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from the editor’s aerie

Contemporary commentary about the current status and future prospects of the
all-volunteer force frequently gives the impression thatitis adeparture from our
traditional dependence on the draft. Yet except for relatively short periods of
national emergency, the U.S. has historically filled the ranks of the armed
services with volunteers. Dr. Curtis Tarr, who was Director of the Selective
Service System from 1970 to 1972, examines the all-volunteer force in light of
current conditions and ventures the prediction that we will rely on volunteer
armed forces for a long time to come. Our cover reflects the American symbol of
volunteerism, the Minuteman.

Several issues ago we published a two-part article by Wing Commander Peter
Papworth, RAF, on the integrity of the Warsaw Pact. Continuing the dialogue in
this issue, Major Robert Chandler examines the other side of the power equation
with an assessment of the cohesion of NATO. In our next issue we will narrow the
focus with articles that discuss the doctrinal employment of forces in the
European area.

Editors, unlike old soldiers, are notinclined to fade away. As we go to press, word
reaches us that our previous editor of many years, Colonel Eldon W. Downs, has
written ““30” to a full Air Force career. True to his calling even in retirement, he
assumes editorship of the Harper County Journal in his hometown of Buffalo,
Oklahoma. | am sure our readers join the staff of the Review in wishing Colonel
Downs a happy and productive second career in another field of journalism.

Perhaps no organization in the Air Force has been more productive of articles
and reviews for the Review than the History Department of the Air Force
Academy. Accordingly, we follow the historians’ activities with more than usual
interest and wish them well in their forthcoming symposium, more fully detailed
on page 30.
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HEN a nation sets aside the weapons and anguish of war,
its leaders, those Arnold Toynbee called the ‘‘creative
minority,” seek ideals to pursue a more enlightened

course. Thus, in 1972, Americans yearned, almost desperately, for
new sources of hope. By almost any measure, the war in the jungles of
Vietnam had been the most tragic in our history. “"How," we asked,
“can we avoid a similar aberration?” At the same time we wondered
how we might improve on the practices of the recent past.

One of our most promising inspirations was to fill the armed forces
entirely with volunteers, young men and women willingly accepting the burdens
and often the drudgery of the nation’s defense. This would mean abandoning
selective service, that mechanism by which we had supplied manpower for the
military services since 1940, except for an unsuccessful experiment just prior to the
Korean War.

Proponents of all-volunteer force (AVF) martialed convincing arguments for the
idea. Although the draft had supplied the needs of the services recently, historically

THE FUTURE
OF THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE




the nation always had relied on volunteers in
times of peace. In a free society, why use
compulsion if sufficient numbers ol men
would volunteer? Reliance on volunteers
could curb ill-advised foreign commitments.
Conscription of young men at low rates of pay
really constituted a discriminatory tax on those
called. Furthermore, with new technology
requiring fewer men than in World War IL
equity in choosing those to be drafted became
more elusive, perhaps impossible to achieve.
Finallv. the Gates Commission promised that
modest improvement in pay scales for entering
enlisted men and officers would make
volunteerism achievable.

A weary nation accepted the idea willingly,
and the Armyv inducted its last conscript in
December 1972. Since that time, the services
have virtually met their goals for enlistment,
although the most recent vear has been a
difficult one. The young people entering the
forces now have better records than their
drafted predccessors, both in the numbers with
high school diplomas and in scores on the
mental aptitude test. Also, the force seems to be
representative of the various geographic regions
of the nauon. Recruits generally are members
of middle-class families, as draftees were before
them. Despite some complaints about motiva-
tion and retention, many commanders judge
the present forces to be the best they have ever
commanded.

Although the nation adopted the
all-volunteer force with little
difficulty, it is not likely to abandon
the concept easily.

Yet in the face of this apparent success, many
reliable observers now question how long the
nation will be able to maintain volunieerism
as the sole means of providing manpower for
the armed forces. Senator John Stennis,
Chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Senator Howard Baker, the Senate

Republican leader, Senator  Sam  Nunn,
member of the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, and General Bernard Rogers, Army Chief
of Staff—all have pointed to problems of cost
of the all-volunteer force, the difficulty of
recruiting sufficient numbers ol qualified
people, and racial imbalance. These problems
should be considered with some care.

cost

When the nation made plans to rely entirely on
volunteers, the Department of Defense gained
congressional support for dramatic increases
in military pay to a level of rough comparabil-
ity with that offered o beginning workers in
civilian positons. Partly as a result, delense
manpower costs have risen to more than half of
the total defense budget and may constitute
three-fourths of it by 1981. In December 1976,
Senator Stennis wondered how long the nation
could allocate such a large share of its budget
to people and thereby restrict what it invested
in research and development and procurement
of new weapon systems.

Another source of worry is the cost of
mobilization, where significant increases in
the numbers of people in the armed forces
might make pay comparability even more
burdensome. No reliable observer has ever
suggested that volunteers would provide our
manpower nceds in a'major war. But paying

conscripts the same benefits as today’s
volunteers would require huge financial
outlays. Finally the cost of recruiiment,

bonuses, and special payments to attract
recruits enlarges our manpower expense, with
an escalaton in a ume of difficult recruiting.

One view ol volunteerism is that it has
substituted economic for political conscrip-
uon because many who have entered the
services as volunteers had no other career
alternatives. If one seeks to attract recruits by
using monetary rewards, then one must expect
the cost to be high. This is so particularly when
the services require so many young people that



they tend to establish minimum starting pay
scales that the private sector can exceed if ever it
needs more people.

When someone argues that the all-volunteer
force costs too much money, he implies that
the draft would cost less. This is so only to a
limited extent. If the nauon reinstated the draft,
it very likely would not reduce economic
benefits to recruits; rather it would let inflation
erode the purchasing power of those benefits.
This would require time, perhaps years, to
alter that portion of the defense budget
allocated to manpower because pay and
benefits to career noncommissioned officers
and officers would necessarily keep pace with
civilian salaries; these career personnel are and
always have been a volunteer force. Meanwhile
retirement costs would continue to grow.

Although recruitment costs, bonuses, and
special payments could shrink with reinstate-
ment of the draft, the cost of establishing and
maintaining a selective service systern would
offset those savings in part. The all-volunteer
force 1s costly. In the near term, conscription
also would be expensive.

recruiting sufficient numbers

Thus far the environment for recruitment into
the armed services hardly could have been
better. Our forces have declined in size since
1972, the population of those from whom
recruiters could draw has increased, the un-
employment rate of teenagers has climbed to
one in five, and military pay has improved
substantially. What are the chances of
sustaining the AVF if this combination of
circumstances terminates? The military serv-
ices now must recruit one person in three of
those who are eligible to serve.

One concern is the size of the manpower
pool in the future. The Bureau of the Census
projects that the population of 18-year-old
males will decline by about 15 percent between
1975 and 1985. The decline following 1985 will
be even greater. But for the immediate future,

the economy rather than the size of the pool
poses the greatest obstacle to volunteerism.

To analyze economic factors, staff members
of the Defense Manpower Commission studied
the opportunities for young men to find
civilian employment in periods of slow,
moderate, and rapid growth of the economy,
and then they balanced these opportunities
with the available pool from which the services
will draw. The conclusion of this study is that
during the next ten years the military services
can attract the numbers of men they will
require in periods of moderate or slow
economic growth but that rapid growth will
force substantial changes in policy.

We must provide the nation an
adequate defense. For a long time
to come, that defense will be
undertaken by Americans who
volunteer.

The management options available to meet
recruiting shortages are several. One is to offer
higher economic rewards, not only increasing
the total cost but inflating beginning salaries
for all young people.

