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Since the dawn of the nuclear age strategic deterrence has been a central feature of United States military doctrine.  Strategic deterrence relied on nuclear weapons as the main instruments of deterrence strategy because of the catastrophic destructive potential they held for threatening punishment.  Indeed, during the decades of the Cold War the threat of nuclear retaliation was viewed as the only reliably effective deterrent to a Soviet attack on the United States and Europe.


As McGeorge Bundy explained


The notion of strategic deterrence was the direct offspring of two great realities....  That these weapons are different, and that at higher levels of nuclear forces the world has remained bipolar.  The “balance of terror” was the best we could get, men thought, and the object of analysis and action alike must be to ensure that the “other side” would respect it.�





For five decades strategic deterrence characterized the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union.  That relationship was based on a number of assumptions perceived to be valid in a strategic environment of nuclear bipolarity.  Until the end of the Cold War between the superpowers, U.S. deterrence strategies evolved within this bipolar setting, and as Bundy suggested “The United States doctrine of deterrence led quickly to one absolutely fundamental requirement for her strategic forces:  They must be 








such that they would credibly be able to inflict totally unacceptable retaliatory damage even after the strongest foreseeable first strike by the adversary.”�


While scholars and analysts still debate the issue of nuclear deterrence’s contribution to the demise of the Soviet threat and the winning of the Cold War, the complexity of devising an effective strategic deterrence strategy in the post-Cold War environment will make this debate seem simple when compared to the potential complexity of devising a paradigm for the twenty-first century multipolar environment in which there is an inevitable proliferation of regional nuclear powers.


Of immediate concern, however, is Eric Mlyn’s suggestion that “today, with the end of the Cold War, issues of nuclear strategy rarely show up as a concern to citizens and politicians.”�  It seems that the slogan, “It’s the economy stupid” has caught the attention of the attentive public that was engaged in debating the issues of nuclear deterrence during the decades of the Cold War; therefore, security concerns no longer occupy a position at the top of the national policy agenda.  Moreover, Mlyn suggest that current policy makers approach to strategic deterrence issues reflect a continuity of Cold War thinking with little evidence of seeking changes.�


The task of articulating a model of deterrence for a world of strategic multipolarity will confront U.S. policy makers with a number of complex challenges; a multipolar world in which a number of regional states acquire nuclear weapons or gain access to other weapons of mass destruction will differ considerably from the nuclear-induced stability of the strategic relationship that existed between the two superpowers during the decades of the Cold War.


As Richard Rosencrance explains “a multipolar strategic environment poses new questions of deterrence theory and practice.  How much and what kind of nuclear capabilities should be maintained if general deterrence is to exist?”�  Under conditions of strategic bipolarity, Rosencrance writes, “the doctrine applied almost entirely to two antagonists or blocs seeking to restrain one another; they therefore had only implicit reference to a wider system of powers.”�  It is this “wider system of powers” that will characterize the multipolar strategic environment that has been termed the Second Nuclear Age by Keith Payne in his analysis of deterrence in the coming decades.�


Payne argues that during the decades of the Cold War the Assured Vulnerability theory of deterrence became the prevailing paradigm for determining U.S. strategic force structure, nuclear strategy and arms control approaches.�  He poses the essential question for scholars, analysts and policy makers; whether it [the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm ] can serve as a useful basis for U.S. deterrence policy in the second nuclear age?�  While Payne’s analysis is in part an argument for a national missile defense system, it nevertheless ask the right questions of policy makers contemplating the role of strategic deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity.


This research examined a number of assumptions regarding the viability of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm for providing a useful basis for deterrence and strategic force structuring in a world of strategic multipolarity.  The term strategic multipolarity refers to an international system in which an increasing number of regional powers acquire nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.


This study is organized in three parts.  First, the study uses a retrospective historical approach to examine the basis assumptions of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm in a world of strategic bipolarity; outlines a set of questions regarding the assumptions; and provides a critique of the paradigm’s ability to cope with the new challenges to strategic deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity.  It then examines the current strategic force structure and the compatibility of these forces for providing deterrence in the decades of the twenty-first century.  The study concludes with a number of recommendations for providing the basis for a strategic deterrence policy for the twenty-first century world of strategic multipolarity.


DETERRENCE IN A WORLD OF STRATEGIC BIPOLARITY: A RETROSPECTIVE HISTORICAL VIEW


Even after the advent of secure second-strike capabilities marked the nuclear revolution by rendering defense impossible, force remained the final arbiter of disputes among states in the anarchy of international politics.  A state could still try to use force or threaten to use it if that seemed to be its best interest.�





Every student of strategic nuclear deterrence is familiar with Bernard Brodie’s admonishment regarding the use of nuclear weapons; “thus far the chief purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now on, its chief purpose must be to avert them.”�  The advent of nuclear weapons with their tremendous destructive potential undercut the traditional logic of war, and as Robert Powell suggests


The classic logic of war was based on two assumptions.  First, a state’s ability to defend itself and its ability to threaten an adversary were conflated in the same military force.  The army used to repel an invasion could also be used to launch one.  Second, should a profound conflict of interest divide adversaries, then a state in this extreme could still hope to defend itself by destroying its enemy’s military forces.�





The August 6, 1945 atomic bomb attack on Hiroshima called into question the assumptions of the traditional logic of warfare; moreover, the nuclear revolution made the problem of deterrence the “leading strategic idea of our times, at least in the Western world.”�  Reflecting on nuclear weapons use, Keith Payne argues that 


...no use of force that culminated in the destruction of the nation could be related reasonably to support for achieving national goals.  Nuclear weapons had uprooted traditional notions of military strategy: their use could not contribute to anything worthy of the name “victory” because no national goal could be worth the cost of general nuclear war.�





Indeed, it could be argued that strategic deterrence’s origin can be traced to the development of nuclear weapons, and the five decades of the Cold War represented an aberration in the logic of warfare.  Prior to August 6, 1945 and the use of atomic weapons, there appears little evidence that conventional deterrence actually deterred conflicts among nation states in the anarchic international system.  Moreover, in his study of conventional deterrence, John J. Mearsheimer conceded that “only two of my cases represent clear-cut deterrence successes, (Allied decision making at Munich and Allied decision making in 1939-1940), and these two are closely linked.”�


Mearsheimer’s study of conventional deterrence, while limited to “situations in which two large armies directly face each other”� nevertheless illustrate that nuclear weapons presented policy makers with a different logic of warfare when contemplating the use of force in a strategic bipolar environment.  Mearsheimer distinguishes between providing conventional and strategic deterrence; he writes that 


a potential attacker’s fear of consequences of military action lies at the heart of deterrence.  Specifically, deterrence—a function of costs and risks associated with military action—is most likely to obtain when an attacker believes that his probability of success is low and that the attendant cost will be high.�





