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THE UNITED NATIONS BECLARATION ON DISARMAMENT 
AND THE 

NUCLEAR ARMS RACE : TWO INCOMPATIBLE PROPOSITIONS 
PART II 

Duygu B. Sezer* 
T h i s is the second p a r t of a s tudy tha t compares 

the object ives of the U ı ı i t ed Nat ions i n the f ie ld 
of nuc lea r d i sa rmament , as re f lected i n the F i n a l 
Document adopted a t the end of the Un i t ed Nat ions 
F i r s t Spec ia l Sess ion on D i s a r m a m e n t he ld i n M a y -
J u n e 1978, a n d the behav iou r of the Süpe r Powers 
w i t h respect to the m a j ö r concepts, premises and 
guidel ines conta ined i n the F i n a l Document . 

P a r t I , w h i c h appeared i n the prev ious issue of 
th i s j o u r n a l (Vo l . 9, No. 2, 1982) w a s organ ized 
a r o u n d the fo l low ing h e a d i n g s : 1) Deter iora t ion 
i n w o r l d po l i t i ca l c l imate , 2) N u c l e a r d i s a r m a m e n t 
as a U n i t e d Nat ions concern , 3) T h e F i n a l 
Document as a s t a n d a r d of behav iour ; i ts k e y 
prov is ions a n d concepts, a n d 4) A G e n e r a l 
compar i son between the premises a n d guidel ines 
proposed b y the F i n a l Document a n d the behav iour-
response of the U . S . a n d the U . S . R . R . f r o m the 
perspect ive of the premises anid guidel ines . 

P a r t I I , w h i c h appears i n the fo l low ing pages, 
w i l l exp lore i n more deta i l spec i f ic developments 
i n the A m e r i c a n a n d Sov iet n u c l e a r weapons 
pol ic ies a n d strategies , w i t h a v i e w to r e l a t i ng 
t h e m to the m a j ö r guidel ines a n d premises of the 
F i n a l Document . These a re developments of 
c r i t i c i a j s ign i f i cance fo r the n u c l e a r a r m s race . 
P a r t I I w i l l be organ ized a long the fo l low ing 
l ıeadings : 1) In t roduct ion ; 2) Weapons acquis i t ions 
b y m i l i t a r y a l l i ances headed b y the U .S . a n d the 
Sov ie t Un ion ; 3) Reassessment of s t rategic doctr ine 
to enhance deterrence , 4) N u c l e a r a r m s contro l : 
b i l a te ra l negotiat ions, 5) M u l t i l a t e r a l a r m s control 
negotiat ions, 6) Conclus ion . 

(* ) Assoc ia te Professor , Depa r tment of Po l i t i ca l Sc ience a n d Pub l i c A d m i -
n is t ra t ion , Midd le E a s t T e c h n i c a l U n i v e r s i t y . T h i s s tudy has been 
u n d e r t a k e n on the occas ion of the Second Spec ia l Sess ion on D i s a r m a m e n t 
h e l d a t the U n i t e d Nat ions N e w Y o r k , M a y - June , 1982. 
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I. INTUODUCTION 

The United Nations held the First Special Session Devoted to 
Disarmament in May-June 1978. The session ended with the 
adoption by consensus of the Final Document in which nuclear 
weapons, their race and the consequent threat of nuclear war were 
defined as the greatest dangers to the survival of mankind. 
Accordingly, nuclear disarmament has emerged as an imperative, 
in the view of the United Nations, for the survival of mankind. 
After having defined the problem, the Final Document has proposed 
several key conceptual and operational premises and guidelines to 
which nuclear-weapon States, but more specifically the majör ones 
among them, have been called upon to pursue in the short-term 
in order to achive nuclear disarmament in the long-term. Those 
proposals that have a direct bearing on the nuclear arms race and 
on nuclear disarmament, and therefore have relevance for this 
study, are :l 