Another option is to increase the number of
civilians and contract personnel doing the
work now undertaken by uniformed person-
nel. Much more of this can and should be done
regardless of recruitment considerations. But
there are limits. Many positions filled by
enlisted men could be assigned to civilians, but
some positions must be maintained as military
spaces to provide opportunities for military
personnel to spend time away from sea or
isolated bases. Too much “civilianization”
causes a higher percentage of the military slots
to be undesirable, particularly for a family
man, and thus retention and re-enlistment
suffer. Also, there are positions that could be
filled by civilians while units are in this
country but would require military personnel



during deployment overseas; obviously, the
military must occupy the post both here and
abroad or readiness declines. Nevertheless, the
services can use more civilians and contract
personnel and should do so.

The military services could lower their
standards of acceptance, assigning some jobs
to people with lesser physical capability. The
services, of course, must guard against
admitting those with defects that would make
them a permanent burden for the Veterans
Administration. But some lowering of physi-
cal standards probably would increase the
number of recruits without damage to force
effectiveness. Another aliernative is to lower
mental standards. Some positions do not
require mental Category I, I1, or I1I people. Yet
Project 100,000 taught us how much supportis
required to prepare Category IV people for
assignment, even though the progress made by
many of these youths was most gratifying
when measured in human terms.

Finally, the services can and should attract
more women. Quite aside from considering
women for combat assignments—something
that I do not believe the nation is yet ready to
accept—there are many roles that now are not
open to women or are so in too few numbers.
All of these management options can help the
services overcome recruiting shortages in the
years immediately ahead. I personally believe
they are sufficient to preclude serious difficul-
ties, at least during the next ten years.

But the same cannot be said for the Reserve
Forces. Presently the reserves, particularly the
Army National Guard and the Army Reserve
Forces, are about 10 percent below strength.
This situation will deteriorate even further
because requirements will grow during the
next two years. This shortfall is particularly
crucial, owing to the important role the
reserves play under the total force concept, in
our worldwide contingency planning.

When the Defense Manpower Commission
staff studied reserve recruitment, they con-
cluded that recruiting shortfalls probably

cannot be avoided in a period of rapid
economic growth and that there will bhe
difficulties even in slow and moderate growth.
In the short run, many have suggested greater
economic incentives, and these probably will be
essential. Reserve leaders must continue to
search for new ideas to make reserve service a
more exciting opportunity for young men and
women. In the long run, some military leaders
have recommended a special draft for the
Reserve Forces.

Personally, I do not believe that a draft for
reserve service is possible. A reservist is a
civilian with a part-time military obligation: it
is assumed that he has a civilian salary on
which to live. If men were inducted in one area
for service in a reserve unit elsewhere, then
considerable hardship could occur if the man
were expected to find employment near the
place where that unit resided. If men were
conscripted only in those areas where reserve
units had a shortfall, then serious inequities
would result, and probably the practice would
be challenged in the courts. If men were drafted
1n one state for service in a national guard unit
of another state, then difficulties would arise if
the unit were called by the governor for an
emergency. My own assessment is that the
Reserve Forces will be bound to the same
recruiting arrangements as those available to
the active forces, and this will contnue to
invite serious manning problems.

. . . the services can use more
civiians and contract personnel
and should do so.

One of the most perplexing reserve shortfalls
is in the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). An
individual, either drafted or enlisted, is
obligated to serve for six years. If he served as a
draftee for two years on active duty, then he has
a four-year obligation beyond that. If he enlists
for three years, his obligation beyond that is



three years. It is from this pool of those veterans
still obligated that the Army traditionally has
planned to replace combat losses. Unfortu-

nately, defense planners miscalculated the size
of this Individual Ready Reserve because they
did not estimate the effect of longer enlist-
ments, higher re-enlistments, or the loss from
the pool when a man went into a reserve unit.
Numbers in the pool are diminishing rapidly.
Although some military leaders have suggested
that the pool should be expanded by
lengthening the obligation of those who
already have served, I believe the better
alternative is to re-establish selective service for
the registration and classification of all young
men at age 18. Then the nation could rely more
quickly on draftees for loss replacements, thus
requiring a smaller IRR pool.

racial imbalance

Blacks constitute about 12 percent of the
population of the 18 to 24-year-old youth, and
the Army during the war in Vietnam had about
the same percentage of blacks in its ranks.

. . . the services can and should
attract more women.

Now, that share of blacks in the Army has
doubled. Some question whether it is sound
policy to continue that trend. For example, in
war black casualties would be higher than the
black share of the entire U.S. population.
Would such a high percentage of blacks curb
deployment options, say a commitment of
troops to Africa? Some people have asked
whether a high ratio of blacks in a unit might
deter whites from wanting to be a part of the
unit. I will say personally that those

reservations do not trouble me.
Blacks join the Army in greater numbers

than whites because their economic opportu-
nities in civilian life are more limited. A policy

to limit blacks from entering the Army would
in fact restrict them as the job market does,
something that we should not accept as a
national policy. Furthermore, if we had a draft
at a time of high unemployment and offered
the reasonable economic benefits to those
entering the service, blacks still would
volunteer even though the draft did not take
them; they would be represented at a higher
percent than their share of the population. The
only way to reduce the proportion of blacks in
the service under conscription is to offer low
starting pay so that nearly every recruit is either
drafted or draft-induced.

alternatives to the all-volunteer force

I believe that the all-volunteer force 1s working
reasonably well. It is not without problems,
but we must remember that any arrangement
for providing manpower for the services
invites problems. I can testify to some of those
we faced at the end of the war in Vietnam.

If we abandoned the all-volunteer force,
what would we install in its place? Many
people have suggested a selective service system
based on a lottery, with no exemptions or
deferments. But this is not possible. The
nation would not establish a draft without a
classification for conscientious objection, and
any new system would be forced to grapple
with existing court decisions on what grounds
are appropriate for those claiming that
classification. Other young men would seek
exemption from service because of hardship,
and the nation would want to grant some of
those petitions, even though they involve
difficult judgments. Finally, there would be
exemptions for those who did not meet mental
and physical standards. Increasingly during
the Vietnam War, we had difficulty with a few
medical doctors who wrote letters supporting
questionable exemptions. All of these prob-
lems, and the animosities that accompany
them. would return with bitterness if we relied
again on conscription.



Another option is universal training or
_service. Either possibility is equitable because
evervone is involved. But to meet our military
commitments today, we need forces in being,
not forces in preparation. Universal service
would bring great numbers of men into the
service for short periods of time; when trained,
the men would serve briefly before being
discharged. Thus most of the career force
would be required to train recruits. The forces
in being would be plagued by turbulence.

Others talk about National Service involv-
ing all young people, perhaps atage 18, for two
vears. This proposal has more acceptance
among older people than it does among youth.
The first difficulty is that mandatory service
may not be constitutional. Our only defense
under the constitution for conscription was
that Congress has the power “To raise and
support Armies” and “To provide and
maintain a Navy.” To use those powers as
authorization for national service, when most
of the people involved would be employed
outside of the armed services, would probably
not stand the test of constitutionality. Thus, I
believe national service would require a
constitutional amendment. not easily enacted.

But if national service were constitutional,
then organizational problems become mam-
moth. What agencies of the government are
now or could in the near future be prepared to
absorb hundreds of thousands of idealistic
young peopler How could we orgamze the
work to be done so that these young people

could contribute to the nation in a manner that
justified the hardship thrust upon them?
Furthermore, if young people had options,
how could we make certain that sufficient
numbers of the best qualified would elect to
serve in the armed forces? These are not
questions easily answered. A dream in the
abstract could disillusion young America in
the reality of poor management.

Some have suggested that national service
should be voluntary. That would eliminate the
constitutional problem. But if greater ranges
of opportunity are available to young people,
it 1s difficult to see how this would help the
armed services attract the numbers of qualified
people they require.