In the case of conventional weapons, Mearsheimer argues that


History clearly demonstrates that decision makers are willing, under the right circumstances, to accept the costs associated with conventional war.  One reason is that in the military occupation, dying in defense of national interests is an acceptable risk.  More important, costs in a conventional 





war accumulate in a gradual manner that is often difficult to anticipate.�





Mearsheimer’s description of strategic deterrence contrasts sharply with that of conventional deterrence.  He states “At the nuclear level the threat exists that incalculable damage will be inflicted in a short period of time.  Conventional war, on the other hand, is necessarily more protracted, thus allowing a nation to adjust to increased losses. “�


Thus, the task of nuclear weapons, as Brodie and others argued was not the traditional one of winning battlefield victories, rather its main purpose was to dissuade the adversary’s decision makers from undertaking the military ventures in the first place.  Strategic deterrence was conceived and evolved in a bipolar international environment dominated by two opposing ideologically oriented superpowers.  Each was armed with the potential of not only destroying each other but quite possibly human society.  Their condition closely resembles that of two scorpions in a bottle, each poised to strike, yet prevented from doing so by the knowledge that if either struck first, the other would respond and the demise of both was assured.


From this example, one can deduce that strategic deterrence is both a policy and a condition.  Roy E. Jones explains deterrence as policy and situation; “A policy of deterrence is a calculated attempt to induce an adversary to do something, or refrain from doing something, by threatening a penalty for noncompliance,” whereas, “A deterrence situation, or system, is one where conflict is contained within a boundary of threats which are neither executed nor tested.”�


For four decades of the Cold War the United States relied on a model of strategic deterrence that was based on a number of assumptions and conditions that shaped national policy and strategic force structuring in a world of strategic bipolarity.  This paradigm or model has been described by Keith Payne as the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm.�  He writes 


...this theory, the Assured Vulnerability theory of deterrence...became the prevailing paradigm.  It involved a series of assumptions, logically related implications and a set of policy recommendations that have significantly determined the types of forces the United States has and has not purchased, and the arms control policies it has pursued.�





Payne further explains that “As applied during the Cold War, its basic precept was that threats of nuclear retaliation could provide a reliable basis for deterrence.”�  Payne contends that Assured Vulnerability is a broad theory of deterrence and therefore encompasses the three alternative approaches to deterrence policy, namely, War-fighting, Minimum Deterrence and Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD).  He argues that “The difference among the War-Fighting, MAD and Minimum Deterrence approaches to policy focus on the type of nuclear threat deemed necessary for deterrence.”�


Therefore, Minimum Deterrence is based on the logic that deterrence rests with the ability to destroy or hold at risk a small number of the opponent’s cities; A Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) deterrence policy would require much larger strategic forces with the capacity to inflict massive societal destruction while maintaining a secure second-strike capability.  War-Fighting, rejected both the logic of counter-city threats of Minimum Deterrence and MAD; “Its advocates sought to employ strategic nuclear forces selectively against Soviet political and military targets, while maintaining an assured destruction capability”.�


Payne’s claim that Assured Vulnerability is a broad theory of deterrence encompassing the three alternative approaches differs from the views of a number of analysts.  Eric Mlyn has taken the opposite view; he suggest that “since the 1960s policymakers have looked at nuclear weapons as usable military tools....  The way policymakers think about nuclear weapons 


has altered little following the end of the Cold War, despite the significant change in the international security environment.”�


Indeed, Mlyn suggests that “At the core of nuclear issues during the Cold War was the debate between advocates of MAD and advocates of nuclear utilization theory (NUTS).”�  Nuclear Utilization Theory (NUTS) advocates criticized the supporters of the MAD approach for failing to consider what happens if deterrence failed leaving only the option of destruction of human society.  Advocates of NUTS


were skeptical that countervalue targeting is an effective and credible nuclear deterrence against an opponent’s actions that are less than an attack on the U.S. homeland 


believed that nuclear weapons could be used as military tools; having utility other than simply deterrence


believed that nuclear wars could be fought short of total destruction and that


options short of all-out nuclear war between the Soviet Union and the United States were possible.�





Payne’s assertions that the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm encompasses the basic assumptions of the other approaches to strategic nuclear deterrence may be challenged; however, the fundamental assumptions appear to be shared by all three alternative approaches.  The point is that the destructive potential of nuclear weapons led to two important assumptions regarding the basis for strategic deterrence during the period of strategic bipolarity: a “sensible rational opponent” existed, and threats of nuclear retaliation were a reliable basis for shaping that opponent’s behavior.


The logic of these assumptions was that an opponent’s actions could be affected by adjusting the U.S. strategic forces thereby enhancing deterrence stability.�  More important was the fact that within a world of strategic bipolarity, these assumptions also led to the logical conclusion that a “generically rational opponent” model would simplify the complex process of devising a deterrence strategy and make defense planning less complex.


While making the policy process less complex, it nevertheless was based on the questionable assumption that a “generically rational opponent” model would suffice to form the basis of an effective deterrence policy.  While the historical record may suggest that this assumption worked in a world of strategic bipolarity, this analysis of deterrence focuses on the question confronting post-Cold War analysts of whether the assumption of a “generically rational opponent” model will remain valid in a world of strategic multipolarity.


Critical Questions: Rationality and Deterrence in a World of Strategic Multipolarity





The development of nuclear power and its application to war has radically changed the practice of war


The most striking difference are the prominence given by contemporary strategists to the idea of deterrence, and the use they make of the concept of rationality in explaining deterrence.�





Inherent in the calculus of strategic deterrence in a bipolar environment was the assumption of rational decision making on the part of national leaders.  This basic assumption (Brodie Approach) is also a fundamental feature of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm and the three alternative approaches to strategic deterrence in the bipolar world of the Cold War decades.


As Payne concludes, “the basic assumptions of Assured Vulnerability remains largely unexamined and unchallenged: opponents are assumed to be subject to U.S. deterrence policies, to be rational, sensible, well-informed, and predictably cowed by severe U.S. threats.”�


However, a number of critical questions arise when this assumption is applied to decision making and strategy formulation in a world of strategic multipolarity.  Two such questions are of importance in assessing the viability of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm in a multipolar international security environment.


If the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm and its assumption of a “generically rational opponent” model formed the basis of United States deterrence policy in the strategic bipolar world of the Cold War, is that assumption sufficient to cope with the diverse factors that will be present among the new nuclear states that may confront the United States in the decades of the twenty-first century?





Can the traditional deterrence calculations and assumptions that underpinned our deterrence policy provide the basis for an effective strategic force structure tasked with deterring the new nuclear states and non-state actors in a world of strategic multipolarity?





United States strategic deterrence policy was at the core of U.S. strategy for deterring and containing the Soviet Union within the strategic bipolar setting of the Cold War decades. In a world of strategic multipolarity, the task shifts to devising a deterrence theory for deterring several regional nuclear powers also.


