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So long as no acceptable theory, no intelligent analysis of the conduct of
war exists, routine methods will tend to take over even at the highest levels.

Clausewitz’

Since time immemorial, soldiers within the judaeo-Christian heritage have seen themselves
standing as a barrier between their people and the savagery beyond, symbolized by the Four
Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Conquest, War, Famine, and Pestilence.

For just as long, one of the most subtle and pervasive factors impairing their efforts has been the
deadening effect of routine, the natural tendency to allow the rnythms of peacetime to supplant
carefully thought-out preparation for war. This was bad enough in Clausewitz’s day when many
of the activities of garrison duty—close order drill, inspections of equipment and horses,
riding—had obvious and direct operational utility. It is incomparably worse in an age when the
marvels of science and technology push the realities of war far beyond the experience of
ordinary life to rival in stark reality the symbolic horrors of the Apocalypse. Potential for War and
Conquest exist in abundance, and even Pestilence has made its debut as an instrument of
repression in the hills of Laos and the arid valleys of Afghanistan.

Under such circumstances, routine must be put in its proper place, a difficult task at which we
have not always enjoyed spectacular success, as witness the “Dr. Pepper War”’ in Southeast Asia.
Did our strikes against the North tend to go in at ten, two, and four o’clock because that was
when the enemy was most vulnerable? Or was it because we lacked the will power to disturb for
long our accustomed routine of sortie generation?

Reflection on the deadly persuasiveness of the siren song of peacetime routine and the hazards
of yiellding to it produced the following, not quite tongue-in-cheek, emendation to The Book of
Revelation 6:8.

And there went out another horse that was well groomed and immaculately accoutered,
properly maintained in accordance with the appropriate directives. He who sat upon him
possessed an unblemished record of administrative excellence and a boundless capacity for
detail, and in his hand he bore a briefcase. In his unceasing pursuit of perfection, he caused
honest soldiers to forget the other horsemen. And his war cry was “Efficiency’’; and his name
was Routine, and Heﬁ followed after him.

J.F.G.

Notes

1. On War, Paret and Howard, tr., p. 154.
2. From the advertising slogan ““Good at ten, two and four.”
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WESTERN DETERRENCE:
POSTURE AND RATIONALE

GROUP CAPTAIN R. A. MASON, ROYAL AIR FORCE

HE concept of deterrence is as old as man himself. Our

modern idea is little changed from that expressed in the

Latin word deterrere: to prevent an action by someone be-
cause of his fear of the consequences. Yet although the idea may be
essentially the same, the actions we wish to deter and the scale of
the threatened retribution have acquired a destructive power
beyond the comprehension of a Caesar. Man now has the capacity
not only to destroy his own generation and its environment but to
render that environment unsafe for future generations who them-
selves may have suffered genetically.



I believe that all responsible persons, mili-
tary professionals, and proponents of unilat-
eral nuclear disarmament view that prospect
with abhorrence. They would probably agree
that abhorrence alone is not likely to be suffi-
cient to prevent it; that prevention requires
realistic action and planning. And they would
probably disagree in the assessment of the util-
ity and desirability of different plans. We
should therefore keep in mind two underlying
thoughts: no one has a monopoly of wisdom
on the subject of deterrence and its implica-
tions; and no group, however well intentioned.
has a monopoly of morality. If we reduce the
discussion to factual negations on the one hand
or moral absolutes on the other, we not only
waste time but abdicate the individual respon-
sibilities that we hold as members of a practic-
ing democracy to ensure that a subject of this
magnitude is examined free from both factual
and emotional distortion. Thus, I should like
to summarize here the perceptions that have
led to the adoption by the United Kingdom and
NATO of the deterrence posture, explain the
constituent parts of alliance deterrence, and
make one or two observations on current
issues: Trident, cruise missile, Pershing II, and
the enhanced radiation weapon or neutron
bomb.

DL'RING World War II some
fifty million people died, and large areas of
Europe, the Soviet Union, and the Far East
were ravaged. Since 1945, an additional ten
million may have died, and the misery of mod-
ern warfare has been experienced in Southeast
Asia, South Asia, Africa, the Middle East, Latin
America, and Eastern Europe. Almost all the
destruction has been inflicted by so-called con-
ventional weapons. The impact on Beirut of a
couple of Israeli aircraft with a handful of
bombs readily demonstrates the destructive
power of modern weaponry.

At the heart of British thinking about deter-
rence lie four ideas:

e Nuclear weapons exist, and there is no
foreseeable way of disinventing them.

e One could never be certain, whatever guaran-
tees had been given in peacetime, that a nuclear
power in war would refrain from using nuclear
weapons if the advantages appeared to out-
weigh the disadvantages.

e Conventional war is not only itself unac-
ceptably destructive but contains the serious
risk of escalation to nuclear levels.

e The advent of nuclear weapons has fun-
damentally changed the nature of war and 1ts
role as a military instrument to achieve a polit-
ical objective. This view was recently expressed
as follows: “'In the past, wars could be fought
and won; with the present nuclear arsenals of
East and West that is no longer the case. There
would be no winners, only losers.””!

The roots of our current thinking lie in the
immediate postwar years, now increasingly the
preserve of the historian rather than the mem-
ory. The facts were a Western demobilization
and Soviet armies of occupation in Eastern Eu-
rope; the Soviet rejection of the Baruch plan for
international control of nuclear energy; the
redrawing of the boundaries of Western Russia
and Eastern Europe; the Soviet attempt to elim-
inate the embarrassment of West Berlin.

Certainly there was, and 1s, an almost para-
noiac Soviet concern with the security of the
Motherland. I have no doubt that the carefully
fostered memories of the Great Patriotic War,
with some twenty million Soviet dead. induce
in the Soviet people both an acceptance of the
need for heavy military expenditure and a fear
of Western aggression. But there is also the as
yet unmodified acceptance of the inevitability
of conflict with the West plus a crusading
ideology that, however bankrupt, remains the
declaratory rationale of Soviet foreign policy.

Regrettably, Soviet foreign diplomacy con-
tinues to make full use of the military instru-
ment to achieve its objectives. Indeed, the cynic
would observe that it has few other instruments
to call on. But of much greater significance to
me as a Western atrman is that the Soviet gov-
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ernment takes great pains to ensure that its
military establishment understands that nu-
clear weapons are as much a part of the war-
fighting inventory as the conventional or chemi-
cal alternatives. In what at first glance might be
seen as a mirror image of the West, Soviet offi-
cers learn that the aggressor will use nuclear
weapons. Never, to the best of my knowledge, is
he taught about Western theories of deterrence
and the unacceptability of nuclear warfare as a
means to a political objective.

The following extracts are taken from cur-
rent official Soviet textbooks used in training
by officers of the Soviet Armed Forces. First, on
the role of military force in diplomacy:

The Soviet Union and other Socialist countries,
by virtue of their increasing military potentual,
are changing the correlation of military forces in
the international arena in favour of the forces of
peace and socialism. This is exerting a very sober-
ing effect on extremist circles in imperialist states
and is creating favourable conditions for achiev-
ing Soviet foreign policy goals in the interna-
tional arena, based upon the principles of peace-
ful co-existence.?

An observation by Lenin worth noting is
that "‘the character of a war and its success
depend chiefly upon the internal regime of the
country that goes to war. ... Warisareflection
of the internal policy conducted by the given
country before the war."? Soviet officers were
advised in 1972 that this proposition is impor-
tant to an understanding of modern war.

While there is certainly an element of deter-
rence in Soviet military doctrine, though 1t 1s
never expressed as a philosophy in the same
way as in the West, there is equally no doubt
that a war-fighting capability is paramount.
For example:

However, attention must be paid to the fact that
the military might of the Socialist nations is not
viewed as a condition or a means for preventing
all wars generally, that is civil, national libera-
tion or in the defence of the sovereigniy of peo-
ples. The communists have always recogntsed
that along with reactionary and unjust wars,
there are also progressive and just ones.*

But perhaps most chilling of all are the rou-
tine Soviet comments on what is euphemisti-
cally referred to as “‘the revolution in military
affairs,” or, more simply, the impact of nuclear
weapons on warfare. For example:

In the arsenal of these weapons which are now
represented by a significant number of types of
different nuclear devices, the strategic nuclear
weapons play the main role. Precisely these weap-
ons have fundamentally altered the nature, con-
tent, forms and methods of conducting military
actions. Their combatand technical capabilities,
given basically in the second chapter of the book,
make it possible to draw sufficiently complete
and correct conclusions on the destructive force of
nuclear weapons which in essence is completely
beyond comparison with conventional weapons.