1. The nuclear-weapon States must halt the armaments race 
between their respective alliances. In other words, weapons 
accumulatation by military alliances should cease to form 
the basis of international peace and security; 

2. The nuclear-weapon States must move away from 
deterrence thinking in which concerns for superiority 
and/or balance dominate defence attitudes and underlie 
defence postures. In other words, the Final Document 
holds detterence philosophies and concepts implicitly 
responsible for the nuclear arms race since they form the 
theoretical f oundation of the nuclear weapons programmes 
and defence postures; 

3. The nuclear-weapon States must immediately enter into 
or continue negotiatations to conclude a series of bilateral 
and multilateral nuclear arms control agreements. 

The following pages will review the behaviour of the U. S. and 
the Soviet Union, the majör nuclear weapon-States and therefore 

l For a detailed review of the majör ideas amd proposals contained in 
the Final Document, see Part I of this article in METU Studies in 
Development Yol. 9, No: 1 (1982), pp. 151-187. 
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with utmost responsibility to work towards nuclear disarmament, 
from the perspective of the premises and guidelines set out by the 
United Nations in its Final Document. 

2. Nuclear Weapons Acquisitions by Military Allances 

Alliances that have an intimate and urgent bearing on world 
security are, of course ,the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) and the Warsaw Pact. They are the most heaviiy armed 
collective security systems of the world. Behind each one of them 
stand the nuclear and conventional military power of the Süper 
Powers. In total disregard of the Final Document's proposal, both 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact have chosen to acquire additional 
nuclear weapons. Equally significant in terms of its contradiction 
with the Document's admonition against basing security on ideas 
of balance, is the attempt, common to both sides, to rationalize 
new weapons acquisitions decisions by reference to the necessity 
of preserving balance in respective military capabilities. 

A dramatically new stage in the nuclear armaments race in 
Europe has been engendered by the actual and planned introduction 
in the latter part of 1970's of long range theater nuclear forces 
( L R T N F ) into the military arsenals of each one of the alliances. 

Both alliances have had short and medium range nuclear missi-
les since the 1950's. Besides, 400 or so Poseidoıı warheads, assigned 
to SACEUR, has provided NATO with deterrence by long range 
systems. The NATO strategy of flexible response also has counted 
on the strategy of the first use of nuclear weapons in a battle in 
Europe as a deterrent against the Soviet Union's superiority in 
conventional forces. In other words, a "balance of imbalances" 
existed for a long time in Europe, irrespective of the disparities 
and asymmetriies in the size and characteristics of specific 
categorles of weapons. 

The Soviet Union introduced the intermediate missiles, known 
in the West as the SS-20's, when they first became operational in 
1976. They are mobile and have three warheads each. Therefore, 
they are less vulnerable and threaten more targets. Their range 
of 4,400 km gives them the ability to reach targets in Western 
Europe. Chancellor Schmidt of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
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in a speech in Fail, 1977, articulated his concern över the widening 
imbalance between West European and Soviet nuclear forces.2 In 
December 1979, NATO decided to deploy 572 new LRTNF's by the 
end of 1983, to correct the perceived, evolving imbalance. The 
deploymeınt programme involves ground-launched systems: 108 
Pershing II launchers, to replace existing Pershing 1-A's and 464 
Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM), ali with single 
warheads, Their range enables them to hit targets in the Soviet 
Union. 

Each side argues that its deployments and plans for future 
deployment form part of the routine modernization programme of 
its forces while those of the other's are directed at enhancing the 
balance in its favour. At issue, then, are conflicting assumptions 
about the elements of the balance and their consequent strategic 
implications. Each includes differing elements into the calculati^ 
on of the military balance. According to President Ronald Reagan, 
the Soviet Union now en j oy s a superiority on the order of six to 
one, while president Brezhnev contends that, "If another almost 
600 new American missiles are deployed in Westren Europe, NATO 
will reeeive a 50% advantage as regards carriers, and almost a 
100% advantage as regards nuclear charges." (3). 

