UNIT 5 TYPES OF WAR: CONVENTIONAL WAR,
LIMITED WAR AND NUCLEAR WAR

Structure

5.1 Introduction
5.2 Warsin the Nuclear Age: An Historical introduction
5.3 Conventional War in the Nuclear Age
54 Regiona Conflicts
55 Limited War
5.5.1 Determinants of Policy
5.5.2 The Limitation Process
553 The Concept of Escalation
56 Nuclear Wa
56.1 Understanding Key Concepts

56.2 Strategies
5.7 Summary
58 Exercises

BTN E T M e — —

5.1 INTRODUCTION

e

Discussion about contemporary warfare in the nuclear ageis usually done at two levels:
Onethat seeks to explain the continuation of conventional warfarethat continued to dominate
the pattern of conflicts after the Second World War. I n this discussion one sees the manner
in which conventional warfare continued despite the induction of the nuclear weapons that
were supposed to make conventional warfare obsolete. Discussionis also focussed on the
way in which nuclear weapons did, however, seek to put limitations on the concepts of
total war that had been thefeature of the two great wars. This brought forward the concept
of 'Limited War'. Further one would also have to look at the concept of nuclear war.
While one may recognise that in the post Hiroshima-Nagasaki day's nuclear weapons have
not been used, one would have to look at the reasons as to the avoidance of the use of
these weapons of mass destruction. I1n seeking answers to this question, one would have
to look at the concepts of nuclear strategy that made this peculiar situation of building up
of anuclear arsena for its non-use areality.

Thus, when we seek to categorise wars we make adistinction between ‘total’ wars and
limited” wars. The basis of this categorisation was the position of the two superpowers,
USA and USSR on concerned war. A total war was one which involved attacks on the
homelandsof the two superpowers. It was total because there was no limitation placed on
either the objectives of war or the means used to cnnduct it. A limited war on the other
hand was a conflict in which the homelands of the two superpowerswerenot involved in .
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the conflict. The war was limited bothin the objectivesof the war and the means used to
fight it: The aternative terms used to describe these wars are 'general war' for the term
total war and 'local war' for the term limited war.

The second level of discussion focuses on an entirely new pattern of warfare that has
emerged in the post-war era. This warfareiswithin the broad ambit of ‘internal security’
and covers such types of wars like revolutionary wars, civil wars, insurgency, and the
modern era asymmetric warfareof and on terrorism. This unit focuseson thefirst level of
‘thinkingon warfare and as such discussesthefollowing types of warfare: Conventional war
finthe nuclear age), Limited War, and Nuclear War.

5.2 WARS IN THE NUCLEAR AGE: AN HISTORICAL
INTRODUCTION

Approachesto understandingwarfarein theimmediate years after the Second World War
-had aresidua impact of the experiences of the two Great Wars. These wars were 'total
wars’  that the countries had putin al their productivity into the war effort and the war
was waged amost globally. Theories of air power and mechanised warfare were most
significant during theinter-war years. General Arnold of the United States had argued that
atomic energy had made air power all-important. The Finletter Report (USA, 1948) also
focussed on air power as the base of military security. One of thefirst books on nuclear
strategy published in 1959 by Bernard Brodie had emphasised the links between World
War theoriesof strategicbombing and post-war nuclear srategy. Infact, until the appearance
of the hydrogen bombin 1952, the victorsaf the Second World War had continued to train
their forcesin thetraditional patternsof air, sea and land campaigns.

But theintroduction of nuclear weaponsin the United States and the Soviet Union had led

: to two beliefs: that conventional land warfare had now become obsolete and that the
possession of the atomic bomb conferred immunity from attack or exceptional power base
to the countries concerned. The Korean War (1950-53) shattered both these myths. The
Americans sought to keep the war limited for two reasons. They wanted to avoid adirect
confrontation: with the Soviets and also avoid along drawn out war with China. Consequently
the Korean War was fought on traditional lines- the war stabilised around the 18" Parallel
with both sides seeking to gain and consolidatetheir positions along the parald. Still, itis
thelessons of Koreaand related devel opmentsaround the early 1950 that led to an effort
to integrate nuclear weaponsin military strategy.

The devel opments of the 1950s were to contribute to arethinking on the way countries
‘were t0 use their armed forces in the future. The Americans were determined to ensure
that tH8 would now not get bogged down in an outdated form of warfare and suffer
casualties as they did in Korea. On the European front, the Americans faced Soviet
reluctance to withdraw their forces from Eastern Europe. The communist revolution in
Chinabrought Mao Tse-tung to power, while the imperial pbwers werefast losing their
coloniesin Asa The Sovietsentered the atomic age and within ashort period the Americans
were confronted with areality of nuclear weaponson both sidesof theideological divide.

In 1950, Liddell Hart, in his collected essaystitled, 'Defence d the West', argued that
nuclear weapons had not made other weapons obsol ete. He also cautioned that the West
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must not place too much reliance on the nuclear weapons. He argued that the Sovietswere
far less vulnerableto nuclear attacks than the Western countries. In any case, the possession
of nuclear weapons by both the sides had ensured that they would deter the countriesfrom
using them. Hart disagreed with the perception of Field Marshal Montgomery who had
talked of an Allied victory in a possible World Wer I1I. He recognised that an all out total
war with nuclear weaponswould be disastrous. He argued in favour of tryingto limit war.