ALTHOUGH the nation adopted the all-
volunteer force with little difficulty, it is not
likely to abandon the concept easily. My guess
1s that nothing short of a major emergency will
convince the people of the nation to change
what we now are doing. The only possibility in
the immediate future is to invest every energy,
every creative idea into the success of
volunteerism. The danger of weighing alterna-
tives is that it takes us away from the grim task
of making our present systems perform
successfully. Yet we cannot do otherwise. We
must provide the nation an adequate defense.
For a long time to come, that defense will be
undertaken by Americans who volunteer.

Moline, [llinos
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Another option is universal training or
service. Either possibility is equitable because
everyone is involved. But to meet our military
commitments today, we need forces in being,
not forces in preparation. Universal service
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service for short periods of time; when trained,
the men would serve briefly before being
discharged. Thus most of the career force
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NATO’S COHESION
EUROPE'S FUTURE

MAJOR ROBERT W. CHANDLER

A specter is haunting Europe: not the specter of Communism evoked in these
famous words by Karl Marx in 1848, but the specter of Soviet hegemony. That specter
arises from the steady expansion of the military power of the Soviet state. But it
remains contingent upon the faltering of American purpose, as America, wounded
by the internal travail and external setbacks of the last decade, becomes
preoccupied with its internal problems and internal divisions.

James R. Schlesinger
February 1976'



ITH this poignant reflection, the

former Secretary of Defense asks

whether the United States will
muster the necessary political resolve and
moral stamina to meet and overcome severe
challenges to its vital interests in the coming
decade. Dr. Schlesinger's observation also
presupposes three long-standing postulates of
American foreign policy: (1) a free, indepen-
dent, non-Communist Western Europe 1s a
vital interest of the United States, (2) Soviet
military power threatens West European
independence, and (3) American action is
required to help counterbalance Moscow’s
armed might. This article reconsiders these
fundamental assumptions: to re-examine the
U.S. national interest in Europe, to reassess the
need for European-based American forces, and
to speculate what acton the U.S. might
contemplate to bolster West European resis-
tance against Soviet domination.

Most commentators today, when describing
NATO and evaluating its prospects, liberally
sprinkle their observations with such words as
“fragmentation,” “‘disarray,” "‘disintegration,”
“drift,” and similar characterizations. Some
analyze the obvious numerical military imbal-
ance that favors the Soviet Union in northern
and central Europe and offer an endless stream
of new i1deas for shifts in NATO strategy,
tactical dispersion of its forces, logistical
redeployment, standardization of armaments,
and similar prescripuons. Others f[oresee a
weakening of American political resolve that
will result in eventual dissolution of NATO
and an accommodation of West European
foreign policies to Moscow’s superior power —
a “"Finlandization” of Western Europe. Fi-
nally, a few worry about the issue, wring their
hands, and spin out dire prophecies of a
nuclear Armageddon that will devastate
Europe, the United States, and the U.S.S.R.

Perhaps the greatest problem is that NATO
has been overstudied, overtheorized, and
oversensitized by too many observers for too
long on both sides of the Atlantic. No one can

" e

deny that over the years definite political
realignments have occurred within the alli-
ance to accommodate the divergent national
interests and capabiliues of us fifteen sover-
eign, independent member states. Nor can one
ignore the fact that NATO is beset by a host of
bewildering problems, both from the outside
and from within. The emergence of “rough
equivalence’ in the strategic nuclear balance
between the U.S. and U.S.S.R., for example,
has had a remendous impact on the Auantic
partnership, especially in light of the burgeon-
ing Soviet-Warsaw Pact offensive military
power in Eastern Europe. Internally, several
corrosive factors are eating away at NATO’s
politico-military bonds as each member
pursues its own national interests—sometimes
in harmony, sometimes in conflict with its
alliance partners.

Indeed, when taken together on a single
perspective, these external and internal disin-
tegrative influences do conjure a pernicious
picture of a disjointed NATO in political
disarray. But such a representation ignores the
realities of why NATO was formed in the first
place and what continues to hold 1t together.

Alliance Cohesion

The North Atlantic Treaty Organizationisa
political alliance with a military purpose. It
has never been immutable; changes in its form
and functions largely have [lowed from a
continuous metamorphosis of political rela-
tionships among its member allies.

At the outset of the Cold War, the war-weary
peoples of Western Europe were deeply
concerned about the Red Army poised along
their borders. It seemed only natural at the time
that the West Europeans and the North
Americans should join in a tighdy knit
alliance to neutralize the military threat posed
by the East. Since those early crisis years the
loosening of NATO's inner links has evolved
gradually as a nawral by-product of the
changing international environment—from



the “‘tight bipolar’™ days of the 1950s to the
more diverse “bipolycentrism’’ of the '60s and
"70s. Addiuonally, as the nauon-states of
NATO Europe recovered economically and
regained political stability, their competence
and self-confidence to prosecute their individ-
ual national objectives were enhanced—the
common ties binding the allies slackened
accordingly.

In recent years, the spirit of détente has made
possible greater East-West trade and travel,
political and arms control agreements, and a
more relaxed international atmosphere that
have contributed to benign perceptions of
Soviet intentions. Yet, it is an irony of our day
that while the West Europeans feel more secure
than ever before, Moscow has increased its
margin of physical military superiority over
NATO w0 an unprecedented level. Apparently
the Kremlin leadership has discovered some-
thing that we have known all along—
democratic peoples have little stomach for
costly defense expenditures in the absence of a
clearly perceived, imminent threat. Indeed,
despite some encouraging signs over the past
year, NATO allies on both sides of the Atlantic
still appear unwilling to support the spending
necessary to offset the growing disparity in
NATO-Warsaw Pact capacities, especially in
the criucal areas of northern and central
Europe.

Another major influence affecting alliance
cohesion is the increasing importance of
NATO's nonnuclear forces. “While conven-
tional forces must be linked to nuclear forces in
order to represent an effective deterrent,” U.S.
Senator Sam Nunn explains, ‘‘now that the
USSR has achieved strategic nuclear parity
with the U.S., Warsaw Pact conventional
superiority in Europe can be very dangerous.’"?
This 1s what the NATO-Warsaw Pact arms
control negotiations in Vienna are all about—
trying to find a way to preserve political
stability in central Europe by establishing a
verifiable balance of military power at lower
levels on both sides (the Western view). It is

toward these ends that the Mutual and
Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) talks have
been conducted for more than four years.
Despite substantial proposals by the NATO
allies, progress toward achieving an equitable
agreement has been largely disappointing.?

The signing of the Final Act to the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe by 33 European countries (all except
Albania), Canada, and the United States in
1975 was a major politico-psychological event
that contributed to Western images of
nonhostile Soviet intent. As London’s Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies put it,
“exactly what the event symbolized was
uncertain.” But many in the West have the
opinion that the Final Act is a surrogate peace
treaty that formally ends World War II. In
effect, it sanctifies and gives Western de jure
recognition to the Kremlin’s nailing down of
Eastern Europe.*

Internal erosive factors also have taken their
toll on alliance cohesiveness. France, after a
decade of absence, still remains outside the
military organs of NATO. Greece, too,
continues an outsider despite American
urgings since the 1974 Cyprus crisis. Turkey
similarly has maintained its pique with the
United States and NATO in the wake of the
Cyprus crisis and remains part in, part out of
the military side of the alliance (the chances of
Greek-Turkish conflict over the exploration
and exploitation of possible oil reserves in
disputed areas of the Aegean Sea remain, but
mediation by other NATO countries so far has
helped prevent military clashes). Portugal,
after a two-year respite while it wrestled some
tough domestic issues, is now on a road
leading toward full reintegration with NATO.
The question of Communist participation at
the highest levels of the Italian government is
an abiding source of great concern and
consternation among the NATO allies. Spain,
in spite of its obvious strategic importance,
still lies on the periphery of the alliance. The
British-Icelandic “cod war™ that has been:



going on and off for more than five years is in
temporary recess with some hope the dispute
may have been resolved (British trawlers
repeatedly violated unilateral Icelandic fishing
restrictions within two hundred miles of its
coast; when the lauter tried to enforce its
declaration with gunboats, London responded
by dispatching Royal Navy frigates, and shots,
rammings, and a variety of ugly incidents soon
followed). Finally, the U.S. Congress periodi-
cally has considered substantial troop reduc-
tions in Europe, and both Republican and
Democratic Party platformsin 1976 called for a
reappraisal of the American military footing
in NATO., heightening European anxieties of
Washington's long-term commitment.?

