late 1960s and early 1970s restricted to a great extent
the scope for threat and pressure in international affairs. This change caused
rerliatically minded officials in the United States and other Western countries to
draw sensible conclusions. They accepted the necessity of peaceful coexistence as
the only alternative to nuclear destruction and were ready to have it embodied in
the treaty of 1972 between the USSR and the United States. 3/ The process of
international détente began with the conclusion of a number of arms limitation
treetier. In Europe, the package of East-West treaties and the process initiated
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
“realistic” deterrence came up at that time, and an escape from the existing
balance was thought to be impossible. The ensuing conclusion that world peace had

/oo
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to be baaed on a “balance of terror” showed, however, the entanglement of those
theoreticians in what remained a futile pattern of thinking. None the less, the
19708 proved that realism and détente are possible in a world of State6 with
different social systems and in an environment of nuclear weapons. Détente, i n
turn, was thought to be instrumental in making progress along the path of nuclear
disarmament. The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly, 4/ held in 1978, states in paragraph 13: “Endur ing international peace
and security cannot be built on the accumulation of weaponry by military alliances

nor be sustained by a precarious balance of deterrence or doctrines of strategic
superiority . "

10. Deplorably, influential quarters in the West completely iqgnored this important
conclusion in the following yearn. With the beginning of the 19808, concepts of
maximum deterrence started to rule the policies of NATO again. The main intention
of this concept - which was repeatedly announced in public during the first half of
the 1980s =~ is -ake military power a workable instrument to intimidate other
ountr ies and t¢ oieve far-reaching global political aims. Thase self ieh aims,
which are both political and economic, are mostly directed agaianst the legitimate
interests of other people. It is no coincidence that the States that base their
policies on the concept of nuclear deterrence are also the principal opponents of a
new international economic order, a new international information order, the new
law of the sea and other processes aiming at a democratization of international

affairs. But at th> same time, this policy is mainly directed against the
socialist States.

11. To demonstrate that military power is developed in the interest of such aims,
its use has to be made “"credible". Since the existing military equilibrium
prevents such a military posture, a full-fledged programme ot arme buildup is under
way to destroy parity and to achieve superiority. To show preparedness and
readiness to use the military factor, a war-fighting capability is aspired to.
This whole development in the doctrinal field in NATO within the psst years, even
if it is named “deterrence”, has in fact little to do with deterrence in the real
meaning of the word and has to be characterized by terms like “war-preparing” and
“power policy”. There is discussion within NATO on this strategy. Some member
countries of the pact insist that the general thinking, laid down in the Harmel
Report , 5/ should remain NATO strategy. Even if this is officially proclaimed in

NATO document s, the general direction of the pact’s strategy isS now towards maximum
deterrence.

12. Contrary to its allegedly defensive character, the essence of this nuclear
deterrence strategy consists in imposing one’s own will on othe. States through
recourse to a policy of strength - the superior might or’ nuclear weaponry,
increasingly combined with other modern means of destruction, and the threat of
inflicting incalculable damage that would definitely jeopardize the survival of the
adversary. The State thus threatened would be left with only one option to evade
that risk: adoption of behaviour in foreian affair:; and changes in its domestic
system that would suit those embracing the doctrine of: nuclear deterrence.

13. The main proof that the essence of deterrence is imposition of one’s own will
is the intention of NATO to destroy and change the existing strategic parity, 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
end disarmament would make peace safer without any loss in stability. But the
following developments 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 impossible;

te) 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
commence. [he main characteristic of these new weapon systems is that they promote
a £ irst-ztrike concept. They might even lead to first-strike strategies in the
future, if the chances for a second strike seem to be reduced. They will also
increase dependence on automatic systems of control and command, with all thks
fateful consequences of technical slip-ups.

15. 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 £ind
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 stop 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. But in reality, the military situation in Europe is different.
fa} First, neither side has military superiority in Europe. Structur 1,

geographic 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.

{by Secondly, there is no threat of an attack against members of NAT) in
Europe.

{c) Thirdly, the €irst use of 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
such use would only lead to a process of nuclear escalation.

‘d) FQuﬂihiY; there Bre EBIBIE affers for Afresmentz on effeckive mazsures
pprinss PRFEE s oYyashE, Pm @ meEdEer Ircocsc and IR gqqsegae««: LIMLLELLQEAR AR
r=8uEvions in weapops opd armed forces in Europe Qi & ms;s g equalicy - 81l g€
which would provide [or extensive security in Eurape without the threat of first
use and the doctrine of nuclear deterrence.

{ey 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 more than 50 million victims, and half of Europe was completely
destroyed. In view of the destructive power of medern 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) First, since the foundation of NATO, the member States of that alliance
have been involved in nearly 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.

{ by Secondly, in all these years, no other States have threatened to attack
any of the countries embracing the concept of deterrence. Their borders, their
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 conception of civil rights or to otherwise interfere in
their internal affairs. 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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(c) Thirdly, it is necessary to take into account the fact that it was and is
the doctrine of nuclear deterrence that has brought about the pres rnt dangerous
state of international confrontation, has created miatruet between States, has led
to the foundation of opposing military coalitiona and has poisoned the
international atmosphere again and again.

(d&) Fourthly, thia doctrine, accompanied by the nuclear arms race, has
produced grave econom.’ = and social consequences for many countries of the world and
for the merber States of NATO in particular. For many decade6 the unemploymant
rate in capitalist industrialized countries was below the high level 1t is at now,
in a period of maximum armament. The arms race is hampering the common solution of
urgent global problems: development, starvation and the destruction of the human
environment. If resources comparable to those now being spent on armamentg went
into government programmes to address those probleme, that trend could be reversed
in a nhort space of time to the general benefit of mankind. At the same time,
unemployment could be effectively checked.

19. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence gives precedence to national or
bloc-re.ated secur ity over common, international, secur ity . Egoistic object ives
which disregard the justified security interests of other States come to the fore
and arm often claimed to be the essence of international security in general. The
refusal to base policies on world realities and to oeek to achieve wational
arcurity mainly through joint ef forte for ths maintenance of peace, through

peacef ul coex ixtence and diaarmament , burdens natiorn.s with ever-growing military
budgets and is eroding the economic atabllity and social security of those which
have mubscribed to the policy of deterreice. As a consequence, international peace
and security are also being jeopardized.

20. In the nuclear age, notions of maintaining security primarily through military
strength are both antiquated and perilous. Even by imposing the heaviest
rastrictiona, economic and especially technological and scientific -— which merely
tend to affect international trade - one would not be able to attain or maintain
the lead in weapons technology required to make the threat or ultimate use of the
military factor credible, notably in the case of nuclear weapons. The history of
the nuclaur-arms race over the paet 40 years has ehown that, where leads have been
gained, they have tended to narrow rather than widen. Any hopas of using the
nuclear-arms race to impose intolerable economic and social strains on the other
side have also failed to materialize. It is extremely short-sighted to pin one's
hopes on temporary factor8 in economic or techno-scientific developmente. A sober
assessment would rather require analyses from a historical perspective. what
follows from such analyseis is that gape in the economic and scientific advance
between the two systems are not widening but shrinking. Allowing for differences
in the efficient use of existing potentiale for defeneive purposec, one can speak
of a balance in opportunities across the board. Thia situation is not going to
change fundamentally in tho foreseeable future. Therefore, a fr-ther stockpiling
of nuclear weapons is unlikely to bring the achievement of globally sc.ght
political or military objectives any nearer.

21. Summarizing the general characteristics of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence,
one haws to eay that thie policy - if it ever has created an: benefit for its
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advocates - has produced the nuclear-arms race, undermined peaceful and stable
international rslationa and hardened East-Weet confrontation. In our day, this
concept , with its inaiatence on the role of nuclear weapons and with far-reaching
programmea in the atrateqic and conventional fields, becomes more and more
dangerous. Security cannot be baaed on new and more numerous weapons. The times
uraently demand new concepts of security.

Ia the Strategic Defense Initiative an alternative to the dangers of nuclear
Jeterrence?

22. The Stratagic Defense Initiative (SDI) aima, in the words of it a advocates, at
e.:hancing deterrence and making it less dependent on nuclear weapons, and it may
even create the opportunity to renounce them one day. Only SDI, it is said, may
provide an alternative to deterrence in the future. But SDi can never produce a
real alternative to nuclear deterrence.

(a) First, SDI is no defensive instrument. The invulnerability that the
United States aapiree to, if it can ever actually be achieved, is only conceivable
within a Yirat-strike scenario. And while SDI is being prepared, all the elements
of the stratngic triad of the United States are under qualitative improvement too.
This shows that there is no real intention to change strategic thinking from
offensive to defensivej rather, the intention la to open new offenalve atrategic
options through SDI.

( by Secondly, the assertion that a buildup of mutual atrateqic defence
ayatema would exclude the poaaibility of auperiority of one aide and would end in a
more stable atrateqic aituation is an absolute misinterpretation of the
consequences of such a development. Even if several States had strategic
of fanaive-defensive systems, the aituation would change for the worse. Such
® yatema would be nearly impossible to control, and they could not be ver if led. It
seemg that such systems would give an advantage to the aide that used offencive
weapons f irat. This would only lead to miatruat and a destabilized strategic
situation.

(c) Thirdly, there is no poaaibility of perfect defence against nuclear
weapons. Defence aystems against such weapons will intensify the search for new
nuclear systems to penetrate defence. Therefore, the nuclear-arms race will not
end, but speed UP.

(d) Fourthly, the feigned willingnesr to give aaoiatance to others to
establish their own etrateqic defence ayatems is attended by ever more complete
embargoes and reatraints on modern technology. If there is eny readiness to build
a mutual system, then at what price?

(e) Fifthly, every st in the direction of strateg.c offeneive-defensive
systems Will not only chang he strategic East-Weet situation but the role of
other States too. The dependence of countries without such ayatema - and this will
be the overwhelming majority of States - on those which have them, will qrow. The
differences in security in the world will become even more extreme than they are
now.

r
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23. No matter from what angle SDI is investigated, the results show that it will
be unable to solve any of the problems the world is confronted with. On the
contrary, it will eharpen most of them. This initiative will never end nuclea:
deterrence; instead, it will prolonqg it indefinitely, It is also argued that this
syatem can work in combination with deep cute in strategic nuclear systems. But if
it is poeeible to achieve deep ents in the nuclear-weapon systems, why then do we
need SDI? Thie question brings us to the central point of thinking behind $DI:
the belief that the manifold problems of the present world are to be solved by new
weapons, by new weapon systems based on new technological principles. A political
shift in the relationship of States towards peaceful underetanding and disarmament
is not only called imposaible but unneceaeary, since in this view new tschnological
weapon systems will create accurity deepite sustalned political and military
confrontation with other countries, easpeclally the aocialiet ones. That position,
however , is in basic contradiction with the realj ies and possibilities of the
nuclear aye. This line of thought and action will only reault in new steps of
qualitative armament, while it must fail to achieve its end.

Socialism and nuclear deterrence

24. The German Democratic Republic and the other member States of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization do not baee their foreign policy and their security policies On
concepts of nuclear deterrence.

25. The essence of their security policy lies in the prevention of war by
developing peaceful and mutually beneficial relations with all States, irrespective
of their social systems. Their military power, solely defenaivo, plays a part in
this security policy concept. As a matter of principle, they support peaceful,
political solutions to all international disputes. For the German Democratic
Republic, the highest precept of its domestic and foreign policy is that war must
never again be allowed to oriqginate on German soil, only peace. The socialist
countries have never based their policy to preserve peace and security exclusively
or mainly on military power. The peace and security concept of the States parties
to the Warsaw Treaty is basically political. Within this policy, political means
like peaceful coexistence, détente, international agreemente on the non-use of
force, conf idence-building and, as the most importaat ones, arms Limitation end
disarmament,, play the dominant roles. These States are ready to eliminate all
kinds of weapons, in the first place, niuclear weapons. They do not believe that
peace rests on nuclear weapons.

26. Based on these enduring principles, the security concept of socialist
countries 1s at the same time flexible and takes into consideration the real
situation and new developments in the world.

27. In aralysing the international situation, the member States of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization, at the beginning of the 19808, came to the conclusion that a
new situation in the relationship of peace and wat had come into being. This
situation is characterized, inter alia, by the following phenomena.

(a) First, it becomes absolutely clear that a nuclear war cannot be limited,
cannot be won and will call int» question the very survival of mankind. Every

/ew
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policy which can lead to such a war, including the cage " if det -rrence tails” is
dangerous and has to be abandoned.

{b) Secondly, the arms race has reached a crucial point. |If this race goes
on, if it changes the prr:sent strateqic situation by introducing qualitatively new
weapons, especially spac» weapons, internat ional stability w :11 be undermined, the
arms race will get out ¢. control and the possibilities that old strategies will
“fail”, will grow dramatically.

(¢) Thirdly. the tact that a nuclear war will unavoidably end in tha
destruction of civilization makes such a war the enemy number one for all people.
Nothing can be achieved by war or by the threat of war. This perception can lead
to a new understanding of the role of peace and the need for common action. for
peacs. It becomes clear that the strateqgies of past decades cannot solve the
problems of our time. Nuclear deterrence is such a strategy of the pas%. It may
he auestioned whether it worked yesterday. But it is obvisus that it cannot work
in the future.

28. starting with theee perceptions, the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, at
their 1983 and 1985 summit meetings, held nt Prague and Sofia, respectively, worked
out a general concept aimed at a basic shift in the whole course of international
affairs towards more stable peace and truly international, that is, common,
security. This concept is close to the thinking of other siates and of different

political, social and reliqious groups with the same objective - to rave life on
earth.

29. In view of this new international situation, the resumption of the
Soviet-American dialogue and particularly the 1985 summit meeting are widely
regarded as an expression of hope and realism. The proclamation at the meet ing
that a nuclear war muet not be started and that it can have no winner is of
particular relevance. It is true that any conflict between the USSR nnd the United
States would lead to catastrophic consequences not only for theee two countriae but
for the whole world. Therefore, only peace can be the basis for ruling the
relationship between both States and alliances.

30. The intensification of the arms 1 mitation and disarmament negotiations should
lead to early progress in preventing an arms race in outer space and terminating it
on Earth. Better Soviet-American relations can contribute to an overall climate of

conf idence, restraint and mutual respect. The agreements and declared intentions
in this field have therefore their own value.

31. The main task now consists in putting into effect the summit decisinons. The
socialist States are ready to do their utmost towards this end. They ha ve
submitted far-reaching proposals and even undertaken unilateral steps aimed at
stopping the arms race and start inq nuclear d.:armament. But. they cannot solve
these problems on their own. Political will to come to concrete agreements on the
basis =f cgquality and equal security is needed from the other side too in order to
achieve any progress.
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32, The summit mneeting and its intended continuation have opened a *window of
hope” - the danger of nuclear war may ta a certain degree have decreased nnw. But
conceptr of maximum nuclear deterrence and of exploiting outer apace for that

purpose are still blocking the way towards a fundamental change in international
relations commensurate with the requirements of our time. Therefore, real

alternative concepts via-b-vis nuclear deterrence have to be elaborated and put
into effect without delay. Only by that course of action can the opportunity the

summit has created be used successfully.

Real alternatives to the doctrine of nuclear deterrence

33. A true alternative concept to the doctrine of nuclear deterrence has to be
baud on the recognition that, in tho nuclear age, Ststea cannot achieve security
against each other, but only jointly, with all others. The prosperity and security
of one State depend on the prosperity and security of all other States. Social and
® ciontific-technical developments have led to a situation where even smaller States
and peoples who feel their security is threatened can find weys and means to
threaten the security of others. In the intereat of establishing general and
common security, the foreign policy of any State has to start from the following
basic pre-nuppoeitions.

(a) First, seocurity and last ing peace cannot be based on ever more numer ,us
and sophisticated weapons. The way to peace can only ™e found by stopping the arms
race and raducing the level of military power, particularly nuclear weapons. A
disarmament process that will ensure undiminished security for all States at all
stages and will finally increase security for all has to start from the existing
military parity.

(b) Secondly, the present world exists as a system of States with different
social systems. Every attempt to change this situation by applying military means
in international relations or other kinds of j .essure will only increase again thr
danger of war. There is no choice but to live together in peace, to solve problems
by peaceful means on the basis ot equal rights, to search for common security. In
the nuclear age, there is no alternative to peaceful coexistence betweren Ststes of
different social systems.

fc) Thirdly, a reversal in international relations has to be started without
political pre-conditions. Even the existence of different military strategies, if
they really are intended to be defensive only, will not prevent understanding, if
their common aim is to reduce the nuclear danger, to halt the nuclear-arms race and
to stabilize peace. The creation of common security has to be seen as a process.
But it is urgent to start that process now.

34. The idea of collective security is already embodied in the Charter of the
United Nations. The implementation of its basic principles - respect for national
independence and sovereignty, refraining from the threat or use of force,
inviolability of borders and territorial inteqrity, peaceful settlement Of
disputes, non-interference in the internal affairs of other States and equal
rights - represents a solid basis for common action. [If all States are guided by
those pr inciplee, the way will be opened to the establishment of an international
system of common security, to lasting peace for all States and peoples.
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Military equilibrium and common security

35. Any striving for military superiority is alien to the Warsaw Treaty

organi zat ton’ s 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 equilibrium, the
Level of which ahould be continuously lowered through agreed measures of arme
limitation and disarmament until comprehensive 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 been and continue5 to be directed against them. This is the
sole and exclusive reason for them to keep up and organize their military power.

36. The socialist 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 détente. The current dangers do, in fact, arise
from the attempt to upset this parity.

37. The resolve of the Warsaw Treaty State8 to maintain the military equilibrium
cannot be interpreted to mean that they are committed to a policy Of balance for
ItS ownsake. They have never regarded military equilibrium as an end or a value
in itself, but always as just a means of preserving their security and world
peace. They believe that a policy purpor:ing to safeguard peace through a nuclear
balance of terror is dangerous. '"We have never been and will never be supporters
of a balance of terror”, said Erich Honecker, 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 proposals for nuclear disarmament, including the total banning Of
these dangerous weapon systems through international agreements.

38. 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 recognized 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 ,
attempts are being made teday to convince us that the enormous arme buildup of NATO
is only aimed at re-establishing the military equilibrium. To prove that,
one-sided or even forged figures,, are used. This brings us to the question whether
military equilibrium can be made a workable element and can be stabilised. This
would be possible if both side5 negotiated in good faith and if the identification
of parity were an element of arms-limitation treaties. The two SALT agreements are
proof that it is possible,
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40. A general freeze on nuclear weapons as proposed by a majority of States,
accepted by the parties to the warsaw Treaty and supplemented by them with
proposals aimed at a freeze on conventional weapone too, would fundamentally
stabilize the military equilibrium strategically and in Europe. Thie would provide
an excellent otar t ing-point for subsequent, balanced arm8 reduction6 with a
guarantee of equality and equal secu' ‘ty for both aides. Since such a course Of
action would enhance secur ity not only in the East and West, but over the whole
globe, it could be called the “development of mutual or common secur ity".

Stability of military parity requires the cessation of the arma race aad an arms
build-down, and the outlawing and final elimination 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 the nuclear threat is disarmament, above all in
tha nuclear field.

42. The most urgent problem is to prevent an arms race in outer space. As
explained befc re, the development of weapon systems for outer space would basically
change the strategic balance and, therefore, create instability and growing

danger. It would initiate a new round in the arms race, with far-reaching
consequences. There is no way to justify such a development.

43. There exists an inseparable relationship bttween the prevention of an arms
race in outer space and the cessation of the arms race, especially in the nuclear
field, on Earth. If SDI or othar elements of offensive weapons are deployed in
space, there can be no hope of halting the nuclear-arms buildup. Therefore, the
propoeal of the Soviet Union that the two qgreateat nuclear Powere cut in half their
nuclear systems, each of which can reach the territory of the other side, is
linked to the prevention of an acme race in outer space. It is obvious that such
deep cuts in the etrateqgic arsenals would decisively contribute to the
stabilization of peace and the growth of mutual confidence. Such a measure would
constitute a decisive atep on the way to freeing the world of all nuclear weapone
within the last 15 years of the century.

44. Irrespective of the results in this central field of disarmament negotiatioas,
the following measures ar of specific value:

{a) Tao stop any cevelopment | testing and deployment of space weapons,
including anti-satellite weapons;

{b) To freeze all nuclear weapons;
{c) To end the deployment of medium-range missiles in Eur-ope.
45. Other disarmament measures of central importance are the following:
(a) A comprehensive test banj
(b) A comprehensive ban on all chemical weapons, includi ng binary weapons;

(c) A commitment of non-first use by all nuc Lear-weapon States.
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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 been possible to limit conflicts in other
parts of the world, however disastrous they may be for those affected, the outbreak
of 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 ard 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."

52. 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
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conflicts are maintained only through the assistance of leading Western Powers,
which have declared that they must deter ccmmunism all over the world. With this
assertion, they undertake interventions, ignore the right of peoples to
eelf-determination and try to create zonea of foreign influence and economic
predominance. A world-wide system of military bases serves this policy. Even If
the policy is carried out by conventional weapons, it is bared on nuclear power.
There ia a growing threat that one of the regional conflicte may expand into a
global war. The peoples of the developing countries are influenced by the ongoing
arm8 race, and they would be affected by a nuclear war and would, in fact, be
victims of such a war, like the nations of the northern hemisphere themselves. 'the
prevention of a nuclear war, a shift in the East-west relationship to détente and
disarmament, especially nuclear disarmament, is, therefore, also in their
interest. At the same time, the peaceful settlement of international conflicts
would contribute to world peace. In this connection, the conflict in the Middle
East and the situations in southern Africa and Central America are of particular
importance . The support of reactionary, racist and aggresaive régimes has to he
abandoned, and the right of peoples to determine their own future and to build
social orders of their own choice has to be ruspected.

53. The massive arms buildup of leading NATO countries has decisively contr buted
to the foreign indebtedness of many developing Stater. The limitation and
reduction of military spending in the developed countries, would, therefore,
contribute to the improvement of the economic situation of the developing countries
and allow a considerable increase in development aid.

54. Other problems are the re-establishment of great-Power negotiations to limit
arms deliveries to developing countries and the diebandment of foreign military
bases. Agreements on the limitation of naval activities could also contri ate to
the security of the developing States.

55. The basic aseumption of the members of the Warsaw Treaty Crganization is that
peace is indivisible. Therefore, they propose to all states and to all
peace-loving forces in the world a coalition of reason and realism. The content of
that common action would consist in:

(a) Preventing an arms race in outer space and terminating St on Earth, as
the starting-point for eliminating all nuclear weapons;

(b) Causing a shitt in international affairs towards détente and peaceful
coexistence;

(c) Building a system of common security baaed on the principles of the
Charter of the United Nationsj

(d) Starting a process aimed at overcoming global problems such as the threat
of war, starvation and ecological destruction.

56. This is a programme that would lead mankind out of t nuclear confrontation
prevailing now in international i elatione.

/oo
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CHAPTER IV
PAPER BY MR, R. OSGOOD AND MR. H. WEGENER
Introduct lon
1. I n today's vusage, “"deterrence”is mostly equated with the defence policy of

the Western se. /rity system, that 18, the members of th» North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), Japan and countries closely associated with them. These
countries reqard deterrence as indispensable to their security. They see
detarrence a8 the bas of 40 years of peace for countries that experienced two
world wara in the fir: half of this century. But for many others in the world,
deterrence evokes the spectre of an arms race to maximize nuclear terror, which
threaten8 to end in a global cataetraphe.

2. Unfortunately, the etymoloqy of deterrence focuses on the element of terror
that is inherent in nuclear weapons. In reality, deterrence - am defined by
Wertern countries - is politically defensive in that it ie intended to discourage
aggression and, indeed, to remove the scourge of war in the nuclear age. |t
dependa not oniy on the presence of nuclear weapons but also on non-nuclear
defence, on reassurance against aggression as well as on an implicit throat to deny
an aggressor the fruits of his aqqreasion. It is intended to prevent nuclear
terror, not to inflict it. The French equivalent, diseuaeion, expresser the
concept and the spirit of deterrence more accurately.

3. Military diseuaeion is intrinsic to international relationa in so fat as they
have chronically included secuvcity conflicts and armed forceo. It has been
practised by all kinds of Statee throughout history and is practised today by all
Staten that feel the need and have the mean8 of restraining adversaries. However,
deterrence is principally associated with the defence policies of the Weste .
security system, since the Western countries have most acutely felt the need to
prevent aqqression, and since, for this reason, it is largely Western theorists who
heve explicitly elaborated and refined the concept and articulated the strateqies
to implement it.

4. Some of those outside the Weotetn security system rave condemned detecience am
thouah it were exclusively an instrument of Western terror, responsible for the
nuclear policies of the adversary it is intended to restrain and even responsibla
for the temptation to emulate deterrence and for the rapid arms buildup in the
third-world countr iea. The opponents of Weatern deterrence have tended to qo
beyond the criticism of particular =trategies of implementation to identify it with
all the risks and dangere of a confrontation amona armed, adversaries in the nuclear
age.

5. This skewed portrayal fails to recognize that Weatern daterrence ia an

® xclurively defensive strateay, that no threat to third countr ies emanates from it,
and that no threat emanates from it at all unlees aggression occurs. It over looks
the fact thut the essence of Wes*ern security thinkina is political, aimina at a
peaceful, co-operative and stable world In the nuclear ags, 1T t concentrates its
criticism on the undeniable horrors of nuclear war and the competition for nuclear
8trength without taking account of the interrational political context of

deter cence or the full meanina and consequences of deterrence within this 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 mot 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 adversary's homeland have created a quantum increase
in the power of deterrence - and of intimidation too. Indeed, their capacity to
threaten to infiic%t 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 inordirate nuclear damage ¢n each
other, a nuclear war could be self-defeating for both.

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 and 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 to
protecting them from aggression, 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.