It must be stressed particularly that the basic
purpose of strategic nuclear weapons is a simul-
taneous strike against the enemy strategic nuclear
weapons and its military groupings, as well as
against the military and economic centres and
control centres. The effect of nuclear weapons on
the enemy's military and economic potential as
well as defence against enemy nuclear strikes
comprise the most important task of armed com-
bat under present day conditions. Nuclear weap-
ons are characterized by a great destructive and
devastating result as a consequence of the effect of
an entire complex of destructive factors includ-
ing the shockwave, radiant energy, penetrating
radiation and fall-out. The use of those weapons
has fundamenally altered the nature of combat,
the operation and the entire war as a whole. The
possibility of quickly achieving not only an op-
erational result directly but also a strategic one
comprises the main distinguishing feature of nu-
clear war. . . . Thus, the spatial boundaries of
combat, an operation and the war as a whole,
have undergone very substantial changes. Thisis
also the result of military technical progress, and
shows the new capabilities of nuclear war.’

This quotation is not the product of an ex-
tremist fringe or of a surrealistic freelance de-
fense analyst. It is a sober, officially sanctioned
pronouncement intended to establish the frame-
work for a comprehensive study by Soviet offi-
cers of the implications of using nuclear weap-
ons, by inference in Europe, against Britain
and against the rest of the Western alliance.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that I have



: oevidence whatever to indicate that the Soviet
nion intends to begin a nuclear war either in
urope or anywhere else. But whereas inten-

tions may change and in any event are often
fdifficull to define, the capabilities on which the
intentions must depend can, with modern
methods of intelligence collection, be very ac-
curately assessed.

Western deterrence rests on the idea that nu-
clear war not only must be prevented but that
in the light of published Soviet views of nu-
clear war fighting and of manifest Soviet nu-
clear war-fighting capability, we have to con-
vince them that under no circumstances could
a Soviet military commander ever advise his
political master that a military victory was feas-
ible. In other words, the Soviet U'nion must
perceive that any military adventure could not
succeed without running the risk of incalcula-
ble retribution. In competition between East
and West, the military instrument must be seen
to carry a penalty far outweighing any concelv-
able advantages.

I F the basic Western idea of deter-
rence is straightforward, its practical implica-
tions, when translated into the nature and size
of armed forces, are extremely complex. The
posture of Western deterrence is a structure of
three tiers: conventional forces, theater nuclear
forces, and the so-called strategic forces of the
Soviet Union and the United States that are
capable of striking each other’s heartlands.

As the 1981 British government statement on
the Defence Estimate commented:

The combination of geography and 1otalitarian
direction of resources gives the Soviet Union a
massive preponderance in Europe. The Western
democracies have enough economic strength to
match the East, if their people so chose. But the
cost to social and other aims would be huge. . . .¢

That has been the case since 1945. In an attempt
to redress the military imbalance in Europe
between East and West, NATO was formed in
1949 as a voluntary association to provide a
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framework for collective security and provide
mutual guarantees of assistance in the event of
external aggression.

The inherent paradox of the alliance is that
it exists to provide all its members with the
freedom of choice to decide whether to stay in it
or not; and, if staying in it, how much to con-
tribute from national resources toward the
common defense? One may compare these atti-
tudes with those in the Warsaw Pact on occa-
sions when one of the junior members of the
latter has been suspected of wishing to with-
draw from its voluntary commitments.

Asearly as 1953, NATO agreed on the size of
conventional forces required in Europe to de-
fend against possible Soviet aggression. Those
levels were never met, and instead the alliance
became increasingly dependent on nuclear weap-
ons to threaten unacceptable retaliation for any
Warsaw Pact incursion into allied territory. By
the midsixties, however, such a posture was
believed to be losing credibility in the face of
the Soviets’ own tactical and strategic nuclear
armory. Consequently, the Western alliance
shifted its strategic posture in 1967 from the
previous “‘tripwire’’ to what is known popu-
larly as flexible response. The position was
fully described in the Government Defence
White Paper of 1980:

Flexible response means that NATQO should have
at its disposal a range of options from which to
choose in making an appropriate military re-
sponse to aggression. In contrast to the tormer
NATO suategy of massive nuclear retaliation,
flexible response does not commit us to respond
in any pre-ordained way. The aim of the Alliance
is to make it very clear to any potential aggressor
that he would run a high risk of having inflicted
upon his country a degree of damage which no
objective could justify. To achieve this, the Al-
liance must have at its disposal a range of conven-
tional and nuclear military capabilities which
could be used in response o an attack. The de-
fence opuions these provide should not only be
militarily effective but also express with unmis-
takeable force and clarity the Alliance's determi-
nation to resist. The step from one level of force to
higher ones must not, however, be so severe that
an enemy might suppose that the NATO coun-
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tries would be unwilling to take it. NATO, there-
fore, needs a full range of options extending from
a limited response with conventional forces
through to a full-scale strategic nuclear strike.’”

Here we encounter a further paradox in the
alliance. We believe that no level of Soviet pres-
sure or outright aggression must leave the West
lacking a realistic alternative to surrender. More-
over, we must ensure that the Soviet leadership
perceives that to be the case. Therefore, our
basic strategy of deterrence must include an
ability to deny the Soviets victory at any level of
aggression on which they choose to embark. In
other words, if we demonstrate our ability to
fighta war with nuclear weapons, even though
we can see no political objective in so doing, we
will help to convince a potential adversary that
he could not expect to win one. The paradox
lies in the fact that because of Soviet nuclear
capability and the embracing by Soviet doc-
trine of nuclear weapons in war-fighting strat-
egy, the West must itself display a limited nu-
clear war-fighting capability in response, in
order to deter the Soviet Union from embark-
ing on such a course.

THE balance of military strength
between East and West can be measured in
many ways. Comparative numerical figures
can on their own be misleading. Morale, or-
ganization, human skills, weapon effective-
ness, command and control, leadership, avail-
ability of rapid reinforcement and alliance
cohesion—all must play a part in the equation.
Comparisons of nuclear forces contain their
own peculiar irregularities. Warhead numbers,
warhead sizes, delivery accuracy, number of
launch vehicles, and launch vehicle vulnera-
bility are factors that modify the raw figures.
Comparisons are further complicated when the
numbers and location of Western forces are pub-
lished in the open press while similar Soviet
information remains a closely guarded state
secret. However, a reasonably reliable overall
picture can be drawn.

At the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc-
tion talks in Vienna in 1980, the Warsaw Paci
claimed to have more than a million men
under arms in Eastern Europe excluding the
Soviet Union. NATO assessments were about
180.000 men higher.®! NATO forces in Central
Europe number approximately three-quarters
of a million. More seriously, the West is out-
numbered by some 10,000 in main-battle tanks,
by 5000 in artillery pieces, and by 1600 in fixed-
wing tactical aircraft.® I personally take little
consolation in the traditional military aphor-
ism that offensive forces require three times the
strength of the defense. Caesar did not, Napo-
leon did not, Frederick the Great did not,
Rommel did not, and Patton did not. Fortu-
nately, perhaps, Zhukov did, and there 1s no
obvious heir to the Pattons and Rommels
among the Warsaw Pact leadership.

Behind the Warsaw Pact forces deployed in
Eastern Europe, just a couple of hours airlift or
one day's rail move from the United Kingdom.
are the 67 divisions of the Soviet Army based in
the Western districts of the Soviet Union. Con-
versely, 3000 miles away are the eight United
States divisions earmarked to reinforce NATO,
while in Western Europe itself we have the
various national territorial reserves ready to
move out of their daily civilian trades to be-
come professional soldiers overnight; if each
national government is able to make a political
decision, notify all the reservists, equip and
transport them to their allotted defensive posi-
tions in the 48 hours generally quoted as the
most likely period of warning the West would
receive of impending attack.

The next level of confrontation is that of
theater nuclear weapons. Here the West has an
advantage in numbers of some 30 percent: 1200
missiles and artillery as opposed to 950, which
could be used in a battle area or close to it but
not in attacks from Western Europe on the
Soviet Union and vice versa. Another group.
medium range, is difficult to define precisely
because of different interpretations of aircraft
performance, but NATO has 180 missiles and



700 aircraft that could strike Warsaw Pact
targets in Eastern Europe, compared to 650
‘missiles and 2000 aircraft able to reach deep
into Western Europe from Warsaw Pact terri-
tory. Since December 1979 the United States
has unilaterally withdrawn 1000 nuclear war-
heads from Europe with no response from the
other side.

On the contrary, the Soviet Union has con-
tinued to modernize and expand her nuclear
delivery systems. In particular, she is deployving
new, modernized short-range missiles and has
considerably strengthened her tactical air forces
in Europe by the addition of fighter-bombers
possessing the range to attack most parts of
Western Europe at low level, by night, and in
all weathers with small, much-more-accurate
nuclear bombs. This is not a description of the
Backfire, but of the liule heralded twin-en-
gined Sukhoi-24(code-named Fencer by NATO),
which is already beginning to complicate still
further Western air defense planning. Because
it is not a spectacular departure from previous
Soviet equipment, because its entry into squad-
ron service has not been accompanied by any
presidenuial declaration, and because the So-
viet Union does not publish numerous glossy
aviation journals with colored pictures, Fencer
has not provoked any outcry in the West. Its
presence illustrates the difficulues of establish-
ing a common basis for beginning practical
steps 1n arms reduction.