Whereas the analogy of two scorpions in a bottle constrained by the knowledge that if either struck first, the other would respond and the demise of both was assured depicted the situation in a world of strategic bipolarity, in a world of strategic multipolarity, the image may best be represented by two large scorpions surrounded by several smaller, yet just as deadly scorpions.


This situation presents the United States decision makers with a set of security challenges quite different from those of the Cold War era. For while there may be agreement at the strategic level regarding an effective deterrence policy vis-a-vis Russia, it remains to be seen if the assumptions underpinning these deterrence approaches can serve to deter regional nuclear powers in the coming decades.  Thus, a critique of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm’s ability to cope with the new challenges to strategic deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity as posed by the two questions above is warranted.


Strategic Multipolarity: A Critique of Assured Vulnerability


The deterrence problem in a world of strategic multipolarity is regionally focused and the validity of the “generically rational opponent” model is questionable in that this model is based on the perception that rationality in a decision-making process is a careful cost-benefit analysis assessment.  That suggests a universal approach.  The assumption is “that the leaders in question strive for rational decision making by explicitly, but subjectively, considering the most-likely, best-case, and worst-case outcome of various options.”�


As Stephen Maxwell explains “The concept of ‘rationality’ also needs to be defined for the purpose of this [his] discussion.”�  He offers the following:


“Rational” is used as a synonym for “moral.”  The answer one gives will therefore depend on one’s standard of moral judgement on the intrinsic nature of the actions involved, another on the various outcomes envisaged.





A second sense of “rationality” has, however, been more common among specialist writers on nuclear strategy.  “Rational” is often used as the contradictory of ‘insane’ or “reckless.”





And finally, in deterrence theory, however, the typical meaning of the word “rational” is different again.  To describe an action as “rational” is to say that it is consistent with the actor’s values, whatever these may be.�





Let us proceed from the premise that Maxwell’s third definition reflects the views of U.S. decision makers during the Cold War decades. Consideration must be given to factors affecting the statesmen’s calculations such as disagreement about the value of the interest in dispute. All disputed interests represent certain values and those values are subject to change with time, technological innovations, culture and the statesmen’s perceptions of strategic realities.


While “there is no commonly accepted standard by which statesmen or observers can measure the value of a disputed interest,”� nevertheless, as Maxwell suggests “A statesmen facing a decision about whether or not to take a particular action, must attempt to calculate the balance of advantages and risks.”�  Within a world of strategic bipolarity dominated by two superpowers assuming a “generically rational opponent” was certainly logical, given that deterrence theory’s value rests with its ability to explain the logic of strategic decision.�


In the bipolar international competition between the Soviet Union and the United States, each having some measure of control over their allies and a substantial influence on smaller conventionally armed states in their spheres of influence the “generically rational opponent” model was a reasonable approach to base the logic of strategic deterrence decisions on.


Indeed, it appeared logical that in a world of strategic bipolarity, policy makers would make certain general assumptions about the values one’s major adversary placed on disputed interests and predict, sometimes quite effectively, the opponent’s responses to deterrence threats.


Policy makers could place less value on the impact of culture, technology, time and statesmen’s perceptions of strategic reality when engaging in strategic deterrence planning for the simple logic that only the Soviet Union had the capacity to destroy the United States.  One, however, must proceed with caution when accepting even this logic for as Philip Green argues in Deadly Logic: The Theory of Nuclear Deterrence, “nor has any deterrence theorist produced an analysis of American and Soviet social patterns that show deterrence behavior to be a cultural norm in the two societies.”�  He further suggested that “on occasion a few writers have seemed to predicate the stability of deterrence on the special rationality of Soviet Communism.”�


The question remains, was this sufficient to base a deterrence policy on or were we just plain lucky that for four decades no major war broke out between the Soviet Union and the United States.  Indeed, looking back, maybe the best we could have hoped for was so aptly stated in the words of Herman Kahn, “researchers who study these problems do not really assume that decision-makers are wholly rational, but rather that they are not totally irrational–which is quite different from the assumptions of rationality.”�


But let us reconsider the analogy of the multiple scorpions in the bottle.  The problem of value assessments becomes more complicated, for with multiple nuclear actors, the assumption of a “generically rational opponent” model will not suffice to calculate the multiple interpretations of risks and benefits of all the actors involved.


A world of strategic multipolarity would confront the United States with a complex set of military and political problems that did not exist in the world of strategic bipolarity.  Two scholars, Richard Rosecrance and Kenneth N. Waltz, provide some insight into the problems regarding strategic deterrence in the post-Containment era.  Rosecrance argues that in a world of strategic multipolarity, “political disputes in a wider world context may be more serious than those in the traditional bipolar confrontation in Europe.”�  Waltz suggests that “in a multipolar world there are too many powers to permit any of them to draw clear and fixed lines between allies and adversaries and too few to keep the effects of defections low.”�


The analogy of the multiple scorpions in the bottle dilemma is clearly demonstrated by Waltz’s argument that “in the great power politics of a multipolar world, who is a danger to whom, and who can be expected to deal with threats and problems are matters of uncertainty.”�  Rosecrance explain that “Almost inevitably as new powers are added to the nuclear club, differences in size and quality of nuclear forces will increase greatly.  But these very disparities may make some powers vulnerable to attack by others.”�


Waltz warns that “dangers are diffused, responsibilities blurred, and definitions of vital interest easily obscured.”�  Moreover, in a world of strategic multipolarity the military requirements of deterrence will be even more daunting for a United States with global interests and commitments, for the military requirements of deterrence would require that all the scorpions in the bottle maintain an ability to retaliate against all of the remaining scorpions, including the largest ones.


Rosecrance provides us with a useful example of this complex problem.


More realistically, it requires that a state have the capacity to destroy or severely hurt any possible combination of its likely enemies.  Whether this is feasible, however, in turn depends upon the sizes and technical characteristics of deterrent forces.  If ten nuclear powers possessed 100 vulnerable SLBM and there were no more than five crucial urban targets within each power, there could be mutual multipolar deterrence.�





However, in the analogy of the scorpions in the bottle situation, the probability that this condition will exist is not promising.  Multiple nuclear powers, with varying size nuclear forces and different target sets will make mutual deterrence inconceivable.�  In the multiple scorpions in the bottle situation, to argue for the super scorpion [the United States] to maintain a position of assured vulnerability relationship vis-a-vis every other scorpion is not feasible, and to assume that a “generically rational opponent” model can provide the basis for an effective deterrence policy in this situation is indeed illogical.  Even the question of continuing to maintain a deterrence policy of mutual assured destruction under these conditions with Russia must be reexamined in a world of strategic multipolarity. 