The irony of these variegated influences is
that while they give the impression of disarray
and fragmentation they are actually indica-
uons of political vitality and solidarity. Recent
events have shown that the Atlantic partner-
ship, without impairing its fundamental sense
of direction and purpose, can tolerate a certain
degree of diversity and conflicting national
interests among its members. Some observers
may bemoan NATO’s seemingly tepid re-
sponse to the many conflicts and crises
involving alliance partners, but its lack of
direct action in the affairs of its members
reveals an 1important political strength.
Whether by chance or design, its overt hands-
off policy in dealing with events in Portugal,
Greece, Turkey, lialy, Britain, Iceland, and,
indeed, the United States during the Vietnam
War demonstrates a high degree of political
sophistication and flexibility.

In sum, NATO appears fragmented only in
comparison to the strong bonds that welded a
collage of weak European and powerful North
American states together in the early 1950s.
The looser NATO of the mid-1970s reflects
today’s political realities between the NATO
allies and their place in the international
milieu. A few persons might judge the Atlantic
partnership an anachronism—a vestige of the
Cold War—but the fact is that the very

common menace that brought them together
in 1949 continues to provide much of its raison

d'étre.

U.S. National Interest

Since the earliest days of the Cold War, a
vital national security interest of the United
States has been 1o prevent Soviet hegemony
over Western Europe. To this end, the
Marshall Plan and Truman Doctrine in 1947
were designed in part to serve notice on
Moscow of continued American concern and
involvement in European affairs. When in 1949
the United States entered NATO in the wake of
the Berlin blockade and the Soviet takeover of
Czechoslovakia, the Kremlin was confronted
by a tangible demonstration of American
political determination to defend Western
Europe. The North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion continues to interweave and unite the
national securities and destinies of Britain,
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxem-
bourg, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Italy,
Portugal, and Canada and the United States
(Greece and Turkey were added in 1952; West
Germany joined in 1955). Each nation
promises in Article 5 “that an armed attack
against one or more of them in Europe or
North America shall be considered an attack
against them all.”

From the outset, American troops were an
integral part of the allied defensive compo-
nent. Numbering about 100,000 soldiers in
1950, U.S. forces were increased to more than
400,000 by 1952, when many believed that the
Communist attack in Korea was a diversionary
effort in prelude to an imminent Soviet thrust
into Western Europe. American strength
peaked in 1961 at about 463,000 during the
Berlin crisis, followed by a gradual downward
turn in the 1960s that lowered the number to
today'’s figure of about 300,000 troops.

In recent years, both public and congres-
sional concern have been expressed over the
cost of maintaining these forces. Many have

continued on page 14



The USAF in NATO

Since its imception a primary objective of NATO has
been to deter Sowet aggression. United States Aiwr Force
aircraft which have flown in support of NATO or beena
part of ils order of battle include the General Dynamics
F-16, McDonnell Douglas F-4, Phantom (participating
in NATO Project Bullseye, 1968), l.ockheed C-14]
StarLafter, Fairchild A-10, Lockheed C-5 Galaxy,and the
General Dynamics FB-111 strategic bomber.
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asked, for example, “why 200 million rich
Americans should maintain around 300,000
American troops in Europe—thirty years after
the end of World War II.... to defend 250 or 300
million almost equally rich Europeans.’s
Indeed, if one considers the issue from such a
rhetorically loaded perspective, large-scale
reductions may appear warranted. When
contemplated from a more rational point of
view, however, one finds that many of the
arguments advocating substanual troop cuts
are impressionistic and based on faulty notions
of the purpose and role of the American armed
forces.

In the first place, it should be evident that the
forward basing of U.S. power today has
nothing to do with World War II. American
troops were dispatched to NATO Europe
during the early 1950s to protect vital U.S.
national security interests—to deter a Euro-
pean war that would have inevitably involved
the United States—they continue to perform
that crucial defensive function today. Ameri-
can forces are not and never have been based in
Europe solely for the sake of European
security. They remain in Europe because the
threat from the East that brought them there
has not diminished. On the contrary, a sound
argument can be made that Soviet-Warsaw
Pact military capabilines have increased
dramatically in recent years, despite détente
and the Kremlin's declared policy of peaceful
coexistence.

Nor should there be any doubt that the
securities and destinies of North America and
Western Europe are inexorably linked. Amer-
icans have deep historical, cultural, economic,
and political ties with Europe. A majority of
Americans are of European descent; Americans
and Europeans share similar cultural values, a
common Christian-Judeo background, and
similar political philosophies that embrace
democracy and respect for freedom of the
human spirit. Economically, American-Euro-
pean trade amounts to more than $30 billion
annually, and American capital investment in

Europe is more than $30 billion. In addition,
Western Europe, as a whole, has the greatest
concentration of skilled manpower and
economic productivity outside the U.S. and
U.S.S.R.7

In short, *“the NATO alliance is a
manifestation of the interdependence of U.S.
and Western European security,” former
Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld
reminds us. ‘“We should not lose sight of the
fact that NATO protects the United States as
well as Western Europe.’”® To be sure, a free,
independent, non-Communist Western Eu-
rope is an American concern—a vital national
interest in 1978 just as it was in 1949. Without a
direct United States participation and forward
deployment that is respected by the Kremlin
and trusted by our allies, the medium-sized
powers of NATO Europe would be unable,
both politically and militarily, to stand up to
the Soviet armed colossus positioned along
their borders. “The United States today still
represents the only potential counterweight to
the military and political power of the Soviet
Union,"” writes James R. Schlesinger. *“There
is no one else waiting in the wings. There will
be no deus ex machina. That the United States
alone has the power to serve as a counterweight
to the Soviet Union continues to be an
ineluctable fact—just as it has in the entire
period since 1945.”’9 Forward-based conven-
tional and nuclear forces still support the vital
U.S. national interests—they also provide
much of the backbone and politico-military
cohesiveness that make NATO work.

Role of American Forces

A primary NATO objective has always been
to deter aggression by the Soviet Union.
Through most of the 1950s, when the United
States enjoyed a preponderance of strategic
nuclear power, alliance strategy was basedona
tripwire concept. In event of an attack against
Western Europe, the presence of American
ground and air power was to serve as a



“trigger.” unleashing a devastating massive
retaliation by U.S. surategic nuclear forces
against the Soviet homeland. This overwhelm-
ing reliance on the American strategic arsenal
to deter war in Europe precluded the necessity
for a strict conventional balance with Soviet
armed might in Eastern Europe. But during
the mid-1950s, when the U.S.S.R. began
developing a substantial strategic force capa-
ble of striking the United States, NATO
doctrine was modified to deal with the new
superpower relationship.

Iniually, the Americans countered the Soviet
developments by deploying a potent arsenal of
“theater nuclear weapons.''1? Alliance doctrine
at the uime envisioned a simultaneous use of
theater nuclear forces in Europe and a strategic
nuclear massive retalianon against the U.S.S.R.
By the early 1960s, the enormity of potential
collateral destruction and civilian casualties in
the NATO Europe countries began to penetrate
the American consciousness (a notion probably
shared by most Europeans for several years).
Accordingly, the United States shifted its
emphasis by advocating improved nonnuclear
(convenuonal) capabiliues to reduce the chances
of nuclear conflict. Simultaneously, Washing-
ton promoted a doctrine of flexible response to
cope with the realities of the U.S.-U.S.S.R.
strategic relationship.!