It1s, however, the third group of theater nu-
clear weapons that are presently catching the
attention of both campaigners for nuclear dis-
armament and Western military staffs. Unutil
the late 1970s, the ability of the Soviet Union 1o
launch nuclear attacks from her own territory
against Western Europe depended on some 450
liquid-fueled SS-4-5 inaccurate rockets plus a
similar number of subsonic, obsolescent long-
range bombers.!? Since then, the older missiles
have begun to be replaced by the well-publicized
mobile SS-20, which, according to the Interna-
tional Institute for Strategic Studies sources,
has three warheads each of about 150 kt, a range
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in excess of 3000 miles, and an accuracy of some
150 yards. Approximately 250 are now deployed
in the Soviet Union, ol which some two-thirds
threaten Western Europe, and their number 1s
increasing at the rate of more than one a week.
It is an accurate war-fighting weapon that can
reach the whole of Western Furope from sttes
beyond the Urals. In view of the Soviet defini-
tion of European Russia as ending at the Urals,
the location of these sites is of particular signif-
icance for arms control negotiations.

In addition, there is the supersonic Backfire
bomber, entering service at the rate of about 30
a year and, from its bases in Western Russia,
quite capable of attacking the United Kingdom
with standoff nuclear weapons by routes that
could bring it in over Southern Ireland.

In keeping with the rationale underlying our
deterrent posture, there must be no level at
which the Soviet Union might perceive a mili-
tary advantage sufficient to use either for politi-
cal pressure or with war-fighting confidence.
In all questions of perception in deterrence, it
is the perception of the Soviet Union that mat-
ters, not ours, and not that of the United States.

At present, no missiles except the French S-2
based in Western Europe have the range to
reach the Soviet Union. Seven squadrons of
USAF F-111s and the remaining Vulcan air-
craftin the Royal Air Force could penetrate the
steadily strengthening Soviet air defenses, buta
very high proporuon of them would be vulner-
able to an SS-20 attack on their airfields.

The new Pershing II missile, to replace the
older Pershings deployed with the U.S. Army
in Germany, could reach the Soviet Union and
will have an extremely accurate warhead. Per-
shing I will deny the Soviet Union any oppor-
tunity to seek to wage a nuclear war restricted
to Europe without risk of retaliation on the
Soviet heartland itself. It is tronic, therefore,
that it should be rather the deployment of
cruise missile in Western Furope which has
provoked both Soviet propaganda and wide-
spread Western antinuclear feeling. Cruise mis-
sile is a small, subsonic weapon, which, if
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launched from the United Kingdom against
the Soviet Union, would fly at perhaps 100 feet
at some 500 miles per hour. Even assuming a
straight line of flight, the missile would take at
least three hours (and probably nearer to five)
to reach Soviet territory. This fact 1s well
known in Moscow; I discussed it myself with
several members of the Soviet Academy of
Sciences in March 1981. There is no way that
cruise missile presents a surprise or preemptive
threat to the Soviets, and they know 1t. Under
no circumstances could it be thought to be
destabilizing unless the Soviet Union intended
to attack the West. Then, because of its mobil-
ity, it would be difficult to locate and destroy
on the ground and, because of its size and
height, difficult to destroy in the air. What it
does threaten is the obsolescence of Soviet air
defenses and enormous expense to develop new
protection. Thatis why it is the target of Soviet
propaganda.

The third theater nuclear weapon to make
recent headlines is the nuclear device that has
been constructed in such a way as to reduce the
effects of blast and heat in proportion to those
of radiation: hence the name enhanced radia-
tion warhead. There is nothing in such a pro-
cess beyond the current technical ability of any
of the nuclear arm powers. The Soviet Union
may have built such weapons or she may not.
She has certainly tested them. Since some of her
medium-range missiles are known to be armed
with nerve gas warheads, she may have con-
cluded that enhanced radiation weapon de-
ployment could be superfluous. On the other
hand, a Western nuclear weapon that threatens
to kill more invading Russians but reduces
damage to European land and buildings greatly
strengthens deterrence by reducing still further
the prospects for Soviet military success.

I was asked in Moscow if I could envisage
any political objective that would justify a nu-
clear war. My reply was that in an age of nu-
clear weapons, military aggression of any kind
would be a very dangerous political instrument
to select. The subject was abruptly changed.

In addition to the first two levels of conven-|
tional and theater nuclear force deterrence is
the strategic armory of the United States and
the United Kingdom. The United States triad
of land-based missiles, submarine-launched
missiles, and manned bombers has remained
basically the same throughout the last decade.
Warhead accuracy has been improved, and
submarine missile ranges have been increased.
Despite the nonratification of SALT II, subse-
quent deployments have remained within the
guidelines agreed on in the talks. The Soviet
program, however, has continued. In 1980 the
Soviet Union produced 250 new intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles (ICBMs). If the momen-
tum of such production is maintained. it will
prove a theoretical threat to destroy 90 percent
of all American land-based ICBM forces in a
surprise attack while using only a fraction of
her own ICBMs.!!

[t1s this fear that is driving the United States'
thinking toward a new ICBM weapon system,
the MX, which would be designed to forestall
any Soviet pressure that could be based on such
a preemptive and disarming ability. Western
interest in such deterrence is or should be self-
evident. If the United States should ever be
deterred from using her nuclear weapons in
defense of Western Europe by the perception of
overwhelming Soviet intercontinental nuclear
strength, then the bedrock of Western security
would indeed be threatened.

In this context we should examine the role of
the British independent nuclear deterrent and
particularly the decision to go ahead with the
Trident system. The four British Trident boats
could carry up to 512 independently targetable
warheads, and in a period of tension three of
them might be expected to be at sea. Again, itis
necessary to look at Soviet perceptions. The
British weapons, once deployed, are indepen-
dent of any foreign control even though they
could be included in NATO targeting plan-
ning. Should the Soviet Union ever come to
doubt the credibility of the United States strate-
gic nuclear guarantee to the alliance, the pres-



ence of the British system would *‘compel them
to regard the risks of aggression in Europe as
still very grave. This additional element of
insurance—the ‘second centre of decision’—
has been a feature of Alliance deterrence for
over 25 vears.!? As far as costs are concerned, we
revert to the exchange of value judgments. I
suspect that the Soviet Union will be far more
thoughtful about 500 nuclear warheads capa-
ble of destroying Soviet cities than of a few
more Western divisions designed to fight a
conventional war on somebody else’s territory.

But whereas the proportion of defense funds
allocated to Trident will be strongly influenced
by military opinion, the allocation of funds to
Trident as opposed to those allocated else-
where in the government'’s areas of responsibil-
ity (housing, employment, schools, social serv-
ices, etc.) remains the prerogative of the gov-
ernment. It is largely because of the presence
of a nuclear deterrent that the Briush govern-
ment retains the freedom to make such a choice,
and the British people still have the option
to get rid of the government if they disagree
with the policies which it is pursuing; these are
strongly held military beliefs. How much bright-
er would prospects for arms control be if there
were similar opportunities within the coun-
tries of the Warsaw Pact.

THERE are one or two factors
that impinge on both the positive rationale of
deterrence and alternative strategies. For in-
stance, Soviet proposals to discuss a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in Europe. Europe extends to
the Urals, yet many of the S$-20s are located
beyond the Urals. I was left in no doubt while
in Moscow that S$S$-20s beyond Europe, even
though targeted on Europe, would be very un-
likely to be included in any such negotiations.
In a nuclear-free Europe, how would the prob-
lem of massive Soviet conventional military
strength be resolved? When the Soviet Union
believes herself threatened from both East and
West. when she depends so heavily on military
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power as an instrument of policy and for her
security in Eastern Europe, how can we nego-
tiate confidently about force reductions in Fu-
rope alone? With her interior lines of communi-
cation and her massive airlift capability, her
forces, including her nuclear weapons, can be
switched rapidly from one part of her territo-
ries to another. How, when Soviet war-fighting
doctrine makes little or no distinction between
nuclear and conventional weaponry, would
British unilateral renunciation of nuclear weap-
ons make Britain a safer place? Unless, of
course, the United Kingdom were to withdraw
from NATO as well. That might not be a ra-
tional step in the light of modern European
history, but arguably it would be honorable.
Renunciation of nuclear weapons while con-
tinuing to shelter under an American nuclear
umbrella, on the other hand, seems 1o be less
than morally principled. Moreover, if we should
seek to establish some kind of nuclear weapon-
free area anvwhere, let us note the example of
Scandinavia. The retusal of Norway and Den-
mark to accept any kind of nuclear weapons on
their territory and the neutrality of Sweden and
Finland have not inhibited the Soviet Union
from amassing the enormous concentration of
conventional and nuclear forces just across the
border in the Kola Peninsula. As for unilateral
gestures and the power of example, we should
also remember that our decision to renounce
and destroy chemical weapons several years
ago provoked no reciprocal response from the
Soviet Union.