Let us assume that under the condition of strategic multipolarity, despite the cultural and political differences among small nuclear powers, alliances are formed with stronger regional nuclear powers, what are the consequences of such a move for international stability?  Rosecrance confronts this issue and argues that “the difficulty of reconciling the political and strategic requirements of deterrent stability in multipolarity is that alliances, even tight alliances, will almost certainly be militarily necessary (though they may not be sufficient).”�  The consequences will be the appearance of a security dilemma prompting the remaining states in the region to further proliferate or counter with the forming of other military alliances.  Note the potential similarity between this situation and the appearance of highly militarized alliance systems that proceeded the outbreak of World War I.  Under these conditions, Rosecrance suggests that “the expansions of the nuclear club will probably not be consistent with the maintenance of a system-wide deterrence.”�  In summary, this retrospective historical review of the major assumptions of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm suggests that as a basis for a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity, its utility is limited or questionable at best.


DETERRENCE CHANGES IN A WORLD OF MANY SCORPIONS


When asked what he thought were the lessons of the Gulf War, the Indian military chief of staff reportedly replied, “never fight the U.S. without nuclear weapons.”�





While the “generically rational opponent” model was useful as the basis for strategic deterrence planning in the bipolar international order, the nuclear-induced stability that governed great-power relations and actions during the Cold War decades no longer exists and “In the Middle East, Northeast Asia, and Southeast Asia, nuclear weapons are viewed as a deterrent or a means of coercion based on the dynamics of regional security.”�  Indeed, a recent RAND Corporation study of this issue advised that “the United States must learn to live in a world with more nuclear powers, albeit small ones, and must adjust its foreign policy so that regional involvements occur only when very important U.S. interests are at stake.”�


That same study sought to shift the focus of the debate regarding the strategic threat from the former Soviet Union (currently the Russia Republic) to the new security environment in a world of strategic multipolarity, where numerous scorpions exist.  The study suggested that “regional nuclear confrontations will involve brinkmanship, i.e., a competition in risk-taking in which the side that is more risk acceptant and that can credibly make sufficiently devastating threats has the upper hand.”� 


Under the conditions of strategic multipolarity with numerous scorpions to contend with, the diverse factors that could logically be dismissed as factors critical to deterrence calculations are now essential in devising an effective deterrence policy.  Factors such as cultural and religious impact on decisionmaking, perceptions of reality, and risk aversion on the part of the opponents have become essential factors in deterrence calculations.


Despite the changes that have occurred in the international security order, Keith Payne warns that “The Assured Vulnerability Paradigm remains the theoretical basis for those who claim confidently, without knowledge of specific opponent or context, that because nuclear deterrence worked during the Cold War it will work in the future.”�  The flaw in this reasoning, according to Payne is that





Based on the Assured Vulnerability assumption of a generically sensible opponent, ensuring deterrence still is considered a matter of threat–so long as the United States has a nuclear retaliatory capability, “they won’t dare to provoke us in the extreme.”�





In the words of Payne, “The Assured Vulnerability paradigm is alive and well.”�  Yet, can we be confident that the capability “to squash the opponent” like a bug, “turn the opponent into a sea of radioactive glass” or “a hole in the ocean” or “erase them from the map”� will suffice to deter the new nuclear states and nonstate actors in the twenty-first century?  Even the assumption of nuclear-induced rationality may not be a valid assumption when judging the potential actions of future nuclear powers.


Kenneth Waltz writes that nations seek nuclear weapons for a variety of reasons and these factors must be taken into consideration when seeking to understand how to develop a reasonably effective deterrence approach on a regional basis.


First great powers always counter the weapons of other great powers, usually by imitating those who have introduced new weapons.


Second, a state may want nuclear weapons for fear that its great-power ally will not retaliate if the other great-power attacks.


Third, a country without nuclear allies will want nuclear weapons all the more if some of its adversaries have them.


Fourth, a country may want nuclear weapons because it lives in fear of its adversaries’ present or future conventional strength.


Fifth, some countries may find nuclear weapons a cheaper and safer alternative to running economically ruinous and militarily dangerous conventional arms race.


Sixth, countries may want nuclear weapons for offensive purpose.


Finally, by building nuclear weapons a country may hope to enhance its international standing.�


Given these rationale for acquiring nuclear weapons, the fact that the international security order is becoming more multipolar in its nature, and that the ability of the great-powers to maintain stability will be challenged, the potential for further nuclear proliferation is inevitable.  The RAND study cites three conditions that complicate the task of devising an effective deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity.


Many regional adversaries are willing to take substantial risks because they frequently enter crises out of a desire to avert some loss, e.g. a lost of territory, power relative to external threats, or the regime’s hold on domestic political power.


Regional opponents may display considerable resolve because regional crises typically involve their core interests.


Nuclear weapons give regional powers the means to inflict substantial costs on the United States—costs that outweigh U.S. interests in many areas of the globe.�





Providing an effective strategic deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity will require U.S. planners to access the deterrence requirements sufficiently to deter a number of potentially diverse regional nuclear powers.  Thus, understanding the character and motivations of potential adversaries is essential criteria for assessing the threats each poses for U.S. interests.


In the bipolar world of the Cold War, this task was rather simple compared to the current situation, given that the Soviet leadership’s character and motivations, estimate of risk taking and perceptions of strategic reality were largely understood by U.S. policy makers.  In a world of numerous regional nuclear powers the task of deterring the leadership of potential adversaries is multiplied ten-fold, given that a comparable opportunity to develop confidence-building measures to reduce risk has not existed.


If, the RAND study has correctly analyzed the critical factors that distinguish regional nuclear powers from those governing the strategic relationship that existed between the Soviet Union and the United States, the logic of the multiple scorpions in the bottle analogy would suggest a difficult future for international stability, and a declining ability on the part of the United States to influence events and project powers in regions of interests.


The essential criteria for developing an effective deterrence approach for a world of strategic multipolarity are to develop the necessary resources, both human and technological, that will enhance a policymakers’ ability to (1) assess character and motivation of regional nuclear adversaries, (2) develop ways of making deterrence threats credible and (3) acquire the military capabilities tailored to credibly implement denial and punishment strategies.�


Thus, the essential task for developing an effective deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity rest with devising a strategy with both political and military dimensions that focus on a number of criteria that were only marginally considered during the Cold War era.  In a world of diverse regional nuclear powers and non-state actors with access to weapons of mass destruction, the “generically rational opponent” model is unacceptable as a basis for deterrence.


The 1994 RAND Corporation study of “U.S. Regional Deterrence Strategies” by Kenneth Watman and Dean Wilkening concluded that at the conventional level


There are substantial reasons to suspect, a priori, that the most effective strategies for deterring regional adversaries from threatening U.S. interests may be different from the U.S. deterrence strategy directed at the Soviet Union during the Cold War.  This is because many fundamental assumptions about conflict with the Soviet Union, which underpinned U.S. deterrence, may not hold when deterrence is applied for very different purposes against very different types of states and regimes. �


The same holds true at the strategic level, and the criteria for deterring conventional threats from diverse regimes are also applicable to developing deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity.  Watman and Wilkening outline the assumptions behind the conventional deterrence problems facing U.S. policy makers and contrast each with potential conventional opponents in a regional context.  They argue that “The assumptions behind deterrence of the Soviet Union can be sorted into three categories.”�  The following charts reflect and contrast these assumptions with regional regimes and their potential application for use at the strategic level.