First endorsed by the United States in 1962
but not formally adopted by NATO until 1967,
flexible response places a premium on
nonnuclear strength to deter and, if necessary,
contain the Warsaw Pact. The strategy
includes war-fighting capabilities to meet any
level of conventional or nuclear attack as far
forward to the East-West political frontier as
possible. Flexible response provides a variety
of credible options (including graduated
nuclear escalation) that raise the potential risk
confronted by the Soviet Union.

NATO's nuclear inventory consists of some
7000 warheads designed for delivery by tactical
aircraft, artillery, and short-range ballistic
missiles. Some weapons would be delivered by

European allies, but they are held in American
custody until authorized for use by the U.S.
President. Theater nuclear weapons play a
crucial role in the flexible response strategy: (1)
they deter nonnuclear aggression because of
their potential, if NATO's conventional
defense fails, to slow or halt a Communist
advance; (2) they deter first use of nuclear
weapons by the Warsaw Pact; (3) they
influence the nonnuclear tactics that might be
employed (e.g., they dissuade the massing of
conventional arms that would be necessary for
an effective attack against the West—massed
ground forces make very lucrative nuclear
targets); and (4) they provide an escalatory link
with the U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent.!?
Although American bombers and intercon-
tunental and submarine-launched ballistic
missiles are the most important elements in the
alliance military posture, extensive use of these
weapons (and, therefore, their deterrent value)
is probably least tenable in a conflict
geographically constrained to Europe—in the
eyes of American Allies and the Kremlin, too,
massive retaliation against the Soviet Union is
probably considered the least likely planned
NATO reaction. But such a response might be
deemed possible when one considers the
overall military capacity of the Atlantic
alliance as a single integrated escalatory chain,
extending from conventional to theater
nuclear to strategic nuclear warfare. It is from
this potenual escalatory chain of events that
NATO draws its deterrence strength. No one
can guarantee, for example, that even a
small-scale Soviet-Warsaw Pact conventional
foray would not escalate 1o a nuclear exchange
between the superpowers, especially if NATO
could not contain the Pact by nonnuclear
means. As one eminent British officer,
Brigadier Kenneth Hunt, observes, “the
present NATO deterrent strategy is a nuclear
one, but it has the flexibility afforded by a
substantial level of conventional defence; and
if this conventional strength should be eroded
the strategy would become dangerous, heavily



reliant on nuclear weapons, a mere uip-wire.”"!3
Thus, during an era of U.S.-U.S.S.R. strategic
nuclear parity, the convenuonal balance has
taken on an added importance. Not only do
NATO'’s nonnuclear capabilities signal a
strong West European resolve to protect their
political independence but they also provide a
vital link with the theater and strategic nuclear
forces of the United States—not as a “urip-wire”
but as a part of the continuum of allied
escalatory options extending across the spec-
trum of warfare. An erosion of NATO
conventional strength vis-a-vis the Warsaw
Pact, therefore, would be tantamount to
lowering the nuclear threshold by making the
use of theater weapons more likely and also
increasing the possibilities of a strategic
nuclear exchange. While Secretary of Defense,
James R. Schlesinger put NATO's military
requirements into a realistic perspective when
he noted that "if our high hopes for peace are
to have solid foundations, and if we are to
conduct our political and economic relation-
ship in the world with an ample measure of
confidence in our security posture, then
NATO countries must continue to maintain a
military capability in balance with that of the
Warsaw Pact.”'*

The Military Balance

To be sure, the NATO-Warsaw Pact
equilibrium 1is acutely sensitive to major
changes by either side, especially in northern
and central Europe. In these arenas one finds
major armed force asymmetries that favor the
East. (See Table I.)

An incisive study prepared by the Congres-
stonal Research Service of the Library of
Congress in January 1976 forewarns that when
Moscow'’s forces located in European Russia
are taken into consideration,

the Soviet side could quickly achieve the classic
ratio of 3:1 superiority in ground combat forces
that many military men cite as a prerequisite for
successful offensive operations. More important-
ly, the Kremlin could mass massive power at
times, places, and under conditions of its
choosing, while NATO defends a front that
stretches 500 straightline miles from the Baltic to
the Austrian border.!s

Nonetheless, despite the East's obvious
numerical superiority, many observers tend to
agree that the NATO-Pact capabilities are
roughly balanced. This is so because of
NATO'’s qualitatuive edge in ground and air
forces, the technological superiority of its
destructive capacities, plus certain deficiencies

Table I. The mulitary balance. northern and Central Europe

NATO*

combat manpower (all types 630.000
of formations)

main battle tanks 7.000
tactical aircraft 2,350
conventional artillery 2,700
theater nuclear weapons 7,000
medium/intermediate range 0

ballistic missiles

“French forces not included
“*(1976 Library of Congress estimate)

(of which

Warsaw Pact US.S.R)
945,000 640.000
20,500 13,500
4,075 2.300

10.000+ ?

3.500 3.500

583 583"

Source: The Miitary Balance. 1977-1978 (London International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1977),

Pp 102-10



inherent to the Warsaw Pact armed forces. The
upshot of the situation in northern and central
Europe today is that “"neither could attack the
other with confidence of quick victory without
escalation to nuclear war.” And. writes Ray S.
Cline in his recent geopolitical study for
Georgetown University, “the tactical nuclear
weapons on both sides are numerous enough
so that only a truly crushing superiority in
conventonal arms would deny their effective
use.’'16 Clearly, neither side has such a military
preponderance nor is it likely such a disparity
will develop so long as the West remains alert
to the needs for both conventional and nuclear
equivalence.

While the probability of Soviet military
intervention in Western Europe may not be
perceived as great as it once was, it should at
least be recognized that the overall numerical
advantage in armed might favoring the
Warsaw Pact gives ita substantial potential for
aggressive mischief. This superiority could
also indicate a greater Soviet risk-taking
propensity in the future. To be certain, unless
an adequate military equilibrium is main-
tained, political intimidation of NATO
Europe through threat of force could become a
real part of the near-term European scene.

Or are Americans and their NATO allies
foolish enough to believe that the Kremlin no
longer covets influence in West European
affairs? Although the warm waft of détente
flowing from Moscow tells the West of
peaceful intentions, certainly the long-stand-
ing Soviet goals regarding Western Europe
remain unchanged: eviction of the American
military presence, a breakup of NATO
without a viable nuclear-armed European
defense community taking its place, and
ulumately a total domination over West
European political, economic, and military
affairs. To be reminded why American forces
are in Europe today, one only has to review the
recent Soviet actions in basing its variable-
geometry Backfire nuclear bomber in north-
western Russia. Similarly, Moscow has sup-

plemented its European-targeted ballistic
missile force with new mobile launchers that
are armed with multiple warheads.!? Are these
defensive measures? Do they foster peace and
stability? Are they consistent with détente? Or
are they another incremental step in Moscow's
attempt to overwhelm the West’s poliucal and
psychological resistance to the *“‘specter of
Soviet hegemony haunting Europe'? In a
study for the Stanford Research Institute,
Richard Pipes of Harvard University summar-
ized the Kremlin's grand strategy:

It seems probable that the long-term objective of
Soviet foreign policy is to detach Western Europe
from its dependence on the United States,
especially where defense is concerned. . . . It is
difficult 1o conceive of any event that would more
dramatically enhance Soviet power. . .. Russian
military power resting on a West European
economic base would give the USSR indisputable
world hegemony—the sort of thing that Hitler
was dreaming of. . . . However, the separation of
Western Europe from the United States must not
be hurried. The Soviet leadership has taken a
measure of U.S. politics and knows (whatever its
propagandists may say) that it faces no danger
from that side. . . . The U.S. forces in Western
Europe present no offensive threat to the Soviet
Union. Their ultimate removal is essential if the
USSR is o control Western Europe, but their
purely defensive character does not seriously
inhibit Russia’s freedom to maneuver. What the
Soviet fears more is a German-French-English
military alliance that might spring into existence
should U.S. troops withdraw precipitately from
Western Europe.'®