19. 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 optisn 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 strateqy

11. Western military strategies and forces to implement deterreace reflect the
political context that necessitates 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 incdependence 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 Ly 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
into 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, frem a Soviet (indeed, Russian) feeling Of
insecurity, rooted in history and geography, 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 guropean theatres by Soviet
operational military doctrine and force structures that emphasise nuclear
war-fighting capabilities and pregarations for a sudden massive blitzkrieg in
Central Europe; and by public disavowa, of any intention or even possibility Of
conducting a war short of the total use of available power to 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, they 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 {direct or indirect) unprofitable. Where the West has
failed to make clear its willingness to use force against aqqgression, 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 avoiding 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 second-strike forces and ¢? (command, control and
communication) capabilities to avoid being either the perpetrator or victim of a
pre-emptive strike. Present foree 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
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wma effective ¢3 capabilitiea imped» the full implemencation of this basic
cordition of mutual security. There ia reason to expect that future developmentsa,
auch an lesas vulnerable command and control facilities and procedures, will

alleviate these deficiencies.

The political atrategy of NATO

17. The Atlantic alliance ia the core organization of the Western security syatem,
a system that also comprises a numher of defence arrangements in the Pacific
region. NAM is a partnership of free nations for the purposes of security, based
n 4 common conviction of civility, human r ights and the under lying principle of
individual freedom. The overriding objective of the alliance is the preservation
of peace in freedom s«» that its members can perfect their soclieties.

Theoreticall y, the alliance would operate against any external threatj in practice,
from its origin and history, the purpose of the alliance has been t0 guarantee the
security of the West vie-&-vie the common threat from t'.e East.

18. Given the owverr iding pol itical purpose, the North A+t “antic alliance is not
limited to purely military matters. It combines collective defence with the
readiness to enter into dialogue and practical co-operation with the East,

inter alis, in the fields of arma control and disarmament, in accordance With a
cogent concept of promoting inte: national atahility and a meaningful state of
peace. This concept waa sat forth especially in the Harmel report of 1967 and has
been confirmed by NATO ministerial etatementa ever since. An essential portion of
the Harmel report reads as follows:

“The Atlantic Alliance has two main functions. 1Its first function is to
maintain adeauata military strength and political solidarity to deter
aggression and other forma of pressure and to defend the territory of member
countries if aqgression should occur. . . . the Allies will maintain as
necessary, a auitahle military capability to asmsure the balance of torces,
thereby creating a climate of atability, security and confidence.

“In thia climate the Alliance can carry out ites second function,
to pursue the search for proqreee towards a more etable relationship in which
the undevlying political isaues can be solved. Military security and a policy
of détente are not contradictory but complementary. Collective defence is a
atabilising factor in world politica. It is the neceasary condition for
effective policies directed towards a greater relaxation of tensions.” 5/

19. Thue, the military strategies of the Western secui ity system are fundamentally
embectad in a laroger political philoeophy. The military zapahilitiee of NATO,
including its nuclear means, have not been acauired for the enhancemerrt of power or
for postur ing , hut exclusively for preventing aggression and war. 1In taie view of
NATO, relation8 between States must not he narrowed to the military aspect. fThus,
military deterrence muet be supplemented "y political action to promote the same
objective. In accordance with this principle of the primacy of political ends over
mi) itary meann, all countries of the alliance, individually and collectively, are
committed to working towards a more peaceful conduct of Staten in the nuclear age,
enhancing conf idence and co-operative mecurity, in fulfilment of the paramount
command of the Charter of the United Nationss the prohibition of the threat or ure
of force amnng States.
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The military atrategy of NATO

20. The implementation by NATO of this political strategy through military
strategy has gone through several stagea, responding to the dynamics of weapons
technology and the developing ratios of forces.

21. In 1967, NATO Governments moved to open for the alliance a range of optiono
for defence, so au to make an attack at any level visibly unprofitable and
thorefore to deter its initiation. |t was recognized that a strategy of
flexibility supported by forces structured and armed to provide such flexibility
offered a defender who restricted its military action to an adequate response to
enemy attacks the best guarantee of deterring any form of aqqreeaion, and thereby
yreventing any form of war.

22. The strategy of flexible response adopted in 1967 and valid to this day
incorporates three types of conceivable responses to which the strength, equipment
and training of armed forces and their operational planning are adapted.

(a) Direct defence is intended to prevent the aggressor from achieving his
objective at whatever level of force it is initiated. It would aim to defeat a
conventi nal attack by a conventional response, but might include the use ot
nuclear weapons if the enumy were the first to use such weapons. Coneequent 1y,
either the aqgreesion would fail or the aggressor, facing failure, would incur the
burden of escalation.

{(b) Deliberate escalation is intended to persuade the aggressor t0 cease
hostilities by convincing him that the risk and cost of continuing nostilities at a
higher level of conflict would not be warranted by the prospect of success. Am ;
meanr of convincing him of this, the alliance reserves the option of resorting to
the politically controlled, aelective uee of nuclear weapons.

(c) General nuclear reeponse - the last, hypothetical atage of reoponee and
ultimate deter rent - would entail using the alliance’8 strategic nuclear weapons
mainly against the aggressor's strategic potential and would aim at reducing
further damage to NATO by degrading the aggressor's capability and will to continue
aggression.

23. A number of important coneequenceo flow from these broad strategic principles:

(a) The rtrateqy of flexible and controlled response deliberately leaves open
the question of when a particular kind of reeponaa may occur, so as to confront an
enemy With permanent uncertainty as to whether the initiation of conflict or the
further »nursuit of an ongoing aggression is calculable in terms of risk and
possible polit ical advantage. This uncertainty pertains s ecifically to the point
at which the defender would decide to resort to a defensive use of nuclear
weapons. The incalculability of this risk impresses upon the potential aggressor
that an attack cannot be a rational option. The principle of uncertainty of
response is8 thus a determining element in the effectiveneas of deterrence.

(b) By the 2ame token, deterrence does not depend on nuclear weapone alone.
An adverrary :s deterred from conflict by the overall defensive posture of NATO.
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Convent ional forces, short-range and intermediate~range nuclear weapons and
strategic nuclear weapons, as an inter linked combination tailored for deterrence
and defence, form an inseparable complex or continuum of deterrence. 1t would
therefore be misleading to say that NATO merely operates a policy of nuclear
deterrence.

(c) The detensive character of NATO strateqy and torces is conspicuous in it
overall posture. NATO deliberately renounces the capabi ity and planning for
offensive operations in the sense of forward movement. The Western alliance is
simply not in a position to wage a war of aggression. Contra.y to the warusaw
Treaty Orqganizat ion, NATO does not possess a logistic system capable of supplying
its forces and enabling them to conduct sweepiny operations in enemy territory.
This constraint, imposed by NATO upon i tsel £, is an important conf idence-building
measure. It corroborates the function of deterrence as a political tool for the
prevention of war.

(@) A key principle of flexible response is the adequacy of the means to he
employed in order to ensure that NATO is able to respond to attacks of any size, to
prevent uncontrollable escalation, to assure damage limitation and to terminate a
conflict imposed upon it at the earliest possible point.

(e) The strength of NATO lies in the collective nature of its defence. In
the case of conflict there will be unity of alliance response. The political
commitment of the alliance - and especially of the United States - applies to an
attack on any part of NATO territory. The continuum of deterrence - the ability of
NATO to take defensive measures on a sliding scale and under control, so a6 to
rerminate a potential war quickly - is eneured by the indiasoluble military bond
between the United States and its European allies. 1he determination of the United
States to honour this commitment, even if the use of nuclear means should become
unavoidable, is called “extended deterrence”. The effectiveness of the deterrent
function of the United States military commitment is ensured by the presence of
Amec ican forces, including the stationing of nuclear weapons of various ranges on
European soi 1.

(£) In addition to its general deterrent effect, the deterrent posture of
NATo produces special military effects that make war less likely. Thus, NATO
nuclear weapons inf luence deployment pat terns, in that an adversary cannot afford
to concentrate massive tank armies to conduct a surprise attack, since troops, like
tanks, must be deployed in dispersed order and would, in the case of an intention
to attack, require longer planning and concentration times. The mere presence of
deterrent forcee, therefore, extends warning time, which could be used by NATO to
bring its own forces into an increased state of defence readiness, to mobilize
reinforcements from the United States and, if feasible, to try to settle the
impending conflict by political means.

(g) A credible deterrent posture on the part of tha Atlantic alliance all hut
eliminate8 the likelihood of a "small" war with limi..d political aima, since the
Soviet Union would have to include limitless escalation in its calculatlons,
forcing it to plan comprehensively for a major and perhaps decisive conflict that
would require the mobilization ot its entire manpower resources and the placing of
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its entire economv and population on a war footiny. This requirement not only
impedes a rapid military fait accomplij it also opens additional and perhaps
decisive possibilities for peaceful settlement.

{h) The prevention of war is the overriding objective of NATO and the primary
purpose of its etrateqy of deterrence. NATO countries are confident that their
deterrent is effective in this sense. To them the outbreak of hostilities between
East and West remains highly unlikely as long as deterrence functions on the basis
of a credible defence posture and approximate military balance. (A more detailed
risk asserement may be found in a subsequent section.) |If aggreasion nevertheless
occurg - | f deterrence fails *intra-war deterrence” will take place, with the
goal of limiting conflicts and terminating hostilities at the loweet possible level
of damage. In war, NATO strateqy is limited to defence and to restoring the
condition8 of pre-war deterrence. It is oriented towards the restitution of the
status quOo. Intra-war deterrence aims not at the continuation and successful
completion of military measures hut at their earlient pcasible cessation.

Quantitative aspects of deterrence

24. Critics of dete:rence often consider every armament measure in NATU or the
Warsaw Treaty Orqanization as a direct and indispensable conaequence of the

adopt ion of a st cateqy of deterrence. They assert that deterrence must lead to a
spiral of ever newer and more numerous arms. Against such aweeping inferencus it
is useful to spell out the true characterietice and requirements of a military
poature coneiatant with the NATO doctrine of flexible response.

25, Since the NATO posture is strictly defensive, both in *erms of detarring the
adversary tran initiating conflict and as regaxds intra-war options, one of the
principal structural feature8 of NATO armed forces is that they can be adequate
though smaller than corresponding Warsaw Treaty Organization forcer. This ref lects
tha age-old military er erience that it is the aggressor who needs superior numbera
of forces and weapons to prevail. In <als sense the military balance that nNATo
requires in order to be satinfied that deter: ence is credible is not a parity of
numbezrs, but a parity of defensive options that could be invoked to provide pre-war
or intra-war dete r rence. Thus. NATO could deny the Soviet Union a monopoly of
land-based intermediate-range missi lee and strengthen coupling to American
strategic forces with o limitea deployment, even thouyh the Soviet Union has
acquired - and continues to enlarge - its manifest superior it y in this weapon
category. By the same token, provided that overall forces are flexibly structured
over the whole deterrent spectrum and possess adequate survivability readiness,
sustainability and effectiveness, NATO forces need not match Wareaw Treaty
Organization forces on a one-to-one basis, for example, in tanks. Equally, NATO
can afford to forgo the acguisition of certain typee of weapons or operational
capabilities that are predominantly geared to offensive uses. Thus, a strategy of
deterrence in the NATO sense does possess an intr insic tendency towardo lnwer force
level 8. NATO can remain beneath the force level of a potential aggreseor and
include a etronqsr defence-only element in the composition of its arsenaln.

26. Thus, NATO pursues a poi icy ol optimizing deterrence et the lowest possible
level of forces and armaments. However many forces such a minimum deterrent
posture requirea, it requires tewer than those heli by the potential aggressor.
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British and French nuclear forces and NAT0O doctrine

27. The United Kingdom and France maintain independent nuclear forces, but the
nuclear warheads in these forces — if one wanted to make such a comparison, in
spite of thelr different roles - add up to no more than a few per cent of either
the United S*ates or Soviet warheado. British nuclear syeteme are subordinated to
NATO command, and the United Klngdom, notwithrtanding the role of its nuclear
weapona as a "last resort” for naticnal defence, fully eepouses NATO poli t ical
objectives and its current doctrine of flexible response. French nuclear systems
remain outside the NATO military structure, but are equally put at the oxcluaive
service of deterrence.

20. The basic French premioe is the principle of dissuasion du faible au fort.
French strategists underline the value of the concept of proportional deterrence,
according to which & more powerful adversary could be deterred effectively from any
aggression, nuclear as well as conventional, by the sheer disproport*ion between the
damage he might wuffer through nuclear retaliation compared with the potentisl
gains he could hope to achieve by attacking the smaller nuclear country. In the
French view, this doctrine allows for the credibility of a relatively ® mall
independent nuclear force of a defensive character. French doctrine diifers
conceptually gdomewhat from the flexible rerponea of NATO in Lhat it does not link
the first vuse of ita nuclear systems to the impending breakdown or manifest
inadequacy of direct (conventional) defence, but it regards jeopardy to the
nation’r “vi tal interests" as & criterion for triggering a defengive nuclear
responsa.

29. The 4eterrent effect ® manating from the British and French systems is enhanced
by the fact that NATO Europe as a whole is covered by the United States otrateqic
deterrent and the possibility and likelihood that any at ack on Weotern Europe
would tr iqger United States involvement. British and Prench nuclear forcas add to
the allian~e deterrent by hoightening the factor of uncertainty of response in the
porential aqqressor's mind. However, they aro no substitute for United States

nu. Lear weapons and their role in NATO deterrence.

Sov Let doctr ine and practice of deterrence

30. Thims paper seeks to explain the Wertern, not the Suviet, approach to
deterrence. But since Soviet theorists and publicists have dwelt upon ‘he alleqed
dangers of the Western approach, it i8 neceaeary to clarify Soviet views of
deterrence by way of contrast.

J1. Although the vocabulary is not uniform, Soviat literature employs two
different words for deterrence. The concept of deterrence has often been defined
a8 ustrashenie, which implies terrorizatfon or intimidation, while the Soviet
concept is at times registered by the word ® derrhivanie, which conveys tho legs
threatening notion of restraining an opponent. Tn keeping with this sementic
differentiation, Western poiicies of deterrence are routinely condemned by the
Soviet Union and its allies as provocative and dangerous, while corresponding
Soviet policies ure praised as defensive countermearures.
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32. It should be clear from *+' description of the Western strategy of deterrence
in this paper that this one-s wmputation of threat and recklessness to the

Wwestern alliance bears no relationship to reality, since it takeas no account of the
defensive purpcses and the rigorously defensive force structure of the NATO

secur ity system. Worrre, the Soviet condemnstion of Western deterrence becloud6
both the similar ities and che dissimilariti:s between the nuclear stances of NATO
and the Warsaw Treaty Organizacion.

33. As was pointed out ear.l ier, deterrence in a general sense i< little more than
a description of the realities of the nuclear age, since as long as the two
military blocs possess nuclear weapons, the existential situation of mutual
deterrence will endure. In this sense Soviet nuclear strategy i8 a etrateqy of
deterrence just as much as that of NATO, and 5oviet nuclear arsenals operate a. an
effective deterrent system. Soviet writers are certainly to be believed when they
proclaim as the highest political priorities the prevention of nuclear war and the
protection of Soviet territory from nuclear attack. Their emphasis, however, is on
the dange}’ of the use of nuclear weapone rather than on deterring a conventional
at tack, since this danger does not confront the toviet Union in view of its
overwhelming conventional superiority over any conceivable adversary and the
clearly defenuive postur« of NATO. Thus, the overriding objective of nuclear
deter rence, in the Soviet view, is to deter a Western n.clear responee to =»n
Eastern attack and, more broadly, to hold Western Europe hostage to Soviet
political will under the qun of overwhelming conventional and nuclear power.

34. Soviet deterrence further differs from the Western doctrine of flexible
reaponee in the excess of means that the Soviet Union deploys to implement it; in
i1ta over-ineurance against possible attacksj; in the absolute quality it applies to
its own guarantee of security without regard for the insecurity thie inflicts on
othersy and in its rejection, heretofore, of any coucept of mutual deterrence and,
thus, its obliviousness to the nuclear dilemma that entraps both sidea i1 a
aifficult problem of manaying the interdependence of their security. For, in thz
last analysis, the absolute security of one Power must necessarily lead to the
absolute insecurity of all others. The Soviet emphasis on deterrence by denial,
that is, on tte capacity to defeat enemy for<es at every conceivable level of
hypothetical attack, has generated forces Of a natuce and magnitude that. provoke a
feeling of permanent thireat and intim dation .n the part of those wno are supposed
to he deterred.

35. The operational d ifferences become even more diat inct in t.he hypothetical case
that deterrence fails. The Sovict doctrine especially in it a public expreeoion -
rejacts the Weatern concept of intra-war deterrence and the strict limitation of
intra-war operations. Should 1 conflict break out, the Soviet Union, according to
its doctr ine, would not undertake every effort to limit the damage, would not aim
at the earlieat possible terminal fon of conf 1 ict, and would not admit territorial

, nhd target constraints for military action. Soviet, ductrine locks to the
implementation of defence through military ottensive oper ations intended to carry
war far into tho territory of the adversary in order to inflict total de eat upon
it through a "crushing blow”. In aharp contrast with the Western doctrine of
deterrence, the Soviet Union t hus articulates its doctrine in terms of a
compreheaslve, unconstrained war-f lghting strateqy, including nucleer wor-f ighting,
and the t inal attainment ot victory without reqgard to cost.
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36. As part of its pre-war deterrent stance, the Soviet Union, in its public
pronouncemanta, un*‘ringly proclaims that once the first nuclear weapon is ueed,
rapid escalation to the highest strategic level is 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 structure 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
conventional, chemical and nuclear means are deployed, down to relatively low
echelons, i co-ordination with each other, in order to inflict military defeat on
the adversary . Tiis concept i8 not only reflected at the level of strategic
doctrine but diffi. d down into field manuals and current training practices, The
contradiction bec 28 parcicularly clear when one looks at the structure of the
Soviet Union’s nuclear areenale and their far-reaching stratification. The
diversity of nuclear weapons in the strategic category - both land-based and
gea-bas d - and the formidable and multifaceted arsenals in the intermediate-vance
to ahort-range and nuclear artillery, comcined with the reloading potential for
many of these weapons, make it evident that the Soviet Union hae consciously
prepared for a broac rance of nuclear options that could be justified only if one
admi cs, at least in principle, the controllability of a nuclear conflict and its
ercalat ion.

37. Most Soviet profession:l military writings - as distinct from doctrine
proclaimed at the highest level - havo alwaya explicitly, as well as implicitly,
reflected a large debt to Clausewitz, who taught that war must be limited in order
to serve political ends rather than become a thirg in itself. In recent year6 -
particularly since the late 19608 - these writings have gone far to »4just strategy
to the nuclear age in Claueewitzean terms by recognizing the need t~. be prepared
for a variety of scenarios of limited war, even in vital areas like Eurpe. This
convergence with the same trend in Westarn doctrines and plans does not reflect -
in either the East or the Wesat - any diminution in the reaolve t. avoid nuclear
war. Indeed, it reflacts a growing practical recognition of the necessity of
minimizing the awful dangere of nuclear catastrophe. Moreover, considering the

a wolutely determining role of the military practitioners in shaping Soviet

o} «r at ional mili tary plans and actiona, it gtrongly sugqgests that the single-minded
preoccupation with uncontrollable apocalyptic scenarios in Soviet public doctrinal
Btatements in best explained as an example of the political and peycholoqical
exploitation ot terror, intended, particularly, to play on European nuclear
anxieties and to loo.en Europe's satrategic bond to the United Staten.

The ethical underpin-a_of deterrence

38. By their very nature and potential efFfect, nuclear weapons raise ethical
queations of the highest order; no strategic concept in which nuciear weapons play
a role can eecape the need for an appraisal in moral categcries.

39. Military deter rence, although intended to prevent aggression and avoid war, i8
based on the presumption that, however unlikely, force might be us :d. Any use of
armed force, whother {n clear self-defence or not, incureg a moral cost becausn it
dest) oys | ife and the values of living. Nuclear defencz would probably Incur an
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extraordinary moral cost, conceivably one endangering civilization itealf.
Howcver, even a very destructive defence need not incur a net moral cost if the
purpose of the defence is obviously just and sufficiently compolling and there is
No non-military way of supporting it. For all those who are not absolute
pacifists, for whom no objective - even the saving of lives - is worth the taking
of a life, 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 resorting and not
resorting to war. They compel us to examine the moral basis of nuclear deterrence
as well as of nuclear war with particular rigour.

40. In general, the traditional ethical principle6 that apply to the use of any
force apply tc the use of nuclear force. They are simple to state, though
difficult to apply witn precision »nd subject to abuser force should be under the
effective control of competent pol :ical authorities; it must be used only for a
juet causej it musc be used for self-defence and for the defence of other States
against aqgression when their security is integrally related to one’s ownj it
should be used only after all non-military alternatives have been exhausted; the
meang of force must be effectively related to its political objectives; they should
not incur moral costs disproportionate to the value of these objectives; and
non-combatants should not he the direct ahd deliberate target of force. The
extreme practical difficulty of applying these standards to nuclear war -
especially those relating to proportionality and sparing non-combatants ~ confines
the justification of the use of nuclear weapons to supporting the most imperative
requirements of national survival and the survival of allies. Rut the principles
of overt use do not fully resolve the ethics of deterrence.

41. Effective deterrence has the positive value of preventing war and r:straining
actions that wight 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 entails, but the onus for this cost wust be placed on the
state that would use force offensively, not on the State trying tu prevent
aggression without war. The moral costs of deterrence are of a very much lesser
order than those of aqgreeaion and also less than 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 war for just objectives at a reasonable cost, with as little ‘amage
to life and society au possible.

Deterrence and international law

42. Occasionaily, legal arquments are advanced againat the doctrine of
deterrence. A brief survey of the relevant provisions of international law might
therefore be useful.

43. When deterrence fulfils its overriding function and prevents war, no leqal
problem8 =;: ise. The compliance with Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of the
Uni ted Nations is clearly secured. The mere possession of weapons, including
nuclear weapons, for defensive purposes, does not pose a legal qgquestion either
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There can be no doubt that nuclear-weapon Stats6 may have such weapons in their
poasession. Nar does the posseasion alone constitute a threat to peace and
security. The Atlantic alliance is a defensive alliance which does not threaten
anyone and doea not seek to gain superiority either. In their Bonn summit
declaration of 10 June 1982, the 16 countries of the alliance reaffirmed that none
of their weapons would ever be used except in reeponoe to attack.

44. An attack can therefore emanate only from countries outside of the alliance.
In this ~ase, any aggression 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 weapons can do, condemnation
would also pertain to pre-emptive strikes, including 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 means ~ in the exercise of the inherent right of
individual or collective self-detence under Article 51 of the Charter of the United
Nations. The Charter does not qualify or limit in any way the means by which asuch
defensive action is to take place. The exercise of the right under Article 51
could thorefore comprise the use of nuclear weapons against a nuclear or a
non-nuclear attack. Attempts to infer that Article 51 contains an implicit
limitation, merely because it war drafted before the first use of a nuclear weapon
‘although it quite clearly entered into effect after tb» events of August ..94%), or
to deduce a general prohihition of the use of nuclear wsantn from older, very
general legal clauses, Like the “Martens Clause” of the preamble to the fourth
Hague Convent ion of 1907, 6/ have failed to change intrsrnational law.

46. It is, however, uncontested that any reeort to nuclear weapons in war would be
subject to limitations under the ~xisting laws of war. Any conceivable use of
nuclear weapons would thus be gor erned by the lav o proportional i ty between attack
and defensive action, and by t he prohibition of deli&rate attack against civilian
populations only. The alliance's strategy of flexible response takes theee
inherent 1 imits of the r ight to defence into account. Current NATO strategy is
governed by the principle of no more than minimum adequacy of tne mean8 to be
employed. The polit icai quidelines within the alliance for the use of nuclear
weapons, a8 well as the corresponding commands issued b, allied commanders, contain
rigid constraincs for nuclear planning and any conceivable use of nuclear weapons.
All these pursue the objective of minimizing losses of civilian populations. NATO
policy is that under no circumatancee may nuclear weapons be used deliberately for
the purpose of destroying populations. NATO planning provides for no use of
nuclear weapons acainst cities or civilians. The principle of strict
proportionality and ricorous limitationa of use on the part of Nh 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
adversary.

47. Proposals of the Warsaw ‘Treaty Organization for the adoption of a nuclear
non-first-use policy by the two major military alliances and all nuclear-weapon
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States are often accompanied by a claim that any first use of nuclear weapons would
be illegal because of the indiscriminate effects of nuclea: explosions. Clearly,
there is no such rule in international |law. At any rate, the presumed illegality
of a defensive nuclear first use would have to pertain equally to a second
retaliatory nuclear strike, since its alleged indiscriminate effects would be at
least a8 great. International law would also contradict: the simultaneous Waraaw
Treaty Organization call for a devastating nuclear blow against a nuclear attack.

Implication8 tor internatjional secur ity

Introduction

49. Among critics of deterrence there is d tendency first to isolate deterrence
from the full role of military power in international politics and then to
attribute to it the full range of adversities that spring from the confrontation of
armed adversaries and the existence of nuclear weapons. To assess properly the
implications of deterrence for international security one must understand the
relationship of deterrerwe to the general role of military power and also to the
full international political context within which it is practised.

49. In the nuclear aqe, military deterrence has probably been indispensable to the
avoidance »f a direct clash of arms between the super-Powers and their allies,
although it is immortant to realiee that it has not been the only factor.

(a) The experience of two very destructive world wars 18 a powerful deterrent
to a thiré¢ world war. It is a deterrent to the kind ot depende.ace on a first
strike (which, in 1914, was inherent in the military advantage of using mobilized
ground forces first) and the chain of diplomatic acctiona and reactions that led t»
the First Worll War, and it is a deterrent to the piecemeal agyression, appeaeement
and iack of pence~time preparedness that led to the Second World Wwar.

{(b) The fact that, after the Second World War, the Eastern and Western
Europear States and Japan, which had been the source ot maioi wars, beceme
participnnte in the Bastern and Western security systems has undoubtedly
contributed tn the avoidance of war, altrough the largely bipolar military
structure that underlies theee syotems - itn negative aspects notwithstanding -
might not have been so dominant in the absence of nuclear weapons.