But none of these are reasons for abandoning
attempts to limit and reduce the number of
nuclear weapons in the military arsenals. As
Roy Dean, Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Research Unit of the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office, recently wrote,

Much remains to be done, not only to curb the
strategic arms race but also to limit theatre nu-
clear forces on both sides, to ban nuclear weapon
tests, to strengthen the non-proliferation regime,
to abolish chemical weapons completely, to tackle
the problem of conventional [orces and weapons,
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to reduce the appallingly high level of world
mlitary expenditure, to introduce militarily sig-
nificant confidence building measures, and much
more. The best hopes for progress lie in a meas-
ured approach by negotiation.!?

While these negotiations are taking place,
deterrence remains the guarantor of peace in
Europe and beyond. Paradoxically, as I have
sought to explain, an element in the credibility
of the deterrence posture is a demonstrated
ability to deny an opponent the military vic-
tory of his choice. Such a posture can, and does,
attract misunderstanding and criticism in the
West because of the inclusion of nuclear weap-
ons within it. Personally, I have no doubt that
the Soviet General Staff has no misunderstand-
ing whatsoever. They can see our defensive po-
sitions in Central Europe and elsewhere; they
can read about our policy changes and re-
equipment programs; and they fully compre-
hend the differences between the deterrent and
war-fighting strategies.
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THEATER NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL
AND FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS

JOHN BORAWSKI
PRINCIPAL componentof the U.S.
theater nuclear force posture in Eu-
rope concerns forward-based sys-

tems.! This term primarily denotes USAF F-

111 and F-4 fighter-bombers and Navy carrier-

based A-6 and A-7 aircraft capable, by virtue of

their geographic deployment, of delivering
nuclear strikes against forces and assets within
the western military districts of the Soviet Un-
ion. These forward-based systems, coupled
with MIRVed Poseidon SI.BMs assigned to

SACEUR for targeting purposes, allied nuclear-
capable delivery vehicles, and the projected
NATO force of Pershing Il ballistic and Tom-
ahawk ground-launched cruise missiles (and
possibly sea-launched cruise missiles in the fu-
ture), contribute to the central leg of NATQO's
flexible response triad. The triad consists of
conventional, tactical ‘theater nuclear, and cen-
tral strategic nuclear forces intended to deter
and, if necessary, respond to Warsaw Pact ag-
gression at any level it should occur.
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During both the SALT I and SALT II nego-
tiations (1969-79), the U.S.S.R. persistently at-
tempted to effectuate limitations on FBS, which
it considers but an extension of U.S. strategic
forces along with ICBMs, SLLBMs, and B-52
heavy bombers. With equal adamancy, the
United States refused to countenance raising
the FBS issue in the SALT context. However,
now that negotiations specifically focused on
U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range (1000-4000
mile range) nuclear forces are under way in
Geneva as of 30 November 1981, the West can
no longer avoid discussing FBS at the bargain-
ing table, especially if NATO is to succeed in
achieving negotiated restraints on the bur-
geoning Soviet SS-20 IRBM force and the Back-
fire bomber. What weapon systems will fall
within the scope of the talks or the type of arms
control restrictions that will be produced, how-
ever, are questions that remain far from resolved.

The purpose of this article is to review the
role FBS has played in the SALT negotiations
and to address the problems likely to be en-
countered during the INF negotiations.

An Awkard Linkage

Although both the SALT I Interim Agree-
ment on Strategic Offensive Arms and the
SALT II Treaty refer, for example, to ICBM
launchers in terms of range in excess of the
shortest distance between the northeastern bor-
der of the continental United States (CONUS)
and the northwestern border of the U.S.S.R., or
a distance over 5500 km, Moscow has never
been entirely satisfied with this definition in a
generic sense. Rather, the Soviets understand
strategic to include any weapon that can im-
pact upon their territory. Thus, just as the
U.S.S.R. pressed for removal of foreign mil-
itary bases and the creation of nuclear-weapon-
free zones during the era of massive retaliation,
so too during the early period of SALT did it
demand offsets for FBS by way of either U.S.
withdrawal of the aircraft from Europe or vi-
carious compensation through being allowed a

higher ceiling on strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles than that permitted the United States.

Washington, naturally, found this approach
totally unacceptable and countered that its
nuclear-capable aircraft were intended primar-
ily for the defense of Europe and not for stra-
tegic missions inside Soviet territory, and that
if Moscow wished to raise that issue, then FBS,
could not be discussed in 1solation from the|
Soviets’ own Eurostrategic forces. In response,
Moscow claimed that its bombers and missiles
targeted on NATO Europe were irrelevant be-
cause they could not reach the United States
and, thus, were not strategic.

Although the debate was eventually resolved
in favor of the U.S. position in the 20 May 1981
joint communiqué, as Thomas W. Wolfe notes:
“the Soviet Union’s claim that it deserved
compensation for ‘geographic and other con-
siderations’ [FBS] . . . appears to have been
taken partly into account in the differential
ceilings of the Interim Agreement favoring the
Soviet side of ICBM and SLBM numbers.’'2
More specifically, as Joseph J. Kruzel, a member
of the SALT I delegation, wrote in 1973: the
FBS issue, “‘more than any other reason, i1s why
there is an interim agreement rather than a
permanent treaty on offensive forces."*

At SALT II, the Soviets again raised the FBS
issue with proposals for the dismantling of
U.S. fleet ballistic missile submarine bases at
Holy Loch, Scotland, and Rota, Spain (the lat-
ter unilaterally deactivated in 1979—forfeiture
of a potenual bargaining chip?) and for re-
stricting carrier movement in European waters
while refusing to consider limits on Soviet
theater nuclear forces. Intervention at the high-
est level during the 1974 Vladivostok summit
set aside FBS for the second time, but. as before,
not without substantial American concessions:
FBS would be excluded from SALT II but at
the price of the United States abandoning its
quest for a cutback in Soviet heavy S§S-9 SS-18
ICBMs, which pose a growing threat to Min-
uteman, and constraints on the controversial
Backfire medium bomber. Furthermore, FBS



also figured in the decision to set the SALT 11
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles ceiling at
2400 instead of the 1800-2000 ceiling proposed
by Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance in March
1977 as well as being used to defeat renewed
attempts at that time to secure limits on the
Soviet heavy ICBM arsenal.*

Thus, whereas the United States successfully
barred FBS from both SALT agreements, cer-
tainly, in at least a tacit sense, a linkage was
established between SALT and a few hundred
United States Air Force and Navy fighter-
bombers.’ The caveat to this background con-
nection, however, concerns a proposal explic-
itly offering an FBS package advanced by the
West on 16 December 1975 at the NATO-
Warsaw Pact negotiations on mutual and bal-
anced force reductions in Vienna.

Known as Opuon III and occasioned by
Dutch initiative and U.S. congressional con-
cern over the rationale and security of the
American nuclear munitions stockpiled over-
seas, the plan offered the withdrawal of 29,000
USAREUR troops and 36 Pershing I-A launch-
ers, 54 Phantoms, and 1000 nuclear warheads
(ued to obsolescent systems like Sergeant and
Honest John SSMs, Nike Hercules SAM. and
atomic demolition mines) in exchange for the
withdrawal of a five-division tank army from
the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany (68,000
troops and 1700 tanks). But instead of ac-
knowledging a tradeoff between armored
strength (a Warsaw Pact advantage) and tacti-
cal/theater nukes (a NATO advantage in terms
of warheads, although the vast majority are
tied to systems of under 100-mile range), the
Warsaw Pact responded in 1976 with an offer to
trade 54 Fitter aircraft of unspecified type (the
Soviets deployed at that time both the advanced
C/D Su-17/20 and older A Su-7 in Poland and
the U.S.S.R.) for 54 Phantoms, an equal but
unspecified number of Scud missiles for Per-
shing launchers, 36 SAM-2 for Nike Hercules,
and the withdrawal of an unspecified number
of nuclear warheads.

Although Option III was abandoned by
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NATO in December 1979 in favor of exclusive
concentration on manpower reductons (bhoth
sides, however, subsequently undertook uni-
lateral partial compliance with Option III's
provisions), it is illuminaung by way of adum-
bration for the INF negotiations to note the
inequities of the 1976 Warsaw Pact counter-
offer. For example, although the Soviets did
not specify which generation Fiuer they con-
templated withdrawing, neither the A nor C/ D
type is equivalent in capability to the Phan-
tom. The Fiuter A 1s a 20-year-old system, as is
the F-4, but of inferior range and payload ca-
pacity. The Fiuer C'D, introduced over 1973-
76, has improved avionics and capability for
low-level penetration and delivery of air-to-
ground ordnance® but falls short of the Phan-
tom's combat radius and payload capacity (a
more appropriate match being the MiG-23 /27
Flogger).” Because the Fitter A was being
phased out as part of the Soviet Frontal Avia-
tion modernization program, however, it is
plausible that it was this type which the Soviets
had in mind for arms control, thus rendering
the gesture essentially meaningless.