NATO has argued that the imbalance, brought about in parti-
cular by the deployment of the SS-20's and the long-range 
Backfire bombers in the last few years, undermines the stability 
achieved in intercontinental systems; it casts doubt on the credi-
bility of the Allience's deterrent strategy by highlighting the gap 
in the spectrum of NATO's available nuclear response to 
aggression. (4) In other words, NATO seems to fear that, first, it 
might be self-deterred from the first use of nuclear weapons to 
offset conventional defeat, and secondly, the Soviet Union might 
threaten or employ limited nuclear strikes, presumably from the 

2 Schmid t , H . (1978) : " T h e A l a s t a i r B u c h a ı ı M e m o r i a l Lec tu re , " S u r v i v a l , 
Vo l . X X , No. 1, J a n u a r y / F e b r u a r y , p. 4. 

3 "President Brezhnev's Interview Wİth Der Spiegel," Survival, Vol. 
XXIV, No. 1, Winter 1981-82, p. 390. For President Reagan's assessment, 
see his, "The Deployment of Nuclear Weapons," Atlantic Community 
Quarterly, Winter 1981-82, p. 390. 

4 "Special Meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers, Communique," 
NATO Review, Vol. 28. No. 1, February 1980, p. 25. 
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new systems or shorter-range systems, against majör targets in 
Western Europe, thus acquiring the ability to exert political 
pressure on Western Europe. (5) 

The causes of NATO's concern över the military balance has 
deeper roots. They relate to certain political assumptions about the 
negative impact on extended deterrence of strategic parity between 
the Süper Powers, and, of the theoretical vulnurability of U.S. 
ICBM forces. It is assumed that the new strategic realities have 
eroded the credibility of e:xtended deterrence. Deployment of 
LRTNF's is, therefore, one way to restore West European confi-
dence in the American nuclear deterrent över Europe. However, 
it is also argued that the Western European need to deter the 
Soviet Union militarily and politically does not necessarily require 
VVestern military capabilities in Europe somehow matched to, or 
'countering' given Soviet weapons. (6) It seems clear, in retrospect, 

5 T reve r ton , G . (1981) : N u c l e a r Weapo ı ı s i n Europe , f h e In te rna t iona l 
Ins t i tute fo r S t ra teg ic Studies , London, A d e l p h i Pape r 168, p. 8. 