{(c) The absence in united States-Soviet relations of historic territorial or
other national grievances that have traditionally caused war and the grewut caution
of each Government in avoiding the ' v 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.

(d) 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 territorial-political arrangements,
while the Eastern bloc was preoccupied with recovering trom the devastation of war
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and gaining parity; whereas by the time the latter bloc gained atrateqic nuclear
parity, conventions of reciprocal restraint, reinforced by the experience of
stveral Baat-West crisea, had emerged under the inhibition8 of mutual deterrence.
One cann»t be confident that the cold war would have been 8o coid if the military
postures had been reversed.

50. Never.helessa, the record of other political conflicts and military rivalriee
before the nucisar age, as well as the common perception of the realities of the
East-West relat ionship, establishes a strong presumption in favour of the
widespread view that the post-war peace betweon the auper-Powers and their allies
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 has it prevented tensions or created
harmony. Mutual deterrence has not prevented crises, tests of nerve and will,
efforts to intimidate, and psychological and political “warfare” revolving around
nuclear weaporn3s and popular fears of war. In a sense, the very success of
deterrence has 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 againrt the direct armed
involvement of the Soviet Union in local conflict8 have - with one grievous

except ion -~ chaniulled its efforts towards the indirect support of local wars and
revolutions intended to change the territorial-political status quo through allies
and proxies. These same constraint,: have led the United States, in defence of
countries under attack, to give direct armed aupport to South Korea And South

Viet Nam in terr itovially 1’ .ited wars.

53. These regrettable fa~ts of international life do not mean that mutual
deterrence causes third-, orld confllcta or that peace and order in the third world
would be fostered by th abandonment or failure of deterrence. The sources of
third-world conflictus lie fundamentally in and among these countriee themuelves.
In so for as mutual deterrence between the super-Powers extends to their
involvemente in the third world, it tends ’»> reotrain these involvementa. It haas
certainly restrained the escalation of local wars in which they have been directly
or indirectly involved into regional or global wars. In 8o far as bipola:
deterrence prevents direct military encountora between the super-Powers and their
allies in the third world, it saves the whole world, directly and indirectly, from
the extremities of violenc: that the most advanced nuclear and non-nuclear forces
can inflict.

54. Military deterrence also operates independently of the super-rowers among
countriee not aligned with them. This i8 not because these countries emulate the
super-Powers, but because deterrence is integral to any inter.ational conflict in
which armed adversaries may reeort to war or the threat of war. Among such armed
adversar ies, however, the poet-war record shows that incentive8 to go to war are
much stronger and disincentives far weaker than between the super-Powers and their
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allies. Conaequent ly, there has been a high incidence and great variety Of
Inter-State, tranenational and intranational armed conflict among third-world
countries. This i{s 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 dissolution of the colonial era. But it
1s also because of the general absence of those special conditions of military
equilibrium among adveraariee that help to sustain rutual deterrence between tt--
super-Power 8.

Trends in the East-Waoet _force relationship

55. The Western elaburation of the doctrine of deterrence has been fundamentally
shaped by the perceived military threat posed by the Soviet Union and the Warsaw
Treaty Organti zation. The nature and magnitude of this threat spring from Soviet
political objectives, strategic intentions and military capabilities.

56. This is.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 countries. But a brief account
of how Soviet armed forcee and military policies affect Western security is
necessary 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 increase of the numerical superiority of its
forces and the quality of its weapone, has considerably shifted the East-West force
relationship to the detriment of NATO. The Waraaw Treaty Oraqanization hae thue
objectively increased its threat potential to the Western alliance and continuea to
do so.

58. Whataver the methuds of military force comparison, Warsaw Treaty countries
have, over time, built a military potential in Europe far in excess of any
conceivable defensive need. This, combined with the geographic asymmotries between
NATO and the Warsaw +1reaty Organization and the reeulting disadvantages for
European NATO member countries, hae for NATO further enhanced t*e task of
maintaining credible deterrence, especially tor the security and senc: of security
of its European members.

59. In terms of the balance of forces in Europe, the Warsaw Treaty Organization
now possesses a clear numerical superiority in virtually all weapon6 categories:
conventional, nuclear and chemical. In addition, the strategic operational

planning of the Soviet Union hae notably improved and now provides for close
co-ordination of the ground, air and naval forces and of its strategic rocket
troopd, with the objective of providing the Warsaw Treaty Organization with the
capability of launching massive operations with very little warning against the
NATO forward line of defence in Central Europe. At the same time, the Warsaw
Treaty Organization has been able to close the weapons quality gap that formerly
existed.

60. It. is not the intention of this paper to provide the numerical details of this
growi ng Soviet super ior ity. It should, however, be mentioned that, in addition to
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its growing numerical strength and qualitative progress in cconventional forces, the
Waraaw Treaty Organisation has now also gained an unequivoc..l superiority in all
systems of nuclear weapons in Europe. This i8 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 10:1 in favour of the
Soviet Union. In the shadow of the nuclear strategic balance of the two
super-Powers and unperturbed by a series of far-reaching Western arms control

of fera, the Soviet Union has thus, since 1977, been establishing an
intermediate-range nuclear potential. NATO had nothing comparable to oppose to it
until it began 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 storkpile in Europe, the Soviet Union has recently been
compounding its alrealy existing advantages by the modernization and forward
deployment of shorter-range nuclear systems. The quantitative superiority of
qualitatively comparable aircraft of the Warsaw Treaty Orqganization forces has
continuously increased. The enormous expansion of Soviet naval forces in the North
Atlantic and in the European peripheral seas over the last 15 to 20 years has
fundamentally changed force relationships at sea. For Central Europe, the
increasing capablility of the Eastern naval forces to carry out amphibious landing
operations in the Baltic Sea with strong air support is a growing threat,
commengurate 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 has purposefully
improved its offeneive military options.

61. A partic rlarly worrisome aspect of the East-West force relationship and the
deterioration of the balance, from a Western perspective, lies in the ceaseless
augmentation of military attack capabilities, which bears no discernible
relationship to Western capabilities and force trende. Even though the annual
growth rate ot 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 pipeline, ongoing military research, and so forth, betray a largely
unchecked growth process 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 generating or sustaining 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 change so that they can concentrate
their energy and resources on the enjoyment of civilian life, the Western alliance
does not intend to deploy forces that would match the Warsaw Treaty Organfzation
tank for tank, division for division or misnile for missile. 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 before having to consider defensive escalation.

/oo
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The stability of deterrence: an assessment of the inherent riska

63. If deterrence haa so far worked and secured peace, will it continue to work?
Is it becoming more or less etablc? One cannc* answer these questions in purely

military-technological terme - however important this factor may be - but only in
terms that relate the military factor to its political context. Thia leads one to
a sober assessment of potential conflict scenarios. [low would a conflict between
East and West, conceivably involving nuclear weapons, break out, and uow likely is
i ts8 occurrence?

64. Deterrence cannot be practised with dummy weapons and with arsenals incapable
of impressirg the full risk of unacceptable damage upon the adveraary. Yet, war
prevention must not be contused 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 33 characteristic
of much of the literature on nuclear weapons, beclouds the fact that any decision
on the use of nuclear weapons IS nor a simple techrical option, but a political and
moral calculation of the h ,;hest 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 East-West context leads to quite different and more reaeeuring results.

66. A rational, disarming first-strike attack by one major Power against the other
is unfessible in both technical and political terms. Under any realistic
assumption, a considerable second-strike potent * - would be retained .y the other
side. Any first-strike attempt would therefore risk suicide for the attacker. It
is therefore the least likely of all scenarius of nuclear war. The elaborate
precautiona that the nuclear Powers have taken in reciprocal agreerentg to prevent
or defuee accidental nuclear occurrencee - the enhanced “hot 1ine agreement
between the United states and the Soviet Union is a case in point - also make it
virtually impossible that a general nuclear conflagration would result from
malfunctioning or misinterpretation. |If the policy of non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons 1is respected, one can also be assured that regional conflicta - even under
the assumption of limited nuclear capabilities by one or several third-world
countries - will be rontined to the region and will not draw the two major Powers
into a cataclysmic use of their own nuclear systems. Therefore, one can rule out
the possibility, for all conceivable pvrposes, that a nuclesr war involving the two
military alliancea would start as a nuclear exchange.

67. In the East-West context this leaves the one realistic nuclear contingency to
worry about: the possibility that a conventional war might erupt in Europe, based
on the mistaken calculation on the part of the ‘Warsaw Treaty Organization that its
increased capabilities for non-nuclear attack and for the suppression of the
escalatory threats of NATO would permit a rapid and perhaps decisive onslaught
against Western European territory during some severe crisis. ™he immense buildup
Of conventional arms in recent years by the Wareaw Treaty Organization has made
this kind of scenario more plausible. But even this scenario c¢f East-West conflict
can be discounted - at least for the time beinc. Already , on military grounds, it
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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 ovorwhelming
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
kast-West conflagration must be cause for serious concern and preventive measures,
but not for alarmist vision5 of a fragile deterrent balance poised for an
apocalyptic breakdown. In reality, there is no ground fur 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 improvement of ballistic missile forces providing increased
prompt, hard-tarqet kill 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 icrat ion of the conventional balance in Europe to the detr imant 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 decision-makers that deterrence can be
maintained as a stable and effective strategy of war prevention at acceptable cost,
and this by no means necessarily at higher levels of forces and military hardware
but at lower levels of more stabilizing and potentially less threatening weapon8
pystems, better adapted 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 deterrence and the outbreak of war,
mostly under the hypothesis of an early nuclear conflagration. The remoteness of a
conflict, especially a conflict invelving nuclear weapons, ahould be consistently
emphasised. In reality. 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
safeguards 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. Nevertheleas, the small hypothetical chance that nuclear deterrence might fail
and that intra-war deterrence would then have to achieve war termination at the
earliest possible point and with the least possible damage shuuld nnt be ignored.
Again, such a hypothetical inquiry must be clearly focused and not dominated - as

is so often the case in the current popular strategic literature - by the obvious
intrntion of the analyst to prove the worst and to assume an accumulation of all

those factor8 which might be conducive to a general catastrophe. There is8 no doubt
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t hat any conventional aggression against NATO that could rot be countered and
stopped by rapid means of direct, conventional defence and subsequent political
initiatives would precipitate a very dangerous situation in which NATO military
commaders would have to request political authority to move to controlled
escaiation with nuclear means. Despite the rigid hierarchical constraints on the
defensive use of nucl-ar weapons, available facilities of ¢31 and battle
management would in such a situation be taxed in in unprecedented manner. It is
impossible to predict whether the intended contronaniity of a conflict involving
nuclear weapons would in fact succeed. There is, however, a considerable chance
that control and early war termination can be achieved, a @ the ongoinqg and planned
improvement5 in the C-21 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
grow, and the damage that may already have been inflicted will provide a powerful
disincentive to an;’ further heightening of hostilities. Both parties to the
conflict, whatever their strategic doctrine or their war aims, would thus feel the
compelling urge to incur no further risks and to proceed to war termination as
their then overriding, shared objective. By contrast, a mechanically constructea
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
global climatic consequences of a conceivable nuclear exchange, and the hypothesis
has been foirmulated that a Isrge-scale nuclear war, or even & more limited nuclear
asxchange, would result in . drastic decrease ot global temperatures - a nuclear
winter - and accompanying disastrous results for humanity and the environment.
Although many uncertainties remain, and scientists may alter their preliminary
conclusions as a result of future research efforts, the issue of glo.al
environmental effects of nuclear war is undoubtedly a grave one.

74. Some iritial thought has already been given to the strategic implication5 Of
the nuclear-winter hypothesis in its various facets. For example, it has been
suggested 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
the unlimited, uncontrolled use of nuclear weapons would simply make the case for
the avoidance and deterrence of war - any war - even more imperative. Similarly,
shou Id deter- rence 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 hypothesis also argues for
restructuring nuclear arsenals in terms of a further decrease in numbers,
throw-weight and nuclear payload, as well as for an increase in the mobility and
accuracy of nuclear weapon5 - developments that might be beneficial rather than
damaging for the doctrine of deterrence.
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A world without deterrence3

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

76. The military balance of fore.8 would thus be dramatically shifted, and the
overwhelming conventional superiority of the Waraaw Treaty Organisation would
immediately exercise its unmitigated effect upon Western 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 régime Of the attacker would
commence 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
destabilizing 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 spell fear and intimidation of such a degree
that political, social and economic choices in the free world ~ and mainly in
Europe - would be immediately affected.

78. Investment would come to a standstill, mags 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 eneuing 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 14 system as we now know it. Yet, critics of deterrence must address the
likely conseauencee of their recommendations, and must demonstrate that the
alternativea to deterrence they seek to promote could contribute to international
secur 1 ty in comparable measure, while safeguarding against a disastrous shake-up of
the global balance.

Nuclear non-proliferation and the third world

80. The generally dampening effect that nuclear weapons have exerted on the
East-West antagonism - particularly the inhibitions they have imposed against the
resort to war und in support of the management of crises - results from uniaue
conditions, which cannot be duplicated by other antagonista: the bilateral nature
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of the nuclear balance, the chastenirg impact of two world wars, the political
feasibility of establishing a mutually acceptable territorial-political

de facto modus 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
circumstances for peaceful adjustments), the special structure and magnitude of the
arms competition underlying the nuclear balance (providing aasurance against,
rather than provocation to, an initiation of nuclear conflict) and, at all times,
mutual recognition that the great riskas and costs of any direct military encounter
would clearly offset the value of any political objectivea that might be gained by
such 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 also acauired nuclear weapons). Nor could one expect that the
mutual deterrent effects of the East-West nuclear balance that extended to the
other nuclear Powers in the distinctive political context of the post-war period
would be replicated by new iruclear Powers outside this structure of relationships.
It seems much more likely that the acquisition of nuclear weapons by additional
States would be profoundly destab!lizing locally and regionally. The proliferation
of nuclear weapons among a number of States might also upset the stabilizing
effects of the present East-West balance on United Statee-Soviet relations as well
as on the relations of other Staten. Despite tendencies of the present world
gystem towards a more multipolar nature, there can be no doubt L--hat the global
power balance is so constituted that the two major nuclear Powers have a decisive
Impact upon peace, stability and security in the world. This cunfers upon them a
singular degree of responsibility which no other State or alliance, whatever its
armament, can assume or, in reality, share.

82. At the present time, approximately 130 States have sijned the nuclear
non-proliferation Treaty. 1/ They have thereby acknowledged that the possession of
nuclear weapons is not reauired for their own security, and that, pending the
implementation of article VI, international security is generally served by the
existence of the Treaty. The 3security problems of many third-world countries are
grave and must not be belittled. The task of enhancing regional secur ity in many
areas of the world is of evident importance. But it is difficult to see how
niclear weapons, more widely spread, could advance such secur ity. None of the few
countries that have chosen to remain aloof from the non-proliferation Treaty has 8o
far gone nuclear, obviously for the same reaaone. Nearly all of theae countries
have traditionally also been eloauent in affirming that they supp~ort the goal »ft
nuclear non-proliferation and will not conasider the acaquisition of nuclear weapons,
although they wish to leave their nuclear option open au a matter of principle Or
in case 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 concer ted acauisition of such weapons hy two competing
countries could scarcely contribute to international stability. Whether or nnt the
posaession of nuclear weapons by the present five nuclear-weapon holders (pending,
hopefully, far-reaching «easures of nuclear dinarmament) is considered stakilizing,
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any multiplication of the number of nuclear players would in all likelihood be
considerably more difficult +» manage and would arouse widespread feare. While the
prerent nuclear-wsnpone arsenals along the East-West axis are conceived in terms of
a bipolar antagoniam, a wider spread in the third world would, in all conceivable
cases, generate unspecified fears all around.

84. A number of States not party to the non-proliferation Treaty justify their
rejection of the Treaty by the argument that it is discriminatory 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 conceivably want them - obviously a highly destabilizing situation. under
the circumstances, the implementation of the suggestion of some third-world
countries that they, too, should be allowed to have nuclear -weapons in order to
practise deterrence would neither eliminate the diecrisinatory nature of the
non-proliferation Treaty = unleas all countries were permitted to have the bomb -
nor contribute to this security.

85. There 18 a significant contradiction in the fact that it is esperially those
countries taking a particularly negative stand on deterrence and the possession of
nuclear - capons towards “hat end that wish to maintain the nuclear option for
themeelves. The rame casuntr ies often argue that deterrence is tantamount to an
endless epiralling wpws , of the quantitative and qualitative development of
nuclear systems - » notion not ahared in this paper - but that the acquisition of
nuclear weapons by themselves for deterrent purposes would be harmless.

Implications for the arms race

86. "Arms race” is a misleading metaphor for the quantitative and qualitative
competition for military strength between advereariee. |t is misleading becauwe
the *players’ do not compete for victory accotding to agreed ruled of the game on
the "~ “‘ent ical course. They do not compete i- every weapon, and some weapon8 are
always being retired from the race while others are entering it. Nor does one side
always race, even though it may run.

87. So-called arms races have emerged as a prominent feature of international
politics since advanced induetr ial countries, in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, acquired the ability to improve the balance of military power with respect
to an adversary relatively quickly by the innovation and pr~aduction of military
technology. Altrough the resulting competition has sometimes aroused fears and
heightened tensions, its relationship to the outbreak of war is, on the whole,
non-existent, although occasionally ambiquoue au one factor among many. In moat
cases races ended before war broke out. In some cases they may have prolonged
peace or served as a surrogate for war. The clearest correlation of an arms race
to the outbreak of war lies in the period between the two world wars. when the
aqqreeeive totalitarian States raced and the status quo democracies failed to run
soon encugh or fast enough to deter aggression until it was too late.

88. The nuclear-arms competition absorbs money and resources that, theoretically,
' might be spent for non-military pursuits, although it consumes a fraction of the
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money and resources devoted to conventional furcas, where the metaphor is even 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 conflicting interests arm against each other, one can view the contemporary
arms competition - however undesirable many of its traits -- with its high rate of
technological inno.ation across a broad spectrum of weapon systems, as providing a
certain safeguard ayainat the destabilising tendencies of arms races.

89. In the age of nuclear deterrence, the arms race has replaced snift. of

alliance and the resort to war as the primary means by which the most developed
States 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 no single weapon system can be
regarded as decisive 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
is likely to upset the balance with a sudden weapons deployment or technological
breakthrough. '

90. For the Western security system, technological 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 system)
ta maintain a high level of mobilized manpower, weapons production and
forces-in-being on a steady basis.

91. Just as the *arms race” is a misleading metaphor, so is “stopping the arms
race’. The metaphor implies that the arms competition can be stcpped without
eliminating { 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 technology 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

ellminating the &~ . . ific-industrial infrastructure of developed States - which is
okhviously impossible

93. This means that., although the testing, development, production and deployment
of some weapons can be 1 imited, reduced, or even stopped by agreement or
unilaterally, the arms race as a whole has a propensity to shaitt towards channels
that are not excluded. Although they rechannel the arms race, restrictions on
weapons and technolcgy 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 deterrence tend to attribute
all perceived dangers and evils of armament met ares -~ especially measures of
nuclear armament - to the adoption of the principle of deterrence. They see a
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causal link between deterrence and every aspect of the competitive arms buildup
between the two military alliances. Obviously, there is a prominent
action-reaction component in the competitive arms buildup between the two
military-pact systems. The interaction model of direct causality between
deterrence and the arms race, however, is a gross oversimplification. The reality
is more complex and, at the same time, exonerates deterrence from its imputod role
au a fomenter of a nuclear-arms race.

95. There are mainly two factors that disprove the simple causality hypothesis;
first, the way in which the two major Powers have actually funded their defence
budgets and conducted their nuclear armament over the past decades; and secondly,
the quantitative 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 easily demonstrate that there i8 no
steady process of arms accumulation and no rapid action-reaction cycle in nuclear
armament; the arms buildup is quite irregular, with long periods of restraint,
mainly on the Western side. Thus, between 1968 and 1976, United States c(efence

® xpensee in constant dollars shrank continuously by a factor of almost two, while,
at the same time, Soviet military expenses in constant roubles climbed steadily 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 etrategic weapon and no new strategic bomber. While
Soviet arsenals grew rapidly in both numbers of warheads and collective

throw-w ight, the United States stockpile went down according to both these
criter la. Since the 19608, 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 increase 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
modest intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) countermeasures to the Soviet SS-20
thrust. In 1983, during a period when Soviet S8-20 deployment reached new heights
and new forward-based nuclear weapons of the Warsaw Treaty Organization were about
to make their appearance, NATO, at the Montebello meeting, decided to withdraw
another 1,400 nuclear weapons from Europe. Taken together, these 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 arsenals of
NATO contrast6 with the unprecedented nuclear buildup that has occurred during the
same p-riod on the side of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. This brief balance
sheet also indicates that, whatever “*he long-term tendencies and overall
characteristics of the competitive arms relationship between the two systems, the
thesis that deterrence will invariably entail a permanent and lit itless escalation
Of nuclear hardware on either side can hcrdly 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 thst
credible deterrence according to the NATO reading does not depend on supwriority Or
even numerical pa: ity of military forces for war-) ighting purposes, but on the
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parity of defensive ouptions. This explains the restraint in nuclear armament that
NATO has for lorg pecliods been able to exercise and continues to practise. This is
true for ths pyasent force relationship, but it can be extended further. Quite in
contrast with the theory that deterrence tends inevitably to foster the endless
numerical growth of nuclear systems, a much lower level of armament would be quite
compatible with deterrence. 1In this sende it can be maintained that deterrence, an
defined by NATO, does not possess 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 systems do not purport to pi-vide
a full explanation of the very complex mechanics of the nuclear-acme race. A more
complete analysis must take into account both the different political objectives of
the two military alliances and the factor of a rapidly evolving weapons

technology. An empirical inguiry into the complex dynamics of the East-Went arms
competition shows 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
systems, have often been taken avtonomously, with long lead times, oolely on the
basis of perceived national needs and with the aid of available technology. On the
NATO side - and to some extent on the Soviet side also - new armaments decision6
have often improved strategic stability by replacing older, more vulnerable
eystemr . Howevec, there have also been armament decisions that have not
contributed to stability. The Soviet SS-20 deployment, planned and implemented et
the height of détente to create a conspicuous monopoly of land-based
intermediate-range nuclear missilee, is a case in point.

Implications for negotiated arms reductions and disar: .ument

99. Just as it is impossible to stop the innovation, production, and deployment of
all military tachaclogy in advanced industrial-technological States that maintain
armed forces, so it is impossible to eliminate independent armed forces, short of
the establishment of an effective world government. Thus, appeal s for
“disarmament” in the sense of general and complete disarmament are statements of
aspiration with very little relevance in the real world. Howevec, if disarmament
is taken to mean prohibiting, reducing, limiting or controlling the development,
testing, production or deployment of specific weapons or categor ies of weapons,
that is to say, “arms control”, it is demonstrably feasible in the existing system
of aovereign States.

100. The primary purposes of arms control ace to reduce the risk of war and to make
the arms competition more predictable and therefore mor.: 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 partial nuclear-test-ban

Treaty 7/ to the “hot-line” agreement. But most of these have not directly, if at
a | affected the relationship of forces in the central military balance. Only the
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ABM Treaty 3/ and tb. SALT [ Interim Aqceement 8, have fallen into this category
(which also includes the unratified SALT (I treaty 9,/). Popular hopes tocus
pcimacily on so-called strategic-a: ms control, that is, on agreements that restr ict
medium-cange and long-range nuclear weapons and weapons desiqned to defend against
them.

101. The fundament.l reason for the relative paucity of strategic-armo agreementa
is that, as per-nuclear history ~18o demonstrates, it is exceedingly difficult for
armed a‘versaries, even 1f they genuinely seek the benefits of an arms aqceement,
to reach a tually beneficial agreement that wounld commit them to obaecve a
particular ulationship ot Iorces restricted by treaty. For such an agreement
raises formidable problems of mcasurement and verification, which are compounded by
technological innovation, the diveraity of interrelated weapon systems, and the
asymmetry of military structures and functions. It confronts adversaries with
awkward problems of formal equity and equivalence, which do not impinge c¢n national
status to the same extent if 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:ires 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 i8 that developments in unrestricted areas will upset *he
military balance that the agceement was intended to codify.

102. The problem of achieving and maintaining mutually advantageous strategic-arms
agreements can be mitigated if the adversaries are content to accept the balance of
forces where it exists and confine arms restrictions to those that either do not
affect or else put a ceiling on desired military programmes. But an agreement like
this is not likely to produce enough of the benef :8 of arms control to seem worth
the problems it entails. In the democratic countries the actual effectn 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 1 and 1T.

103. With these considerations in mind, the Atlantic al?. lance seeks eubstantial
arms reduct ions, not just ceilings. Rut recognizing thnt reductions, in
themselves, do not necessarily make the arms race sater, 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
strategic superiority and which is deeigned to foster the overriding objective of
acme control: to strengthen atrateqic stability, that is, to reduce the rink of

- war by minimizing 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 targets, while strategic defence w-apons ace severely
limited in accordance with the ABM Treaty, so that neither side is vulnerable to a
first strike or invulnerable to unacceptable retaliatory damage. * foster mutual.
agreement on offensive-force reductions, considering the aeymmetci. 8 of force
structures, thr West proposes trade-offs that would enable each side to trade
limits on the weapons in which it holds an advantage for comparable limits cun
weapons in which the adversary holds an advantage.

/.-
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104. The indispensable condition for the achievement and the succeas of an arms
agreement is that it refle~t and stabilize a bala..ce 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 standpoint this
balance is expressed in the concept of military parity, or & parity of options,
which refers to a relationship of forces in which neither aide hae the kind of
overall advantage that would threaten the security of the other, and neither lacks
the assured :etaliatory capability to make aggression Unprofitable. The e 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 it.