To be sure, as Army Colonel John G. Keli-
her, former representative on the U.S. MBFR
delegation, argues, regardless of which genera-
tion plane would be withdrawn, the geograph-
ic disparity could not but work in the So-
viet's favor: “‘Returning the 54 F-4's 1o Europe
would require a long over-water flight involv-
ing mid-air refueling. For the Soviets, Fiuers
based in western Russia could be back into the
area literally in a matter of minutes.””® Of
course, the same could be said of any U.S.-
Soviet aircraft trade which involved with-
drawal to the homeland, illustrating one of the
formidable complications attendant on pros-
pects for fashioning an INF regime encompass-
ing FBS, to which we now turn.

Where to Begin

There can be no question that the Soviets
will demand inclusion of FBS in an INF
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agreement. Although Moscow reportedly con-
ceded to the American position that the Geneva
negotiations should be phased (1.e., agreement
secured on land-based intermediate-range mis-
siles prior to discussing aircraft and sharter-
range systems),” as Soviet Foreign Minister
Andrei A. Gromyko informed the United Na-
tions General Assembly on 22 September 1981:

. the question of limiting medium-range
nuclear weapons and those of corresponding
forward-based systems of the United States
should be examined and settled concurrently in
an organic interrelation with due account of all
factors determining the stragetic situation.”!?
In other words, the durability of a first phase
INF agreement on Soviet SS-20s, SS-4s, and
SS-5s, and U.S. Pershing II and cruise missiles
will be directly tied to whether a satisfactory
follow-on FBS agreement will obtain. And, as
noted in the preceding section, even if the
Europe-centered Geneva negotiations had never
evolved, no SALT III (or, to employ the new
bureaucraticacronym, START—Strategic Arms
Reductions Talks) agreement could cover So-
viet heavy ICBMs and the Backfire in isolation
from FBS.!" Yet prior to the fashioning of se-
rious proposals, agreement on counting rules
1s obviously fundamental—but what touch-
stone should be used?

According to former Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown,'? USAF has 1000 aircraft apart
from the B-52s that are capable of delivering
nuclear weapons whereas the Navy maintains
about 120 A-6 Intruders and 280 A-7 Corsairs as
partof its carrier wings. Within the 1000 figure
approximately 324 F-4s and 156 F-111s are
based in Western Europe, and two carriers are
normally on duty in the Mediterranean with a
total of 20 Intruders and 40 Corsairs aboard. In
addition, USAF F-16s being deployed in Fu-
rope as of January 1982 will also contribute to
the theater nuclear force posture. Although
only about 30 to 50 percent of the Euro-based
force is thought to be actually allocated to the
nuclear role,”* all could accomplish sorties
against target areas in the Soviet Union in that

role. Further, given appropriate warning, “‘ad-
ditional USAF aircraft could fly to Europe and
four more carriers could be brought forward.
This would roughly double the number of nu-
clear capable aircraft forward based in a posi-
tion to strike the Soviet Union.”!¥ Indeed, as
part of the NATO 1978 Long-Term Defense
Program, the United States is planning for the
capability to triple the number of combat
planes in the European theater within seven
days and is moving forward with programs to
provide shelter and support facilities for rap-
idly deploying tactical aircraft.!’ Yet as Brown
also noted:

There 1s a difference, however, in an aircraft
having the technical capability to strike the So-
viet Union and in having an operational mission
to do so. Whether or not these aircraft actually
would be utilized to strike the Soviet Union
would depend on a number of factors: e.g., how
they have trained and their primary mission task-
ing, mission flight profiles, the provision of ex-
ternal fuel tanks, whether a particular mission is
one-way or includes a return, how far forward the
aircraft are staged. . . . As importantly, these air-
craft are not programed for strikes into the Soviet
Union and their training emphasizes use in
theater—e.g., Central Europe or Korea. And their
use on missions against the U.S.S.R. would di-
vert them from higher primarily shorter range
missions. !¢

While the Soviets are not very likely to accept
these disclaimers with equanimity, an enor-
mous quantitative gap is nevertheless apparent
between U.S. and Soviet dual-capable aircraft
at various levels. For example, according to the
International Institute for Strategic Studies,'”
if the criterion is set at a 1000 km unrefueled
combat radius assuming high-level transit,
low-level penetration of air defenses, and aver-
age payload, a five-to-one ratio in favor of the
Soviet Union obtains with the U.S. total at 176
(156 F-111 E F and 20 A-6E) and the Soviet
total at 980 (65 Tu-22M '-26 Backfire B. 310
Tu-16 Badger, 125 Tu-22 Blinder, 480 Su-24
[Su-19] Fencer). Including 84 F-111D and 60
FB-111A CONUS-based aircraft that might be
assumed available to reinforce Europe, the U.S.



‘1otal increases to 320. But if one sets the crite-
rion at 400 km combat radius, then the Soviet
total jumps to 3095 (adding 500 MiG-23 Flogger
D. 700 Su-17 Fitter C D, 165 Su-7 Fitter A, 750
MiG-21 Fishbed J-N) while the U.S. total, in-
cluding the aforementioned CONUS-based air-
craft, only increases to 684 (adding 40 A-7E and
394 F-4). Even when NATO European allied
and French dual-capable aircraft are added, the
ratio stands at 3095:1314 in favor of the Warsaw
Pact. Given these numbers, coupled with the
air defense advantage accruing to the Soviets
(the NATO Warsaw Pact ratio in field SAM
launchers stands at 1768:6293 excluding the
10,000 SAM launchers of the Soviet strategic air
defense force PVO-strany), even to suggest that
parity can be achieved through negotiation
would be absurd.

Combat radius, however, obviously does not
afford ideal negotiating guidance, especially
given the fact that shorter-range Soviet fighter-
bombers could easily be deployed forward in
East Germany or Poland and strike a wide
target array on NATO soil and return to
friendly territory while, for example, “'the F-4
would have to be staged close to the FEBA,
carry external fuel tanks and fly at an alutude
which maximizes its range (in turn making it
very vulnerable to intercept) to penetrate into
the Soviet Union.”’'® Yet if one looks to other
criteria, the imbalance in favor of the U.S.S.R.
does not diminish. Comparing all Euro-based
U.S., allied, and French dual-capable aircrafi
with comparable Soviet aircraft yields a war-
head ratio of 263:122 favoring the U.S.S.R. in
terms of arriving warheads (i.e., a measure ob-
tained by factoring the number of available
warheads [896:526 favoring the U.S.S.R.| and
survivability, reliability, and penetration prob-
abilities). And as Army Lieutenant General
Edward L. Rowny informed the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee on 12 July 1979, a
comparison of U.S. FBS with equivalent Soviet
systems yields a Soviet potential destructive
power ten times that of the United States and
megatonnage 20-25 times as great.!?

THEATER NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL 15

In addition, a complex verification issue
manifests itself. How can it be discerned whether
a given aircralt is actually allocated to the nu-
clear role or capable of loading nuclear ord-
nance within a short time frame? How are the
munitons aboard aircraft with internal bomb
bays to be verified? What of cruise missiles on
external store points with either conventional
or nuclear warheads? Certainly the SALT II
technique of functionally related observable
differences would be of only tangenual avail in
these cases, and declaratory measures are hardly
the foundation for an enduring and stable
agreement (or one that would withstand Senate
scrutiny). Yet although the Reagan adminis-
tration has apprised the Soviets that future
arms control accords will require on-site in-
spection and other verification measures beyond
“national technical means,”’2° Soviet President
Brezhnev has stated, “*We are convinced that
each side’s own means guarantee the necessary
verification.’'?!

Lastly, it should also be observed that given
the vast Soviet Frontal Aviation modernization
program over the past decade, it 1s unlikely that
Moscow will be willing 1o grant concessions
that would even begin to restore the situation
to some semblance of parity or appreciably
mitigate the offensive orientation of its frontal
aviation. The air threat to NATO Europe has
drastically changed from one oriented primar-
ily to air defense toward a posture indicating
increasing all-weather, close air support, deep
interdiction capabilities, enhanced payload ca-
pacity and payload versatility, and improved
ECM and range. Indeed, roughly 80 percent of
frontal aviation now consists of aircraft intro-
duced over the past ten years. As Secretary
Brown warned:

Because of their ranges and payloads, they give

the Soviets—for the first time— the capability to

attempt deep air supertority and interdiction
missions. We would expect them to wry, at the
outset of an attack, to hit targets such as com-
mand centers, nuclear storage sites, airfields sup-

porting nuclear delivery aircraft, stockpiles of
ammunition and cquipment, and the maritime
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and aerial ports through which reinforcements to
Europe might come ... We continue to expect the
Soviets to introduce new design tactical combat
atrcraft by the mid-1980s.22

Although Brown noted that Soviet avionics,
munitions, pilot training, and flying time do
not approach U.S. requirements, this trans-
lates into an arms control qualifier about as
smoothly as 1t engenders occasion for smug-
ness. For as the International Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies observes, “‘the Warsaw Pact’s air-
craft appear to be better able to survive and
penetrate to their targets than NATO’s” given
the facts “that Soviet aircraft are generally
newer than NATO's and that Pact air defences
are somewhat denser.’'23

On the other hand, "Combat performance of
late model US aircraft, F-14, F-15, and F-16 1s
markedly supertor to the Soviet Flogger, Fitter,
and Fencer. . . .2 The General Dynamics F-16
1s slated to serve in a theater nuclear role. Con-
sideration should also be given to assigning a
nuclear ground attack mission to the McDon-
nell Douglas night, all-weather F-15 Strike Ea-
gle. As Lieutenant Colonel Hiram Hale Burr,
Jr. (USAF), rightly suggests: **. . . the F-151sa
tremendous air superiority fighter and at pres-
ent 1s assigned only this single mission. . . .
Why not buy the bomb racks and air-to-surface
munitions and train the pilots for the multi-
mission capability the F-15s inherently pos-
sess?’'25 Presumably the McDonnell Douglas
multimission F A-18 Hornet will inherit the
nuclear strike mission of the Navy A-7F it has
been developed to replace.

