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Harold Brown warn that our land-based Inter- 
continental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) are 
vulnerable to Soviet attack, the ratification 
of the second Strategic Arms Limitation 

Treaty (SALT) languish in the Senate, President Jimmy 
Carter's Directive 59 emphasize counterforce targeting, 
and the Republican platform call for some form of military 
superiority. All these events direct our attention to two 
important questions: What is nuclear superiority? What is 
its military and political importance? The International 
Review solicited brief re- 
sponses to these questions 
from a group of Harvard 
professors and fellows 
with a broad range of 
viewpoints. Their responses 
constitute this year's IR 
symposium. 

Robert 

Bathurst: 

The answer to this sym- 
posium's inquiry is that 
no one knows and that 
even if we could say to- 
day that it is X2, tomor- 
row it would be different. 
For one thing, nuclear su- 
periority is a state of mind. 
France, for example, has a 
force de frappe that 
is distinctly inferior, but 
finds sufficient security 
in other ways to eschew an 
active role in the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization. 

To complicate the 
question, nuclear superior- 
ity changes relative to 
technical and scientific 
achievements, economic strength, and industrial capacity. 
We gave the Soviets superiority in SALT I because we told 
them that we were ahead of them in several important 
ways. This condition changed in less than six months. The 
critical factors of change in weapons are not just those of 
speed, distatice, accuracy, and numbers. They are also 
electro-optical, related to warning times, decision-making 
capacity, courage, resoluteness, and perception. So what it 
comes down to is that nuclear superiority is not greatly 
different from other kinds of military superiority in the 
recent past. At the end of World War II, for example, 
although the United States had nuclear superiority, its 

interests were challenged with conventional forces by the 
Soviet Union on a number of occasions, and those 
challenges continued during the entire period of Soviet 
inferiority. 

Apparently, there is a dimension of nuclear superiority 
which does not háve to do with numbers or throw weight; 
it has to do with men's minds. There is an American way of 
thinking, and it demands specific answers to such 
questions as the one posed in the symposium. "Who is 
ahead?" and "How much does it cost?" seem absolutely 
essential to our comprehension. For example, at 

enormous expense and 
waste of manpower, the 
Central Intelligence A- 
gency must describe the 
cost of the Soviet mili- 
tary budget with a perfectly 
meaningless figure because 
Congress cannot function 
without it. America's mor- 
ale could probably not 
survive very negative 
answers to these questions. 
In any case, we would 
soon have a new president. 
(Remember that John F. 
Kennedy was elected with 
the aid of a fictitious 
missile gap.) 

This affects our foreign 
relations as well. A per- 
vasive perception abroad 
of American weakness 
would unravel what is left 
of world order. The results 
of this perception of 
weakness are something 
that we are destined to ex- 
perience, so it seems, in the 
1980s, so we may all find 
out the answer to the ques- 
tion posed in this sym- 
posium. 

Another aspect of the question that we have to deal with 
is the nature and relevance of war because that is what we 
are really discussing. There are now tactical nuclear 
weapons, chemical warheads, and biological weapons. 
New technology now enables us to solve rather simply and 
quickly many formerly complex military problems. For 
example, a small force can disable and in two days 
confiscate an aircraft carrier. One shell can eliminate 
massed divisions of armored troops. 

There are many who think that the best way of dealing 

(continued on page 14) 
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with this terrible game is to announce that you will not play 
it. Those people do not read Russian. They live in a world 
of their own fantasy, a schizophrenic world. History does 
not permit us to take that course. Like slave-gladiators, we 
are pushed into the arena. 

My answer is not intellectually neat, but then neither is 
history. □ 

Robert Bathurst is an associate of the Russian Research 
Center at Harvard University. 

Albert Carnesale : 

To understand the importance of America's nuclear 
forces, consider first the purposes which they are intended 
to serve. There appear to be at least six such purposes: 
basic deterrence, extended deterrence, escalation control, 
damage limitation, warfighting, and political sufficiency. 

By basic deterrence we mean deterrence, by means of a 
credible threat of a devastating retaliatory^ blow, of any 
nuclear attack upon the United States. Extended 
deterrence is the extension of this "umbrella" of basic 
deterrence to cover attacks upon our allies and others 
whose security is important to us. Escalation control 
requires the ability to deny an adversary any advantage in 
raising the level of hostility in an armed conflict. Damage 
limitation refers to the destruction of, and/ or defense 
against, an adversary's forces in order to limit the extent 
of damage to the U.S. and its allies. A war-fighting 
capability would enable us to conduct a nuclear war, 
preferably with an outcome no more unfavorable to us 
than to our adversary. 

Political sufficiency is the fuzziest, yet perhaps the most 
effective, of the justifications offered in recent years for 
the continued growth of our nuclear arsenal. There is no 
generally accepted measure of "sufficiency," political or 
otherwise, and views inevitably will differ on "How much 
is enough?" Yet, most foreign policy analysts would 
expect the U.S. to be at a political disadvantage if the 
American nuclear arsenal were substantially smaller than 
that of the Soviet Union. 

If nuclear superiority is to mean anything, or to be 
worth anything, it must enhance our ability to meet the 
objectives served by our nuclear forces. Basic deterrence is 
accomplished by a survivable nuclear force large enough 

to damage the Soviet Union to an extent unacceptable to 
its leaders. For this purpose, it matters not whether the 
U.S. forceis larger or smaller than the Soviet force. What 
matters most is whether the American nuclear forces, 
after absorbing a preemptive attack, could deliver a 
retaliatory blow of sufficient enormity to discourage the 
would-be initiator of the exchange. Extended deterrence 
also rests upon the capability of the surviving U.S. force 
rather than upon a comparison between our forces and 
theirs. 

Escalation control can be achieved in either of two 
ways. Deny the adversary military superiority at every 
level of conflict - an expensive if not unattainable goal. 
Alternatively, maintain the capability to threaten credibly 
to escalate the conflict from a level at which the adversary 
has a useful military advantage to one at which it does not. 

Damage limitation and war-fighting capabilities are 
enhanced as the size and quality of our nuclear forces 
increase in relation to the size and quality of theirs. 
However, the improvements obtainable are marginal at 
best. We know of no plausible improvements in American 
nuclear forces which could nullify or even decrease 
substantially the Soviet Union's ability to inflict 
enormous levels of damage to the territory, forces, and 
population of the United States. Nor could the Soviet 
Union prevent us from inflicting comparable levels of 
damage on its society. The notion of "winning" a nuclear 
war is a subject for philosophers rather than defense 
analysts. 

Finally we come to the political sufficiency criterion for 
establishing the required levels of nuclear forces. Surely 
superiority by any measure is more likely than inferiority 
to meet the test of political sufficiency - a test commonly 
applied both in Washington and in Moscow. But both 
sides are unlikely simultaneously to consider their own 
forces superior. A race for "mutual superiority" has no 
finish line: there can be no winners. Either both sides 
eventually will settle for some kind of "rough equivalence" 
of nuclear forces or both sides will lose the race, and much 
more. □ 

Albert Carnesale was recently appointed Chairman of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

Richard L. Garwin: 

Logically, "nuclear superiority" might be whatever we 
say it is; the question should be, rather, "Under any 
reasonable interpretation of the term 'nuclear superiority,' 
is such a capability of value?" 

I have always felt that the Soviet Union would destroy 
the United States if it could do so without hazard to itself 
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