6 Ib id . T r e v e r t o n had a rgued ea r l i e r a long s i m i l a r l ines, cee his , " N u c l e a r 
Weapons a n d the " G r a y A r e a , " Fo re ign A f f a i r s , Vo l . 57, No. 5, S u m m e r 
1979. F o r a s i m i l a r a rgument , see Lewis , K . N. (1980) : " In te rmedia te 
Range N u c l e a r Weapons , "Sc ient i f i c A m e r i c a n , Vo l . 243, No. 6, December , 
p. 69. F o r a compact presentat ion of W e s t E u r o p e a n v iews by a west 
E u r o p e a n ana lys t , see de Rose, F . (1979) : " The F u t u r e of S A L T a n d VVestern 
Secu r i t y i n Eu rope , " Fo re ign A f f a i r s , Vo l . 57, No. 5, S u m m e r , pp. 1065-1074. 
M r . H e n r y K i s s inger , a person w h o mus t be i n a posit ion to assess the t rue 
state of a f f a i r s , l i t e ra l l y w a r n e d N A T O al l ies not to have f a i t h i n the 
c red ib i l i ty of the th rea t of m u t u a l suic ide as a deterrent s t rategy fo r VVes-
t e r n secur i ty ; see his , " N A T O - T h e Nex t T h i r t y Y e a r s , " A t l an t i c C o m m ı m i t y 
Q u a r t e r l y , Vo l . 17, No. 4, W i n t e r 1979-80, pp. 468-469. 
T h e domest ic opposit ion a n d publ i c u p h e a v a l i n VVestern Europe 
a n d the s to rmy reverbera t ions on A t l an t i c re la t ions engendered by the 
momentous weapons modern i za t ion decis ion of N A T O persuaded m a n v 
on both sides of the A t l a n t i c to reassess the re la t i ve we ight of the 
forces tha t h a d led to the decision. D r . Ch r i s toph B e r t r a m , the D i rec to r 
of the In te rna t iona l Inst i tute fo r S t ra teg ic Studies , has conc luded that 
the mot i va t ion fo r the p r o g r a m emanated f r o m in t ra -A l l i ance s t ra ins , 
i n p a r t i c u l a r f r o m the apprehens ions över U .S . -Wes t G e r m a n re lat ions , 
going back to i n i t i a l W e s t E u r o p e a n suspic ions över the impl icat ions of 
the S A L T process on the i r secur i ty , a l i of w h i c h prompted Chance l lo r 
S c h m i d t to ra i se the issue. See Be r t ram' s , " T h e impl i ca t ions of Thea te r 
N u c l e a r VVfeapons i n Europe" , , Fo re ign A f f a i r s , Vo l . 60, No. 2, W i n t e r 
1981/82, p. 309. D r . Be r t r am ' s assessment f inds a more precise express ion 
i n the fo l lowing statement , " the mot ivat ions f o r the p r o g r a m l a y not 
so m u c h i n Sov iet behav iou r as i n a n uneas iness about the A l l i ance 
i t se l f , " loc. cit . 
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that the NATO weapons decision was prompted, and in a sense 
urged on the U.S. more by West European political concerns and 
initiatives than by purely technical, military reasons. 

The political implications of superior military force is a 
question that can be neither proved nor disproved categorically. 
It is an issue that has been extensively debated in the nuclear 
age. It is obvious that Western European leaders have been 
uııcomfortable with the potential of the new Soviet nuclear 
weapons to accrue political benefits, to its owners, as Chancellor 
Schmidt has articulated: "The introduction of the SS-20 has upset 
the military balance in Europe and created for itself an instrument 
of political pressure on the countries within the range of the 
SS-20, for which the West so far has no counterbalance». (7) 

It is clear that the ambitious armaments ef fort is not confined 
to NATO. The Soviet Union is quoted to have deployed a formi-
dable force of 280 SS-20 missiles with a total warhead of 840, 
as of January 1982. (8) The Soviet Union believes that there is 
approximate parity in the intermediate-range nuclear forces in 
Europe, a point reiterated by Mr. Brezhnev in his report to the 
23rd Congress of the CPSU. (9) Accordingly, the NATO decision 
amounts to an attempt designed to change the existing balance 
in NATO's favour. With this change, " . . . the Atlantic military 
citadel is oriented not toward equality or parity but toward the 
open achievement of superiority-specifically, its aim is to acquire 
a first-strike nuclear potential within the framework of the 
"Eurostrategic, theater,,> (10) charges a Soviet commentator. In 
the opinion of a high-ranktng party official, the new NATO dep-
loyment plans were a violation of the non-circumvention clause 

7 Quoted i n Bu r t , R . (1982) : " N A T O a n d N u c l e a r De te r rence ; ' T h r e e 
Speeches, U . S . I . C .A . , A n k a r a , p. 14. 

8 Eag leburge r , L . S . (1982) : " The U .S . A p p r o a c h to the Negot iat ions on 
In termediate-Range N u c l e a r Forces , " N A T O Rev i ew , Vo l . 30, No. 1, 
F e b r u a r y , s. 9. 