It should also be noted that the projected
force of 572 Pershing Il and ground-launched
cruise missiles, with late 1983 iniual opera-
ttonal capability, may allow some dual-capable
aircraft to be released from early commitment
to the nuclear reserve for conventional mis-
sions. The GLCMs in particular could assume
the fixed targets assigned presently to aircraft
so that more aircraft could be used against high
priority, time sensitive mobile targets and thus
enhance the operational [lexibility of the FBS

posture.?¢ Tt must be stressed, however, that
deployment of these missiles will not redress
the overall INF imbalance favoring the U.S.S.R.
in the absence of additional NATO defense and
arms control initiatives.

Prospects

Upon reflection, the following exchange
at a congressional hearing succinctly sums up
the forward-based system problem:

Senator Humphrey: As a matter of fact, it would
have been to our advantage if both sides had
included so-called forward-base systems in SALT
II because the Soviets are vastly superior in those
systemns?

General Haig: Had it been manageable. I think
we would have recoiled from the unmanageabil-
1ty of it to some degree.?”

Because the INF negotiations have begun, the
United States can no longer “‘recoil,” yet given
the numerical imbalance between U.S. and So-
viet dual-capable aircraft, the geographic asym-
metry, and verification impediments, a “'man-
ageable’ solution is not readily conceivable.
However, a comprehensive result is probably
not desired at least in the initial phases. There-
fore, a follow-on accord to a settlement of the
politically sensitive issue of intermediate-range
land-based missiles might deal only with bomb-
ers rather than attempt to cover shorter-range
tactical aircraft. For example, according to the
data that the U.S. negouators apparently are
using in Geneva,?® an agreement which cov-
ered U.S. F-111sin Britain and West Germany,
CONUS-based FB-11ls and F-11ls, Briush
Vulcan and French Mirage IV bombers, and
Soviet Backfires, Badgers, and Blinders would
vield almost identical ceilings of approximately
400 aircraft for each side. Although London
and Paris are not participating in the negotia-
tions, the Soviets count British and French nu-
clear forces and allied nuclear-capable delivery
vehicles (West German Pershing I short-range
ballistic missiles) to support their claim thatan
overall INF balance exists and are likely to



! insist that they be applied toward the American
total. Although objections might be raised to
including CONUS-based aircraft, in principle

“inclusion of these aircraft is akin to what the
United States is asking of the Soviets in connec-
tion with a Phase I intermediate-range nuclear
forces agreement, that is, coverage of Soviet
SS-20 missiles based in the Far East targeted on
the People’s Republic of China.?® Moreover,
since the FB-111 and F-111 were excluded from
SALT. itis only logical that they are appropri-
ate candidates for the INF negotiations. This
rough balance, however, is dramatically upset
when the Su-24 Fencer, which has a combat
radius only 300 km less than that of the F-
111E/F and equal to the Mirage IV A, is added.
If the Fencer is excluded, then some form of
compensation should be granted to the United
States in another area of the agreement such as
land- or sea-based forces.

But farther down the combat-radius scale,
ceilings do become increasingly unmanage-
able and the role of potential aircraft candi-
dates for arms control more ambiguous. It
would not prove impossible to imagine the
sundry sources of casuistry and deadlock that
could arise between (and within) the two dele-
gations. Indeed. it is informative to note in this
context that although the Soviets consider U.S.
F-111s, FB-111s, F-4s, A-6s, and A-7s all eligible
for the Geneva negouations, their own esti-
mates of their forces include only the bombers
mentioned above while excluding the almost
3000 Su-17s. Su-24s, and Mi1G-27s,*° which ob-
viously is not only a position the United States
cannot tolerate but one that casts doubt on
whether either side seriously expects the Ge-
neva negotiations to produce agreement across
the entire theater nuclear force spectrum.

However, an agreement that exempied tacti-
cal aircraft, especially Soviet Frontal Aviation
units, would at once prove artificial and incon-
sonant with other positions the United States
has advanced in Geneva. For example, Ameri-
can officials have stated that subsequent agree-
ments must include “'collateral restraints’ pro-
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hibiting increases in the number (and presum-
ably range) of shorter-range Soviet missiles
(SS-12, SS-22, §S-N-5) which could, if deployed
in and around Eastern Furope, cover a large
percentage of targets now covered by the inter-
mediate-range SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5. Other-
wise, as Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard
Perle stated, an agreement on the lauter systems
would be “"Hopelessly vulnerable to circum-
vention.’"3! Likewise, the Soviets could argue
that American plans o deploy several hundred
sea-launched cruise missiles on attack subma-
rines?? and possibly surface units for the U.S.
central strategic reserve would circumvent an
agreement on ground-launched cruise missiles
since those missile platforms will be operating
near Soviet territorial waters (and this argu-
ment can be used against the Soviets as well in
relation to U.S.S.R. cruise-missile submarines
and cruisers). By applying this same rationale
to aircraft, it could also be said that excluding
Soviet shorter-range aircraft would invite cir-
cumvention of an accord limiting Backfire and
older medium-range bombers since tactical
MiGs and Sukhois could be forward-based on
short notice near NATO borders and cover
targets assigned 1o bombers based in the U.S.S.R.

One possible solution worth examining
would involve not negotiated ceilings. even
though no arms control accord can be exactly
symmetrical but restricted-deployment zones
wherein the basing of certain tactical aircraft
would either be forbidden or constrained at a
certain level on a permanent or rotational
basis. Movement of prohibited aircraftinto the
zone would justify immediate suppression and
automatically give warning of impending ag-
gression. Restrictions on ordnance, nuclear
munitions storage sites, forward maintenance
facilities, and fuel stocks, among other things,
would complicate an aggressor’s task, while
on-site inspection at airfields could assist in
verifying compliance.?* Although RDZs would
not affect the size or ulumate capability of air
forces in the same sense reductions, mothball-
ing, and dismantling would, and possibly
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hamper conventional readiness unless high-
confidence verification could be agreed on to
distinguish nuclear-assigned from convention-
ally assigned aircraft—and probably neither
side would prove unequivocally eager to allow
intrusive inspection—such zones avoid the ar-
cane technical dilemmas associated with quan-
titative/qualitatuive tradeoffs.

IN THE final analysis, however, the United
States cannot expect the Kremlin to adopt a
philanthropic attitude, and neither side at the
INF rounds will have available 1o it the dila-
tory tactics that affected the SAL'T 1 1] negotia-
tions. Thus, serious thought must be devoted
to examining modifications necessary to revi-
talize the FBS posture so that potential in-
ducements for Soviet concessions are not uni-
laterally forfeited and so that inflated expecta-
tions of the role arms control can play in re-
straining widely disparate force compositions
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Partners Today
for Tomorrow

the Air Force
and the

Space Shuttle \!T

MAJOR JAMES P. MOORE

The Space Shuttle will give us a reliable means of
getting into near-Earth orbit, and then the Air
Force-developed inertial upper stage will carry our
payloads out to geosynchronous orbit—the new
“high ground.”

. . . the Department of Defense is not just an in-
terested bystander to the Space Shuttle. We are _ \
depending heavily upon it, and we've got missions ‘
stacked up throughout the next decade waiting for
the Shuttle to become available to us.






Between-mission processing and recycling in-
cludes easing the Columbia into the Orbiter Pro-
cessing Facility (right) . . . and installing pallet-
ized experiments into the shuttle’s payload bay ( be-
low); the international implications of the Colum-
bia are suggested by the Canadian arm and the
British Aerospace Corporation U-shaped pallet.




ing command of the Air Force Systems Com-

mand, General (then Lieutenant General) Robert
T. Marsh told members of the American Astronauti-
cal Society why the Space Shuttle is so attractive
and important to Air Force and defense planners.
Compared to expendable boosters, the Shuttle
offers greater reliability and increased payload,
weight, and volume capacity. The Shuttle will also
provide new capabilities to recover and service
spacecraft, conduct on-orbit testing, and assemble
large structures in space.