The apparent willingness to engage in substantial risk-taking on the part of potential regional nuclear regime leaders is clearly related to their perceptions of the perceived interest at stake, not only for the survival of their regime but also of the perceived U.S. interests at stake.  During the Cold War there was a sense of compatibility of perceived strategic reality on the part of both the Soviet and U.S. leadership—the stakes were similar.  By contrast, there is little evidence that a compatibility of perception of reality exists between the calculus of interests on the part of Saddam Hussian of Iraq and the U.S. leadership.  Eight years and millions of U.S. dollars and two Presidents have not been able to alter Saddam’s perceptions of reality. 


Another criteria for devising an effective deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity is United States interests.  Chart 2 compares the interests of the U.S. and those of the potential new diverse nuclear states.


Clearly the assumptions underpinning deterrence in an environment of strategic multipolarity poses new challenges for U.S. defense planners.  William C. Martel argues that “deterrence fundamentally involves the core values of societies; that is, societies have different notions of the relationship between the use of military force and political ends.  Second, the rational pursuit of political ends does not exclude risking the survival of society.”��
Chart 1:  U.S. Assumptions Underpinning Strategic Deterrence in Worlds of Strategic Bipolarity and Strategic Multipolarity


Strategic Bipolarity					Strategic Multipolarity


Character and Motivation (USSR)				Character and Motivations


1. Assumed the Soviet leadership understood the danger		1. Leaders of many Third World states may not have a


and capabilities of modern weapons.  Therefore the U.S.		good understanding of modern military capabilities


had little concern that a deterrent strategy based on		especially the advanced conventional weapons


nuclear weapons would be minimized by the Soviet		fielded in the past decades or so. [ thus, prone to 


leadership.							increased risk-taking]


2. Assumed that the Soviet leadership valued the Soviet		2. In many Third World regimes, there may be little


population and economy.  Also assumed that the Soviet		analogous sense of responsibility or duty toward


Union leadership felt some responsibility for the			the population and its welfare.


welfare of the Soviet people and that the future of the


Soviet Union as a model to be emulated mattered.


3. Throughout most of the Cold War, U.S. strategy was		3. Many Third World states may be chronically


based on the assumption that the Soviet Union was		dissatisfied with their status quo and its future


satisfied with its status quo and its future prospects		prospects.  Thus, a belief that one’s status quo and


that it would not run great risks that might			prospects are marginal can be associated with a


jeopardize them [risk-aversion rather than risk-prone].		propensity for risk-taking.  By definition, states 


willing to accept risks are more difficult to deter, other 


things being equal.


This chart was developed from Kenneth Watman and Dean Wilkening study, U.S. Regional Deterrence Strategies, (Santa Monica: Rand, Arroyo Center, 3-6.  This author would argue that these factors apply equally at the strategic level where numerous potential new nuclear states exist.





Chart Two:  United States Interests at Stake


Strategic Bipolarity					Strategic Multipolarity 


U.S. retaliatory threats to deter Soviet nuclear attack	In almost all regional crises, threats to U.S. national


against the United States were deemed to be highly	interests will not be of similar magnitude. The problem 


credible because the interests at stake could not have	may be exacerbated by the fact that nuclear weapons


been greater for the United States.			frequently will not be the weapon of choice for U.S.


deterrent threats. Conventional forces, though more 


credible, may not appear sufficiently threatening to


deter regional adversaries.





The cost-benefit analysis assessment assumed by the “generically rational opponent” model would be unsatisfactory in this situation because the calculation of cost, while reflecting time, resources, casualties, political support, will have different values in some non-western oriented societies.  This is not a trivial matter for one has only to recalled the initial reactions of U.S. military personnel to the Japanese Kamikaze attacks on the fleet off Okinawa during the Second World War.  More contemporary events are the terrorist bombing of the Marine Barracks and other terrorist activities that suggest that western traditions regarding the value of human life are calculated differently.  Thus, an understanding of culture is essential to devising a deterrence strategy within a regional context.





Source: Kenneth Watman and Dean Wilkening, U.S. Regional Deterrence Strategies (Santa Monica: RAND, Arroyo Center, 1994), 6-7.


�
For many Americans the idea of pursuing political ends that risk the survival of society suggests a measure of irrationality.  Martel argues however that “The universal view of deterrence can be challenged, therefore, by recognizing the possibility that there may be societal conceptions of rational behavior that instrumentally include the potential for societal destruction in the pursuit of societal goals.”�


The problem with the American view is that “deterrence, in theory and practice, is largely an expression of politics in the United States.  Deterrence theory matched the status quo orientation and risk-averse political interest of the United States and even the Soviet Union.”�  Clearly, those Third World states that may acquire nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction and are dissatisfied with their status quo or future prospects may not embrace Brodie’s image of deterrence rationality.  This image is questionable, for as Martel explains


The Brodie image, however, rests on an implicit assumption that there is no greater good than preservation of society itself.  War can be fought at great expense, but it is fought to forward the interests of the surviving society.  What constitutes rational behavior is limited by what preserves society.�





Watman and Wilkening suggest “In many Third World regimes there may be little analogous sense of responsibility or duty toward the population and its welfare”� on the part of the leader.  The preservation of the leader’s power structure or survival of his/her clan or immediate supporters may take priority over the survival of society prompting an increased tendency for risk-taking.  Indeed, Watman and Wilkening stress that 


Such leaders regard their states more as a private preserve than a personal trust.  As a result, deterrence based on threats to these populations and economies may be without much coercive power.  One must be skeptical that threats to 





destroy the civilian electric power grid would have been very effective against Papa Doc Duvalier or Idi Amin.�





Thus, any new approach to developing a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity must include an analysis of factors that received scant attention during the period of strategic bipolarity.  Factors such as society’s culture, perceptions of leadership values, the domestic decisionmaking process, influences of leadership power relationships, and the role of the military elites are all essential to deterrence policy.


In the period of strategic bipolarity these factors were of little importance simply because culture was not a critical factor nor were there major efforts to allocate the necessary human and material resources to analyze their impact on the Soviet leadership’s decisionmaking process.  The interests and stakes of the two dominating superpowers were similar, and the “generically rational opponents” model did not require an extensive assessment of other nuclear actors in the Cold War decades.


The utility of the “generically rational opponent” model is questionable as a basis for deterrence in a world where numerous regional nuclear states exist.  The United States defense planners must be prepared to allocate more human and technological resources to developing a profile of potential nuclear adversaries.  A critical factor must be the development of an ability to assess the risk-taking propensities of the new leaders among the regional nuclear states.  While this study does not offer a prescription for this problem, it nevertheless suggests that this is one of the essential areas for future research.