The problem for NATO 1s to fashion a force
composition that will ensure a balance of
power and continued East-West stability. But,
as Thomas W. Wolle of the Rand Corporation
observes, with the advent of U.S.-U.S.S.R.
strategic nuclear equivalence and the possibil-
ity of Moscow achieving a measure of
superiority, ‘‘the theatre balance in Europe can
be expected to grow increasingly precarious.”?
Observers on both sides of the Atlantic
contend that the existence of parity in effect
“decouples’’ the American strategic arsenal
from the defense of Europe—the time-worn



question of whether an American president
would risk the destruction of New York for
Paris. Recent changes in the U.S. nuclear
targeting doctrine, however, have buttressed
the credibility of this critical link in the
deterrence process. Greater flexibility and an
increased number of nuclear options by
strategic forces have been made possible by the
new policy. In effect, these revised targeting
procedures at least partially *‘recouple’ U.S.
bombers and missiles to the defense of Western
Europe and i1mprove NATO's deterrence
posture across the board.2°

Nonetheless, John Erickson of the Univer-

sity of Edinburgh is pessimisticabout NATO's
chances of maintaining adequate equality and
stability. He notes that the Soviet “‘buildup in
Europe 1s now an accomplished fact,”” and that
it has given the Kremlin an instrument to
secure limited political objectives by “‘simply
having” a highly visible military force that is
“now well past purely defensive require-
ments.”’ Professor Erickson's final note sounds
an ominous warning for the NATO peoples:

This all comes back to Solzhenitsyn’s point that
the Soviet leadership may place an undue and
obsessive reliance on military force, on its form
and functon, but then Western Europe has

U.S. Army support for NATO includes the M60 tank, today's
standard U.S. medium tank. Modern tanks have bigger guns.
improved ammumition, more sophi.ﬁllmled fire control, and
approximately twice the armor protection of World War Il tanks.




increasingly chosen to ignore the military factor.

Between them these two postures have contribu-

ted 1o what can only be counted a growing

imbalance. In the final outcome, Europe may
well become that “low risk option™ that will suit
the Soviet command perfectly.?!

It seems evident that North Americans and
West Europeans continue to embrace comple-
mentary national security interests that should
coalesce in a strong NATO deterrence posture,
lessening the possibility of Soviet intervention
becoming a “‘low risk option.” But this means
that an adequate conventional-nuclear equili-
brium must be maintained in northern,
central, and southern Europe. It 1s open to
question whether in the future the Allies will
deploy sufficient armed forces to neutralize the
political effectiveness of Warsaw Pact military
capabiliues. Ulumately, the answer will
concern the political cohesiveness of NATO as
much (and perhaps more so) as military
hardware, for deterrence is the product of
military capacity and political will. One must
recognize, too, that Americans bear a special
responsibility for NATO's deterrence because
it is from the United States that the alliance
draws nuclear strength and much of its
political determination.

An Appraisal

“A goal of the highest priority for this
administration is to ensure stability in the vital
European region,” Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown explains. *“The United States
will do its share to ensure that NATO has the
capabilities—conventional as well as nuclear—
to maintain the independence and territorial
integrity of Western Europe.”?? Accordingly,
in May 1977, the NATO allies responded
favorably to President Carter's call for
increasing their respective defense expendi-
tures by approximately three percent annually
in real terms. In addition, several short-term
improvements to assuage NATO vulnerabil-
ities have bheen undertaken, a long-term

NATO defense program aimed ai ensuring
greater coordination of national efforts has
been instituted, and steps have been taken
toward improving cooperation in develop-
ment, production, and procurement of stan-
dardized NATO military equipment.?

While these recent improvements in allied
consultation are encouraging, they must still
contend with differing European and Ameri-
can attitudes on the appropriate role and levels
of NATO forces. For instance, while Ameri-
cans advocate strong conventional war-
fighting might to keep the nuclear threshold
high, the West Europeans, as a whole, have
been dragging their feet on matching the
nonnuclear capabilities of the Warsaw Pact.
For their part, the Europeans tend to regard a
buildup of their own conventional strength as
allowing greater numbers of Americans to go
home, thereby weakening deterrence by
reducing the visible or tangible U.S. politucal
commitment to the defense of Europe—a
debilitation of the convenuonal-theater nu-
clear-strategic nuclear escalatory chain. Indeed,
the Europeans consider the theater nuclear
weapons a critical link by which the American
strategic arsenal is coupled to NATO. French
journalist Pierre Hassner explains:

There is a wide consensus among Europeans on
the notion that the risk of escalation is today the
central element of deterrence in Europe as
opposed to either conventional response or
massive retaliation; that it has greater credibility
than either; and that it i1s less sensitive to
differences in stuength. The basis of deterrence is
less the credibility of a deliberate decision than the
unpredictability of a process; the substitute for
American strategic superiorily . . . is continuity
between the two American-led systems of
deterrence.?$

In view of the critical importance given 1o
American conventional and nuclear force
postures by the NATO allies, it should not be
surprising that they are acutely sensitive to
discussions and actions in Washington that
might indicate a substantial reduction of these
forces. Thus, when Americans try to answer



the question “How much is enough?” in
setting appropriate force levels in Europe,
their calculations should include not only an
assessment of deterrence and war-fighting
capabilities vis-a-vis the U.S.S.R.-Warsaw
Pact but also an evaluation of the most likely
political impact on NATO’s cohesiveness.
Better yet, American-European consultations
might best determine ‘““how much is enough”
by including the differing views from both
sides of the Atlantic. Once this question is
jointly answered, the next ones can be tackled:
“Who pays, and how much?”

The answers to these important questions
will be determined politically by the fifteen
sovereign member states as each pursues its
own national interests in its own way. One
may be certain that although misunderstand-
ings and differences of opinion may sometimes
mar their relauons, the NATO allies will
remain partners in the crucial area of common
defense so long as deterrence of Moscow
remains a paramount concern to them all.
Without the substantial counterweight pro-
vided by the United States against the material
and manpower resources of the U.S.S.R., the

West Europeans would have only two
alternatives: arm themselves with nuclear
weapons to deter Moscow and ensure a

modicum of independence or accommodate
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Hear Me

Friend, hear me—

I served with Chappie
In peace and war

We were as one

Soaring and darting
Through blue skies and dark
We flew alone

Where others feared

And charted new courses
Across vast horizons
He's gone now...

...1 fly alone.

Friend, hear me—

I served with Chappie
On a hundred airfields
In a thousand places
Soaring and diving
Through countless flights
We flew alone

Where others feared
And chased the enemy
Across the deep abyss
He's gone now...

...I fly alone.

Friend, hear me—

I served with Chappie
A gallant patriot

He filled my soul

As the dark sky
Warms to the sunrise
Sull glowing spirit
Selfless leader

I did not seek him
But knew him always
Gone now...

...1 fly alone.

Nation, do you hear—
I served with Chappie
Who dares soar

With me now

Is there another

So undaunted spirit
Whose love of service
Exceeds his strength

I am Courage
Gliding aimlessly
Chappie’s gone now...
...Nation, have you another?