To date, the Space Shuttle has been ostensibly a
civilian program. Most of the public sees the Shuttle
as a product of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration; NASA programs, processes,
launches, and controls all missions. The Depart-
ment of Defense, however, through the Air Force as
executive agent, has a vested and continuing inter-
est in the development and performance of the
Space Shuttle—more correctly, the Space Trans-
portation System.

The Space Transportation System (STS) consists
of four elements. The first and most familiar element
is the Space Shuttle, including the orbiter vehicle,
external fuel tank, and solid rocket booster. The
second element consists of the complementary upper
stages, including the inertial upper stage. Third are
the STS ground and airborne support systems. Fi-
nally, STS includes application elements, such as
the European-developed spacelab.

The United States Air Force participates in and
supports every aspect of the STS. Current support

I N ONE of his last public statements before assum-

A major Awr Force contribution to the shuttle pro-
gram is the tnertial upper stage (1U'S ), which will
accommodate both military and cnnlian payloads.

includes direct faunch and contingency support. Air
Force and NASA counterparts also work and train
together for both present and future operations.
Concurrently, the Air Force is engaged in develop-
ment and construction activities aimed at expanding
STS capabilities in the near future. Finally, the Air
Force is continuing to examine applications of the
Space Shuttle to future defense missions and
needs. This article briefly reviews each of these four
areas.?

WHEN the Space Shuttle lifts off
from Launch Pad 39A at NASA's Kennedy Space
Center, Air Force personnel play key roles in pre-
paring and launching the vehicle. The responsibility
for Air Force support to the Space Shuttle program
is assigned by the Department of Defense to the
Commander, Air Force Space Division, Los Angeles
AFS, California. Air Force agencies in turn work
with NASA in the design. development, test, and op-
eration of the Space Transportation System. One
group works with counterparts in NASA ground
processing for the Space Shuttle, including vehicle
refurbishment and launch and solid rocket booster
retrieval and refurbishment. A test and evaluation
(T&E) team gathers data for Department of Defense
assessment of the Space Transportation System
capabilities while acquiring experience with STS
hardware and computer systems and procedures.

Beginning in August 1978, the Vandenberg Oper-
ations Team, the nucleus of Air Force space opera-
tions at Vandenberg AFB, California, participated in
verification exercises for the Enterprise (officially
known as Orbiter Vehicle or OV-101) and launch
preparations of Columbia (OV-102). Team members
occupy positions in the Orbiter Processing Facility,
the Vehicle Assembly Building, the Launch Control
Center, and on Launch Pad 39A.

The Eastern Space and Missile Center (ESMC)
provides a wide range of support directly to Space
Shuttle missions. The Center’s Safety Office, for ex-
ample, monitors each flight from launch to orbital
insertion to assure the mission follows its planned
profile. Deviations from the plan could lead to acti-
vation of the flight termination system to reduce the
hazard inherent in an errant launch vehicle. ESMC's
Eastern Test Range (ETR) sensors—including
radar, telemetry, optical, and direct visual
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Essential components of the Space Shuttle, before being mated with the Orbiter, are the
reusable, solid fuel, strap-on booster rockets (left)and the expendable external fuel tank
(right), shown here in its oniginal form, coated with white thermal reflective paint.

observation—provide flight monitoring data to both

Air Force and NASA decision-makers. As the lead

range for STS missions, the ETR also coordinates,

processes, and transfers data from several national

ranges to ensure that the most complete and cur-

rent information is available to mission controllers.
Air Force units also provide direct support, if

needed, during any contingency in an STS mission.

Air Force and DOD contingency support is coordi-
nated by a twelve-officer organization at Patrick Air
Force Base, which oversees personnel planning
and coordination and directs rescue, communica-
tions, and other resources to meet contingency re-
quirements during launch and recovery phases of
STS flights. Their predecessors coordinated DOD
rescue and recovery forces during earlier United
States manned space flights.

While some Air Force members directly support
current STS missions, others are preparing for fu-
ture responsibilities in training programs. The Van-
denberg Team, for instance, combines direct expe-
rience with training for future roles. Team members
receive on-the-job training in STS launch process-
ing and procedures for future application to DOD
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missions at Kennedy Space Center and at
Vandenberg.

Similarly, the Air Force Manned Space Flight
Support Group at Johnson Space Center, Houston,
Texas, is training Air Force people for command
and control of Space Shuttle flights. The training
program will produce specialists in mission han-
dling for flights carrying either civilian or DOD pay-
loads. Ultimately, the Houston group's experience
will permit assignment of trained and qualified STS
flight controllers to the planned Consolidated Space
Operations Center near Colorado Springs,
Colorado.

Direct support to STS missions and training for fu-
ture flights, however, are merely a fractian of Air
Force involvement in the Space Shuttle. Less ap-
parent, primarily because so much is still under de-
velopment, are the considerable financial and time
commitments to complementary components of the
STS. These Air Force efforts center on the inertial
upper stage and the Vandenberg Air Force Base
launch complex.

In the inertial upper stage (IUS), the Air Force is
working to develop the capability for STS missions



In the final prelaunch mating process, the Columbia s lowered onto her strap-on

boosters and external fuel tank prior to the s

cond launch: hoisted in the launching

gantry ileft)and shiding mmto place (right). alongside the rocket boosters and fuel tank.

to carry spacecraft destined for high earth orbits.
The IUS is designed as a two-stage, solid fuel boos-
ter. which can be mated to a spacecraft and loaded
in the Shuttle cargo bay. Once in low-earth orbit
(about 150 miles), flight crews will release the IUS-
spacecraft package from the bay and maneuver the
Shuttle a safe distance away. The IUS will be ignited
to carry the spacecraft to the desired orbit, poten-
tially a geosynchronous equatorial orbit or an inter-
planetary trajectory.

Even though still in development, the IUS prom-
ises to help the transition from expendable launch
vehicles (ELV) to the STS. In particular, the IUS is in-
tended to form the final stage of the Titan 34D, latest
in the Titan family of ELVs. The IUS replaces the
transstage in the Titan IIIC. During the STS orbital
flight test and initial operating phases, ELVs like the
Titan 34D and the Atlas family of boosters will con-
tinue to help meet defense requirements in space.

While the IUS remains under development, work
is proceeding at Vandenberg AFB to transform part
of that base into the nation's West Coast STS
launch facility. On North Vandenberg, the 8000-foot
runway is being extended to 15,000 feet for Space

Shuttle landings. Shuttle processing will take place
in the orbiter maintenance and checkout facility
with orbital maneuvering system (OMS) pod servic-
ing in a nearby hypergolic maintenance and check-
out facility.

In the southwest corner of the Vandenbergcom-
plex, 16 miles from the landing site, work is under
way to modify existing facilities at Space Launch
Complex 6 (SLC-6) to handle the STS. Modifications
include reinforcing the mobile service tower (MST),
a remainder from the Air Force’'s manned orbiting
laboratory program, and replacing and upgrading
the tower's heavy duty crane. Workers will also
construct a payload changeout room, which, to-
gether with the MST, will move on the pad to as-
sist in stacking the STS components. (At Kennedy
Space Center, this stacking takes place on a mobile
launch platform inside the vehicle assembly build-
ing; the entire assembly is then transported to the
launch pad.) Near the pad, other new facilities will
handle solid rocket booster segments, as they arrive
at Vandenberg AFB by train, and external tanks
transported by sea.

In all, STS projects at Vandenberg AFB will in-
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I'alidation of a concept: The Columbia in repose after
her first flight, April 1981 tabove ), and moving onto Pad
394 at Kennedy Space Center for her third flight in
March 1982 (left); note the unpainted auxiliary fuel tank.

clude nearly 250,000 cubic yards of concrete
(enough for 25 miles of four-lane highway) and
enough steel to build a 120-story office building.
When completed, the Vandenberg AFB facility will
complement the Florida launch site, providing a
capability for STS launches of military or civilian
payloads into polar or retrograde orbits.

Beyond today's direct support and development
efforts aimed at expanding STS capabilities in the
near future, Air Force officials are already looking
toward application of the STS to defense roles. The
most recent statement of Air Force doctrine identi-
fied space operations as one of the USAF's nine
basic operational missions.* It remains to be seen
how this will ultimately translate into programs.
Space Division Commander Lieutenant General
Richard C. Henry has noted, "Every spacecraft now
being developed by the Space Division is destined
to ride into oribit on the Shuttle.”* These include the



efense Satellite Communications System (DSCS)
and the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS)
‘satellites.

A 1978 Air Force-sponsored panel, looking at the
effect of the Space Shuttle and military man in
space on space operations, foresaw Shuttle em-
ployment “to assemble large structures in space, to
test military space subsystems, to repair valuable
spacecraft, to act as a command post during con-
tingencies, and a variety of other evolving man-
enhancing missions.” The key factor in current
planning for STS utilization in space is the exten-
sion of existing roles (e.g. communication, naviga-
tion) enhancing the capabilities of forces on or near
the earth's surface.