9 B r e z h n e v , L . L . (1981) : Repor t Submi t ted to the 26th Congress of the 
C o m m u n i s t P a r t y of the Sov iet U n i o n on 23 F e b r u a r y 198İ1. ( T u r k i s h 
T rans la t ion . ) A n k a r a , pp. 24, 27. 

io Beglov , S . (1980) : " A N e w Rape of Eu rope - o r Wash ington ' s Dangerous 
Schemes , " T h e C u r r e n t Digest of the Sov iet Press , Vo l . X X X I I , No. 16, 
p. 12 ( t rans la ted f r o m ) P r a v d a , 23 A p r i l 1980, p. 4. 
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"For deterrence to operate successfuly, our potential advers-
aries must be convinced that we possess sufficient military 
power so that if they were to start a course of action 
that could lead to war, they would be frustrated in their 
efforts to achieve their objective or suffer so much damage 
that they would gain nothing by their action. Put differently, 
we must have forces and plans for the use of our strategic 
nuclear forces such that in considering aggression against 
our interests, our adversary would recognize that no plausable 
outcome would represent a success - on any rational definition 
of success. The prospect of such a failure would then deter an 
adversary's attack on the United States or our vital interests. 
The preparation of forces and plans to create such a prospect 
has come to be referred to as "countervaiiing strategy." (16) 

The strategic policy revision in the U.S. has come about 
amidst a vigorous doctrinal debate, both official and unofficial, 
one majör focus ofwhich was the Soviet strategic doctrine. The 
understanding of Soviet strategic thought was to help determine 
the adequacy of the American strategic doctrine and forces 
to provide for the security of the United States. The debate 
picked up momentum against the background of achieve-
ment of parity by the Soviet Union in the early 1970's, of its 
steady military buildup throughout the decade and of the 
theoretical "window of vulnerabilitiy" of U.S. land-based ICBM's 
to a Soviet attack. A recent American study has concluded that 
two military issues have come to the center of the debate : The 
counterforce problem, which is largely reducible to the issue of 
the vulnerability of ICBM's to a Soviet first strike, and, extended 
deterrence, which hinges on the issue of whether and how the 
United States can enhance confidence in its being wiiling and 
able to use nuclear weapons first and escalate the level of 
conflict to strategic weapons in the event of Soviet attack on 
U.S. allies. (17) 

16 B r o w n , H . (1980) : Depar tment of Def ence A n n u a l Report , F i s c a l Y e a r 
1981, U . S . Gove rnment P r i n t i n g Off ice , Wash ington , D .C . , p. 65. 

17. S ta f f of the Carneg ie P a n e l on U .S . Secu r i t y a n d the F u t u r e of A r m s 
Cont ro l (1981) : Cha l lenges fo r U . S . Na t iona l Secur i t y , A P r e l i m i n a r y 
Report, The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, New York, 
p . 7 7 j 
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United Nations Final Document's position against it. Further stili, 
strategic doctrines and policies have been subjected to an intense 
reassessment proces, more visibly in the U.S. than in the U.S.S.R., 
with a view to enhancing deterrence. The revival in the U.S. of 
interest in war-fighting strategies and capabilities as the concep-
tual and operational guide to deterrence strategies has accentu-
ated, once more, the paradoxical nature of security built and 
maintained on the logic of deterrence. 

Military doctrines and strategies are rarely formulated in a 
political vacuum. The fundamentals of nuclear deterrence thinking 
and their corresponding strategies and force designs were developed 
in close interaction with the technological and politico-military 
conditions prevailing in the latter part of the 1840's and early 1950's. 
As the configuration of the elements that went into the calculus of 
deterrence changed över time, strategies were also revised. The U.S. 
strategy of 1950's of massive retaliation was modified into that of 
assured destruction in the 1960's. The latest strategy innvonation in 
the U.S., known as the countervailing strategy, was formally, adop-
ted in July 1980 by Presidential Directive 59. The backbone of the 
new doctrine had been shaped earlier in mid-1970's with the so-
called Sehlesinger Doctrine of flexible cptions or limited nuclear 
war. The strategy's evolution dated back to early 1970's when 
President Nixon voiced what he perceived to be the dilemma posed 
by the strategy of assured destruction under current conditions: 
"Should a President, in the event of a nuclear attack, be left with 
the single option of ordering the mass destruction of enemy 
civilians, in the face of the uncertainty that it would be followed 
by the mass slaughter of Americans?" (14) 