The mid fiftiesprovided some other experiencesthat were to contribute to the understanding
of war in the nuclear age. The Korean War had proved that possessionof nuclear weapons
had proved irrelevant to the direction that the war eventually took. In Vietnam, the French
suffered a humiliating defeat at Dien Bien Phu in 1954. The eventual withdrawal of the
French from Vietnam and the entry of Americansdid not see the use of nuclear weapons
here. The considerationsthat had |ed President Truman to avoid the deployment of nuclear
weapons in Korea and those that persuaded President Eisenhower to desist from using
them in Vietnam in 1955 were essentially the same. Both sought to limit the war for
strategic reasons: in order to avoid adirect confrontation with either Soviets or along
drawn out war with China. In the Suez war of 1956, the Anglo French forces were under
similar constraint. They could not use nuclear weapons; they also could not direct air
strikes against civilian targets due to domestic and international pressures.

5.3 CONVENTIONAL WAR IN THE NUCLEAR AGE

Conventional warfarehas witnessed three important watershedsin its evol ution during the
last three hundred years. Thefirst generation warfarereflected the tactics of theera of the
smoothbore musket, the tactics of the line and column. These tactics were a product of
the technology of the days - the line maximised the firepower. The second-generation
warfare was aproduct of the rifled musket, breechloaders, barbed wire, machine gun and
indirect fire. Tactics were based on the ability of movement that the new technology
provided. Therewas anincreased reliance on artillery in the second generation, as compared
to the infantry that had been the mainstay of thefirst generation. Farepower had replaced
manpower. The third generation warfare continued to use the technological base of the
earlier period. Its reliance on massive firepower continued to become more sophisticated
with better technology. The real change in the third generation came in the concepts and
ideas of warfare. The Germans for example developed radically new tactics based on
manoeuvre rather than attrition: the blitzkrieg is one classic example.

Today, we areentering into the fourth generation warfare methods. Thiseraislikely to see
the battlefield include the entire society rather than the restricted battlefield of the earlier
generations. It would also see a decreased dependence on centralised logistics. The military
machineis likely to be leaner and technolngically sophisticated ascompared to the mass
armies of theearlier days. Another importan: tactical changeis the effortsmade at collapsing
theenemy internally rather that defeat in an all out war. This warfare will see an advance
in both ideas and technol ogy.

Itisinthelate 1950s that a perception about the status of conventional war in the age of
nuclear weapons starts to become more articulate. The Americans and French'were
frustrated with their experiences in the East. The British were equally frustrated in their
attemptsto retaininfluencein the Middle East. The growth of national liberation struggles
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and the spread of the anti-colonial movements had an impact on the perception of the
Western powers. Thiswas further complicated by the overt and covert support that these
movements received from the Soviets and the Chinese.

The British position was that large forces raised through conscription on the lines of the

. world war experiences had now become obsolete. Military forces of the day were not
meant to win wars but to prevent them. The campaigns of the earlier days and the concept
of total war were no more relevant today. Liddell Hart wasto argue that if war could not
be prevented by deterrenceit was best kept limited so asto avoid tota destruction. Henry
Kissinger had argued that a nation's military strength wasto be employed to support its
policy. He had favoured the concept of limited nuclear wars; but eventually argued in
favour of limiting the scope o war. American policies regarding nuclear war and the
strategies designed to tackle the Soviet threat wereto evolve over the years. These are
discussed in greater detailsin the section on Nuclear War.

Andre Beaufre in his book, Introduction to Strategy, has listed five choices of total
strategy. He advocated that the West pursue a 'total’ strategy that would embrace the
political, economic, and diplomaticactivity, backed by the threat to useforce or the actual
use of it. Thefive choices were asfollows:

p Direct threat may be employed when one has ample resourcesand objectiveis not of
overwhel mingimportance. Such athreat may beexercised by anuclear power onanon-
nuclear power, thoughin reality thismay not be practicable(aswasseenin Korea).

i) Thesecondchoiceisdf indirectpressure. Thisisused whentheobjectivesared relatively
lessimportance and theresourcesavailable to exert athreat area so not adequate. This is
doneby asugtained diplomatic, pelitical, and economic pressurebacked by thethreat of use
o force. Beaufre citesHitler’s examplein thisregard.

i) Thethird choiceisasariesdf successiveactions,anibbling processagainst one's adversary.
The presumption hereisthat theresourcesavailable arerelatively lessand an dl out action
may besuicidd.

iv) A low intensty protractedstrugglethat islong drawnisthefourth choice. The revol utionary
warsd theThird World have used thisstrategy. Mao Tse tung’s approach to war may be
onedf the best exampleinthiscontext. Herethereisarecognition that the resourcesare
redly limited and that they havetoded withtheadversaryin alow intensity conflict and not
with adirect confrontation.

v) Findlythereisthechoiced andl out battle. Theamismilitary victory, thepresumptionisof
tota forcesuperiority and herethefear of nuclear confrontationor risk doesnot exist.