105. Apart from theae general considerations concerning NATO objectives in current
and future arms-control negotiatione, the extent to which deterrence can make @&
particular contribution to negotiated disarmament 18 worth noting. This
contribution is twofold.

106. In the first place, as hao been demonstrated above, deterrence, properly
conceived, possessas a built-in tendency towards lower equilibrium points in
nuclear, as well as conventional, forces. In negotiation6 on nuclear-arms$ control,
the United Statee, with full alliance support, has thus consistently proposed
mutually balanced levels of weaponry far below the number of existing or planned
systems. Cases in point are the United States negotiating proposals in the course
of the SALT Il negotiations, the strategic arm6 reduction talks (START), the
crrrent bilateral negotiation% 1ir “eneva, and the proposal of a double-zero
solution on intermediate-rang? nuclear weapons during the 1981-1983 INF talks.

107. There i8 a second reaeon why credible deterrence provider 8 favourable
condition for arms control. Functioning deterrence grants effective protection
from attack and provides a feeling of confidence and reassurance, without which
arms-control negotiations may aggravate tengsions and suspicions. With a background
of credible deterrence, a negotiator has a euff icient margin of flexibility and
manoeyverability to make negotiations worth while and to strive euccesafully for
lower levels of weaponry. Far from being an obstacle to eucceeeful arms-control
neqot 1at ions, as is occasionally claimed, deterrence facilitates th- arms control
process.

The future of deterrence

Stabilizing deterrence: the case for restructuring

108. For 40 years deterrence hae Impoeed a measure of restraint upon international
politics that i8 unique in the history of qreat-Power conflicts. under the
inhibitions of mutual deterrence, the super-Powers and their alliee have avoided
war. They have developed important convention8 of beheviour and means Of
Communication for avoiding and moderating cr ises that might lead to war, and they
have learned to negotiate some of their most serious difference8 where interests
converge. Never harmonious, the quality of East-Weet relations tbbs and flows, but
these relations are as far from the brink of war as ever. InAdeec. they are much
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further from war than at earlier point8 in the poet-war period, which were
themselves not near, for example, two Berlin crises, the Korean wWar and the Cuban
missile crisis. In the absence of any functicnal equivalent, therefore, we can
continue to rely on deterrence with confidence, while trying, through arm¢
agreement8 and diplanatic accommodations, to make it as safe a8 possible.

109. Nevertheleas, for reasonu of ethics and self-interest, we should not be
satisfied forever with a system of deterrence that depends ultimately on the
possibility of catastrophic destruction. Deterrence in its present form, as the -
currently - beet available policy of war prevention in the nuclear aqe, rests on
sound moral foundations. Yet, its ethical acceptability has one important
prarequisitet that no opportunity be iust in the conscientious search for ways to
diminish the reliance on nuclear weapons. This corresponds to tho teaching8 of
many religious leader8 who have accepted deterrence, including its nuclear
component, as a temporary expedient in the interest of the preservation of peace,
predicated upon a morally responsible search for a lasting state of peace that
could ultimately dispense with the assistance of the nuclear instrument. A better
system of international security must, &% the least, offer equally effective
prevention of war with signif icantly less reliance on nuclear ret.:llation at
substantially lower levels of nuclear armament. To achieve a better system of
mutual secur ity, however, we must not only have 8 sound idea of where we are qoing,
but also a practical road-map for getting there.

110. In mearch of an alternative to deterrence, some are i-clined, whether from
conviction or for purposes of propaganda, to advocate Utopian solutions that would
require the transformat io. of the international political system, such as schemes
of universal security that ate as 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 blhaviour that
are supposed to govern the affairs of an orderly State, as though the problems of
the real world of sovereign countries with conflicting interests and opposing armed
forces could he overcome simply by prescribing 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 must be
compatible with the existing international system and the basic political and
military relationships within the system, taking into account, in particular, the
imbalance in conventional forces and geopoliticai asymmetries. This means that it
must bea based on the realities of contemporary international politics, for example,
the reality that fundamental conflicts of interests and aimsa trouble East-West
relations, that the Eastern and Western security systems are engaded in a
competition for military etrength to support these conflicting interests and aims,
and that nuclear weapons cannot be uninvented or, in all probability, verifiably
eliminated.

112. Fortunately, another reality is that the nuclear adversaries have a common
interest in reducing the risks of war and of catastrophirc 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 existing system of deterrence.
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113. On any realistic road-map, making the aviating system Of dotsrrence Safer {8
also the prerequisite for diminishing our reliance on it. For only a stable
military equilibrium that gives both sides a reauonable sengse of security can
provide the basis for moving co-operativoly towards a etructute of deterrence less
dependent on nuclear weapons.

Unilateral measures

114. To make the existing structure of deterrence more stable, both sides can take
a number of measures to make their own forces less vulnerable to an attack and less
l'kely to threaten an attack in the eyes of the adversary. For example. they can
reduce their reliance on fixed-eite missiles with many warheads; move towards
greater reliance on appropr iately stationed, single-warhead misviles; ® mpharite
delivery systems and warhead8 that ensure accuracy, diminish co) lateral damage and
reduce dependence on first use for their utility; and diminish the vulnerability of
c3 facilities, while further increaeing their capacity to ers:re political

control of the use, as well as prevent the unauthorized use, of nuclear weapons.

115. NATO hae taken an important unilateral initiative to enhance the stability of
deterrence within the framework of flexible response by cndertaking a prograumme to
obviate the need for early recourse to nuclear weapons against conventional
aqqreeeion. By strengthening conventional defence capabilities against the Warsaw
Treaty Organization's first strategic echelon and utilizing new conventional

tect noloyiee to combat follow-on (or reinforcement) echelonr before they enter the
battle, NATO will reduce its dependence on early resnrt to nuclear weapons and
thereby increase its political and military flexibility and freedom of action. 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
Organization's intentions are purely defensive, these NATO defence measures will

make the military balance in Europe safe+ for them as well as for the Western
alliee.

116. Another way to enhance the stability of deterrence while reducing relative
dependence on nuclear weapons could be to utilize new defence technology that is
emerqg ing, in order to move toward& a balanced structure of deterrence less
dependent on nuclear weapons and more dependent on non-nuclear defence against

at tacks. In the etrateqic realm. in any case, the United States feels compelled to
give ser ious consideration to defence ~ptions because of trends in Scviet strategic
forces which threaten United States land-baaed retaliatory forces: the substantial
increase in the number of warheads on heavy missiles with a hard-target kill
capability; the heavy investment in development and improvement of the worid‘*s only
currently deployed anti-ballietic-missile systaem (in the Moscow area), with a
qrowing break-out potentials and the world’s only deployed anti-satellite
capability. Moreover, these adverse trends in the balance of long-range strategic
forces are accompanied by similar development8 concerning the military balance in
Europe: the great superior ity in deployed intermediate-range and short-range
ballistic nuclear missiles and the development of anti-tactical ballistic missiles
(ATBM8) , such as the SA X-12, which are not technically covered by the ABM

Treaty _3_/ restr ictione. All these Soviet achievements are based on comprehensive
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 Sowviet compliance with it.

Co—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 ulleviate 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
miscalculation, and enhance the influence of the political element in mutual
restraints in comparison to the military element.

121. Another decisively important category of negotiated co-operation tO increase
the stability of mutual deterrence is arms agreements that would stabilize
deterrence by diminishing mutual fears of attack and, especially, a nuclear first
strikt in a serious e¢risis. 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 and - more 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 {8PI). 8DI is a United States Government research
programme to explore the feasibility of a strategic defensive system that would, in
the ynited States view, enable nations to live secure in the knowledge that their
seeutity does not exclusively rest upon convincing the adversary that aggression
will be met with nuclear retaliation, but rather on the ability to defend against
potential attacks = to protect national populations by conventional means rather
than avenge such attacks with nuclear weapons.
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123. In the view of the United States Government, the ultimate achievement of such
a system by both the West and the East would render nuclear weapons functionally
obeolete, even if it could not guarantee their literal abolition. At the same
time, the objective would not be to make the world safe tor conventional war but to
encompass a non-nuclear balance, reinforced by the potential for nuclear
rearmament, within the constraints of a comprehensive arms agreement which would
presuppose an underlying 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
striking power of offensive nuclear arms while forgoing any change in the mix of
offensive and defensive arms, whether the latter were designed for deployment on
Earth or in space., 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 negotiate with the USSR, au provided in the ABM Treaty, about
co-operative wayS to introduce d«fensive systems into the force structures of both
sides.

125. It is part of this scenario, as presented by the United States Government,
that every such transitional step would be designed to achieve an agreed Halance of
of fensive and defensive capabilities that both sides would regard as stabilizing.
No step would permit either side to attain superiority, either objectively or in
the eyes of the adversary. Obviously, negotiating such transitional steps would be
difficult. Amonqg other difficulties, it would presuppose broad disclosure of
technological developments and a reasonable resolution of formidable problems of
verif ication. The United States Government io aware that the process would work
only if there were underlying agreement on the objective of stabilizing mutual
deterrence at a much lower Level of nuclear striking-power and a much higher
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 that a
less--than-perfect national defence system, combined with radical

of frngive-nuclear-force reductions, may provide some of the advantages of a nearly
rerfect system without the problems the latter system may entail. The authors of
this line of thinking are aware that the answers to these questions may not be
known for a long time.

127. The strateqgic significance of this new approach is evident; equally evident -
to both the United States and its allies - is the deqree to which the SDI concept
impinges on central issues of alliance security and survival, as well as 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 qgenernte definite results only over time, as
the technological perspective can be more clearly visualized 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
programme under SDI, stressing its compatibility - and the need for its continuing
compatibility = with the ABM Treaty and acknowledging that it is 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 understandings reflecting 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 urderstandings have been accepted by the United
State5 and have now also been inzorporated 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
feasibility, thatr

{a) The alliance’s political and strategic unity must be safeguarded; there
must be no zones of different degree5 of security in the alliance; specifically,
Europe’s secur ity must not be decoupled from that of North Amer icaj;

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

(c) 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 itse inceptionl

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

{e) The overall aim of SDI is to enhance, not to undercut, deterrence;

(f) The strategy of flexible response must remain fully valid for the
alliance as long as there is no more effective alternative for achieving the qoal
of preventing war;

(g} Finally, during the entire phase in which the possibilities of the
strategic defence concept are explored comprehensive intra-alliance consultations
remain of particular significance.

131. During this entire far-reaching 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 l*rge 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

/e




A/41/432
English
Page 77

renewed active arms-control negotiations. In this phase, both sides have put forth
concepts and proposals 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 Earthjy 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
translation of these elements into tha details of one or eevcral comprehensive
arms-control agreements will be an arc‘uous and probably long process, which will
illuminate conflicts of interest and perception. In order that the constructive
effects of this process may predominate over the divisive effects, it will be
indiepeneable that both sides try tu understand each other’s perspective as
objectively as possible, without animus or paranoia, including their 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 East-West conflict safer, and gradually to supersede the
present system of safeguarding peace by mutual deterrence that is baaed so heavily
on the capacity of both sides to destroy each other - and themeelves. The two
great Powers must confront these tasks as the fiduciaries 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 is now a time for hope that this challenge can
be met.
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CHAPT R Vv
PAPER BY MR. K. SUBRAHMANYAM

1. Deterrence is a fact of life, and it has been 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 to anticipate the other person’s capacity to
inflict such pain. Pot centuries mwonarchs and terrorists have practised taking and
holding hostages to influence the econduct 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 is difficult for a country to overrun I{S neighbour and impose its
will on its population, as 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. Hostile reactions of other nations in the region could also he a
deter rent factor, Bwven 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 L2 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 & border, and such
pain or damage can be inflicted in a matter of hours. What distinguishes nuclear
deterrence is the Rower to impose 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 nucless» deterrence is effective and viable appears to be
largely a matter of belief. There is no way of proving it or, for that matter,
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 been 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-Matsu issue. There may be strong
reason to infer that deterrence worked in these cases. They occurred when the side

’
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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 was sustained for about two decades. These
assumptions are themselves derived from certain perceptions.

9. In retrospect 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.

13. Though the doctrine of deterrence may be based only on certain beliefs, it has
not been possible to ignore it, 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 te
the dootrine of deterrence could be influenced within the framework 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 NATO) 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 were, in turn, bound te 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 1960s, the dimensions of which
still haunt us today, now admit that the elaborate quantifications put forward then
were only rationalizations of certain compromise decisions and apparently the sises
of those arsenals were not derived from meaningful military criteria. The very
elaborate debates of the 1860s 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 bound to deteriorate into counter-value destruction, In the 1960s there was
not adequate knowledge about the effect of electromagnetic pulse (EMP} and command
and control problems. All such debates now end with the declaration: ®"& nuclear
war can never he fought and won. It should never be started”, and the doctrine Of
mutual assured destruction, which was once an article of faith, is being
increagingly 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 framework of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. One
might be termed “passive deterrence®, and the other, *dominant deterrence*. The
latter concept allows one to take all initiatives below the nuclear threshold, -
while denying them to a rival. It evolved, together with efforts to project
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nuclear weapons as a currency of power, to develop war-f ighting capability, which
was also euphemistically known as counter-force, and to contain the «apre.d of
nuclear weapons to new nations and the development of a global network of nuclear
capability. The developmen: of war-fighting capability or counter-force doctrine
was just if ied on two grounds. First, it waz argued that counter-force was more
humane am it sought to avoid city tarjets. Secondly, it was felt that, without the
projection of war-fighting capability, the posture of deterrence would not be
credible. Whatever the justification, this approach led to an expanded prodgramme
of weapons production, since the targets for war-fighting or counter-f»nrce could be
endlessly multiplied and various factors of uncertainty regairding availability,
reliability, accuracy, vulnerability and so forth could be combiued and cited to
jumtify a larqge arsenal and the development of a whole range of tactical nuclear
waapons and their associated infrastructurs

13. Now, in the period following the development by the two major Powers of
somewhat comparah:le stoclpiles, at levels which qgive 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 corstraints, 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 againot non-nuclear-weapon States, which would amount to an act of
terrorism. War implies the use of organized force in a controlled way to achieve
objectives, the value of which will be commensurate with the costs and risks
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 high.
The cost% of such wars in terms of pain and damage are likely to ha of unacceptable
levels. Since this is so for both nides, neither side is in a position to claim to
deter the other without itself being deterred bv the existence of the nuclear
weapons.

14. In such circumstances, one side’s claim that resort to nuclear weapons and
war-fighting crnstitutes an essential part of its strategy may not necessarily
result in grea.er deterrent impact on the other aide. It may make the former side

appear to have greater risk-taking proclivities than the latter. Acting
irrationally in order to have one’s way is a strateqy employed by many, including
children. If the side that contributes to the belief system in deterrence has an
image of bein., a risk-taker, that will have a certain ncgative impact on others.
The logical step for the rival side is to enhance its image of punishing capability
further, so that the risk-taker will not be in any doubt of the pain and suffering
in store for him if he were to resort to nuclear weapons first. The assertion of a
doctrine of first use of nuclear weapons and their consequent leqgitimization as
weapons of war compel more nations outside the framewiork of the two hlocs to
practise nuclear deterrence by developing their own weapons.

16. At the military level, especially when projecting images, the tendency has
been to develop a straight ~orrelation between the level of stockpiles nf weapons
and the deterrent potential. In a sense, this is an extrapulatlon of the lessons
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 is to be visualized not merely with reference to the pain and
damage that one can inflict on the adversary but also with reference to the pain
and damage one is able to bear and withstand. This is largely a non-quantifiable
factor. For instance, 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 from it. But in the view of United States public opinion,
the pain the United States had to under90 in terms of casualities was not worth the
objectives it desired to secure in Viet 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 be reflected in the
simple equation of the sizes of the two stockpiles. The arms-control approach is
largely based on this equation and hence has proved inadequate. More important
among the interacting factnrs generating deterrence are the dagree of uncertainty
regarding escalation and tae ability to control and terminate a nuclear exchange,
and the difficulty in calculating whether the pain and damage likely to be
inflicted on oneself is worth the objective one desires to secure. Viewed from
*his perspective, It is logical to conclude that, rationally, there should not be a
».aclear war between two adversary military blocs armed with large stockpiles of
highly sophisticated nuclear weapons and deterrence should be operative. The real
problem is the likelihood of irrationality and miscalculation.

18. It stands to reason that the posture of threatening to resort to nuclear
weapons has greater risk of irrationality and miscalculation than the one of
maintaining nuclear-weapon stockpilea for daterrence. Similarly, the undue

® 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 strategic bombing of the Second World War
and the use of five million tons of bombs on the Indo-Chinese States are Instances
of judgement 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 extensions — with all its proclivities for miscalculation
born of undue emphasis on technological solutions to political problems is the
engine of nuclear proliferation. Faced with such a decision-making tradition and
the proclivities of miscalculation, an adversary is likely to compensate by
projecting an image of retaliatory capability calculated ‘ot 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 asymmetry, there is
pressure on non-nuclear-weapon States that are in = position to do so to acquire
nuclear weapons to deter interventionist nations armed with such weapons. Those
who rubscribe to the belief system of nuclear deterrence can be deterred only by
nuclear weapons. Viewed in this way, the doctrine 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 greate. the
stabl 1 ity of doter rence, arque the espousers of proport ionate deterrence doctrine.
The contrary view, more prevalent, that the risk of a nuclear war breaking out
increases with an increase in the number of decision-making author itlies is negated
in practice. It is8 now public knowledge that the nuc.ear missiles in submarines
are not under centralized electronic locking arrangements and can be fired by the
submarines’ crews themse lvee. In other words, every nuclear-missile submarine is
an independent decision-making authority to launch weapons. Eachk 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 progranune.
Applying the law6 of probability generally extended to the proliferation of nuclear
weapon6 among new nations, the larger the number of nuclear-missile submarines, the
greater the probability of a nuclear war.

20. Murphy’s law stipulates that anything that can qo wronqgq in a system is bound
to go wrong some time or other. All these laws of probability can be applied to
the present situatio If the risk of nuclear war ar ising from the possession of
enormous stockpiles ¢ 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
additional nations - an increase In risk suitably compensated by the increase in
ambient deterrence consequent upon such additions -~ it is8 quite obvious that the
current wisdom on the issue of horizontal proliferation is a dogmatic exteneion of
the body of nuclear doctrine and its "theological" derivations 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-fighting doctrine has led to the continuous buildup of stockpiles of
nuclear wecapons and improvement in their accuracy by analogy with doctrines for
fiyhting with conventional weapons. The doctrine of defending oneself against
nuclear weapons will give further impetus to the war-fighting approach and
consequently will lead to an open-ended buildup of both offensive and defensive
weapons. The war-figntiny approach is based on the assumption that a victory is
possible in a nuclear war and war terrhination is feasible since the nuclear
exchange would not escalate beyond the control of central national authorities. To
that extent the war-fighting approach iis antithetical to the doctrine of
existentialist mutual deterrence.

22. Those who still uphold the feaeibility of fighting with nuclea: weapon’; in a
war 1in which each side directs its weapons strictly ayainst the military targets of
the other side appesr to envisage that they will be able to impose such a rule on
th adversary and thus have the overall capability of controlling escalation. This
does not appear tc be a wholly realistic expectation. If one side can cross the
nuclear threshold and engaqge in counter-force strikes to gain advantage for itself,
there is no reason why the losing side should not threatar t0 cross a secoad
threshold and start inflicting pain and destruction ou wue 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 doing it. On the other
hand, it may be coneidcred irrational by the other side. Having crossed the
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threshold and engaged in war-fighting with adequate survivable nuclear force8 in
reserve, the first side expects that the other side will abide by the rule and
behave rationally, retaliating only in counter-force mode, since it will not be in
its interest to escalate to counter-value level in view of the first gide's
survivable forces in reserve. That was not how the weaker Royal Air Force behavad
while attempting to retaiiate against the Luftwaffe’s counter-force attack@ in the
Second World War. With an much rationality as the initial decision to cross the
nuclear threshold, the adversary can make limited counter-value strikes to deter
continuation of counter-force attacks. In one’s assessment of an adversary's
reactions to one's decision ta cross the nuclear threahold or one‘'s attempt to
engage it in counter-force exchanges, there is enormous scope for miscalculation,
mince such reactions are mostly culture-bound.

23. Today deterrence is looked upon mostly as an operational strategic doctrine.
Thur, instead of politico influencing the strategy of deterrence, the latter *ends
to dominate relations among nations. Since the strategy of deterrence is based on
the perceived need for a capability to dioauade an adversary or rival with hostile
intentions, the pursuit of deterrence hae tended to freeze political relations in a
continuing hostile posture. Had deterrence been an instrument of politics over the
last four decades, there would have been interaction between the posture of
deterrence and changes in international politics that have been very profound and
of a far-reaching nature - decolonization, the emergence of five nuclear-weapon
Powers, the impact of technology on the international system and so forth.
Obviously the perceptions of threats today are not what they were three or four
decades ago. The interdependencies of nations have increased. Ideologiee have
declined in their appeal.

24. Unfortunately, the doctrine of deterrence remained de-linked from poll tics
among nations and was mostly pursued as a mechanical, operational atrateqgic
doctrine, focut.ng exceeaive attention on weaponry, deployment postures and
stockpiles. Even detente ot linked up with arms control and ite bean-counting
approach. To sustain deterrence a8 a strategic posture, a basic adversarial
relationehip became a prerequisite. It was easier to explain failures of policy
due to inadequate political understanding through a Manichean interpretation of the
dynamics nf the international system.

25. The doctrine of deterr«nce, unless vigorously counterbalanced by improvement
in political relations, tende to sustain distrust and suspicion between the two
nat ions 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
pressure on the other nation to catch up. |If one nation is generally ahead
technologically, the weaker is bound to resort to uecrecy to hide its weakneee, and
this in turn generates further distrust and suspicion.

27. The strategy of deterrence is today exclusively gear«¢ |l to Weapon systems.

Since technology i3 not static, there are continuous improvements in weapon systems
and one generation 18 bound to be replaced by the next. Consequently, the strategy
Of deterrence continuously drives the arms race. Here again, the two sides 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 first side is
ready to move to a new generation of weapons. 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 politics has led to the demand that one arsenal should be
matched mechanically by the other. But qeography and difference5 in technologies
available and in the performance characteristicb of the weapon systems of the two
sides make it virtually impossible to match the two arsenals in all their component
systems. Thia in turn leads to endless arguments in arriving at agreements in the
bean-count ing acme-control approach. This is further complicated by difference5 in
doctrinal positions. The side willing to take higher risks in resorting to nuclear
weapons and favoured, moreover, by geoqraphy 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
developing areas of the world also increased proportionately. This perception is a
natural corollary of the doctrine of deterrence practised without taking into
account political factors. |If the foremost Power of the world is not able to
control and shape event5 in the developing world, the reaeon is not traced to
indlgenous 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 arsenals control everything, and every event in the
world has to be interpreted as the move or the countermove of one major
nuclear-weapon Power or the other. Every failure of policy and every event in
which one does not have a role is ilvoked upcn as a failure of the efficacy of one’8
own global deterrence or the succens of the rival's deterrent posture. Hence the
linkage between the qglobal deterrent balance and the South African anti-apartheid
strugyie or Central American turbulence. The perception that nuclear deterrence
maintains the international system in its existing orientation is yet another
self-fulfill ing prophecy, resulting in incre. ied interventionism in the developing
wor ld.

30. The fixed and predictable hostile relationsh between the two major Powers of
the world predicated on the posture of sustained u.-terrence has in turn become
manipulable factor in the tensions between hostile pairs of nation5 in the

developing world. If one member 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 often energizes the
animosities in the developing world. (There have been occasional exceptions, like
the war between the Islamic Republic of Iran and lIraq.)

/n-
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31.. It is not the contention here that a realistic alternative to the current
deterrence-dominant international system would be totally co-operative in nature.
That may be a long~term objective of humanity, but it is not likely to be achieved
for many decades to come. Nations are bound to pursue their perceived national
Interests, attempt to further their gains 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 internstional competitive dynamics, with the result that, even as the two
major arsenals have qgrown, 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 has not been so much vicious as unwise
and counter-productive from the point of view of thei:r respective national

interests and overall global progress, stability and development.

32. The last four decades have seen very few meaning..1 arms-control measures.
The Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missiles, 3/ SALT |, the Antarctic
Treaty, 10/ tha Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, inclvdina the Moon and Other Celestial

Bodies 11/ and the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpiling of Bacterioloaical (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their
Destruction 12/ are generally listed in this cateqgory. Only the f irst two of these
are, atr ictly speak ing, arms-control measures. The other three, one of which - the
outer apace Treaty - now appears to be in jeopardy, are arms-control measures.
SALT | has been replaced by vnrati f ied SALT IlI, and the future of the ABM Treaty
appears very uncertain. One is therefore unable to trace ai y positive impact of
current nuclear deterrence doctrine on arms-cnntrol measures. However, the
negative impact is quite evident.

33. Nuclear deterrence as it relates to the bean-counting approach to neaotiation
has inhibited arms control, since it is extremely difficult to balance two arsenals
when they operate in different locations and have components with very dissimilar
performance characteristics, and when there is an emphasis on counter-force or
war-fiahting doctrine in the backqround. It is likely to jecome far more difficult
if the bean-countina 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 offensive and defensive systems, which necessarily
implies war-fighting, will introduce additional factors of uncertainty with
particular reference to weapon sophistication.

34. As verification become8 increasingly difficult because of developments in
weapon technology , either arms control will have to be replaced by overall mutual
deterrence, based on uncertainties in perception in respect of the size,
sophistication and efficacy of each other's arsenals, 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 is losing its appeal. Even those who
originated the idea of arms control on the grounds that disarmament was Utopian and
one could not dieinvent nuclear weapons are veer ina round to the view that arms
control, by focueing excessive attention on armaments, pushes political relations
into the backqround and that, for reasons already outlined, arms control can never
he stable since technology is not. -*atic.