Defence Secretary Harold Brown explained at the time of the 
annoujıcement of the new strategy that the new policy was not 
a radical departure from the U.S. strategic policy över the past 
decade. (15) He described the basic reasoning behind the ne w 
strategy as follows : 

14 Quoted in Baker, J. C. (1979) : "Nuclear Strategy and VVeapons" in 
W.H. Kincade and J.D. Porro (eds.), Negotiating Security: Arms 
Control Reader, The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 
New York, p. 49. 
B r o w n , H . (1980): " The Object ive of U .S . S t ra teg ic Forces" , S u r v i v a l , Vo l . 
X X , No. 6, November /December 1980, p. 268. 
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Soviet incentive to reach a thorough and balanced agreement. (13) 
With obvious intractable problems facing the negotiations, pros-
pects for an early progress seems week particularly when political 
relations have proved to possess the propensity to overwhelm arms 
control negotiations. 

It is an arbitrary exercise, of course, to treat NATO and 
Warsaw Pact nuclear armaments in isolation from the conventi-
onal. The conventional forces are an essential element of the 
balance, with direct links, in terms of strategy, to the nuclear 
component. The conventional-nuclear mix is, at the same time, 
Europe's dilemma, for Europe is willing neither to give up the 
nuclear option totally, nor to rely on the conventional option 
exclusively. The MBFR negotiations, which began with the aim 
of achieving a balanced reduction of conventional forces in the 
guidelines area, had comprised the European leg of the arms 
control network established in the early 1970's. The CSCE process 
had formed the political manifestation of detente. SALT I and II 
were the exclusive Süper Power domain, which, operating from 
its apex of power, tied everything together strategically and 
politically. This süper structure of security built över Europe 
through arms control and through political relaxation is speedily 
eroding because its political foundation is disintegrating. It 
is only dangerously alarming that in the four years since 1978 
when the Final Document was drafted, expectations for nuclear as 
well as conventional arms reductions in Europe (Programme: 82), 
the most critical area for world security, have not only escaped 
realization, but have lived to see the reverse. The impact of the 
withdrawal by the Soviet Union of several thousand Soviet troops 
stationed in East Germany and by the U.S. of roughly one thou-
sand nuclear warheads from European NATO in early 1980's is 
dwarfed when pitted against that of the on-going rearmament 
plans and programmes. 

3. Reassesment of Strategic Doctrine to Enhance Deterrence 

The idea of deterrence continues to be the key organizing 
concept which dominates the strategic doctrlnes, policies and 
force desings of both Süper Powers, again in disregard of the 

13 In te rna t iona l H e r a l d T r ibüne , 13-14 March 1982, p. 3. 
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of SALT II Treaty. (11) Prior to the NATO decision, the Soviet 
Union had offered, on 6 October 1979, to limit deployment of 
SS-20's if NATO would defer a decision to deploy new Western 
systems. The offer was withdrawn when NATO went ahead 
with the decison and again when the SALT II treaty was suspended. 
The Soviets repeated the offer to negotiate during Chancellor 
Schmidt's visit to Moscow in early July 1980. Preliminary talks 
began in October 1980, to be broken up within a month över the 
question of which forces to incinde, in the regotiations. The U.S. 
wanted to restrict the negotiations to the planned NATO forces 
and the Soviet SS-20's and Backfires. The Soviet Union insisted on 
including ali Western systems, e.g. the Forward Based Systems 
such as nuclear capable aircraft stationed at several NATO 
countries and on carriers in the Mediterranean, and American 
SLBM's placed at the disposal of the European NATO command, 
capable of striking Soviet territory. (12) At the 26th Party 
Congress in February 1981, Mr. Brezhnev repeated the cali for a 
moratorium and negotiations. 