LitUTENANT COLONEL BARRY M. MEUSE
Moody AFB, Georgia
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UCH of the American arms control
literature of the past year and a half
is characterized by a sense of in-
Teasing frustration and uneasiness concerning

e long-term viability of both the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and stable

S.-Soviet deterrence. The long delay in
ichieving a SALT II agreement based on the

ladivostok guidelines of 1974, which have
\lready been criticized by arms control
idvocates for being far too permissive, has
sartially contributed to this mood. The
srimary cause of concern, however, has been
he rapid technological progress in strategic
weapon systems on both sides, which threatens
o overwhelm the existing SALT framework:
‘. . . the rate at which limitations are being
mposed, even assuming a successful
onclusion to SALT II, falls far short of the rate
it which the forces are being impreved. The
ace (o control strategic arms is being lost.""!
‘l'here are widespread fears within the

merican arms control community that the
EALT process is destined to become obsolete
ind the Soviet-American strategic relationship
ncreasingly unstable in the years ahead unless
he pace of technological innovation in
trategic weaponry can somehow be brought
inder control.

Among the technological advances in
trategic weapon systems, two in particular—
mprovements in ballistic missile accuracy and
he development of long-range cruise
nissiles—are viewed as posing the most
ignificant problems for both strategic arms
ontrol and stable deterrence in the future.

ere is concern among arms control
idvocates that these two areas of technological
rogress  will  bring about fundamental

anges 1n strategic conditions and thus upset
he familiar parameters of the U.S.-Soviet
trategic relationship. The following
liscussion, which will focus on the above two
ireas of technological innovation, will seek o
femonstrate that (1) the “‘destabilizing’ aspects
f both ballistic missile accuracy improve-

ments and long-range cruise missiles for
U.S.-Soviet deterrence have been exaggerated;
(2) the SALT process will continue to be a
viable enterprise in the future; and (3) the
U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship has a
remarkable ability to withstand the impact of
new technological developments and is more
““stable’”” than arms control advocates have been
willing to allow.

Accuracy Improvements
and Silo Vulnerability

Dramatic improvements in ballistic missile
accuracies are likely to occur in the foreseeable
future which, combined with the existing
technology of multiple independently target-
able reentry vehicles (MIRVs), will make the
achievement of effective counterforce capabili-
ties by both the United States and the Soviet
Union virtually certain in the 1980s. These
capabilities will reside in each nation's silo-
based, intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)
forces. Both sides are pursuing accuracy
improvements in their MIR Ved ICBM systems
and are likely to attain substantial (theoretical)
hard-target counterforce capabilities in the
early to mid-1980s.2 A situation is thus
evolving as a result of accuracy improvements
in which the ICBM silos of both the United
States and the Soviet Union will become
increasingly vulnerable to a first strike.® This
situation, it is argued, by increasing mutual
first strike incentives, will have serious
implications for strategic stability.*

Strategic arms control offers little hope of
reversing or slowing the movement toward
effective counterforce capabilities and vulner-
able ICBMs. A SALT II agreement based on
the Vladivostok Accord, with the latter’s high
ceiling on MIRVed launchers (1320), will be
fully compatible with the achievement of
substantial hard-target capabilities by both
sides. A SALT agrecement directly limiting
accuracy improvements is infeasible. It is
difficult to gauge the true accuracies of U.S.
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missiles, much less verify the accuracies of
those of the Soviet Union.

The prospects for SALT III center on
strategic force reductions. However, the reduc-
tions, if negotiable, are very likely to be made
in strategic delivery vehicles and MIRVed
launchers (the categories established for SALT
II), which would allow each side iniually to
withhold its MIRVed ICBMs from reductions.
The reductions are also most likely to take
place over an extended time frame on the order
of perhaps 10 years and would thus come too
late to alleviate the problem of ICBM
vulnerability.

The negotiation of modifications to the
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty permit-
ting ICBM defenses would be undesirable in
light of the “"political capital’ each nation has
invested in the treaty. Moreover, it would raise
additional problems such as verification as
well as uncertainties concerning each side's
capability for city as well as ICBM defense.

A Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban would
prevent both sides from developing new ICBM
warheads with improved yield-to-weight ratios.
Nonetheless, the existing warheads on both
sides, once linked with foreseeable ICBM
accuracy improvements, will be sufficient for
the attainment of effective hard-target capabil-
ities.

A SALT limitation on the annual number of
missile flight tests permitted each side is the
most promising arms control approach to the
problem of ICBM vulnerability. If low enough
(perhaps a dozen per year), it could slow—but
would not stop—missile accuracy improve-
ments on both sides. However, it would have to
be negotiated in a timely manner (by 1980 or
so) 1if it is to have any effect in delaying the
achievement of effective hard-target capabili-
ties in the early to mid-1980s. Moreover, there
will be a great deal of resistance to it on both
sides, since it would reduce the confidence that
each side has in thereliability and performance
characteristics of its existing strategic weapon
systems. It would also constrain qualitative

weapon systems improvements that groups in
both countries will deem desirable. The Soviet
Union is unlikely to agree to any type of
qualitative restraint which it perceives would
freeze it in a technologically inferior position.

In any event, ICBM vulnerability in reality
will never be more than a theoretical
condition, one which can only be projected by
using extremely conservative calculations.
The operational difficulties of carrying out an
actual attack against the U.S. (or Soviet) silo-
based missile force are formidable and would
impose severe requirements of timing, coordi-
nation, and reliability on the attacker.
Steinbruner and Garwin have convincingly
demonstrated that a Soviet first strike against
U.S. ICBMs would very likely leave the
attacker with fewer ICBMs than the victim.5
The same would be true of a (hypothetical)
U.S. first strike against Soviet ICBMs.
Nevertheless, they argue, “to the extent [ICBM
vulnerability] is believed in either the United
States or the Soviet Union some destabilizing
effect will occur as a self-fulfilling proposi-
tion.”% In fact, potential U.S. ICBM vulner-
ability has received so much discussion in the
United States that its inevitable occurrence
seems now to be taken for granted. Current
discourse centers largely on how the United
States should offset or eliminate the condition
of vulnerability once it occurs.’

What are the potential risks and instabilities
that would presumably be introduced by
vulnerable ICBMs? It is generally agreed that
Soviet leaders would not even consider
initiating a “bolt out of the blue” nuclear
attack unless they were confident of their
ability to negate the U.S. retaliatory capability,
that is, destroy virtually all U.S. land-based
ICBMs, submarine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs), and long-range bombers simultan-
eously. Moreover, the survivability and
effectiveness of U.S. SLBMs and bombers are
likely to be maintained through the 1980s.
However, possible Soviet behavior during a
crisis is feared. There might be an incentive for



the Soviet Union, it is argued, especially
during a severe U.S.-Soviet confrontation
involving major stakes, to launch a first strike
to destroy U.S. ICBMs (as well as “‘nonalert”
SLBMs and bombers). Soviet leaders, fearing
that the United States was about to attack their
vulnerable silos, might decide on a pre-
emptive strike in the hope of improving Soviet
war-fighting performance. Or Soviet leaders,
by withholding some ICBMs as well as their
SLBMs and bombers, might believe that U.S.
decision-makers would be inhibited from
retaliating against Soviet cities, since devasta-
tion of American cities would follow. Thus,
crisis stability, it is argued, would decrease
significantly as a result of vulnerable ICBMs
on both sides.

However, the opposite can be argued
equally persuasively. The existence of vulner-
able ICBMs on both sides would be a factor
that would strongly militate against the
escalation of any crisis that occurred between
the United States and the Soviet Union. The
mutual fear of pre-emptive attack resulting
from vulnerable ICBMs would induce extreme
caution on both sides and create strong
incentives for an expeditious and peaceful
resolution of the conflict.®

The existence of vulnerable ICBMs, it is
argued, could still have political implicauons.
During a crisis, the Soviet Union might seek to
extract political concessions through nuclear
blackmail or threats, especially if it perceived
its hard-target capability to be more substan-
tial than that of the United States. Again, it can
be argued, there would be a greater incentive
with vulnerable ICBMs to avoid the escalation
of a crisis. Nuclear blackmail by the Soviet
Union in a aisis, such as a threat to destroy
vulnerable U.S. ICBMs, would become an even
more dangerous game under such conditions,

tentially inviting a pre-emptive U.S. strike

gainst vulnerable Soviet silos.?