/..
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35. The nuclear Powers and the industrialized world account for approximately

84 per cent of global military expenditure. Yet the industrialized world has had
four decades of relative peace which, viewed historically, is a remarkable
achievement. During the period that the industrialized world has not seen war, one
industrialized nation or another has been engaged in wai outside the industrialized
world - in the developing world. The leaders »nf industrialized countries seek to
explain this phenomenon by the thesis that nuclear deterrence has kept the peace in
the industrialized world and that weapons by themselves do not result in war, but
that weapons enveloped in adversarial politics do (as witneased in the developing
wor 1d) .

36. This thesis begs the question on two counts. First, other parts of the world
can also develop peaceful conditions, similar to thoee in Europe, if they can
establish conditions of mutual nuclear deterrence. The self-serving argument that
developing nations cannot be trusted with nuclear weapons and that the
industrialiced natione have behaved responsibly does not stand scrutiny. As

® |[teady highlighted, "city-busting®” and genocidal bombing are dominant military
traditions of the induettialired nationt, Furthermore, in the last four decades
one industrialized nation or another hae been continuously at war, though not in
its own area. Perhaps half of the <asualties in the wars in the developing world
have been caused by the armed forcea of the industrialized world - in Kotea,

Viet Nam and Afghanistan and in various anti-colonial wars. Lastly, it it3 a group
of fndustrialized nations which still insists on sustafning the legitimacy of
nuclear weapons and its need to uphold the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. In
these circumstances, the theaie that nuclear deterrence has maintained peace in the
industrialized world will make it difficult for lead'ng developing nations with a
nuclear capability not to adopt the etrateqy of the dominant nations of the
international system.

37. The arqument that weapons by themselves do not create warn but thrt the
politics associated with the weapons do has a lot of appeal and makes sense. It
follows from that argument that, if tensions are to be reduced, emphasis should be
on poll t ice and not on weaponry. Deterrence based on stockpiles of weapons cannot
be the final objective, and tbe political perceptions 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 grow, continue to lese their rating in the international
hierarchy in all other respects relative to other nations.

38. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence is bas 'd on inducing fear of the

possibility of extreme pain if onre's adversarv continues on a course of action that
is perceived to be endanger ing the s~»curity or the vital national interests of the
nuclear-weapon Power concerned. For this purpose, the cities of the advereary ace
held hostage to nuclear destruction. Nuclear deterrence has also been described as
the "palance of ter ror". While perhaps it may be difficult to establish a direct
relationship between the rise of terrorism in the world and the espousal of the
doctrine of nuclear deterrence, which maintains that holding populatione of various
nations hostage to a nuclear strike ig legitimate, the underlying commonality in
values and approach is unmistakeanle, |[If nations that have the necessary resources
at their command to resist conventional aggression still choose to threaten to
resort to nuclear weapons in exercise 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 distinguishes terrorist violence from
justifiable violence. Nuclear deterrence is wholly directed against the innocent
populations of the world. Hence the churches have come out against the use and
threat of use 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 legitimizing 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
large-scale losses of nuclear fissile material - “material unaccounted for” - from
the military facilities of nuclear-weapon Powers. There also appears to 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 'New York disclosed that there had been higher than explainable levels
of deadly plutonium 239 in the New York water supply in April 1985 following a
terror ist threat. Plutonium 239 could have 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
times. 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 fabricated 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 devices and more efficient
criminal organizat ions than have the develop: 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 the throughput from
unsafequarded military nuclear facilities, the higher the risk of nuclear
terrorism. All these factors are today operative in the industrialized 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 possibility 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 fiseile materials and the human talent to put them
together would come from the induetrialized world, noc to mention the doctrine and
philosophy of nuclear terrorism. If the industrialized world does not take steps
to reversge the present trend and continues with the present policies of
proliferating nuclear +eapons, disp=rsing them more and more widely, ignoring the
materials unaccounted fur snd upholding the legitimacy of doctrines of nuclear
terror ism, the world may very well witness that the next use of a nuclear device or
weapon will be made by terrorists in one o€ the cities of the industrialized world.
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42. Since this study is also intended to deal with other related matters, it is in
cider to discuss the ways and means by which the international community can get

out of the trap of nuclear deterrence,, Today the industrialized 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 o

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 simplistic 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
weapong 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 action, 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 been 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 « e
will fight for a king. Religious and sectarian fervour resulted in wars and
genocide, and though some of it still survives, most of humanity abhors Kkilling
people in the name of defending religious faith. Discrimination based on colour
was prevalent even a couple of decades ago and is no longer defended as a way of
life. Today women are agitatirg for equal rights. Some 60 years ago women were
denied wveciing rights and today women are 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 ha 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 set started to
dissolve, followed by other empires. Today colonialism is ind2fensible, though in
its heyday it was hailed as a civilizing 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 in
the last 40 years. Finally colonialism collapsed. Today the same is happening to

apartheid.
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45. It is 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 basis of their
possession of increasingly frightening nuclear arsenals have lost out on economic,
technological and political fronts. The most powerful nation, as a nuclear-weapon
Power , today is the most indebted nation »f the world, in spite of all the
advantages with which it started. The pursuit of an increasingly costly arms race
is likely to result in further set-backs tc these leading nuclear-weapon Powers.
They may or may not succeed in dominating space, but they probably will lose their
influence and power on Earth. That in itself is not something for humanity to
worry about, but in the process, 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 is8 to delegitimize and outlaw nuclear weapons
as instruments of war. There is general acceptance that the other three categories
of weapons of mass destruction = bacteriological, chemical and radiolog ical - have
to be outlawed. On the first, there is already a convention. 12/ On the second,
there 18 the Geneva Protocol of 1925 13/ and further discussions arc being held on
their prohibition. A ban 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 inaist on the legitimacy of the weapons and
the terrorist doctrine of nuclear deterrence. The irrationality ot this 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 use 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 1477, according to which the States
parties have undertaken not to engage in milivary or any other hostile use of
environmental modification techniques having widespread, long-lasting Oor severe
effects as the means of destruction. The use of nuclear weapons cannot be resorted
to on a large scale without violatina this Convention. Furthermore, the use of
nuclear weapons would amount to a violation of the Hague Convention. 6/ 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 as the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 did not have an adverse impact on mutual deterrence, which
operated during the Second World War because both sides possessed 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 as are
biological and chemical weapons.
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CHAPTER VI
PAPER RY KR. V. ZHURKIN

The concept of deter rence

1. The world is racing towards the end of the twentieth century and the beginning
of the third millenium. The accelera ing arms race and international tension are
viewed by the whole of mankind with mounting alarm, and the question “To be or not
to be?” arises in all its complex and diverse forms. In preeent circumsta.ces, it

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

2. In tne circumstances, there is a need for decisive actions leading to a
genuine hreakthrough in international relations. It is eanential to stop the
“death train” of the arms race and to begin reducing weapons. Today, a8 never
before, we must learn to live together in harmony on this small plunet and to
master the difficult art of taking account of each other's interests. There is a

neea for a new approach in the political sphere corresponding to the realities Of
t.e contemporary world. Obviously, th=z world can emerge from the present spell of

dangerous tension only through the efforts of all countries, both large and small.

3. Such a new aj )roach, a turn for the better in present-day International
relations, demands a fresh look at many issues and phenomena on the world political
scene. It is thrrefore extremely important to consider to what extent any
particular concept aimed at ensuring national secur ity and international security
as a whole corresponds to the new realities. In this connection, an analysis of
the concept of “deterrence” , to which this study is devoted, may be of a certain
interest.

4 . The concept of “deterrence” came into being and has been : ormulated, developed
and fleshed out largely by the United States and its allies in the course of the
itong post-war period as the major modern Western concept of secur ity in the nuclear
age. The essence of this concept lies in using one's military might (whett r’
nuclear or conventional) in order to intimidate the other Ride and to atta:n one s
political objectives. Therefore, from the very outset it was based on the urge to
attain military superiority over the Soviet Union.

L5, In order to conceal its offensive character, the hypothesis of the "Soviet

I military threat” was put foiward, and the need to counter that threat, so the
theory went, called for the nuclear might of the Wezt., The absurdity of the

I hypothesis of the “Soviet military threat” a.d the 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 security and the secur ity of those very States which
cling to the concept. There is a whole series of reasons to juatify this
conclusion.
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. ¥irat, the concept is8 founded upon the desire to ensure one's own security py
awiyling it to others. This 18 a particularly eelfieh concept, presented in the
yuise of a respectable concept of defunce of national interests. The concept Of
deterrer.ce embodies the inherent need for the existence of an evil adversary, whose
image is bolstered by »11 the means of propaganda and psycrological warfare
ava'lable to its authorn. Hence the concept of deterrence invariably exacerbates
the international situation aad aggravates the world’s political atmosphere, with
the result that only in condition8 of international tension can this 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 years.
However, when there is confrontation between two sides t'.at ~ kindled and
exacer-ited during the process of applying the concept or de. "rence, absolute
securicy for ore side signifies an absolute lack of security &and an absclute threat
for the other side. The pereistent striving on the part of the authors of the
cnhncept of deterrence toward8 thit unattainable “ideal” is a major reason for many
of the adverse and dangerous processes occurring in tha modern wor 1d.

8. Secondly, a part icr Lar ly dange a8 tendency is tlie urge to achieve military
euperior ity over the othe side. ™ 3 urge embodiee a feeling of nostalgia for the
days of atomic monopoly ¢ , av least, nuclear superiority over the USSR.

9. This in turn is accompaniea oy the morbid perception of the existence of an
approximate strateqgic 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 depriving the other eide of the ability to make an
appropr Late response to aqggreeeion, especially if, in order to achieve this aim, an
anti-mieeile shield were deployed in outer space. Obviously, in such a case the
aggressor may be tempted to deliver or to threaten to deliver a first disarmi.g
nuclear atrike and count on going unpunished. Thia account8 for the extremely
grave danger of striviig for military superiority in the nuclear age.

1).. Thirdly, the etriving towards military superiority serves a8 the main driving
force behind the arms race. Yet ii «8 a fact that, while propounding the concept
of deterrence, the United State8 was the initiator of all the msjor and most
dangeroue spirals in the nuclear-arms race. |t was the first to cdevelop and use
che atomic bomb. It was the first to carry out the massive deployment of heavy
strategic bomber8 carrying nuclear weapons, intercontinental ballistic missiles,
and ballistic missiles on nuclear submarines. The United State8 wae the first to
equip intercontinental ballistic misailes with multiple independently targeted
warheads, a eituation that quickly led to a eeveral-fol.d increase in the number Of
nuclear warhead8 on tho strategic delivery vehicles. The United State8 initiated

the development of a new typa of offensive nuclear weapon - the long-range cruise
missile with different kinds of basing.
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12. It is precisely the Unlted States which hae set itself the goal of extending
the arms race Into outer apace by developlng space~strike weapons and is actually
proceeding to carry out thia taek. In setting shout lmplementing the ao-called
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), with component8 baaed in outer space, the
United States 1s s=eking to expand ita capability to deliver a first disarming
nuclear strike.

13. There is extreme danger in the view, whatever justification might be put
forward to support it, that the problems facing the international community can he
solved througih the development and stockpiling of successive new and yet .more
destructive typee of weaponag, both on Earth and in epace. The arms race is8
threatening to go out of control. Yet it is a fact that the United States and the
USSR, West and Bast, are already, at the preeent juncture, finding it very
difficult to enter into a fruitful dialogue and necotiations on curbing the arms
race and on nuclear disarmamentj tomorrow that will be even more difficult.

14. In addition to the danger8 posed by the concept of deterrence in the field of
matei ial preparations for nuclear «ar, it should be noted, fourthly, that this
concept engendera very immediate, direct dangers 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 has been

systemat ica . ly bui lding up 1 ts nuclear forces and anhancing their effectiveness,
including their first-strike capability, as the rain indicator of this
“credibility” of deterrence. Moreover, in order to increase such credibility, the
United States hae also resorted to both obhlique and direct nuclear threat8
(ostentatio: 3ly bringing its strategic vruclear forces into a state of heightened
military alertj moving nuclear-weapon delivery vehicles closer to the frontiers of
a potential enemys having State officials utter threatening statements; and so
on) . In other werds, the concept of deterrence embodies the constant risk that
those who favour it may be the first to use nuclear weapons and unlezsh a nuclear
war. The concept of deterrence is baaed on the first use of nuclear weapons.

15. Fifthly, the concept of deterren:e ha8 characteristically 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 was
propounded as an idea for excluding from an “exchange of nuclear strikes” the
population of the countries engaged in the nuclear conflict, 8o that only the armed
forces of the opposing sidea would be involved. Thus the conclusion was drawn that
a nuclear conflict limited (in time or space) would be morally justified, confined
and relatively Free from casualties. |In fact that is not so.

16. To etart with, such a nuclear conflict could not be contai ~ed within any
bounde. It would inevitably lead to the use by the adversaries .. their entire
nuclear arsenala.

17. The scenar io of a limited nuclear war, confined to one particvra. vegion, for
example, Europe, is utterly inhuman. The hypothesis of a limited nuclear war in
Europe reflectn the desire on the Fart of the United States to deflect a nuclear
threat from its own shores (or else to weaken that threa% as much as pcssible) and
make the Europeans its nuclear hostages. A nuclear woi {n Earope 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 disastec would inevitably
ensue. World civilization as a whole and life itaelf on our planet would be
threatened with annihilation.

18. M1l that the authors of the concept of a limited nuclear war could achieve
would he tc facilitate the unleashing of a nuclear conflict on the ground& that a
“limited” war is "better than a global one”, even though a nuclear war would
irnevitahiy become global. It would seem that the very concept of a limited nuclear
war ig aimed at reconciling the international community to the idea of the
“applicability” of nuclear weapons and the “admissibility®™ of nuclear war. The
concept of a limited nuclear war, as a more refined element of the concept of
deterrence, hae in eaeence simply heightened the threat of a nuclear conflict.

19. AIll this fully applies also to tha concept of a protracted nuclear war, which
would represent a series of limited nuclear ware expanding in space or extending in
time, or both simultaneously.

20. Purthermore, the concept of deterrence cannot be regarded as rational for the
purpose o. ensuring security, because, aixthly, its ecope is defined by lts authors
a8 weing practically unlimited. This is particularly evident in the concept of
extended deterrence. which makes proviaion for the threat to use forca (including
nuclear weapons) in order to protect one's interests in any part of the world,
thus, tne scope of this concept is laid down arbitrarily. At times it hae becean
applied exclusively to Europe; at others, it has been expanded to include the
Middle East and Far Rast, the area of the Persian Gulf, Central America, the Indian
Ocean and so on, The limits of the zone (declared unilaterally, that is,

illeqal ly) , have been deliberately left vayue in order to allow for the possibility
of arbitrar ily expanding the zone, extending the military threat to more and more
regions of the world. Tlis clearly reveals the offensive nature of the e~ncept of
“deterrence” and its imperial motivation and content.

21.. The views of the political leadership of a particular State concerning crucial
gueatione of war and peace can only be judged by conducting an objective analysis
of its foreign and military policy, its military programmes and its poaition with
regard to limiting and reducing armaments and armed forces, including the
non-militarizatinn of outer space, and, lastly, what the political leadership tells
its own people about the possible consequences of nuclear war. A8 a rule, these
insues, in their moat condensed form, are expounded and embodied in the military
doctrine of the State.

22. In any State’s military doctrine, two closely interrelated and interdependent
aspects may be distinguished, namely, the aocio-political and the
military-technical aspect The views enunciated are perriodically refined and

amended, and new element: 'pear. The most stable of these are the ideas relating
to the aocio-political. as; -« t of the doctrine, since they reflect the class nature
and political aims of that State. The military-technical aspect is more variable,
since it depends to a large extent on the ways and means of waging armed struggle,
and these are conatantly chanqing and being improved.
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23. The technical side of the doctrines of the socialist and capitalist countrie.
have several similar features arising from common tendencies in the development of
the art of war and from the level of scientific and technical progress achieved.
But the goals, methods and general orientation of these States’ military
developmen*t are mutually opposad on account of diffe~ing class aims.

24. In the USSR, where there arz no ruling and exploiting classesa, military
doctrine is baaed on progressive, equitable ideas for defending the socialist
achievement | of the working people, peace and the security of peoples. A0 a class
cateqgory, the military doctrine of the USSR flows from the nature of the Soviet
soclo-political system and from the domestic and foreign policy of the Party and
the Governments it cor responds t.o the economic., scientific and technical, moral and
political, and military capabilities «f the socialist State. Soviet military
doctrine is of & particularly defensive nature: t i8 designed to protect the USSR
and the other socialist countries and not to permit aggrer<sion against. them. The
USSR does not aeek military superiority, but nor wiil it permit military
superiority over it. The purely defensive orientation of Soviet military doctrine
is based on the fact that the USSR is firmly opposed to nuclear wayr in any form.

25. Since Soviet military doctrine is based on the fundamental and immutable
principles of a foreign policy of peace and international security, it is an
integral part of the foreign-policy practice of peacaful coexistence. The aimé6 of
Boviet military doctrine are determined by the Soviet Unlon'sa officially adopted
political asmessment of the role of wilitary force in the historical controversy
between t w0 opposing syatems, 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 assence of the policy of peaceful coexistence, Soviet leaders have
repeatedly etreseed in recent times that its moet important feature lles in the
fact that States, given all their differences, must learn to live together, to live
in a civilized manner and to survive together on our small planet, after mastering
the difficult art of taking each other’s interests into consideration. when
humanity faces a global nuclear threat and must at all costs survive, these demands
become imperative.

26. The attainment of a strategic military purity with the Unlted States and NATO
wag a historic achievement by the Soviet Union and its allies. This parity,plays a
constant @ tabilizing role in the world. Those who at times attempt to bring up the
subject of the two super-Powers would do well to consider what would become of
their independence and what conditions would be like in the wo:ld if the USSR were
weaker than it is, and if the Soviet people did not devote so much labour, material
resources and 3cientific thought to maintaining its economic and military

capability at the necessary level.

27. The foreign and military policy of the Soviet Union is implemented in practice
through a system of conetraining factors which wmay be divided provisionally into a
number of categorieer political, military, legal, moral and peychological, and
others. They encompass not only the armed forces of the USSR and its allies and
the possession by the Soviet Union of nuclear weapons, but also the bilateral and
multilateral negotiations on limiting the arms race, agreements to lower the level
Of military and, in particular, nuclear confrontation, and so forth. All these are
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components Of an overall approach based on unconditional recogni: ion of the need to
reduce the importance of the military factor and increase the role of the political
and legal and the moral and paychological components.

28. For the time being, tear of unacceptable retribution is one of the obstacles
to war and the use of military force. Nevertheless, lasting peace cannot be 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” it enti: 2ly
unfounded from our point of view and does not apply to the USSR either milj tarily
or politically, because the question of deterring the Soviet Union and the other
sociallist 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
this sense is neither a military dcctrine nor the ultimate objective thereof. It
is rather a reflection of the situation in which neither side i8 able to carry out
with impunity an act of aggresaion against the other aide. In other words,
deterrence has a certain semantic significance in the wt{ litar-r context.

31. It is 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 its
opponenta as a deterr ing factor.

33. The fact that, in an interdependent world, an action by one side laads to a
counteraction by the other must also be taken into account. Just as each new step
taken by the United States in expanding the arms race led to countermeanures 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 acknowledge the existence of deterring
factors without resortirqg to the practice of deterrence or recognising this
concept? Yes, it is poasible, and the conduct of contemporary foreign policy
clearly demonst: atas this.

35. There are two radically different notion8 of deterrence. The f irst i3 the
concept of “deterrence” (it wculd be more precise to say “nuclear deterrence”)
which was adopted by a number of NATO countriea as a fundamental military (and

politico-military) concept and was developed into a set of military, political,
economic, paychological and other attitudes. It is charactetized by the following
elements: the intent to achieve military superiority, the tendency to engage in an
unbridled arms race and increase military confront*.“ion, the aggravation of

international tension, heightened confrontation in «il spheres and brinkmanship,
the undermining of stability, a greater reliance on military force as a principul
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tool of policy, A stronger emphasis on ideology in political affairs and incraaaed
psychological warfare, a broadening interpretation of national interests, and so
forth.

36. The other notion of deterrence is not linked to the military (or
politico-military) doctrine of any country. This deterrence comes into play as an
objective category of the contemporary system of international relations. It has
no conceptual characteristics ard does not seek to juatify the use of nuclear and
other weapons. In objective terms, this deterrence to a certain degree 18 a
stabilizing factor in the etrateqgic situation.

37. The Soviet Union corsiders that it is strategic military parity, not
deterrence, which ensures peace. Nucla2ar deterrence and intimidation cannot serve
as a basis for lasting international security and stability because security cannot
be based ad infinitum on the threat of force, which whips up the arms race.

Putting into practice the tenete of nuclear deterrence underminer! the strategic
balance.

38. The greater the level of military confrontation in the nuclear and space age,
the more precarious and lees reliable the basis for international peace becomes,
oven if the balance is maintalned. Under these circumstances, nuclear war may
result not only from a deliberate decision, but also from attempts to blackmail or
from an erronecus perception by one side of the intent ons or actions of the other,
or it may be caused by a rash act in response to a sudden aggravation of the
situation or a breakdown in the computer8 which are used increasingly to ensure the
functioning of the complex modern weapon systems.

39. Accordingly, the Soviet Union considers etrateqic military parity not an end
in itself, hut a point of departure for reducing and, ultimately, fully eiiminating
the threat of nuclear war.

40. As for Soviet military doctrine, it is based on the fact that the strategic
balance, founded on the principle of equality and equal security, cr»ates objective
incentives for reducing the futile and dangeroue competition in the military field
and is a prerequisite for lessening military and political confrontation. In
accordance with the Soviet concept, security cannot he quaranteed by using military
technology, given the present level of development of weapons of annihilation and
destruction. The problem is a political one and can he solved only by poli ticsl
means. Pirst of all, it is necessary to have the political will to halt the arms
race, which has become the main source of the threat of nuclear war, and to begin
to move towards disarmament. There is8 no rational alternative to a world free of
war and nuclear conflict. The recognition of thie principle has been in fact the
starting-point of Soviet military doctrine at all the post-war stages of its
development.

41. During the post-war period, Sovie!: acience and practice benefited from a
number of important politico-military conclusions. The following could be included
among them :

(a) The important general conclusion reached as early as the 1950s that
henceforth war is not fatally inevitable;
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(b) In recenc times it has been particularly stressed that there are no
contradictions that inevitably doom the USSR and the United States to
confrontation, let alone war. This relates both to the system oF relations between
East and West and to the entire system of international relations;

{(c) Nuclear war cannot be a means of solving political problems;

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

(e) The USSR, which advocates equal security, would not wish any change to
its advantage in the strategic military balance. It would not benefit from less
security for the other aide, because 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
as 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 also in seeing to it that the other side does not perceive itself
to be less secure;

(f) In spite of the complex political situation and the threats to its
gec: 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

emphasizing t. at the nuclear component of the Soviet armed forces has a purely
defensive function of a retaliatory nature)

(@) On the basis of ite position of principle that the security of eome
States cannot be etrengthened at the expeuse of the security of others, the USSR
declared that it would never use nuclear weapone against countrie.: which refused to
produce and stockpile such weapons and did not have them in their territory;

(h) An arms buildup beyond a certain point ceases to play a decisive military
role;

(1) The arme race, like nuclear war itself, cannot be wonj; the arms race and
the striving for military superiority cannot objectivelv reeult in political gain
for any eider

(3) Objective conditions have developed such that the struggle between

capitalism and socialiem can proceed only and exclusively in the form of peaceful
compatition and peaceful rivalry;

(k) For the preeervation of peace on Earth it is essential to establish a
comprehensive system of international security whoee baais would include the
military, political, economic and humanitarian f ielde.

42. Theee and many other conclusions {some 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 military policy as well as Soviet military
doctrine.

/..



A/41/432
English
Page 98

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 space, which were formulated in the so—-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* programme, a programme to develop space-strike weapons.

46. The sbI 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 concerm, 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 w:sgons, it is logical
to approach this task by the simple and clear means of reGuzim¢ them and, in the
long term, carrying out nuclear disarmament. Instead of t%is, it is being proposed
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 8DI 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,Soviet
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 forces of
a country subjected to aggression that have been weakened by a nuclear attack.

only someone who is 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, 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 iginators
and defenders of the concept of SDI, stresr has gradually been ehifted towards its
“limited” or “partial” version, which will be unable to enoure "absolute missile
impenetrability”.

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

53. First of all, the "star wars” plane would undermine the basis for strategic
stability. A ertuation would arise whereby vitally Important decisions,
irreversible by virtue of their possible conaequences, would be taken essentially
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 events
could lead to a general catastropha, even if the initial impulse that brought it
about was an error, miecalculatlon, or breakdown in the extremely complex computer
gystems,

54. Furthermore, it is generally recognized now that space-weapon systems would be
extremely vulnerable. This in turn would lead to increased inetabil ity in the
atrategic balance. A further element of inotability would arise in connection with
each sice's satellitee, if they were threatened by the anti-satellite systems,
which are an important component of space weapons.

55. Although the scope of the negative consequences resulting from a violation Of
the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballietic Misgile Sytatems between the USSR and
the United States 3/ - which has no time-limit - is difficult to foresee, the "star
warg" programme 18 inexorably leading to such a violation. In essence, the "star
ware” programme not only gives impetus to the arms race with regard to all types of
weapone, but will also halt any efforts to reattain this race. The whole
foundation of agreements and underetandings on arms l|imitation and disarmament
which was created in past years will be undermined.

56. It should be stressed in conclusion ti. .he "star wars* programme (in voth
its broader and its narrower versions), first, ia in no way an alternative to the
concept of “deterrence”, but rather a toughening and sharpening of it8 most
dangerous characteristics, and, secondly, constitute6 a large-scale programme of
new weapons that threaten mankind.

57. The world community faced a similar turning-point once before, approximately
40 years 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, efforts to prevent that very dangerous process were unsuccessful,
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 faced 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 suggesis
tnat 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? Tae only alternative is to endeavour to
strengthen international security, peaceful coexistence, detente and diszrmament,
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 possible 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 realities are quite unambiguous: 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 recognition in the world communicy.

