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CRITERIA FOR DETERRENCE

1. You have asked in particular for DIS comment on paragraphs 10

- and 13 of your draft. In paragraph 10 I believe that a short

statement on Soviet policies would be useful but I suggest that
the point would be adequately covered by your text omitting the
first, second and last sentences and by amending the phrase
urather than ..., control” in lines 6-9 to read "using whatever -
weapons are necessary”. On your first sentence 1 am not sure

that the issue could be clarified by such evidence. A distinction

must be made between declared policy and the implications which
may be drawn by commentators. You have to some extent blurred
this distinction in paragraph 9 since your first proposition
represents official US policy and the second the assessment of
non-official observers - which may or may not get more truly to
the heart of the matter. The quite extensive Soviet comment on
the 1974 US selective targetting doctrine has been exclusively
concerned with the proposition that this makes the use of nuclear
weapons more likely and lowers the muclear theshold., To this
extent one might argue that the NATO debate has raised the :
credibility of the deterrent. However once again one is faced by
the possible division between an official statement - which is the
only comment allowed to be published in the USSR - and the private
thoughts of analysts and indeed policy-makers. On your second
gsentence I suggest the evidence is less conflicting than you
imply, especially if the conventional level is included. There

is ample proof to show that, perhaps independently, perhaps in
reaction to MC 14/3, the Warsaw Pact since the middle-late 1960s
has prepared for a possible initial gonventional phase to fighting
in Burope. We also believe, on less firm evidence, that the
USSR makes a distinction between theatre use of nurlear weanons
and the intercontinental strategic exchange. The real obscurity
is over the scale of employment once nuclear relaase has been
authorised. There is certainly no evidence for limited or
demonstrative use. We assess that these weapons would be

used at the level necessary to ensure military success but this
phraseclogy should not be read to imply necessarily indiscriminate
blanket bombing of the entire area of NATO Burope. It follows
from this that we do not accept that the Russians are not concerned
with escalation control, they are certainly concerned to avoid
escelation — which may be in technical strategic theory lanpguage
not quite the same thing. Hence the proposed amended phrase.

On your last sentence I doubt whether we would get firm evidence
of Russian risk-taking until they actually did vomething. However,
they follow Weatern policy debates very .tlosely and it is quite
apparent that they have appreciated that the 19505 US doctrine

of massive retaliation sgainst Russian territory in response to
any hostile act anywhere in the world is now guite dead, Their
recent actions in Angola and Ethiopia demonstrate this,
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