The “generically rational opponent” model does not confront this problem of risk-taking as a critical factor, for it is a product of strategic bipolar thinking, whereas in the world of strategic multipolarity the importance of assessing risk-taking is critical.  For those analysts of the post-Cold War generation, one might suggest that culture and risk-taking are linked.  A historical example of the influence of culture on risk-taking is the decision of Japan to go to war with the United States in 1941.


It was unique, then and perhaps because the Japanese character was unique. Like their soldiers killing themselves in battle rather than accepting the disgrace of defeat or imprisonment, Japan’s militarist chieftain preferred a kind of national hara-kiri to a meek and submissive return to the secondary status reserved for her by Western powers.�





A contemporary example of the importance of culture is reflected in the Afgan and Gulf Wars. Samuel P. Huntington writes in his book, The Clash of Civilizations: Remaking of World Order, that


The Afgan War became a civilization war because Muslims everywhere saw it as such and rallied against the Soviet Union. The Gulf War became a civilization war because the West intervened militarily in a Muslim conflict. Westerners overwhelmingly supported that intervention, and Muslims throughout the world came to see that intervention as a war against them and rallied against what they saw as one more instance of Western imperialism.�





If Huntington is correct in his argument that “Military security throughout the world increasingly depends not on the global distribution of power and the actions of superpowers but on the distribution of power within each region of the world and the actions of the core states of civilization,”� the impact of culture takes on new implications for deterrence theory.�


Understanding the objectives of regional powers becomes essential for developing a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity, and as Wilkening and Watman suggest “regional states will likely use nuclear threats for political or strategic purposes to ‘shape’ the conflict in such a way that they can prevail.”�  This leads to three objectives, (1) to deter U.S. intervention within the region,(2) to intimidate U.S. allies within the region, and (3) to ensure the survival of the state or regime from external threats, specifically, to prevent the United States from seeking unconditional surrender or the ouster of the leadership as a condition for an armistice.”� 


Given these objectives, the question of the risk new nuclear states will be willing to run should be an essential part of any deterrence calculations.  Yaacov Y. I. Vertzberger suggests in his study of risk and decisionmaking that “on the whole, a rational choice approach to risk in foreign policy decisionmaking fails to capture its complexity.  A more sophisticated, contingent and empirically grounded theory of risk judgement and risk-preference formation in foreign policy decisionmaking is required.”�


While this study briefly examines the impact of culture on risk-taking, it remains for a more extensive study of the other factors such as the decisionmakers’ cognition, motivation, and personality on decisions of high risk.  This study will briefly relate culture and risks to the problem of providing a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity.  Yaacov Y.I. Vertzberger provides an excellent analysis of risk-taking and decisionmaking in his book, Risk Taking and Decisionmaking:  Foreign Military Intervention Decisions. 


In a world of strategic multipolarity, Vertzberger’s description of risk will assist policymakers in understanding the dilemma they will confront in a world of multiple regional nuclear states and non-state actors.  Vertzberger writes that


Risk, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder.  This important fact raises two sequential questions, one cognitive and the other behavioral.  First, what causes a situation, or an opportunity for decision, to be perceived as risky.  A second, once a situation is defined as risky, how do decisionmakers cope with it.  These questions involve risk judgement and risk acceptability, which are related but not always tightly interdependent; similar risk assessments by 





individual decisionmakers do not necessarily trigger identical behavior responses.�





This very fact suggests that the major assumption underpinning the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm is at best questionable as a useful basis for a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity for its emphasis on the “generically rational opponent” model precludes inputs regarding diverse multiple risk factors and different actors.


Vertzberger’s study is important for policy makers contemplating the influence of risk-taking as a factor in developing a deterrence response to the character and motivation of leaders of potential nuclear states in a world of strategic multipolarity.  Vertzberger offers insight to the complex problem of risk-taking analysis when he argues that “Culture plays a role in molding perceptions of risk and in defining risks as acceptable or not.”�


He further suggests that “by providing filters through which people look at the world, culture may affect the assignment of all three components of risk.  Whether particular consequences will be considered adverse or benign, and to what extent, is influenced by culture.”�  Vertzberger provides several examples of how culture can affect decisionmaking regarding risk-averse or risk-acceptance.


For example, the value of human life varies across cultures.  In cultures that put a high premium on life, decisions involving risk to lives produce a risk-averse propensity, whereas in cultures that put a low premium on life, similar decisions do not preclude a risk-acceptant propensity.�





Is this the source of the constraints imposed by the American people regarding military interventions that may result in high casualties?  Recall the events that led up to the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Somali.  Is this reflective of a cultural norm?  Vertzberger suggests that “Not only is risk assessment culture-bound, but the preferred strategy of coping with risk sometimes depends on attitudes rested in cultural norms about the desirability of risk acceptance and risk aversion.”�


In contemplating development of an effective strategic deterrence policy for deterring new nuclear states, policy makers must develop techniques for assessing the impact of culture and risk-taking, for as Vertzberger explains, 


All else being equal, dissimilar strategic culture should result in dissimilar strategic and operational dispositions.  For example, preferences for a high-risk versus a low-risk military strategy and the estimate of the probability of success for each depends on the value attributed to risk acceptance (or even risk seeking) and risk aversion.�





In a world of strategic multipolarity, the stakes are too high to neglect all essential factors that contribute to providing a deterrence policy that can cope with the multiple nuclear actors that may challenge the United States in the twenty-first century.  Assessing the threats in this new environment from the perspective of a “generically rational opponent” model will not be sufficient to provide for the security of the United States, nor protect its global interests.


This retrospective historical approach to examining the basis assumption of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm in a world of strategic multipolarity has clearly indicated that the problem is more complex than in a world of strategic bipolarity.  Whereas the “generically rational opponent” model that underpinned the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm provided a sense of applicability during the decades of the Cold War, its utility for providing the basis for a deterrence policy in a world of strategic multipolarity is questionable at best.


While the end of the Cold War would suggest that the strategic nuclear force structure that evolved in a world of strategic bipolarity was successful in deterring general nuclear war between the Soviet Union and the United States, the question facing defense planners in the latter part of the twentieth century is whether the current strategic nuclear force structure is compatible with the complex demands of deterrence in a world of many scorpions.


CONFRONTING SCORPIONS: THE CHALLENGE FOR STRATEGIC FORCES IN STRATEGIC MULTIPOLARITY





Question:  Can the traditional deterrence calculations and assumptions that underpinned our deterrence policy provide the basis for an effective strategic force structure tasked with deterring the new regional nuclear states and non-state actors in a world of strategic multipolarity?