The resumption of arms control negotiations between the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union on 30 November 1981, on intermediate range 
systems has helped reduce somewhat the tension that had built 
up in the preceding two years in East-West relations, in Atlantic 
relations and in West European public opinion. President Reagan's 
announcement on 18 November 1981 of a dramatic new U.S. posi-
tion on nuclear arms control in Europe, known as the Zero Option, 
eased Western European apprehensions över previous U.S. 
intransigence despite the cali to arms control negotiations in the 
two-track NATO decision of 12 December 1979. The more recent 
Soviet offer on 16 March 1982 for a freeze on the deployment of 
the SS-20's West of the Urals in return for the cancellation of the 
NATO deployment decision has been rejected by the U.S. on 
grounds that the freeze proposal would concede to the Soviet 
Union its present advantage in IRBMS's and thus eliminate any 

n House, U . S . (1980) : T h e M o d e m i z a t i o n of N A T O ' s L o n g Range Thea te r 
N u c l e a r Forces , Repor t P r e p a r e d fo r the Sub-Commit tee on Eu rope 
a n d the Midd le E a s t of the Cömmit tee on Fo re ign A f f a i r s , Congress iona l 
R e s e a r c h Serv i ce , L i b r a r y of Congress , Wash ing ton , D .C . , 31 December , 
p. 51. 

12 Ibid. , pp. 39-42. 
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Notwithstanding certain variations among them, opinions 
in the debate have polarized around two basic attitutes. One set of 
views about Soviet doctrines and forces resembles those held by 
the Committee on the Present Danger. The other set of views is 
roughly the obverse of the first. 

The first group has argued that the Soviet Union continues 
to adhere to Lenin's faith in the Clausewitzian dictum that war 
is a continuation of politics by other means. She looks at the 
nuclear weapon as an utilizable tool in warfare, the ultimate aim 
of which is victory. Driven by belief in the possibility of waging, 
surviving and winning a nuclear war, and a prolonged war at 
that, she has designed and disciplined her forces so as to be 
prepared to actually conduct a nuclear war. The same outlook is 
behind her drive to acquire unilateral superiority. Her conceptual 
preference for damage limitation and her deployed capability for a 
preemptive first-strike demonstrate that she has refused to abide 
by the concepts of deterrence and stable deterrence as understood 
by the U.S. 

In contrast, the American concept of deterrence, in the view 
of the first group, has been confined to the prevention of war by 
relying on secure retaliatory forces. She has not preoccupied 
herself with the terrain of war-fighting, since nuclear war had, for 
long, been singled out as unthinkable and victory not possible. 
However, this understanding of deterrence is in need of modifica-
tion in view of Soviet achievement of strategic parity, the 
parallel growth in Soviet counterforce capability, and, the U.S. 
land-based ICBM vulnerability. These developments, combined 
with tlıe Soviet doctrine of nuclear war-fighting and war-winning, 
threaten the credibility of the American deterrent based on the 
strategy of the mutual vulnerabilities of the societies of both 
sides to massive nuclear retaliation. Consequently, the U.S. needs 
to develop such nuclear forces, and employment plans for their 
use, as to deter the Soviet Union from entertaining war-winning 
intentions and plans. Such forces will necessarily involve coun-
terforce and damage-limiting capabilities, for without such capa-
bilities the U.S. would, withirı the confines of the strategy of 
mutual assured destruction, be self-deterred from retaliating to a 
less-than-all-out Soviet first strike. It is imperative, therefore, not 
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only to deploy the MX but to plan for the revision or abrogation 
of the ABM treaty in order to go ahead with hard-point defen^ 
ce. At the more extreme e,nd of this group of opinion, it has been 
suggested that the concept of the possibility of victory in a 

nuclear war should guide U.S. nuclear strategy. (18) 