64. This being so, it is illegal to separate the national security of States (or
the collective security of a coalition of countries) from international security.
The modern concept of security is collective security. Security for one mugt 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 peoliticzl means for ensuring security
is an extremely important factor in the concept of collective security - security
for all = 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 sz2curity and for measvves that would blunt the
sharpness 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
acrustomed 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 a starting point
for reducing and, finally, completely eliminating the threat of nuclear war.

69. Mutual understanding must be reached regarding the Level of armaments 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 possess, if one speaks about the state of
strategic parity between those two most important nuclear Powers. It has to be
admitted that the present level of balance in the nuclear capabilfties’of the
opposing sides is far too high. This means that important practical measures for
limiting and reducing armaments are quite possible. Genuine equal security in our
time is guaranteed not by the maximum but by the minimum level of strategic
balance, from which nr:lear 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 armawments of the t WO powerful alignments 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 ei.%engive and concrete programme aimed at the complete
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 is, by the year 2000. That programme, whose principal
strategic &im 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 weapons of the USSR and the United States capable of reaching each
other’s territory, considering that this would be only a first stage to e 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 Seviet Union has long been proposing to rid Europe of
both medium-range and tactical nuclear weapons. As part of the first stage of the
programme . It believes that it is possible to reach an agxecment on the complete
elimination of medium—range missiles of the USSR and the United States in the
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European zone - both ballistic and cruise missiles. The implementation 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 shouid, 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 b& 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 weapens based on new physical

principles 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 enllectivist 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 peace,
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 throw " 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 arcund
the USSR and the United States and their allies, particulecly 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 technoleogical potential and international importance, the
ust’ and the United States bear 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 i8 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 ¢a the prevention of an arms race in outer
space. It would be useful if, as 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 be 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 security for all cannot be doxe by the efforts of a few states, no
matter how powerful they may be. It can be cons:iructed 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 seience and art of conducting themselves on the
international scene with restraint and circumspection and to live in a ¢ivilized

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 peac: and stability, but
also in the direct and immediate contribution of all States and peoples on all
continentz to collective efforts aimed at lessening the danger of war.

81. 1Im actual political practice, all countries are becoming increasingly
concerned with the prevention of nuclear war and the strengthening of security for
all. 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 war. 3In recent times, the leaders of six States =~ Argentina,
Greece. India, Mexico, Sweden .- .d the Uniter: Republic of Tanzania - have been
actively proposing major initiatives (see A/40/114 and A/40/825-5/17596). Their
calls for a freeze on all kinds of nuclear weapons 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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83. A vivid manifescation of the reater involvement of the world community in
efforts to prevent nuclear war is the growing concern of the United Nation6 with
much pr oblema . The everyday activities of the Organization strengthen the basis
for a genuinely international security - security for all. The very existence of
the United Nations and its positive activities reflect the desire of all peoples
for pe wce and progress, since not one of them wants war. The Charter of the United
Nations 1is 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 among States in achieving them are not only not. obsolete -
they are more timely than ever. Today all the people6 of the planet have a common
enemy - the threat of a nuclear catastrophe, against which they must act as united
nations. On the whole, the United Natione, following the precepts of the Charter,
is reliably working to enhance realism and responsibility in international atfairs.

84. In order to implement the principles of the Charter and the lofty objectives
of the United Nations, the most important task now is to unite the efforts of all
the peace-loving forces of the Organization in order to put an ena *n the arms
race, first of all the nuclear-arms race, and not to allow its spread to outer
space .

85. The growth of the role of an increasing number of State6 (and not only States
but also mass social and political movements) in the solution 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 was and remains the key to the fundamental and long-term
strengthening of international security.
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pPact Two

ARGUMENTS, COUNTER-ARGUMENTSAND COMMENTS

CHAPTER I

ARGUMENTS, COUNTER-ARGUMENTSAND COMMENTS BY THE EXPERTS
FROM THE NON-ALIGNED COUNTRIES

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 48 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 majority
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. Ia 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. Therefore, 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 bloecs 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
deterrence have implications going far beyond the peace in Europe that is believed
to have been maintained by mutual nuclear deterrence aver 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 entirely to the East-West context, and all ether 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-alighed States perceive as a serious, realistic
and well-founded feeling of insecurity dominant in third-world countries. Along
the same line of thinking, the analysis by the non-aligned States is criticized as
" the wor at-case aseumpt ion”. In answer, it could be said that, when nucleas
weapons are involved, the worst-case analysis cannot be ignored. Most of the
Western scenarios are themselves based on worst-case analysis. The non-4l igned
States could also eay that, in the light 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 threats have been mostly imagined. While
the industrialized world hae been at peace, there have been ten6 of interventions
by the industrialized countries in the developing world and there have been more
nuclear threats conveyed in the context of conflict situations in the developing
world than in the developed world.

3. All nuclear-weapon Powers 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 arsenalO 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 exercise of
deterrence, and others are of the view that such capability should not be left
asymmetr ical, but be balanced. Such balances can never be exact, given the
differences in geography, technology, resources, and so forth.

4. Even while declaring their own peaceful inten:ions, each side has developed a
historical perspective of the rival tending to pro,act the impression that the
other side feels insecure and is expansionist, ideologically or otherwise, and that
its actions indicate potentially non-peaceful intentions. Given the mixed
histories of all nations of the world, it is not difficult to persuade oneself and
one'as own allies, through a selective listing of historical events and their

# lanted interpretat ions, that the powerful rival can be deterred onl.y by an
ever-advancing - quantitatively or qualitatively or in both ways - nuclear-weapon
capabi 1li ty.

5. An essential point often overlooked in thie debate is that, in the current
internat ional system, if a powerful nation develops a strategic doctrine based on
certain weapon capabilities, then other major Powere that feel insecure vigs-A-via
that nation are bound to feel compelled either to match that nat ion through aimilar
doctr ines and weapons or counter them through other doctrines and alternative
weapon sysatems. In a world order not operated, dominated or managed wholly by a
aingle nation and where the use of force is prevalent, either of the two reactions
is inevitable, and what is not likely is that the dominant nation's etrateqic
doctr ines and weapon systems will be ; jnored or acceptad as benign by the reet ot
the nations of the world. Therefore, once the doctrine of nuclear deterrence is
espoueed by one nation and it embarko upon a cont..aued evolution of } ts nuclear
arsenal gquantitatively and qualitatively, it LA to be expected that other nations
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 also happens to be
the most advanced economically, technologically, agriculturally and in many other
ways. This applies to the overwhelmlng majority of developing nation5 that signed
the non-proliferation Treaty. Those which have the immediate capabilities to
develop nuclear weapons and the requisite resources do 50. Others which have some
constraints in terms of resources or otherwise postpone their decisions and reserve
their opt ions. These are mostly the nation5 that can produce nuclear weapons and
have chosen not to a'qn the Treaty. Yet others find it advantageous to belong to
alliance systems and yet the protection of extended nuclear deterrence. As the
international system following the development of nuclear weapons and nuclear
strategic doctrines evolves, it i8 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 overwhelming
focus on a particular nuclear arsenal and one school of stratey!c doctrine, this is
not necessarily due to any blas) it reflects the compulsiona of reality.

7. In this framewo: k, there i8 no contradiction in a number of .najor nations 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 world without
nuclear weapons and calling for conventions ta outlaw them. A person can totally
abhor killing and yet ethically and legally have the right of private defence. A
person can be for a qun-control law to irtroduce the total prohibition of weapons
in the handu of all ci-izens and yet may be compelled to carry a gun so long as
some of hisg fellow citizen5 refuse to hand in their excessive arsenals. A nation
reed 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 powertrl nations. Some of the perceptions that
the world can be permaaently divided i to nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon
nationg appear to arise trom the history of the dominance of certain nations in the
international uystem over the last three centuries. Such perceptione, possibly
rooted in a Eurocentric tradition, overlook the rise of the universal nation-State
system represented by the United Nations, which is the result ot the decolonization
process. Apart from nuclear weapons and nuclear stratcgic doctrine, the most
powerful factor that has shaped the international order in the last four decades i8
the decolonization process and the emergence of nearly 100 new nation-State
accors. Some of the significant actor5 in the international. system are in Latin
America, Africa and Asia. Therefore, consideration of nuclear strategic doctrines,
either solely in the European context or even moatly in that context, does not
provide satistactory answers to the globalization ¢f nuclear war-fighting
capabilities, the spread of nuclear-weapon carriers to the ocean waters in the
vicinity ot the developing world, and the search to link balances of arsenals at
the most advanced levels and developments in the decolonized nations. 1t 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. There can be no disputing the fact that. nuclear strategic doctrines were
initially dmveloped with reference to perceptions of security requirements in the
European theatre. These perceptions had strong historical roots. So did the
responses to ths unfolding of the nuclear strategic doctrines and the deployment of
nuclear weapons in Western Europe. Fortunately, whatever the validity of the

® rpoueed doctrine4 may be, peace has been maintained in Europe over the last four

decades. It is difficult to prove or disprove whether this has been solely the
result of nuclear war doctrine4 and nuclear-weapon dsplaoyments, or whether there
have been other reasons as well. 1t is possible to arjue that in today’s world,

with heightened political cong~iousness among people, it is extremely costly to
keep occupying a nation, although it may not be difficult to invade it. This is
being demonstrated even in the wars in the developing world and this would apply to
a much greater extent to the populations of nation Statas of Europe, with longer
traditions of nationaliem and sovere!gnty. Consequently, the Clauswitzian maxim of
using war in the serse of occupying populatad territory as an inatrument of policy
to gain political ends is losing its credibility, and instead of war, it is
coercive diplaomacy which is increasingly used as an instrument in international
politics.

9. Though not articulated specifically in theae terms, perceptions on both sides
»t cvhe dividing line in Europe have changed over the years in this direction. The
fear of acvual us4 of military force has been replaced by the fear of use of
coercive d iplomacy . If there has not been a war ir Europe in the last four
decades, it may NOt necessarily be entirely due to the enormous nuclear arsenals)
it may also be due to the tacit realization that war as such is no lonner a viable
inatrument of policy.

1.0. A#sertions today that what is feared is not an invasion, but projection of
force capability, which will evoke anticipatory compliance, tend to confirm this
stater nt. In the last four decades the industrializ .d nations have intervened

® cevorrl times in the conflicts and affairs of the developing nations instead of
directly invading to annex territory. Similarly, there have been hundreds of
instances of the demonstrative use of force without war by major industrialized
nations in both the developed and developing worlds, and the trend is growing in
the latter case. In other words, coercive diplomacy has come to be more often
employed than occupation a4 an instrumentality of power . In this respect, nuclear
torces have become a potent currency of power in international relations. In
Zurope, o~ both sides of the Central European line, coercive diplomacy employing
thim awesome currency of power is feared more than outright attack. While there is
adequate recognition of this factor in both Eastern and Western Europe and in North
America, it is often ovsrlooked that. this factor of coercive diplumacy is of equal
concern in the developing world too. Tactical nuclear and conventional weapona are
braaning so intenrated that thers is no longer much difference between nuclear and
non-nuclear threats for any develuping nation facing a show of force from a major
nuclear-weapon rower.

11. The proposition that nuclear deterrence has preserved peace in Europe reminds
one of the view rtrongly aamerted in the nineteenth century that the doctrine of
thr balance of power was able to stabilize Europe from 1815 onwards. while the

world is able to live and learn about the failure of that doctrine, it may not be
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able to survive the fallure of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. Even while
recording the fact ot pcace in ¥ :rope for the last four decades, one must keep a

sense of proportion in advancir .aimg that nuclear deterrence was solely Or even
largely responsible for that develop-lent.

12. There are inevitable time-lags between de. :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 is
poseible to explain the enormous growth of nuclear arsenals in the two military
blocs in terms of such over-insurance ard lag in understanding. The past
over-insurance 1is evidenced by sume of tne announced plans to reduce tactical
weapons and the proclaiwed desire on both sides tc eliminate some categories ©f
missiles only very recently employed and to cut bacx by half the strategic
arsenals. Given this background, there are two ways of looking at the develop its
of the last tcur decad2s. The first -~ more prevalent in one part of the
industriel ized world - is to regard the policy of over-insurance as justified and
procductive of results, in that it has maintained peace and led to an era of
negotiations and confidence-building. This stand can be claimed by both asides,
each maintaining that its policy ot 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 the history of the laet four
decades and reassess whether the assumptions on which the past arm-buildup
policies were formulated were wholly justified and to re-examine the bases for
future policy in the light of the better underst: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 is under way, which
is Justified in terms of the nead to reach for greater stability, towards a world
where defence-dominated structures will reduce incent ives for attack and nuclear
weapons will be rendecred obsolete and impotent. There are also unspeclifi=d
promises of such techrolonies being shared and such a transformation being brought
about in consultation with the rival aide. It is also argued that both the current
practice of deterrence and the proposed transformaticn towards greater stability
through detence-dominant structures are being pursued within a larger political
framework.

14. At 'east at this stage, it is not known whether this approach, a mix of the
political and technological, will, within the foreseeable future, lead to
technology dominated by politics or vice versa. Continuity with past history and
policies, eapecially if they are viewed as having been largely productive Of
positive results, may carry a higher risk that technology will »sutpace politics.
Past experience tells us that there are no ultimate technological solutions for the
world's political problems.

15. Before the First World War a.d the Second Wo.:ld War, the military and

puiritical establishments felt that they had all the answers. The result yas the
of fenaive charges in the First World War, which ended in terrible massacres of
infantrymen, and the Maginot Line in the Second Wurld War, which proved of no avail
against tho blitzkrieg. Very elegant and structured arguments about nuclear
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deterrence being defensive and contributing to increased stability are being put
forward with tk~ same degree of assurance with which arguments were advanced in the
19508 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 c¢culd not be certain that defr.nce-dominant structures, even if they were
at all feasibla. would no. be succeeded by offensive weapons and that, in the race
between of fen:r e and defensive weapons, the latter would win. Against the
background ot Jrrent distrust between the two major nuclear-weapon Powers, the
promige of future sharing ot defence-dominant technologies is not likely to evoke
much credibility, particularly when very much less sophisticated technologies are
toduy withheld. Consequently, the probability of interpreting defensive-system
development as pruviding a defence-offence mix of systems that may make nuclear
war-fighting more likely ig quite high. For reasons already set out, it is not
only a question of meintaining credibility with the principal rival Power, but also
with the other major nations of the world. In this respect also, an approach that
focuses attention solely on the military relationship between the two major Powers
only or their allies, to the exclusion ot the security concerns of the rest of the
world, is not likely to be productive.

17. An alternative approach nas been proposed - to «liminate all nuclear weapons
from the Earth by the year 2000. This approach is8 more in tune with the
aspirations of the overwhelming majority of the nations of the world. The Final
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, 4/ the first special
sesslon devoted to disarmament, and the approach of the non-aligned nations have
emphasized the need to work towards disarmament, with the highest priority given to
nuclear disarmament. It is an e wcouraging sign that the idea of eliminating
nuclear weapons €rom the Earth has not been rejected on the ground that nuclear
wrapons cannot be disin' inted. An appropriate gquestion raised is: What will the
world be 1 ike without nuclear 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 vor 1d
without nuclear weapons will be a new international order. Propoeals to eli:n‘nate
nuclear weapons go far beyond an arms-control approach, the primary aim of which is
to preserve the status quo at mutually agreed levels of weapon stockpiles. This
transformation to & new international order 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 conventional war could prodvce devastation of a
magnitude very close to that of a nuclear war. The factor of political deterrence,
which would make it unattractive to occupy populated territotiee, would rtill
operate . The long reach of precision-guided non-nuclear weapons can still inflict
ruch hig'y levels of damage on both sides engaged in hostiliti .3, irrespective of
the tactical outcome at the battle-front - a level of damage incu.mensurate 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 may 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 of nuclear weapons will condition the world to the prugreseive decay
ot the doctrines of nuclear deterr. \ce and make the transition to a world without
nuclear weapons smoother.

20. It is argued that the Charter of the United Nations does not qualify or limit
in any way tha 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 6/
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 thesc¢ moves to outlaw or eliminate nuclear weapons, the world is
confronted with the familiar argument that nuclear weapons cannot be disinvented.
This argument necutes the historical experience in respect of biological and
chemical weapon:i. The prohibition of biological weapons is based on their
delegitimization and outlawing. The negotiations in regard to chemical and
radiological weapons are also based on the same principles. None of these weapons
in capable of being disi nvented. Therefore, there is no reason why nuclear weapons
cannot be eliminated just as biological weapons have been eliminated and as
attempts are being wade 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 eliminated. While the prohibition and elimination
of nuclear weapons will constitute an act of collective political will on t e part
of major Powers, arms control has generally been an exercise in expedient
technological fixes. There is increasing criticism of the philosophy of arms
control. First, it tends 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 of arms replaces the earlier one. Secondly,
arms-control agreements «t limited auration act as incentives for preparing for the
next round of agreements by developing newer weapona, and they thereby presuppose a
continuing competitive arms buildup. Thi: 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 infrastructure are not taken into account, and consequently, to
ma&e up for such factors of uncertainty, conservative military establishments
over-insure themselves at higher numbers of highly visible Items of weaponry.
Fourthly, with the development of dual-capable eyatems and more compact and mobile
systems, arms control based on verification will become increasingly difficult.

23. There is also a growing sense of dissatisfaction in regard to the policy Of
nuclear deterrence as practised over the last four decades. The search for
defence-dominant structures to replace the present of fence-oriented mutually
deterrent nuclear-weapon systems, 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 weapons arc all symptomatic of this
growing dieilluaionment with the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. The current
predicament has led some to look for a way out based on technology, and others, on
politics. Compared to the earlier periods, there is a progressive lessening Of
assertiveness in upholding the validity of nuclear deterrence.

24. It is not likaly to be very useful to investigate whether the strategy Of
nuclear deterrence has had positive or negative reoults over the last four

decades. If 1 is recognized that nuclear deterrence was an expedient policy Of a
particular era, pursued in the light of a set of perceptions which might not always
have been objective, it will be poesible to look at the viability of nuclear
deterrence a8 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 of nuclear war could be envisaged. The theorists Of
deterrence have emphasized that the credibility of deterrsr.:e requires expliciv
preparations to fight a nuclear war if deterrence fails. *» (11 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 consequences are likely?
Even if one accepts that, in certain contingencies, such threat8 of committing
suicide and taking the aggressor along will be credible,. It stands to reason that
such contingencies will be very rare and that threats w 1 not be credible in moat
other cases. Even in such extreme caseg, nuclear 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 aggressor., It is debatable whether this is
SO.

25. Nor 1is it quite clear whether, in calculating if the nuclear deterrent pousture
is a cost-effective eecurity policy, the overall political and economic costs Of
such a poeture have been considered. The nuclear deterrent posture is 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
regard to trade and financial flows, technology transfers and so forth, and it also
act8 as a generator and sustainer of insecurity among nations. Both these factors
gencrate costs not always accounted for purely in terms of the defence burden of
nationr. Even if one accepts that the probability that one side will have to
exercise the threat of use Of nuclear weapons in order to deter a possible exercise
in coercive diplomacy, though low, is not non~-negligible, then, to arrive at an
optimal policy, one has to compare the cost of such a deterrent posture to sustain
that eecurity with the costs Of insecurity generated by that very posture. In

VA
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today’s situation, 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 areas
a8 well. Arguments advanced on the ethical underpinnings of nuclear deterrence
have to be viewed in the light of the above. 1If 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 justifiable
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, it would be equally justifiable in
other parts of the world and for nations facing the coercive diplomacy of the major
nuclear-weapon Powers.

26. There are perceptions on both sides that the economy of the other side has
been highly 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 genuine, whether
they are objectively true or not. Some maintain that the slow economic recovery of
industrial nations, the consequent impact on developing nations &nd their inability
to pay debts, and the uncertain future international economic outlook are
attributable to high dJdetence spending and high budgetary deficits of certain,

lead * ng locomotive economies, and that this high defence spending is directly
related to sustained development and production programmes of new generations of
nuclear and space-based weapon systems. Such perceptions, by themselves,
irrespective >f their objective validity, 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 existence of second-strike
capability and now the nuclear-winter hypothesis, it is difficult to understand how
there could be a credible threat or a disarming first strike with or without
defensive shie Ids, yet much has been done on both side# to engender a sanse cf
insecurity &mong populations on the basis of an alleged threat to main deterrent
systens.

28. Thr. strategy of deterrence always needs someone to deter, and this compulsive
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. 1t
is also possible to view the nuclear deterrent posture as an inevitable,
competitive game Of the leading nations in the nuclear age - nations with
perceptions and understandings shaped by the historical legacies of a combustible
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
conflicts. It is the risks of the accidental or unauthorized use of weapons and

/oo
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their use by terrorists that cause worry. A section of the population in the
industrialized world feels that, with 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. Others arque that improved
technology i8 likely to increase the effectiveneas of command and control over
nuclear weapons and reduce, if not totally eliminate, such risks. similarly, some
people coniider that the risk of terrorists getting hold of usable nuclear weapon8
and fissile wuterials is higher in the industrialized world, with a higher density
of deployment of nuclear weapon5 and a larger number of unsafequarded military
nuclear facilities, than in the developing world. Others, however, consider that
the risk of terrorist diverelon in the developing world, with a lesser number of
unsafeguarded facilities, is likely to be higher.

30. Besides the r isks mentioned above, there are those arising from the spread of
the nuclear weapons of the acknowledged nuclear-weapon Power8 around the globe and
in the oceans, and the likelihood of their use in interventioniast operation5 in the
developing world or in operation5 undertaken in fulfilment of certain treaty
obligations of major industrial Powers. Thoee who ttrongly espouse the doctrines
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 literature published, the risk5 of use arising from
proliferation ot nuclear weapons in developing countries are highlighted. 1In the
last 22 years, acknowledged proliferation of nuclear weapons has not taken place in
the developiny countr ies, and, in the llght of the record of this period, some
consider these risks to be somewhat overblown and exaqgerated. Other5 disagree,
and consider that the prime risk is proliferation in developing countries..

31. Concern is being increasingly expressed in respect of the ambigquous nuclear
status of certain countries which, it is widely believed, could achieve full
nuclear gstatus at short notice. As pointed out earlier, strategic dtctr ines cannot
be quarant ined. With the obal spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear command,
control, communications, .ntelligence and logistic infrastructures, it is
unrealistic to expect. th t examples set by major Powers will. not be followed
elsewhere. The theory t at the East-West confrontation is unique and requires
nuclear weapons and war {octr ines to tnsure security while thin in not the case
elsewhere in the world may sound convincing to it5 advocates, but. not to otherr.

32. The argument that. the approximetely 132 nations that havo signed tne
non-proliferation Treaty have thereuy acknowledged t-hat the possession of nuclear
weapons is not required for their own security is tallacious. Among the
signatories are three nuclear-weapon Powers and members of military alliances that
rely on nuclear weapons for their security. Most ot the signatories have no
capability to acquire nuclear weapons. The nations not signatories to the Treaty
that have the pocrent ial to make the weapons and have reserved their options have as
much ethical., legal and strategic justification to have nuclear wcapono as the
nations of the two military blocs. Proliferating nations prreachiny
non-proliferation not orly do not create credibility) they also create distrust as
to their intentions to exercise coercive diplomacy and dominance over the rest of
the wor 14d.
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33. The non-proliferation Treaty has be=n converted into an unlimited licence for
prol iferation. The charge of discrimination against the Treaty is not that it
discriminates between nuclear-weapon Powers and non-nuclear-weapon Powers in terms
of possession of veapond, 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 undeztook and hava evaded ever since. Those who reject
the charge of discrimination would like the world to believe that the eo-called
non-proliferation Treaty laid an obligation on nuclear-weapon Power8 to proliferate
without limits, allow their military nuclear facilities to lose fissile materials
to other nations and share nuclear weaponsa with their allies 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 ohligation8 under article VI highlight the enormous gap between profession
and practice of the sponsors of the Treaty. This gap between profession and
practice in regard to the obligations they themselves have undertaken} the Crequent
mutual charges of violation of traaty obligations; the non-signing of initialled
treaties) the pooaihle erosion of treaties, like the ABM Treaty 3/ or the outer
space Treaty, 7/ which is being actively discussed; press disclosures of contingent
plans to violate the Treaty of Tlatelolco 16/ by the emplacement of nuclear weapons
in Puerto Rico, an area included in the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zonej
the use of nuclear-weapon carriers during the South Atlantic war without dieclosure
of whether or not thev carried nuclear weapons) the fact that the number of nuclear
threats conveyed in situation8 of asymmetry exceeds the number conveyed in
Situations of nuclear symmetrys 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 these taken together have resulted in a total
logs of credibility in assertions of the defensive intention6 of major
nuclear-weapon Powers as they spread their nuclear weapons all over the globe. FEor
the same reasons, one side‘'s protestationO of it8 defensive and non-aggressive
intentions evoke little confidence in the other.

35. Security, sovereignty and freedom from coercive diplomacy are nf equal value
to all countries of the world, big or small, east or west, deve oped or

developing. Therefore, in the view of some, as long as nuclear weaporis are
legitimate for certain nations of the world, they are bound to he acqiired 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/) feel that no country needs nuclear
weapons, and that their use and threat of use should he outlawed.

36. The doctrine of nuclear deterrence i8 under increasing challenge. In the
originating Power itself, the public favour8 freeing the world from being held
hoetage to nuclear weapon8 and nuclear deterrence. The other major Power has now
proposed the elimination of nuclear weapons by the end of the century. The
overwhelming majority of nation8 have expressed themselves in favour of outlawing
the use and threat of use of nuclear weapons and are in favour of nuclear
disarmament.
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37. Whenever ideas, concepts, doctrines and institutions :tart to lose their
viability, there is bound to be a tvime-lag batween the beqinning of the process and
i ks completion. This has happened in the cases of monarchy, slavery, colonialism
and apar theid. The intervening period has certain risks, since those who espouse
the doctrines and inskitukions resist the inevitable change, and that generat ‘s
conflict. In the case of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence too, the world has
eutered the era in which the doctrine is losing it8 acceptahility, viability and
credibility. The problem before the international community is how to manage this
era ot change peacefully and without major conflict involving nuclear weapons.