In the world of strategic bipolarity and the assumption of a “generically rational opponent” model, U.S. strategic forces provided a deterrence designed to convince the Soviet leadership that acts of aggression against central Europe or the United States would pose unacceptable risk to them of assured destruction.  During this period of strategic bipolarity, the U.S. decisionmakers developed a clear idea of what our deterrence strategy should accomplish.  They placed a high value on preventing attacks on the U.S. and its allies, and having one major adversary to contend with simplified the task in that our policy makers believed with a high degree of confidence how deterrence should work.


The U.S. was able to develop a list of strategic assets on which the Soviet civilian and military leadership placed a high value, and developed a strategic force structure that would credibly threaten those assets with assured destruction.  In a world of strategic bipolarity, the U.S. policy makers believed that the Soviet leadership valued most highly four principal categories of targets.


Strategic nuclear forces


Leadership


War-Supporting Industries


Other military Target Sets





These criteria established what type and number of strategic forces the U.S. would deploy.  While there were debates regarding the deterrence approaches—i.e. MAD, Minimum Deterrence, and Warfighting—the assumptions that underpinned the strategy remained quite constant during the 45 years of the Cold War.  To insure a credible deterrence, the U.S. maintained a strategic force structure that is reflected in Chart Three below.  The Cold War strategic force structure in 1992 is contrasted with the current strategic force structure of 1999.


Chart Three reflects the end of the strategic confrontation that existed between the United States and the Soviet Union.  The world of strategic bipolarity has been fundamentally altered with the end of the Cold War and the current lack of concern for deterring a large-scale Russian attack on the U.S. or central Europe.  While Americans are justified in feeling some measure of relief and relaxation with the end of the Cold War, they should never take peace for granted.  The Russian Republic and the People’s Republic of China still retain the capabilities to inflict massive destruction on U.S. society.


In the world of strategic bipolarity and its “generically rational opponent” model that underpinned our deterrence policy during the Cold War, we could afford to discount or reduce to a lower level of priority the growing threats from North Korea and other states that were seeking to develop a nuclear capability.  Indeed, U.S. planners seem to have based their actions on the assumption that the Soviet Union and China could constrain their client states and that our deterrence strategy could prevent any new problems. �



Chart Three:  U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces: Cold War to Post-Cold War Era





Cold War Strategic Nuclear Forces 1992			Current U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces 1999





Land-Based ICBMs		930			Land-Based ICBMs		


							    Minutemen III ( 3 warheads)		500


							    Peacekeeping (10 warheads )		  50





Strategic Bombers		213			Heavy Bombers (total Aircraft Inventory)


							    B-52		 			  94


							    B-1					  43


							    B-2					  21





Submarine-Launched


Ballistic Missiles			464			Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (Operational)


							    Trident				432





Source:  Strategic Assessment 1999:  Priorities for a Turbulent World (Washington DC:  Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, 1999), 278.  “During the Cold War, strategic forces accounted for about 7.2 percent of DOD’s budget. Today, they account for about 2.6 percent.”








�
In a world of strategic multipolarity, the question is whether our current strategic nuclear forces, developed to meet Cold War deterrence goals in a bipolar international environment are appropriate to providing a credible deterrence in a world of many scorpions.  Therefore it is essential to reassess the utility of the current strategic force structure in providing a credible deterrence to the new regional nuclear powers and non-state actors that have acquired or will acquire weapons of mass destruction and pose a challenge to U.S. interests in the twenty-first century. 


Whereas, in the world of strategic bipolarity and a “generically rational opponent” model it was sufficient to base the strategic forces on their potential for destroying the Soviet Union’s strategic nuclear forces, leadership, war-supporting industries and other military target sets, there is no assurance that these categories will remain relevant in a world of strategic multipolarity. In their 1995 study of nuclear deterrence in a regional context, Wilkening and Watman write that “Suffice it to say that the opinions one frequently hears often reflect attitudes shaped during the Cold War and, consequently, may not be relevant to future regional opponents.”�


While this study’s objective is not to conduct an extensive analysis of the U.S. strategic nuclear force structure, it does suggest that the dilemma U.S. defense planners will face in a world of strategic multipolarity can be illustrated again by the multiple scorpions in the bottle analogy.  The U.S. will have to develop a deterrence strategy for deterring the Russians with their massive nuclear forces and within a decade or so a Chinese threat.  At this same time the deterrence force must be capable of deterring a number of smaller regional nuclear powers whose goals are regionally oriented rather than global.


This will require a deterrence strategy whose characteristics suggest a two tiered approach—deterrence of the Russian and Chinese threats through a first-tiered policy of MAD and a different approach at the second-tier level.  In the world of strategic multipolarity the main challenge will be deterrence of the second-tier nuclear states, and assessing the role that culture plays in determining the diverse regional leaders value systems and risk-taking propensities will be essential.


Moreover, an in-depth study of the impact of culture on each potential adversary state’s leadership should be given priority and research for such investigation should be funded and the findings used to form a data base for developing alternative policies for deterring the diverse leaders that will acquire nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.


Let us revisit the multiple scorpions in the bottle analogy.  When confronting the single scorpion (USSR) the outcome of an attack was clearly predictable; however, in a world of multiple scorpions, questions of where and when an attack will come is debatable.  Questions of how many strategic forces are sufficient to deter and whom to focus your deterrence strategy at are clearly questions that must be addressed.  The question of how much is enough, is not sufficient, for as Keith Payne suggests in his book, Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, “Assuming a generically sensible foe will present considerable risks.  In contrast to past practice, deterrence goals of the second nuclear age will require devoting at least as much attention to the question ‘how much do you know’ of the opponent as to the traditional question ‘How much is enough.’”�


TOWARD A NEW DETERRENCE APPROACH: DETERRING SCORPIONS IN A WORLD OF MULTIPOLARITY





This study has proceeded from the premise that the proliferation of nuclear weapons is inevitable and that the analogy of two nuclear armed superpowers confronting each other in a situation that is analogous to two scorpions in a bottle poised to strike, yet, each knowing that if either strikes the other will respond and the demise of both is assured will not be a valid assumption in the twenty-first century.  That situation existed in a world of strategic bipolarity, whereas in the future the United States will confront a world of strategic multipolarity where there will be a number of regional nuclear states and quite likely non-state actors that may have access to nuclear weapons.


This condition may best be described as two large scorpions in a bottle surrounded by numerous smaller but just as deadly scorpions.  In this world of strategic multipolarity where a number of regional nuclear states may confront the United States and its allies a new assessment of deterrence policy and strategic nuclear force structure is required.  Indeed, the inability of the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm to provide a useful basis for a deterrence strategy should prompt a reassessment of all elements of our strategic forces and policies.


Clearly the evidence would suggest that the main assumption of a “generically rational opponent” model will not suffice to provide guidance for policymakers in a world of strategic multipolarity.  The inevitable proliferation of nuclear armed states suggests that U.S. decision makers will have to devise a deterrence approach for deterring on a two-tiered level.  The Cold War, Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) approach may still have viability for deterring the Russian strategic nuclear threat and a potential People’s Republic of China threat, a first-tier problem.