In any event, the crisis “instabilities”

sited by those concerned with ICBM
lirulnerabilily are based on extremely unlikely,

worst-case scenarios. Moreover, as previously
mentioned, the vulnerability itself can only be
projected by making excessively conservative
assumptions. Yet it is on this basis that
potential U.S. ICBM vulnerability has already
become an entrenched state of mind among
American strategic analysts and thus a fait
accompli for the Soviet Union. The problem
has been deemed serious enough to elicit some
rather ambitious and, perhaps, drastic solu-
tions from both the American defense policy
and arms control communities involving major
restructuring of U.S. deterrent forces. These
range from proposals that the United States
deploy land-mobile ICBMs to others calling
for the unilateral reduction or elimination of
existing U.S. ICBMs. 10

The merits of these proposals have been
debated at length in the strategic literature and
will not be recapitulated here. The point to be
made is that perspective seems to have been lost
on this issue. Strategic analysts have become so
bogged down in theoretical calculations and
remote scenarios that they have lost touch with
the real world in which political decisions are
made. As Bernard Brodie has stated:

We have learned over the three decades that
nuclear weapons have been with us that the
balance of terror is not delicate. . .. The balance of
terror does not even require that the people in
control be reasonable, only that they be modestly
above the threshold of sanity. The days when
serious people spoke seriously of preemptive
attacks with nuclear weapons are long since over.

For either superpower to attack the other because
of an optimistic guess of the latter's vulnerabili-
ties is obviously to take a risk of cataclysmic
proportions. Neither can be seduced into such an
error by some apparent shiftin the relationship of
forces—usually more apparent 1o technicians
than to politicians.}!

It is clear that the dangers of ICBM
vulnerability have been vastly exaggerated.
Nevertheless, the Soviet Union and the United
States seem inexorably headed for a condition
of perceived—albeit illusory—mutual ICBM



vulnerability in the early to mid-1980s as a
result of foreseeable missile accuracy improve-
ments. The two countries are likely to
experience that condition for some period of
time before offsetting measures can be taken.
However, it does not seem unreasonable to
assert that both countries may very well learn
to live with vulnerable missile silos, just as
they have adapted to other anomalies of the
nuclear era such as vulnerable populations,
which iniually aroused exaggerated fears.
With the passage of time, ICBM *‘vulnerabil-
ity is likely to be seen as a false issue, though
not visible as such to those caught up 1n the
day-to-day strategic concerns of the 1970s.

To the extent that ICBM vulnerability (of
some degree) 1s perceived as something less
than desirable by the United States and the
Soviet Union, it will provide incentives for
both countries to negotiate direct reductions in
MIRVed ICBMs or to seek mutual solutions
such as the deployment of simplified silo
defenses,'? which could protect ICBMs but
would be incapable of defending soft targets
such as cities.

The United States, for its part, could begin
now to play down the significance of ICBM
vulnerability in 1ts official statements and to
reassess the implications of vulnerability more
realistically in its force planning before
pressures build for major and unnecessary
changes in U.S. strategic forces. The Carter
administration has already given indications
that it may be moving in this direction.!?

Long-Range
Cruise Missiles

The development of new, long-range cruise
missiles by the United States, which has beena
significant factor delaying the conclusion of a
SALT II agreement with the Soviet Union, has
provoked a great deal of discussion in the year
and a half in both the American press and
strategic literature.'* It has become apparent

that the potential characteristics of these new
systems—extremely high accuracy, nearly
undetectable size, relatively inexpensive cost,
and a multplicity of ranges and launch
platforms—offer significant military and
economic advantages yet pose formidable
problems for arms control. While the implica-
tions of these new systems clearly extend
beyond strategic arms control and the U.S.-
Soviet strategic relationship, the focus here
will be on those areas.!> Moreover, since much
has already been written about the problems
that cruise missile limitations pose for SALT,
the following discussion will be further
restricted to the potential impact of these new

systems 1n the absence of limitations.
The military advantages that the new,

longer-range cruise missiles would provide the
United States (and ultimately the Soviet
Union) have been somewhat overdrawn.
While tactical cruise missiles have enormous
potential for cost effectively replacing U.S.
tactical air forces,'®* both land and carrier-
based, the advantages of using cruise missiles
in a strategic role would be less substanual.
While they are likely to be considerably less
costly, strategic cruise missiles would be
operationally inferior to existing ballistic
missiles. The subsonic speed and long flight
times of cruise missiles would make them
potentially vulnerable to Soviet air defenses.!?
The absence of an extensive Soviet ABM
system, on the other hand, ensures the
penetration capabilities of U.S. ICBM/SLBMs.
As Kosta Tsipis has stated:

Whereas the outcome of a strategic attack with
ballistic missiles is comparatively certain and
controlled, the outcome of a cruise-missile attack
is uncertain, since it depends largely on the air
defense capabilities of the attacked country.... In
order to be sure that cruise missiles would
penetrate to their targets one would have to
launch many of them against each target to
saturate the air defenses. That would require the
deployment of many thousands of cruise
missiles.!®

Strategic cruise missiles will have the



capacity to be launched from submarines,
surface ships, long-range bombers, and mobile
surface-to-surface missile launchers. However,
cruise missiles deployed in any of these modes,
with the possible exception of those carried on
bombers, would be inherently vulnerable.
Consider the case of strategic cruise missiles
deployed on ballistic missile or attack
submarines. Because their range is very likely
to be considerably shorter than that of SLBMs,
the submarines carrying them would have to
approach the territorial waters of the Soviet
Union to attack their targets and would thus be
vulnerable to Soviet antisubmarine warfare
(ASW). (The deployment of strategic cruise
missiles on attack submarines could force a
rapid growth in Soviet ASW capabilities,
which would ultimately reduce the security of
the U.S. SLBM force.!?) The other modes of
launch would have similar drawbacks from the
standpoint of prelaunch survivability, though
these may not be deemed so serious as to rule
out deployment.

The potential pinpoint accuracy of cruise
missiles at long ranges could make possible the
use of conventionally armed cruise missiles by
the United States or its NATO allies against
strategic targets in the Soviet Union, perhaps
even hardened missile silos. This could
provide the option of a nonnuclear response to
a Soviet provocation, it is argued, raising the
“nuclear threshold’ and thus making nuclear
war less likely. Others, however, argue that this
would lower the overall inhibition to use force
and thus increase the risk of superpower
confrontation, since a nuclear response to a
“strategic conventional” attack might be
considered unlikely.

These kinds of arguments lose their cogency,
however, when one recalls that even “‘strategic
conventional’ cruise missiles would be vul-
nerable to Soviet air. defenses and once
launched would be subject to an uncertain
fate.? The United States would more likely
employ MIRVed ICBMs for selective strikes
rather than “undependable’” cruise missiles.2!

Moreover, the United States could never be
sure that the Soviet Union (which some argue
places greater emphasis on the homeland
threshold and less on conventional/nuclear
distinctions) would not respond to a “‘strategic
conventional’’ strike with nuclear weapons.

The point to be drawn from this discus-
sion—one which has not been recognized in
most treatments of the subject—is that
strategic cruise missiles, deployed in any mode
except perhaps on long-range bombers, could
not be counted on as secure and assured
deterrent forces. They would probably never
constitute more than supplemental strategic
forces, such as current U.S. forward-based
systems.?2 Thus, strategic cruise misstles
would be something less than the ‘“‘ultimate
weapons'' that cruise missile proponents have
portrayed them to be.

The same arguments would apply to Soviet
long-range cruise missiles, if and when they
are deployed.?® The Uni