The second group of opinion has contended that while the 
Soviet nuclear doctrine entails, as one of its majör components, the 
ability and readiness to fight a nuclear war, it does not imply a 

18 Seve ra l leading A m e r i c a n journa ls e.g. The Anna l s , A A P S S , Fore ign 
A f f a i r s , Fore ign Pol icy , In te rnat iona l Secur i ty , Orb is , and The 
Wlashington Quar te r l y , to name a few, have opened the i r pages to the 
debate on nuc lea r stragegy. M r . P a u l Nitze, w r i t i ng i n mid-1970's, 
was among the f i r s t to introduce the m a i n themes of the debate. See 
his , (1976) : "As su r ing Stragegic Stabi l i ty i n a Nuc lea r Age , " Fore ign 
A f f a i r s , Vo l . 54, No. 2, J a n u a r y , 1976, pp. 207-232. 
F o r examples of opinions ref lect ing, pa r t l y or total ly , the v iews of the 
F i r s t Group, see: E r m a t h , F . W . (1978) : "Contrasts i n A m e r i c a n and 
Soviet Strategic Thought , " In ternat iona l Secur i ty , Vol . 3, No. 2, Fa i l , 
1978, pp. 138-155; Hoeber, F .B . and Hoebor, A .M . (1980) : "The 
Soviet V i e w of Deterrence" , S u r v e y , Vol . 25, No. 2, Spr ing, 1980, 

pp. 17-24; Hoeber, A .M . and Douglass, J .D . , J r . (1980) : "Soviet Approach 
to G loba l Nuc lear Conf l ic t , " i n Peter Du ignan and A l v i n Robushka 
(eds.) , The Un i ted States i n the 1980s, S tan ford Un ive r s i t y Press , 
Hoover Inst i tut ion, pp. 445-469; Ko lkowicz , R . (1981) : "U .S . and Soviet 
Approaches to M i l i t a r y Strategy: Theory vs. Exper ience , " Orbis , Vol . 
25, No. 2, Summer , 1981, pp. 307-329; Lambeth , B . J . (1979) : The E lements 
of Soviet Strategic Pol icy , The R a n d Corporat ion, Ca l i fo rn ia ; Lodal , 
J . M. (1980) : "Deterrence and Nuc lea r St rategy , " Daedelus, Vol . 109, No. 
4, F a i l 1980, pp. 155-175; Ra 'a ı ıan , U . (1981) : "Soviet Strategic Doctr ine 
a n d the Sov iet-Amer ican G loba l Contest," The Anna l s , September, 
1981, pp. 8-17; Schi l l ing , W . R . (1981) : "U .S . Strategic Nuc lea r Concepts 
i n the 1970S," In ternat iona l Secur i ty , Vol . 6, No. 2, Fa i l , 1981, pp. 48-79; 
Sienk iewicz , S. (1978) : " S A L T and Soviet Nuc lea r Doctr ine ," 
In ternat iona l Secur i ty , Vol . 2, No. 4, Spr ing , 1978, pp. 84-100; Slocombe, 
W . (1981) : "The Counterva i l ing St rategy , " In ternat iona l Secur i ty , Vol . 
5, No. 4, Spr ing, 1981, pp. 18-27; K e r r , D .M. and B a r a s c h G . (1981) : 
" B M D Technology," T l ıe Wash ington Quar te r l y , Vol . 4, No. 4 Au tumn , 
1981, pp. 57-62; Kupperman , R .H . and Smith , H .A . (1981) : "The Pros 
and Cons of A B M , " The Wash ington Quar te r l y , Vol . 4, No. 4, Autumn, 
1981, pp. 73-77. 
F o r the suggestion that nuc lea r strategy should be designed w i t h a 
v i ew to v ic tory i n a nuc lea r w a r , see: G r a y , C.S . and Payne , K . (1980) : 
"V i c to ry i s Possible," Fore ign Pol icy , No. 39, S u m m e r 1980, pp. 14-27. 