The criteria for deterring second-tier nuclear armed states will present a more complex problem for the United States cannot risk its security to a deterrence strategy based on a mutual vulnerability relationship with these states.  It must develop a deterrence strategy and associated force structure that maintain a warfighting capability vis-a-vis any regional or combination of regional nuclear powers.  This raises a number of questions, the least of which is predicting the reactions of the Russian leadership to the U.S. development of a strategic force structure sufficient to deter any combination of regional nuclear states.  Will maintaining a warfighting capacity sufficient to deter numerous smaller nuclear states create the perception of vulnerability on the part of the Russian Republic?  Indeed, in a world of strategic multipolarity, where there are many small yet deadly scorpions, how can the super scorpion (USA) determine how much is enough or which scorpion or scorpions represents the major threat.  


This study does not conclude that the deterrence role must be limited to strategic nuclear forces for providing deterrence.  It does suggest that the historical record does not support the proposition that conventional deterrence has prevented wars among great powers.  Indeed, one might suggest that it was only with the advent of nuclear weapons that deterrence has prevented major wars between great and superpowers.  The current U.S. strategic force structure is designed as a hedge against the rise of a single peer competitor and at the strategic level, the People’s Republic of China must be added to that list. Even under the START II or START III arms control agreements, the U.S. will maintain sufficient strategic forces to deter an attack on the U.S. or its allies by either power.  Thus, the MAD strategy will suffice as a deterrent of first-tier nuclear states.  First-tier threats can be deterred by the current strategic forces of ICBMs and strategic nuclear submarines.


Second-tier states will present a more complicated problem in that the Cold War deterrence approaches and assumptions may not provide a suitable deterrence policy to base a strategic force structure on, given the diverse factors discussed throughout this study.  While the current force structure will provide for deterring a tier-one nuclear-armed state, the emphasis must shift when providing deterrence for second-tier states.


Within the capabilities and limitations imposed by regional objectives, the probability of a leader in a second-tier state being deterred from regional aggression by the threat of a massive U.S. nuclear ICBM or SLBM attack on its population centers or even the possibility of causing large numbers of civilian casualties is not credible.  Indeed, without a strategic nuclear triad the U.S. would be constrained in its ability to response to both a first-tier or second-tier nuclear threat.


One approach to the dilemma of multiple scorpions in a bottle is an Adaptive Strategic Options (ASO) approach.  This approach would not depend on a “generically rational opponent” model for planning and would allow for a more flexible response by the National Command Authority.  The Adaptive Strategic Options approaches would be based on the following:


Distinction between strategic and tactical levels should be discarded.


Deterrence should focus on a declaratory policy which stresses the use of strategic bombers, cruise missiles and precision-guided weapons and sub-nuclear weapons as credible threats.


Emphases on modernizing the strategic bomber forces and upgrading the power plants (B-52s and B-2s ), communication/electronic systems, and strategic cruise missiles and precision-guided weapons.


A key factor is the development of a capacity to analyze cultural factors that will shape the leaders’ decision-making process.  Predicting the leaders’ risk-taking propensities is essential in developing an approach to deterring regional leaders.


Develop a database that can be used to develop targeting plans and deterrence strategies for deterring second-tier state leaders.


Consider maintaining a separate strategic bomber force for strategic nuclear missions.


The strategic triad is still essential to providing an effective deterrence to first- and second-tier nuclear states and must be maintained.





The concept of “strategic” has been associated with long-ranged strikes and did not encompass support for ground troops or local battlefield operations.  Strategic forces were seen as intercontinental in nature, having the capability to destroy strategic targets such as industrial, strategic weapons systems, and strategic command and control facilities.  The strategic nuclear forces were specifically designated to attack targets in the Soviet Union that represented those that are most valued by the Soviet leadership.  In the Cold War era, previously designated strategic forces such as the ICBMs, strategic bomber forces and the strategic nuclear submarines were assigned to Strategic Air Command (SAC) with specific SIOP designated targets.


However, the recent conflict in Kosova provides an example of the new application of strategic air power and strategic bombers. B2 bombers carried out long-range strike missions from their state side base at Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri. Their superior performance and precision-guided weapons would suggest that “strategic” has now encompassed the “tactical” and that the new generation of cruise missiles and precision-guided conventional weapons has reduced the gap between what is a “strategic” vs. “tactical” mission.


The B-52 and B2 bombers carried out conventional bombing missions with great efficiency and demonstrated the long reach of U.S. air power.  The military drawdown after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War has meant the closing of numerous overseas bases, and this factor will increase the demand for power projection from the continental United States.  In designing a strategic deterrence policy for deterring second-tier nuclear states the ability to strike from the U.S. will be an essential capability in the coming decades.  Forward basing may not be available and strategic bombing will take on added importance.  Thus, the traditional distinction between strategic and tactical should be discarded in planning deterrence strategies for deterring second-tier regional nuclear states.


While the strategic ICBM and nuclear submarine forces will suffice for deterring first-tier nuclear powers and contribute to the deterrence of second-tier nuclear powers such as North Korea, their utility in deterring second tier regional nuclear states may be limited.  The flexibility and diversity of weapon systems of the strategic bomber forces will be the most credible deterrent for countering the threats of regional nuclear states.  The strategic reach of the bomber forces will provide the National Command Authority with increased choices, flexibility in planning and a credible response while shaping regional leaders’ behavior. 


Therefore, a deterrence strategy for deterring the new nuclear states in the coming decades will require the modernization of the strategic bomber force, upgrading of their power plants, communication/electronic systems, and strategic cruise missiles and precision guided weapons.  In addition, further development of sub-nuclear weapons will be necessary to provide a credible threat to deep underground command and control facilities and nuclear weapons sites. 


Most essentially, the Adaptive Strategic Option (ASO) approach will require the development of a capacity to analyze cultural factors that will shape the leaders’ decision-making process and of key importance is predicting the leaders’ risk-taking propensities.  The development of a database that contains these factors will enhance the development of targeting plans for deterring second-tier regional nuclear states.


While the Adaptive Strategic Options (ASO) approach is advanced as a recommendation, it is not the intent of this project to develop a full model for forming the basis for deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity.  It is merely suggested that these factors will be essential to providing a credible deterrence approach for the twenty-first century world with new nuclear states that may pose a threat to United States interests.  However, the conclusion of this study is that the Assured Vulnerability Paradigm and its major assumption of a “generically rational opponent” cannot provide a useful basis for deterrence in a world of strategic multipolarity.


	This author would suggest that decisionmakers should heed the advice of Will Rogers.  He is reported to have stated that “Diplomacy is the art of saying ‘nice doggie’ until you can find a rock.”�  It is suggested that in a world of strategic multipolarity, a few of those rocks must be nuclear.  
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