/oo
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CHAPTER 11
ARGUMENTS, COUNTER-ARGUMENTS AND COMMENTS BY THE EXPERTS
FROM THE SOCIALIST COUNTRIES
1. The papers presented by the experts from the non-aligned countriss, though

different in tone and intensity, have one distinctly outstanding common feature.
They all insiat on the necessity of eliminating the concept of deterrence from the
practice of civilized international relations. Some experts consider the
inadmissibility of this concept from legal, some from moral, and still others from
purely mill tary angler. But, as regards the main tenets of deterrence, the result
of this analysis is invariably negative = whipping up the arms race and
undermining security and international stability.

2. It is difficult not to agree with thoee who consider it impousible to find
military-technological fixes for political problems. Some Of the experta strase
that the nature of new weapons does not leave any State with the hope of defending

itself by new, even highly ophisticated, defeneive weapons, whether in space 0. On
Earth.

3. It i8 easy to underetand the approach of some experts to the arms race ae an
action-reaction phenomenon. But it seems etrange, to say the least, when the
country that was the inetigator of the arme race in the name of the concept of
deterrence and the country obliged against its own will to anrwar challenges are
placed on the aame footing and measured by the ==me yardstick.

4, The notion expressed by some experts in their papers that deterrence belongs
to the yesterday of mankind and that it ehould be replaced by e cxne new viable
security concepts, such as collective security for example, can ¢ "1y be due to
their realizing that deterrence cannot aerve as a basis for international security,
contrary to what might be Bald by the authors.

5. We share the view that concrete steps to decrease the reliance on deterrence
are long overdue and that, without active measures on the part of each and every
State, this concept will haunt all of mankind for many years to com=.

6. One ahould note that some experts are sugqgesting a kind of phaaed outlawing of
nuclear weapone. Others consider of paramount importance a& ban on nuclear weapons,

a complete ban on testing, prevention of the extension of the arme race to outer
space, and 8o forth.

7. All these 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 States and the
Federal Republic of Germany (see part one, chap. IV above), one ehould stress from
the very beginning that this paper qivee a description of the concept of deterrence
that does not correspond to reality. The concept of deterrence by the United
States and NATO is presented as defeneive, promoting peace, and so forth. Nothing
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
superiority, intensifies the arms race, exacerbates the international situation,
increases the danger of war and inciudes the threat of the first use of nuclear
weapons as its major element. In practice, the implementation of the concept of
deterrence by the United States and ~ato confirms this appraisal.

10. As certain leading American public figures (especially after retirement) have
acknowledged, the United States was prepared on many occasions to use nuclear
weapons against the Soviet Union, the German Democratic Republic and other
countries of Central and Eastern Europe, India, China, Cuba and other Skates. The
cagse~ of demonstratively putting on alert the strategic nuclear forces of the
Unit.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
targeting of nuclear torces 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 enkr.ances
defence. What kind of defence is it, when, in the name of dete..ence, the United
Skates concentrates its naval, forces with nuclear weapons (such as strike-aircraft
carriers) in variuvus 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 '8 necessary ko
say that, in reality, the ’'nited States armed forces have been engaged iu action
many times during the post-war period. One cannot forget about American
intervention in a number of counkr ies.

1l4. 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 cannot fail to notice that the Western experts, when dealing with problems
of nuclear weapons do, in fact, substaintiate 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 the first 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 is8. Their
inventiveness in defence of this extremely dangerous position defies the
imagination.

VP
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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
annihi’ation, declare them "moral" and so forth. In the process of this exercise,
they 4o so far as to equate the first use of nuclear weapons with a second,
retaliatory, nuclear strike. All these deliberations are aimed at trying to prove
the urprovable, to deiend the concept of deterrenc. 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 inc.rrect 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 th2ir way to
ascribe t0 Soviet military doctrine some key elements and pronouncements which are
completely alien to it and have nothing whatsoever to do with Soviet military
thinking on this imnortant 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. It is
supposed to be antipodal to what is ascribed to the Soviet policy. Since when did
concepts of “limited”, “protracted” and other kinds of war and threats of first use

Of nuclear weapons become a factor in strengthening collective security? Or,
maybe , constant and practically limitless arms buildup in the name of “credible
deterrence” is supposed to instil in other countries a feeling of security?

21. The Western paper contains many statements that are in absolute opposition to
the facts, 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
justified.

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 ana 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
peoples 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 least, by the
conf’ icting descriptions ot the intentions of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Treaty
countries 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
first strike. It is very strange 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? This seems to be the most plausible explanation.

25. Similarly, the innuendoes atout 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 18 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 ith
authors cite figures regarding military balance. Statements that the USSR was
whipping up the arms race in the 1960s and 19705 ana 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..ile-gap. On that pretext, the United
States was the first to undertake massive deployment of land-based I1CBMs,
“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 SLBMs. By 1967, the United
States had already deployed 41 SLBMs with 656 launchers and 1,552 nuclear
warheads. (By way of comparison: in 1967, the USSR had 2 SLBMs with 32 launchers
and 32 warheads.) In 1968, the United States scrategic triad was completed, with
1,054 land-based ICBMs, 656 SLBMs and 615 strategic bombers. The effort covered
al.1 directions - strategic as well as European. In 1969, 65 FB-111A bombers armed
with 6 SRAM missiles each were deployed. United States armed forces in Eurcpe
received new operational-tactical nuclear missile5 of various types. Tactical
aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons were introduced in forward bases along
the perimeter of Soviet territory as well as the territories of other socialist
countries.
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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 SLBMs were
fitted with new, highly accurate MIRVed warheads. Kt 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-scale United States military programmes of the 19808 wag
laid: ICBM, MX, SLBM, Trident-Il, B-18 bombers, cruise missiles of different modes
of basing, medium-range Pershing Il 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
Organization. This parity is recognised and confirmed by authoritative sources.

If one compares 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 time, the
USSR has approximately 2,500 strategic delivery vehicles, the United States, 2,300,
the United States was and is still superior in the number of warhrads. while
land-based ICBM8s 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 into account the fact that some of the Urited States allies
possess nuclear weapons of their own.

30. The Western paper also introduces some figures on the balance of forces in
Europe. These figures bear absolutely no relation 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 vehicles 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 f£crces of NATO and those of

the Warsaw Treaty Organization. The picture of the actual correlution of these
forces has been systematically and purposely distorted by the West. For exampie,

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 the Warsaw Treaty
Statee by the ratio of 1. 5t 1, which gives NATO an advantage in mobilisation

cont ingency plans. The armed forces of NATO are larger than those of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization. NATQ has 94 combat-ready divisions ‘France and Spain
included); the Warsaw Treaty Organization has 78. it the same 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)j the capabilities of tactical aircraft forces are also
comparable, though one side has more of some types of aeroplanes and the «ther has
more of others.

35. The Western paper sets out a completely unfounded comparison of naval

strengt.. In reality, in major classes of combat ships, NATO greatly exceeds the
capacity of the Warsaw Treaty countries. NATO has 15 big strike-aircraft carriers
with 1,500 aeroplane& .he Warsaw Treaty Organization has no such carriers. NATO

enjoys superiorit; over the Warsaw Treaty Orqganization in marine corps - 14 times
greater, in big combat ships - 3 times, and in naval aviation - 2.5 times. The
overall tonnage of the United States Navy equals 4.5 million tonsaj 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
warsaw Treaty countries was introduced and is constantly supported by thosa who
want to justify the limitless arms race and etriving for military superiority over
soc ‘'list 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 auth~rs
of the Western paper - intentionally or unintentionally - do not propose a real ay
out Of the present difficult international situation.

38. Moreover, the Western experts speak in essence of perpetuating the
nuclear-arms race, attempting to explain it by referring to the impossibility of
stopping the de¢velopment 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. All
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 desirability of dialogue. Certainly
the dialogue between East, West and non-aligned nations is indispensable. Whatever

the disagreements, constructive dialogue is necessary in the contemporary difficult
international situation. It should pave the way to understanding and agreements
which should lead to arms limitation and nuclear disarmament, and to radical

improvement in international relations.
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CHAPTER 111

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

1. After reviewing the papers submitted Ly the other experts, we ind that almost
every substantive statement and argument that disagrees with our cwn views is fully
answerad 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. Nevertheless, some portions of the other papers Call

for specif ic comment, and some differences of approach to deterrence are 8o
fundamental that they warrant a brief reminder of the essence of our wwn approach.

Comments on Mr. Subrahmanyam's paper

2. The particular merit of Mr. Subrakmanyam's analysis lies in his choice of a
high vantage-point for the assessment of deterrence. In a carefully detached view,
he embeds 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 ising, 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 deticiencies.
Some of his findings stam from his perception that “nuclear deterrence” - evea irn
our age, and even with regard to nuclear Powers - can be strictly differentiated
from other forms of deterrence, while our own use of the concept of deterrence
proceeds on the assumption that the major Powers practise 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 fpiactise
deterrence in equal measure make him lose sight of one important, and indeed hasic
distinction: that between deterrence as an existential condition of graat-Power
antagonism in the nuclear age and deterrence as the distinctive ard deliberatell
shaped rtrategies 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 18 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 as it
affects third world countries and their painful paseage through the devel~oment
process towards more prosperity and fewer conflict8 and weapons.
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6. Although Mr. Subrahmanyam objectively eeee deterrence, including the nuclear
factor, at work, as an observable feature of the East-West relationship throughout
the last 40 years, he qualifies it a5 a mere “belief systam", thus ascribing to it
a somewhat wnimsical nature, as if the States that practise it could just as well
have placed theiy “elief" elsewhere. dy the same token, Mr. subrahrnanyam sees the
effect of dete:rence on the deterred as a mere reflection of the “belief” of the
deterrer in the operabllity of deterrence - again, as if one could extract oneself
from such effect by iynoring the belief and adopting a somehow more benevolent view
of the world. Closely allied to this perception is his view that deterrence, given
its potentlal consequences, include5 an element of irrationality. It la, in his
view, a mix of rationality and irrationality and must lead to irrational and
incalculable actions and reactions, especially in the event that deterrence should
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 alliances in a long and painstaking thought-process, based on much
experience and adapted over time to changing technological and strategic
conditions. Far from being ir.ational 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 behaviour. 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 assumptions have been proven right so far, at
least to the extent that nuclear Powers have become increasingly prudent and
circumspect, both in the management of their own weapon5 and in their elaborate
mutual arrangements designed to 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’ nal behaviour
on the part of anotner nuclear Power, since such an assumption might force it to
resort to irresponsible and self-destructive behaviour on its part. 7vhis effect 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's
historical analogies from earlier periods. Mr. Subrahmanyam's somewhat one-sidedly
selected examples =~ predicated upon situations of military asymmetry in hintory -
are all taken from periods where the penalty for irrational damage or cruel:y
inflicted upon an adversary in war was absent or negligible.

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 is it6
reasoned and painstaking attempt to heighten th potential of deterrence to prevent

wer 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 holds particularly for his thesis, echoed by other experts, that
deterrence locks nations into hostility and distrust or may even heighten these
adverse feelings. No evidence is adduced to substantiate this claimj indeed, the
contrary i8 much easier to prove. The prevalence of mutual deterrence between East
and West has by no means precluded long periods of relative détente or the
far-reaching pro. 288 ol the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europé) nor
hae it prevented President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev, at this very
juncture, from establishing a relationship in which former distrust is apparently
lowered ai 1 a number of important rules of mutual behaviour are agreed upon. The
reality i :hat hostilii; 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 relationship.

11. Deterrence can instil in such a relationship a measure of reassurance that war
has become unlikely and has ceased to be a viable 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 antagonism and at the same time dispel some of the distrust
emanating from it. As we have pcinted out in our presentation, the reassurance
that derives from a functioning system of mutual deterrence may also ~ far from
fomenting an 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 arng
reductions.

‘2. In fact, Mr. Subrahmanyam’s thesis that the maintenance of a basic adversarial
relationship becomes a prerequisite for the maintenance of deterrence is a case of
circular reasoning. Deterrence would become superfluous if the underlying
antagonistic relacionship were resolved. The political approach to deterrence ftor
which Mr. Subrahmanyam insistently calls already exists as an essential feature of
the Western concept, as our own presentation substantiates.

13. In his assesement that deterrence is predominantly geared to weapon systems
and in his implied criticism of arms control, Mr. Subrahmanyam assumes 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 age. That causal
relationship would be ditficult to establish. It is easier to demonstrate that
deterrence has promoted only certain specific arms technologies, thought to lead to
safer and Leon destructive weapons, thereby increasing both strategic stability and
weapons economies.

14. At times, Mr. Subrahmanyam narrows deterrence to a merely mechanical
competition of wzapon-buildersj; 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 deter: *nce 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 worlu become a mere
function of enhancing the East-West deterrence relationship. This attribution of
blame for all -~ or nearly all - indigenous third world conflicts to a few
extraneous originators has little basis.
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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-Power involvement and the prudence
that has dictated to East and west the avoidance of armed encounter. In that
sense, the existence of deterrence has had an attenuating and limiting influence oa
conflicts outside the Eaat-West context. The remedy for crises and conflictn in
the third world is not the gesture of the accusing finger, pointed at the
super-Powers and at bipolar deterrence, but the conscientious search for regional
conflict solution and regional security arrangements.

16. There i8 no doubt that the presence of vast nuclear arsenals mainly along the
East-West axis cannot be ignored by other members of the international community in
an interdependent world, and existing fears 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.deterrence structurally spreads fear in the third world, to which
no direct threat has been or is 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
weapons. However , as 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 of these
countries would enhance its security by the acquisition of nuc’ear weapons, and
that these weapons play their singular, historically developed role only a.8 part of
the East-West security squation. For this reason also, Mr. Subrahmanyam's analogy
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
effective and, at that, subject to ongoing improvement.

17. In our presentation we have pointed 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 : med attack.
The insistence or the threat aspect which pervades much of Mr. Subrahmanyam's paper
thus shifts the moral onus from the feared potential aggressor to its victim - gn
inversion of moral values that cannot be rejected strongly enough. 7Tt 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
aspects. It should be said in all clarity that no possible link can be constructed
between the two. Indeed, no attempt has ever been made to justify terrorist
violence with the continued existence ot policies of ijet.sr rence or vhe non- success
of niuclear-arms controlj te-rorism applies violence and inflicts damage, while
deterrence aeeke to prevent themy individual breach of international and domestic
law hae nothing in common with State action in matters of security and peace.

18. There is, no doubt, the awesome possibility of terrorist ude of nuclear
materials and devices, one of the risks of nodern civilization. Vigilance 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 ies, 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, with little effort, 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 oOf weapons, sanctions or verification -
could produce effects in the real world, the frequent breach of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol 13/ over so many decades providing an ominous parallel. Delegitimizing
tha ultimate effective means of preventing aggression without making sure that
aggression is also effectively precluded only bestows a premium on aggression.

20. As we pointed out, the fundamental objective of deterrence is to prevent any
war. As regards NATO, the use of nuclear weapons as well as the use of any other

weapons is already excluded except in the crucial scenario of an attack on member
countr ies of the Atlantic alliance. ‘In nrder to make a convincing case for
delegitimization in that particular case as well, a security altecnative with an
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 *hird world perspective and
reflects the line of argu '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 is a result of the mere exiscence of nuclear weapons, the present state of
mutual deterrence between the two major Powers or, specifically, the Western
approach to deterrencel there is some evidence that he believes that it is *he
latter. His threat analysis is unfortunately based 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 tlhe joint resolve of the nuclear Powers to avoid a nuclear
confrontation.

23. If the threat anaiysis is overdrawn, Mr. Carasales' description of prevalent
nuclear fears in the third world is equally inflated. It is factually 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
tranquillity. The Loié Declara*tion 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 Unity (see A/40/761-5/17573,
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 security that plague the third world.

[
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24. In Mr. Carasales’ paper there is a somewhat cavalier treatment of moral
issues. While in 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 significance of preserving one’s
society frcn 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 recognizes that the
nuclear dilemma exists and is not easily resolved, and that the world will have to
live with nuclear weapons until security can be provided by other means. He
correctly sees the key to security in the crucial central Europ2an region where
deterrence unfolds its mst direct effect in the construction of a conventional
balance. His observation that this would best be done by A reduction of Warsaw
Treaty Organization forces deserves fullest support.

Comments on Mr. Fakhr's paper

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

27. In postulating that deterrence is at work everywhere, and in an attempt to
describe 1ty effecte, especially with regpect to the third world, Mr. Fakhr seems,
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
politics.

28. Mr. Fakhr’s realistic - and, in the final analysis, pcsitive - assegssment of
the principle of deterrence leads him to suggest how a policy of deterrence should
be shaped. It should be: designed to effectively discourage war and its
escalation, defensively structured, endowed with a stable mix of military forces,
conducive to a steady reduction in global armament, oriented towards arm5 control
and especially the elimination of surplus warheads, and guided by safer and more
sophisticated c31 installations. 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 current nuclear threat - there is no basis to assume
that the risk of an all-out nuclear conflict is steadily inzreasing - Mr. Fakhr
also exaggerates the involvement of third world countries in the deterrance
relationship of the super-Powers. But otherwise, he analyses correctly the basic
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political and economic interdepeandencies, for instance, when he points out to what
extent third world economies depend on a stable and peaceful super-Power
relationship. 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 origins, 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 thuat such restructuring of
deterrence need not - and otten 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 eahanced stability.

31. Mr. Fakhr closes on & particularly conatructive note when he calls for more
openness in military matter5 and other confidence-building measures.

Comments on Mr. Zhurkin’s and Mr. Miiller's Paper5

32. Mr. Zhurkin and Mr. Mlller assert a description cf the Western concept Of
deterrence that is diametrically cpposaite to the concept formulated and practised
by Western authorities. The Western concept, a5 they describe it, is entir.:ly
malevolent in its intentions and adverse in its consequencesj; whereus the socialist
States have no concept of deterrence at all and are, therefore, not implicated in
its evil results. Mr. Zhurkin, however, depart5 from the rigidly negative line
that preoccupies Mr. Mlller by acknowledging that a factor of deterrence exists "as
a functior of the strategic military balance", that "to a certain degree” it is a
"stabilizing factor in the strategic situation”, and even that the Soviet Union’s
foreign and military policy is implemented 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 strategic matters -- may
indicate an increasingly sober, more mature acknowledgment of the realities Of the
nuclear age and of the shared responsibility of both major nuclear Powers for the
establishment and maintenance of a stable strategic relationship and the avoidance
of war, both nuclear and convent. ional.

33. Mr. 2zhurkin's formulation converges with the Western concept of “existential
deterrence”, which holds that the super-Powers’ possession of nuclear weapons,
objectively and apart from their military doctrines or political intentions,
imposes prohibitive constraints against war between them, because they know that
war would entaii an intolerable risk of unacceptable destruction. Moreover,

Mr. Zhurkin attributes to "Soviet 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 ia 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 military factor and promote lasting
peace.

34. The only problem with this list of tenets is that Mr. Zhurkin insists that
they are the exclusive property ot 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 inversion 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 pursurs 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 itself 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 Scviet
operational terms. If in Mr. Zhurkin’s view it means the operational doctrine that
dominates Soviet professional military writinags, 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 &: every level of violence - hardly a concept
conducive to stability or the moderation of the arms race. |If it really means
mutual deterrence under another name, then the proponents of a strategic military
balance should recognize that mutual deterrence is not automatic and that it cannot
be safely left to the reciprocal pursuit of conflicting 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
polic.es to arms control,. and the shifting overall context of bilateral and
multilateral relations. Moreover, mutual deterrence must be based on more than a
strategic, that is, an intercontinental nuclear balance) indeed, that balance
heightens the importance of otfsetting the conventional imbalance in Europe with a
Western nuclear-response option.

37. Equally disturbing, if not so puzzling, is the caricature of the Western

concept and practice of deterrence in Mr. Zhurkin’s and Mr. Mlller'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 distvrbi..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 as 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,
the 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 "interference” in military affairs, this
war-fighting and war-winning orientation is free to pursue strategies of an
offensive surprise attack into Western Europe, overwhelming nuclear superiority in
Europe (about 15 to 1), 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 ocur 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 dangerous 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 lonal 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: Ilimited nuclear

options. 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 S§-20s,
§8-12/228, SS-238, SCUD and 8S-21s8) 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 cor 'entional option takes place in the context of growing Soviet

convent ionw. 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 authorities)
the nuclear response of NATO to conventional aggression. The major reasons stated
for limited nuclear options pertain 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 is
there a guiding concept that stops short of defeating 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. Zhurkin
describes as the objective of Western strategy. The Western objective is to avoid
the undiscriminating 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, vhich 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
to prevent war from becoming an unmitigated catastrophe and that they have adopted
a strategy 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 tendency 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 matter is that East and Weet art not locked into a completely
aero-sum game. We are both contending with a nuclear dilemma, which springs from
the simple fact that nuclear wtapons have imposed unprecedented constraints upon
the most powerful adversaries 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 disaster for civilization itself. We take
heart from evidence, in Mr. 2Zhurkia's paper as well as in Soviet military
pronouncementa, that both sides recognize this dilemma. we are encouraged by the
evidence of post-war history, which shows that East-West relation8 are becoming
more, hot leas, sate and stable as both sides learn to mitigate the dangers they
fac- Ncvertheless, we share the grave dissatisfaction with the fact that this
mos  vivendi is so largely based on mutual fears of nuclear retaliation.

44. In seeking alternatives to this predicament, it should be obvious from the
historical record that exhortations, declaration8 and -esolutions about endiny cihe
arms race and getting rid ot nuclear weapons, by themselves, offer little more than
self-eatisfaction or deception. To be constructive, they must reflect an
ameliorated adversarial re.ationship in which neither side’s security maker the
other insecure, and positions of real mutual security must be achieved by hard
bargaining and accommodation, not by pronouncement. Just as a milita:y equilibrium
provides the indispensable basis for peace under conditions of nuclear armament, so
it must provide the basis for reducing our reliance on nuclear armament.

Therefore, -3 active negotiation8 to reduce nuclear weapons resume, we must realize
that, as long as the political sources of East-West animosity persist, the success
of any arms 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. SDI 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 it recognizes that the feasibility and &-cability of such a
transformation of deterrence depend on the achievement, by negotiated agreement, of
a mutually acceptable military balance in which neither side can advance it8
security to the disadvantage of the other. It postulates that this military
balance might be reconstructed on the basis of new defensive technology that would
provide both sides with assured national protection against nuclear attacks, and it
recognizes that this restructured balance must be reached through agreed
transiiional stages in order to prevent a destabilizing arms race, driven by the
fear that one side might achieve a first-strike advantage. Clearly, such a
restructured balance would also 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
politically feasible. The fact that Soviet descriptions of SDI ignore or
contradict ev~ry one of these points and simply a.gue by repetitive assertion that
SDI is desigr d to achieve a first-strike capability and strategic superiority
reflects either crude propaganda or, as in otha2r erroneous caricatures of American
strategy, a mirror image of Soviet doctrine, which underlies the earlier and much
larger Soviet struteqgic defence programme.
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46. In the foreseeable future we must place our hope, not in alternatives to
mutual deterrence, but in unilateral and co-operative measure8 to make this
deterrence cystem safer and less costly. Soviet acceptance of the long-standing
American objective to reduce auahstantially the number of strategic nuclear warheads
and Soviet willingness tc negotiate about the reduction of medium-range wmissiles
are hopeful moves In the right. direction. The West, in any case, is determined to
pursue every opportunity for achieving a stable miiitary relationship at the lowest
possible military level with the aim of enhancing the prospects for peace and

secur ity.
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Part Three

COMPILATION OF THE RESPECTIVE POINTS OF VIEW OF THE EXPERTS
EXPRESSED IN THEIR Q¥:N WORDS

In this section of the report, the Group of Experts present8 a compilation of
their respective points of view on the concept of deterrence: it8 impact on the
arm8 race, its implication8 for arms control and diearmament, international
security and other related mattere. The views presented here are in the word8 Of
the respective 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 and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republ ice) , and the non-aligned countries (Argentina, Egypt and India).

A. The concept of desterrence

1. Definition, meaning and scope of deterrence

1.1. According to the experts from the NATO countries, military deterrence, in the
mcst general sense, is the dissuasion 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 so far as deterrence depends on the possibility of a nuclear response to
Eastern aggression, it applies in almost all conceivable circumstances only to the
defence of the core of the Western security system: that is, the North Atlantic
alliance, Japan and countries closely associated with them.

1.3. The Weet views deterrence as one important ki .d of relationship mong armed
adversar ie8, which, in general, exarts a moderating effect on the provocative &nd
tension-producing aspects of the adversarial relationship.

1.4. The West relies not only on punitive or nuclear deterrence, but also, and
very importantly, »n conventional denial deterrence and on a range of non-military
as well a8 military deterrents. Beyond that, the West has always emphasized thn
political context of deterrence: Western strategy is predicated upon both the
prevent ion of we+ by deterrence and credible defence, and the pursuit Of a
political dialogue aiming at a mo:-e stable and co-operative Eaust-Weat relationship.

1.5. The expert8 firom the Warsaw Treaty countries underline that the States
Parties to the Warsaw 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 means and peaceful and mutually beneficlal relations
with all States irrespective o¥ their Boclial systems.

1.6. In the view of the exports from the non-aligned countries, deterrence
contatitutea dissuasion of one adversary by another from undertaking hostile
action - military or otherwise -- by persuading him that such ar action would risk
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being unnucceasful or too costly. Its meaning has been stretched, on occasion, to
include containment of an adversary.

1.7. The exercise of deterrence har varied in scope, from a single application in
respect of an imminently perceived threat to one's security and interest to a
continuous application eeeking to bring about major systemic changes in the
adversary’s political, economic, social and power structures. It has tanged from
one-time application to avert a specif ic threat to global application over decades.