FUTURE applications appear to many as “blue sky”
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WHERE HAVE

IRA C. EAKER ESSAY
THIRD-PRIZE WINNER

ALL THE MITCHELLS GONE?

LIEUTENANT COLONEL TIMOTHY E. KLINE

Lord God of Hosts, my life is a stewardship in Thy
sight...lask unfailing devotion to personal integrity
that | may ever remain honorable without com-
promise.

From the Cadet Prayer,
USAF Academy, 1960

Z n THE lone portrait leans forward at
\';": 'a\‘! the base of a raised platform where
¥ 4)" guests and staff take meals in ele-
-

==~ vatedsplendorwithinthe Air Force
Academy’s glass and aluminum centerpiece,
Mitchell Hall. The entire wing appears three
times daily before the stern glare of that leath-
ery face. That face, more than any other, is the
face of air power ascendant—American air
power. It is assurance to a budding genera-
tion of military aviation specialists that things
of the spirit can transcend career considera-
tions; that nation and honor supersede the
narrower traits of group conformity and safety
that mark the serviceman’s routine.

William “Billy” Mitchell seems an ironic pro-
fessional focal point for a military service char-
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acterized today by careful managers on the
leading edge of American technology. Yet each
of the famous architects of the bright legend
that spawned an independent U.S. Air Force
rode the shock wave of Mitchell’s defiant vi-
sion. Henry “Hap” Arnold, Carl “Tooey” Spaatz,
Ira C. Eaker—famous disciples of a combat
leader whose cashiered career set in motion a
triumph he would not live to see. Posthumously
he was given the Medal of Honor. In a lucid
piece recounting that legacy in detail, army of-
ficer Lieutenant Colonel George M. Hall re-
cently wrote of Mitchell: “The individual who
responds to the imperatives of honor under
circumstances when honor encompasses duty
may be tempted to act against the grain of duty
when it does not coincide with the same im-
peratives.”! Mitchell, in an army uniform, cut
across the grain of a tradition that considers
“military individualism” a potential spoiler of
democracy. Speaking independently, he pre-
cipitated an expected reaction by the institu-
tional leadership of the older services.? Profes-
sor Stanley Falk, in examining the “apparent
incompatibility” of the national predilection for



ilitary leaders who are independent heroes
hile at the same time operatives in a “precise
ureaucratic imperative,” determined that “in-
ividualized values are a threat to the entire
nge of traditional military norms.”” Mitchell
as the upshot, deliberately and quite legiti-
ately dispatched by a military tribunal that
ecognized him as a threat to its order and
tability. Yet he looms large there, where a
housand and more formative minds can collec-
ively consider his compelling gaze and reflect
hat rugged countenance. What must the en-
hrinement of such a noble man mean to those
still being nurtured on the rudiments of air
power? Should they incline to emulate the
principled performance of that exemplar? Could
they succeed by doing so?

As it fell from Elijah to Elisha, so the mantle of
Mitchell passed smoothly to that next genera-
tion of airmen. Those witnesses of his banish-
ment to Fort Sam Houston, Texas; his reversion
to the rank of colonel; the dramatic court-
martial; and then his resignation were ardent
personal boosters. They had stood by Billy Mit-
chell despite threatened careers. Arnold, Spaatz,
Eaker, and even Mitchell’s immediate boss, the
sagacious General Mason Patrick, backed him
fully.: Arnold won five stars. Spaatz and Eaker
launched an air war in Europe that finally set the
Air Force free. Their mentor’s words became
their own words. “Wars will be won or lost with
the military capability possessed when war
starts,” echoed Eaker.® “The nation that hangs
its destiny on a false preparation will find itself
hopelessly outclassed from the beginning,”
Mitchell warned long before.¢ The fruitfulness
of that first wave of Mitchell adherents was im-
pressive: the combined bomber offensive was
their unique achievement. But how potent is
that impulse in the Air Force today?

Success models in the new Air Force tend to
be managerial. Caution is in the wind. Everyone
knows that courage can boost a career only so
high. Robin Olds and Charles “Chuck” Yeager
are handy examples of such eclipsed glory.
They shone brightly, served rather long, and

were quietly dismissed by fiat. They were good,
solid heroes who each got a star as Mitchell did,
but they went home to intact legends, books,
talk, conventions, and memory. Of course they
balked at times, but neither one was pressed by
honor to lift the banner of national unpre-
paredness as Billy Mitchell was. Their's was
another calling. They retain useful personal im-
ages of immense benefit to a service that must
still justify its existence by wielding a glittering
sword born up on wings by men of bone and
blood.

The apparent dichotomy in thrust of the Air
Force leadership ideal is strange. The officer
corps is bound by an effectiveness rating system
that emphasizes careful husbanding of resources
over boldness and values caution over ardent
spirit or daring innovation. Individuals occupy-
ing officer billets must wonder whether the fa-
miliar Mitchell image is a valid behavior model
or whether it is a warning that outspokenness
will bring swift and sure retribution.

Since Mitchell, no dissenting military leader
has suffered or, for that matter, been offered
the forum of a public court-martial.” Modern
generals are keptin line by a tight infringement
of First Amendment freedom of speech rights.
Free expression of ideas among military men is
understood to disturb civilian control. Major
Felix Moran, commenting on the case of Major
General John K. Singlaub, USA (Ret), noted:
“When civilian supremacy has actually been at
stake, administrative actions, such as removal,
reassignment, and forced retirement have been
taken against the errant officer” in lieu of rigor-
ous enforcement of Article 88, UCM], prohibi-
tions of free speech.s

The general officer environment now seems
so politically precarious that most senior offi-
cers must feel wholly submerged in a pervading
atmosphere of intimidation. Maureen Mylander
examined this situation with bemusement in
The Generals: Making It, Military Style. Later
she would write, “It took me some time to
discover that beneath the facade of ‘supreme
power,’ generals themselves act more like fright-
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ened little boys than the conspiratorial heavies
of Seven Days in May.”? What is it that emascu-
lates modern leadership? Blame an inordinate
fear of outspokenness or controversy, other
generals with more stars, and civilian bosses
who, “even on a whim, can pack a hapless
general off to Camp Swampy where, like Gen-
eral Halftrack, he will wait month after month
for the message the Pentagon will never send.” 1

Instead of simplifying military life and stream-
lining military mores, the impact of burgeoning
aviation and electronic technologies has brought
increasing complexity to the employment of air
power. Force application, like the enforcement
of discipline, has suffered from “a greater re-
liance on explanation, expertise, and group
consensus’'!! as the Air Force moves farther and
farther from the dominance of authoritative
leadership. Perhaps the trend to less personal,
less vivid leadership was inevitable. Yet the old
order gives way grudgingly. We want to stick
with comfortable images. Small things such as
colorful nicknames brand the halcyon days of
that past with a certain bright distinction. Why
don’t we label modern leaders with affection-
ate tabs like “Tooey,” “Hap,” or “Jimmie” Doo-
little? What about “Possum’ Hansell and “Ro-
sie” O’'Donnell?12is it possible the present gen-
eration brooks no affection for authority until it
proves worthy of admiration in combat? Was it
only the infusion of civilian recruits on a massive
scale in World War Il that boosted informality in
such a pronounced way? Nonetheless, they
were good times for airmen. Perhaps it is symp-
tomatic that we seem to reverence our leaders
less and accuse them of far more distance from
reality than they deserve. It may well be true, as
Colonel Robert D. Heinl, Jr., observed, that
“the uniformed services today are places of ag-
ony for the loyal, silent professionals who
doggedly hang on and try to keep the ship
afloat.” s If so, the patient performance of duty
that marks the modern hierarchy is most praise-
worthy. Still, a Billy Mitchell every now and then
would provide just the right flavor to make
service life more savory. The large, relatively
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docile officer corps yearns for a cause célebre to'
forge a renewed commitment to air power,
amid all the promise those colorful words
portends.

The Air Force desperately needs a new Mit-
chell. Not to do battle with the establishment
but to provide a vision for air power’s future.
This need surpasses the requirement for another
iteration of computer chips and reaches well
beyond bean counting exercises to determine
new life expectancies for tired airframes. The
sobering reality of knee-jerk reactions to suc-
cessive revelations of Soviet weaponry has be-
numbed us all. Itis time for a visionary—maybe
even a prophet. Someone must articulate a di-
rection for the Air Force from within its most
vital constituency, the officer corps. We have
rested too long on the pen of Ira C. Eaker. He
has been the most widely read airman. He
spoke when no one else would speak. His sce-
nario for the future was bleak, pending emer-
gence of a will to contend:

One day, over the hot line from Moscow, may
come this message to our Commander-In-Chief
in the White House. “Mr. President, we order you
not to interfere with our operations against Israel.
Obviously you will comply, for your own Chiefs of
Staff will confirm that we have overwhelming mil-
itary superiority!<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>