2. Rationale, origin and development of nuclear deterrence

2.1. The experts from the NATO countries ® aphasized that their concept and
practice of deterrence is a rational response to a real threat of a hortile armed
attack that might otherwiae occur. They regard confidence in this deterrence am a
source of allied cohesion and protection against intimidation and other forms of
the adversary's political exploitation of a military advantage.

2.2. What is distinctive abo: t deterrence in the nuclear age is that the overt use
of nuclear weapons by either Of the principal nuclear States against the other
would almost certainly reoult in enormous damage to both and, perhaps, in an
ecclogical catastrophe for civilization.

2.3. Western deterrence is entirely defensive pol:tically and prohibits military
offensive action. It r.jects a first-strike strategy and proscribes strikes
against population centres; regards parity Of second-strike capabilities rather
than auperiority as the principal measure of ® trateqic sufficiency; stresses crisis
stability, based on the mutual incapacity of East and Weet for a rational first
rtrike, as the basic requirement of mutual deterrence; disavows a war-winning
strategy; and plane as carefully am possible to limit the use of force, including
nuclear force, so as to hold open the option of rations war- terminat lon through
intra-war deterrence. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries cite no
evidence in their denial of these positions. The credibility of the Western
statements is guaranteed by the open and democratic process through which they were
reached, which prevents a disparity between real and declaratory positions. The
Weatern experts, on the other hand, have many reasons, as oubtatantiated in their
papers in parts one and two, to aoubt the correspondence of real and declaratory
positions in (he Easc, and find that authoritative Soviet military writings
contradict key public positions aad reveal a disturbing commitment to dangerour
war-winning doctrines.

2.4. In the view of the experts from the Waroaw Treaty countries, the concept of
nuclear “deter fence*“ came into being and has been formulated, developed and
implemented by the United States and itS8 alliec essentially in the course of the
poet-war period in pursuit of their aqgrerrive @ tratcgies. There are different
schools of thought behind thie general doctrine, but all of them are characterised
by the driva for military superiority, instigating a nuclear or other ® rnu race and
increasing the threat of war. Contrary to its alleges defensive character, the
estsence of this doctrine of nuclear deterrence is impositicn of one’s own will on
otaer States through recourse to a policy Of strength - thr ouperior might of
nuclear weaponry, combined with other modern means of destruction, and the threat
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of inflicting incalculable damage for political purposes. To this end, States
following this doctrine try to upaet the existing military equilibrium to make
“credible” the threat of use of their military force. The underetandiny that a
nuclear war can have no winners haa not led to the abandonment of this concept and
the related weapone programmes, especially the Strategic ' :fense Initiative, by
thelr authors.

2.5. The experts trom the non-aligned countries point out that deterrence has been
exerclsed through the ages and was practised before Hiroshima. It can survive even
without nuclear weapons. However , nuclear deterrence as practised between the
nuclear—-weapon Powers is different fran other forma of deterrence, since in this
case 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, iuncluding catastrophic climatic
coneequencee, are wholly disproportionate to any conceivable political, economic or
other gainful objectives any Power can have in view. The origin of doctrines of
nuclear deterrence may be aced to the 1940s and 19598, when the United States
developed a significant . Lear arsenal and formulated doctrines to justify its
deployment vis-3-vig a perceived Soviet threat in terms of conventional
superiority. Over a period of time, as the Soviet nuclear arsenal developed, the
doctrines tended to shift their emphasis from mere deterrence to waye and means of
safeguarding one's forces, to projecting a credible image of being able to enforce
deterrence, to invulnerability of one’s second-strike force, counterforce, and so
forth. Today, the body of literature on both aides is 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 imposes novel 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 suffering
unacceptable damage. In this sense, 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 pursuing substantial quantitative superiority of conventional and
nuclear forces in the European theatre, backed by etrateyic parity olus a numerical
superiority in hard-target kill capabilities against United States land-based
systems. In addition, it sees the danger of an ABM &nd ATBM break-out from
deployments of defensive systems for which the West has no counterpart.

3.3. The West does not attribute a high likelihood of armed attack to the USSR or
the Wareaw Treaty Organization, because it believes that deterrence is working, but
it does view with apprehension the present and future conse‘;i<nces of the Soviet
buildup beyond parity or defensive needs, particularly because Moscow disavows a
deterrent intent in favour of a war-winning capability that seems to have no
ceiling of sufficiency.
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3.4. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries recognise that the doctrine of
nuclear deterrence exists and that. their countries are referred to as “enemies* by
the United States. The military strenqth of NATO is mainly directed againot
soclalist States. This has forced members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization to
build up their own defence, including the nuciear weapons of the USSR. These
States do not seek military superiority, but will not permit the military

® upariority of others. Although the Warsaw Treaty Organization doe5 not. pursue a
policy of nuclear deterrence, the very fact that it possesses a powerful defence
will inevitably be perceived by its opponents as a deterrent. It is necessary to
stress that the military equilibrium under present circumstances is a
peace-preserving factor. The Soviet Union and other members of cthe Warsaw Treaty
Organization have adapted their military etrateqy and tactics to the new situation
of the 19808 an it becomes absolutely clear that there will be no winners in a
nuclear war and that any military conflict can potentially le 1 to nuclear war.
Forced to maintain their military capability at the necessary level, the States
parties to the Warsaw Treaty strongly oppose any further growth in the stockpiles
of weaponry, especially nuclear weapons.

3.5. In the non-aligned view as expressed by the experts, while there is no doubt
that nuclear weapon5 have contributed to deterrence, given the enormity of the
damage likely to be suffered by the aggressor as well as the victim, it is

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 poasessing a high degree of
political conecioueneee, and change in the role of force in international relations
have all contributed to deterrence.

3.6. The crucial difference between deterrence in the nuclear and non-nuclear eras
is 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 caused. Lastly,
there is the possibility of climatic catastrophic consequences engulfing the
aggressor, the victim and th bystander.

3.7. The_.r_on-aligned experts also differentiate ariong schools of nuclear
deterrence. According to their view, one school of deterrence emphasizes the
factors of certainty needed to project an image of capability *c inflict punishment
on the adversary after absorbing his first strike. The same school has also tended
to argue that deterrence will not be credible unless capability for intra-war
deterrence and for war-fighting are demonstrably projected. From there the line of
reasoning leads to a need for the development of very accurate weapons causing less
and less collateral damage.

3.0. A second school, though practising a somewhat similar strateqy, envelops it
in some factor5 ol uncertainty to reinforce deterrence. Understandably, the former
etrateqy is practised by the technologically moat acfvanced Power and the latter by
the recond-most-advanced Power .

3.9. There is a :hird school, which advocates proport ilonate and minimum
deterrence, arguing that deterrence is generated when an ad :rsary perceives that
the damage he will suffer will not be worth the stake he has in securing his
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objective through aqgression if the victim resorts to nuclear wcapone in
self-defence. This line of etrategic reaeoning has been found attractive by Powers
with a medium range of resources,

3.10. Lastly, a new satrategy of ambiquoua nuclear deterrence i8 emerging, which
doea not exhibit overt nuclear-weapon capability but leaves it to be inferred. The
reasoning underlying 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 its possession is only suspected, can operat. as a deterrent
on potential adversaries.

3.11. Major nuclear-weapon Powers’ strategles for implementing 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 s8¢ forth to project deterrence.

B. Impact of deterrence on the arms race

4.1. The NATO approach attributes the “arms race” - that is, the competitive
qualitative and quantitative strengthening of military capabilities - to the basic
relationship of armed adversar ies, springing from the underlying political ccnflict
coupled with modern technological capabilities. It regards deterrence as a kind of
adverearial relationship that protect8 States against the destabilizing,
potentially dangeroue aspects of the arms race and that also makes possible an
economy of force because it requires only a parity of defensive optione.

4.2. It follows that the arms race cannot be literally stopped as long &s 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
advantage linked to a war-winning strategy.

4.3. The history of the "ast-West arms race 3hows that each side hae introduced
new weapons and each side has soon offset it ' adversary's new weapons with its own,
but Soviet arms efforts have followed a pattecn of steady increase, whereas Western
efforts have periodically decreased until Soviet-precipitated crises, such as those
in Berlin, Korea and Cuba, induced rearmament In recent years NATO has been
reducing it8 nuclear weapons in Europe, while the Sovict Union has vastly increased
its nuclear weapons in several categories. Apart from this important quantitative
aspect, the teal issue in terms of strategic stabi ' ity and prevention of war is not
which side introduced what weapon systems at what .me, but what contribution tc
the stability and effectiveness of the deterrence régime these competitive moves
have made. In this connection, it should be noted that the Soviet Union, its
verbal proteetatione notwithstanding, has been the first, over time, to introduce
and deploy a number of then highly destabilizing weapons, like super-heavy ICBMs,
mobile MIRVed intermediate-range nuclear weapone threatening Europe and Asia, and
ASAT weapons.
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4.4. 1In the view of the exvertas from the Warsaw Treaty countries, since the
concept of nuclear deterrence is based on the "credibility" of using nmilitary
power, it is ainmed at achieving nilitary superiority. In contradiction to its

al l eged readiness to accept parity, the United States, preaching the doctrine of
nucl ear deterrence, 1is generating ever-new spirals in the arms race with the aim of
increas.ing nuclear war-fighting capahilitiea. The United States hae been the
initiator of all the major and the most dargerous new weapon Systens. Now it is
trying to carry the arma race into space. There is NO other logic behind this than
the deaire to achieve superiority. The experts from the socialist countries are
convinced that this aim is not achi evabl e. But even afforts to this end wll

i nevitably undermine confidence, stability and security. The asser tion that

devel opnents in technol ogy must unavoi dably |ead to ever-new weapon systems woul d
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 experts from the non-aligned countries point out that the arms races of
the prenuclem era inevitably ended in wars and the resolution of the auestion of
the hierarchy of power. In the nuclear era, such A resolution through war is rul ed
out . Deterrence callg for a visible adversary to be deterred. Nuclear deterrence
hag resulted in a situation where the dom nant Power can express its superior
etatun only through a buildup of weaponry, deployment of 1its forces world wide and
exercise of coercive diplomacy all over the globe. The reaponding Power, too, can
formulate its response only in terms of conpetitive weapons buil dup, deploynent of
its forces as widely as poseihle and exercise of its share :nd style of coercive
di pl onacy. In this sense, the exercise of deterrence is nut confined to Europe;
tts play and counter-play ate seen all over the world.

4.6. The changing pace of technology has accelerated and results in newer
generations of weaponry and new cateqorieas of weapons. Since the projection of
forces through global deploynments hae become the more significant way of projecting
power, newef and more sophisticated categories of weapont s are the primry means of
communicating one's superior or balancing capability to a i adversary. They also

serve am an effective instrumentality in coercive diplomazy. 1In an era of
deterrence each adversary has to anticipate the other's moves and it is taken for
granted that the other side will develop all categories of weaponry nade pogsihle

by advances in science and technology. Since these categories of weaponry have
Long lead times in devel opnent and production, each side has to take every measure
nat to be surprised hy the other si de. The interaction hetween the doctrine of
deterrence and the accelerated pace of technological devel opnent has had a
synergiatic effect on the arms race.

C. Implications of deterrence for arms control and disarnmanent

5.1. The experts from the NATO countries feel that nutual confidence in the
effectiveness of deterrence against aggression is a necessary condition for arms
agreements. In that sense, detettence provide8 mnre advantageous conditions for
the initiation and conduct of arms-control negoti ati ons than does a situation in
which unmitigated fears and perceptions of infer ior ity and risk prevail.
""eterrence - in the Western intery atation - does not only facilitate arms control
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in a general sense but, since it is predicated upon parity in defeneive optione -
not numerical equality or superiority ~ and aims at lower equilibrium points in
nuclear as well a8 conventional forces, it also facilitates negotiations towards
the reduction of nuclear weapons to euhstantially lower levels. Current United
Statea 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 i8 a necessary and feasi~'es method of making East-West
military competition safer, more predictable and less costly. In con*rast,
diearmament, in the sense 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 laws and instruments of enforceme.t.

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 things, reducing 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
preserved at the same time. By the same token, it believes that nuclear

reductions, free zones, and the like can be destabilizing if they do not reduce
first-strike capabilities and allow for non-nuclear deterrents to preserve a
military equilibrium.

5.5. The expert8 from the Wareaw Treaty countries argue that negotiations are
always a delicate and complex matcer, but not so delicate as to allow the line6 of
mutual understanding to be cut and dialogue to come t¢ a standstill. Making an
effort to achieve a mutually accepcable balance of intereeta is of cardinal
importance here. The logic of the deterrenc> concept, however, turns the whole
mechanism of negotiations on nuclea: disarmament nto a aystem of co-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 18 highly important to decrease and completely eliminate
the adverse influence of the deterrence concept on the efficiency of the

negot iat ions.

5.6. Contemporary peace is assured by strategic equilibrium. At the same time, it
i8 neceaaary to realize that the present level of the balance of the nuclear
potentials of the opposing sides is 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 ~aqual threat and may bring it to a
point where even parity will cease to be a factor of military political restraint.
It is8 vital, in the first place, to g.2atly reduce the level of military
confrontation. In our age, genuine equal security is guaranteed not by the highest
poosible, but by the loweet possible level of strategi: parity, from which nuclear
and other types of weapons of mess 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 attaining military superiority 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 is
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 developmsnt. 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 issue. Whether deterrence creates adversarial politics or vice
versa is a question of: Which came first, the chicken or the egg?

5.9. It can be argued that because of mutual deterrence both sides are compelled
to enter into arns-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 regulated arms race at a
mutually agreed pact for the time being, till some new concept or new development
upsets the arrangtment.

5.11. Disarmament and nuclear deterrence are antithetical. Disarmament is
possible only when the doctrine of deterrence based on armaments is given up. An
alternative to deterrence based on new attitudes, values, structures 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 internatioanal security

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

6.1. The expert8 from the NATO countries are of the view that throughout the
naclear 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-Wst 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 experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries do not agree. They argue that
it is impossible to str:ngthen peace and security by constantly threatening its
very existence. Mankind has 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 =¥ peace have always been stronger than
the force5 of war.




A/41/432
Engl i sh
Page 144

6.3. The expertsfrom the non-aligned countries feel that the claimthat
deterrence has contributed to 40 years of peace in Europe can be neither proved nor
di sproved, Nucl ear deterrence has perhaps played a role, and so perhaps nave
various other factors, the most important being that occupation of nations with
peopl e 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 nay liave 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 irn the
last two decades, there has been f£zc more restraint in international security
transactions in Europe than in bg*aviour outside Europe on the part of the major
nucl ear-weapon Powers. |f a conclusion were to be drawn that nuclear deterrence

i nduces nore restrained behaviour, then by the same logiec some developing countries
m ght have to acquire nucl ear weapons to induce responsible behaviour among, and

di scourage intervention by, major nuclear-weapon Powers in the developing world.

Is deterrence nmking East-West relations safer or more dangerous? Does it
anel i orate 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 nost, 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
détente and political accommodation between the two alliances. Thereis no
evidence to suggest that deterrence by itself enhances hostility or existing
antagonisms: the current attenpts atinproving the East-West relationship occur
whil e deterrence continues to be practised.

7.2. The experts from the Warsaw Treaty countries disagree and point out that the
det errence concept cannot be recognised as a viable security .-sucept, 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

i nherently needs a built-in image of a maliciously scheming foe, a notion that is
per manently 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 nilitary threat® 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 attemptsto achi eve military superiority over the opponent. The
deterrence concept has introduced and is introducing new highly aggravating and
destabilising =ziements into East-West relations.
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7.4. The experts from the non-aligned countries feel that nuclear deterrence has,
according to one view, stabilized and made the East-west rel ati onship safer.
Another view is that it is not deterrence but t he bal ance of nuclear arsenals that
has brought this about and that the adherent of the doctrine of deterrence has been
deterred by his own 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 based 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 asgression 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. However, 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 pelicy 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 fundanent al
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 eivilized 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 risks of the operation of Murphy's 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 to he deterred by a number of other Powers exercising similar
deterrence. This ig not the preferred way to bring about stability, but the gl obal
operation of the strategy of wuclear deterrence and the continued legitimization of
nuclear weapons will demand or impose it. |f 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. If it were postulated
that deterrence could contribute to stability only in a world model that is a
two—-person zerc—sum game, it is not likely that that world woul d cone 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 countries are optimistic. Despite the awesome
properties of nuclear weap»nns and their role in present-day deterrence, the Weet is
convinced that deterrence can effectively fulfil its war-pre '‘enting . nction ovar
long periods of time and that it hae a very considerable margin of safety within
which it can operate. Under all objective assessmenta, the proepect of its failure
is @ xttomely remote, but should dete. -ence ever fail, there i8 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.
8imilar ly, the precautions all nuclear-weapon States have taken against the
unintentionai use of nuclear weapons are elaborate and effective.

9.2. There is thue no place for the technically conceived worst-case scenarios
frequently advanced to question 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
conditions, a nuclear war can result not just from someone's deliberate decision
-4t also from attempts at blackmail or from misinterpretation by one side of some
intentions or actions of the other eider «t can result from someone’s
f11-consider.d actions, from the sudden aggravation of the situation, or from a
technical failure of computers, which are more and more widely usea in contrmporary
complex weapon systems. The situation in the world may assume 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-alignrd 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 this
sitvation is the risk that terrorists nay get hold of these wespons and use nuclear
fissile materials as radioactive poisons and radiological warfare devices. There
{s almo increasing risk of accidental and unauthorized release of nuclear weapons,
not all of which are under strict centralized command and control. A8 dua -capabhle
weapons become more mobile and compact, there are likely to be greater ditricult .es
in developing eat isfactory ver if ication systems.

9.5. Deterrence in the nuclear age has to take into account long lead times in
weapon development and consequently has a tendency to perpetuate animosity. This
animosity spills over into ..conomic and technological relationships among major
nations of the wurld. This hampers global developmert not only by diverting scarce
resources away from development into armaments but also by severely curbing
opportunities for increased trade, greater international technological flows and
development of both developed and developing worlds.
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10. 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 feature
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, deterrerce 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 occasionally used as an argument for nuclear proliferation to
third-world countries, 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. 1t
involves these countries in military competition, in the arms race, and diverts
much-needed material and human resources, which are already scarce. A8 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 Powers have spread
their nuclear weapons, nuclear-weapon carriers, and command, control, communication
and intelligence facilities to all oceans of the world and to territories cutside
North America, Europe and Japan. This has resulted in deployment of nuclear
weapons close to the shores of the developing countries and in territories adjacent
to them. This spread of nuclear weapons &nd the nuclear guarantees with caveats”
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that have been given to non-nucl ear-weapon countries and can be interpreted in any
way to suit the purposes of major nuclear-weapon 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 mgjor 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 nucl ear
dinmension to it. Such exercise of coercive diplanacy has been seen on nunerous
occasions and continues to be practised by najor 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, anmd while it has to be adapted constantly to new
political and technological needs, 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 Wstern view, there is a pernanent need for restructuring
deterrence = not only by unilateral measures designed to nake deterrence safer and
nore stable by, inasmuch as passible, dimnishing its reliance on the nuclear

conponent 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 enphasized

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 attenpts 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 = conmon security, peaceful
coexi stence and diaarnanent.

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

11,6, The experts from the non-aligned countries list the three major approaches
to the restructuring of deterrence. The three approaches are:

(a) Nuclear deterrence wll continue, but nuclear weapons will be nade
inpotent and obsol ete by defence-dom nant technologies that will be able to
intercept weapons;
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{b) Nuclear weapons will be eliminated in a phased manner, but deterrence
based on non-nuclear factors will continue;

(¢} Nuclear weapon8 should be outlawed on the model of the Geneva Protocol in
respect of chemical weapons 13/ and the Convention in respect of bacter iolog ical
weapons, 12/

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 SbI
research programme the feasilility of constructing, 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 equilibrium guaranteed by an arms
agreement. The West insists that any future defensive régime 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 countrie: express their strong dissent.
In their view, the character of contemporary weapons does not leave hope for any
State that it can defend itself only by military-technological means, by creating
even the mightiest defence. Today Il is impossible to win nmot only the war hut the
arms race too. Continuation of the arms race on EBarth 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 programme, 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 SDI programme is part of a strategic complex
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 major decisions would be taken by
electronic machines without participation of human reason or political will. and
without consideration of moral criteria. The "star warg™ prograr «e would become .a
stimulus for a further arms race and a road-block to radieal disarmament.

12.5 There is still time to prevent the arms race from spilling over into outer
space. This is one of the most challenging tasks faci ng humanity.

12.6. The experts from 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 t hr ough, even if SDI proves successful.
Bven now, SDI can offer no protection against artillery short-range missiles and
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low-trajectory isea-launched cruise missiles. The offer to ahare SDI technology
lacks credibil‘ty in the light of the fact that leas tophisticated technologlies
have been withheld.

13. Alternative political and disarmament measures, including delegitimization 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 be compatible with the existing
International system and the security necde of Statems protected by the deterrence
régime. Many of the alternativea to deterrence 30 not stand this vital teat and do
not address the question of how peace and security can be reliably preserved with
equal effectiveness once deterrence is removed, espc~ieally in view of an
overwhelming Soviet conventional superiority in crucial regions.

13.2. This is, for instance, true for the proposal to delegitimize nuclear
weapons. The West does not have confidence that this measure would, in fact, by
itself, get rid of either the weapons or the threat of their being used, and it
views as destabilizing the proscription of nuclear weapons as long as there is
still a threat of aggresajon 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 ounly be found through strengthening 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 secur ity that would embrace military and political as well as
economic and humanitarian spheres should be built.

13.4. Such a system in the military sphere should be built on the following
principles: the renunciation of war - both nuclear and conventional - by the
nuclear Powers against each other as well as against . hird countries; prevention of
an arms race in outer spacej cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests and the total
elimination of such weapons by the end of this century; a ban on and the
destruction of chemical weapons; and renunciation of the development of other means
of masg annihilation. This system ghould further include a str ictly controlled
lowering of the levelsa of military capabilities of countries to limits of
reasonable adequacy; the disbandment of military alliances and, as a :.irst step
towards this goal, the renunciation of their erlargement and of the formation of
new onesj and the balanced and proportional reduction of military budgets.

13.5. With regard to the political dimension of auch an international security
system, it should be baaed on strict respect in international practice for the
right of every people to choose the ways and forms c¢f 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 set
of measures aimed at building confidence between States and the creation of
effective guarantees against attack from without and of inviolability of their
frontiera. Elaboration of effective methods of preventing international terrorism,
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including those ensuring the safety 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 should also be baaed on
recognized principles in the economic and humanitarian spher«s. For instance, an
important 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 asystem of international economic security could become &
dependable pillar of international security in qgeneral.

13.7. The philosophy of shaping a safe wor 18 in the nuclear space-aye sho ld be
coupled with the platform of concrete actione, etrictly meaeured in terms of time.
The main thrust of the programme should be the elimihation of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction by the year 2000, prevention of an arms race in
outer space and reduction of military potentials to limits of reasonable

euf f iciency.

13.8. The ideas expreoeed in othe r papers as alternatives to deterrence - such as
the prohibition of the first-use of nuclear weapons, "demilitarization™ of nuclear
weapons and the destruction cof existing ones, complete prohj bition of all
nuclear-weapon teats and prevention of an arms race Iin outer space = provide a
sound banris for developing a solid system of international security.

13.9. The experts from the non-aligned countries argue that the vicious circle Of
nuclear deterrence and adverearial political relationship has to be broken. 'he
propoeal to outlaw nuclear weapons is based on two agreements, which have already
come into force, and on the concept underlying negotiation8 to eliminate the first
three out of four (biological, chemical, radiolog ical and nuclear) categor iee of
weapons of mass destruction. The outlawing of nuclear weapons will heve a positive
impact on international relatione and create a climate conducive to tha improvement
of political relat ionships.

13.10. The elimination of nuclear weapons is an attractive idea, but the
implication8 of a new world order without nuclear weapons ae currency of power have
to be worked out. The outlawing of these weapons could be used as an intermediate
gtage in moving towards their elimination. That would allow more time for nuclear
deterrence to decay.

13.11. Common security is basically an arme-control approach. It puto together a
number of significant arms-control and confidence-building measures that can serve
as an intermediate stage in any proposal for the restructuring or replacement of
deterrence. From this perspe~tive, the proposals underlying common security are an
important contribution towards a stabler international system.



A/41/432
Engli sh
Page 152
Not es

1/ General Assembly resolution 2373 (XXII), annex.

2/  Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament Measures (United Nations publication,
Sales No. €.85.1X.2).

3/ Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, signed at
Mbscow on 26 May 1972 (see A/C.1/1028}.

4/ General Assenbly resolution §-10/2.
5/ Timothy w. Stanley and Darnell M. Whitt,_Detente Diplomacy: United

States and European Security in_the 1970's (New York, The Dunellen Company, Inc.,
1970y, appendix B.

6/ Carnegie Endowment for Internatianal Peace, The Hague Conventions and
Declarations of 1899 and 1907 (New York, Oxford University Press, 1915).

1/  Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and

under water, signed on 5 August 1963 (United Nations_ Treaty Series, vol. 480,
No. 6964, p. 43).

8/ Interim Agreement between the United States of America and t he Uni on of
Soviet Socialist Republics on certain measures with respect to the limitation of
strategic offensive arms (United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 944, No. 13445, p. 3).

9/ Treaty between the United States of America and the union of Soviet
Socialist Rep:2llics on'the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (see
Cp/53/Appendix IIT/vol. |, document CD/28) .

10/ United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 402, No. 5778, p. 72.

11/ General Assembly resolution 2222 (XXI), annex.
12/ General Assembly resolution 2826 (XXVI), annex.
13/ Protocol fat the Prohibition of the use in war of Asphyxiating, Poisonous

or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on
17 June 1925 (League of Nations, Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2138, p. 65).

14/ General Assembly resolution 31/72, annex.
15/ See General Assembly resolution 40/151 P.

16/  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 634, No. 9068, p. 326.

17/ Declaration of Ayacucho, December 1974 (see A/10044, annex).

e o