Beaufre maintained that the objectived strategy wasto achieve and maintain freedom of
action and to try to limit that of the enemy.

The Soviet position after the 1917 revolution wasinfluenced by ideological debatesof the
times. The need of the time was a disciplined, trained, professional army; but this went
againg the fundamentasof the revolution that called for aproletariat army. Eventualy, the
urgency of the need of the hour prevailed and Czarist officers were called back into service.
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The Soviet view of conventional war has traditionally stressed on the utility of offence as
the best form of strategy. The ability and the willingness to take the offensive in order to
pre-empt-the enemy had been a consistent themein Soviet thinking. Until Stalin was alive,
the traditional concept as symbolised by the Great Patriotic War continued to dominate;
nuclear weapons did not seem to alter this perception. The Soviet concept of strategic
culture is used to discuss specific national approaches. It is grounded in geopolitical and
historical circumstances. It views the Soviet Union as having faced aggression over past
several centuries and today being surrounded by hostile powers.

5.4 REGIONAL CONFLICTS

One df the important dimensions of conventional war in the nuclear ageis the concept of
regional conflictsthat were either supported directly or indirectly by the superpowers. One
may look at two typesof such conflicts: one that have seen an indirect intrusion by an extra
regional power and one that has a Super /Great power in direct confrontation with the
regional power.

One may consider some selective casesin this context. At the first level one may include
wars of the Middle East and wars fought by India (with China and Pakistan). At another
level, one would have to consider wars fought by Super/Great powers against smaller
powers like the Falklands conflict and Iraq war (1990 and 2003).

Middle East has seen severa wars between the Arab statesand Israel. Thefirst of the war
took place at the time of the creation of the state of Israel in 1948; followed by the wars
of 1967 and 1973. The United States has been a traditional supporter of Israel. This
support has come in terms of armaments, logistic support and finances. The Arab states
have had Soviet support during the wars. Egypt and Syriain particular had benefited from
Soviet support in their fight against the I sraglis.

The case of Indo-Pakistani warsisin asense similar. While one may not have seen an
explicit American and Soviet support in the wars of 1947-48 and 1965; the 1971 war did
see aclear positioning of the Americans and the Soviets. The American 'tilt' towards
Pakistan as articulated by Resident Nixon of the United States and the Indo-Soviet Treaty
of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation (1971) symbolised respectively the interest of the
superpowers in the subcontinent. But India had also benefited from American help in the
1962 war with China.

At another level are warsfought by great powers against small powers. The Falklands war
between the British and Argentinais one such example. The issue at stake was theisland
of Falkland that was under the British trusteeship and was taken over by Argentina. The
Argentinean argument had been that it was a part of the process of decolonisation: while
the British argued that the Falkland idanders were to begiven theright to self-determination
and eventual independence.

The key feature of al these wars wasthe local/regional nature of iis geopolitical scope. The
wars did not spill over into a global confrontation within acold war framework.
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5.5 LIMITED WAR

Ever since the world wars it was assumed that war would always be atotal war. In the
age of nuclear weapons, especially during the years of nuclear monopoly of the United
States, this perception was expressed as a policy of ‘'massive retaliation’. (See next unit
for details of this and related concepts). Eventually, with both the United States and the
Soviet Union having emerged as nuclear weapons powers. 'deterrence’ became the key
to security policy of these countries. The logic of deterrence was based on the idea of
mutual vulnerability to attack. To put it smplistically, a possible strike by one country
would be countered by aretaliatory strike by the other. This capability of aretaliatory
strike was to prevent the first country from striking in the first place.

However, the Korean War (1950-1953) showed that the existence of nuclear weapons
and deterrence on both sides of the Cold War leaders did not prevent aconflict between
thetwo cold war rivals. It was truethat the conflict did not involve the two superpowers
inadirect stateof confrontation, but their attemptsat exploring and testing the determination
of each other with limited rather than unlimited manner as would have been the casein the
age of the world wars. The war was fought with restraint and with channels of
communications open to ensure that it does not escal ate into a major confrontation. Thus
the age of 'limited war' had begun.

The concept of limited war asit originally developed focussed on the conflictsbetween the.
two superpowersthat werefought, not on their soil or directly fought in other areasof the
world. Therefore, when onetriesto understand the 'limited' nature of limited war, the focus
ison of the abundant military power that both the superpowers have but do not actually
usein such awar.

How isalimited war differentfrom a general war? The most important feature that makes
limited war different from ageneral war isthe deliberaterestraint that is exercised by the
warring partiesin the conduct of the war. Thisrestraintisdirectly related to the capability
of the nation to fight a war. In case the capability is limited then therestraint is not a
deliberateone, it isaproduct of thelimited capability. It is precisely because of thisthat
the concept of limited war was used mainly in the context of wars in which the great
powerswereinvolved — they had the capability to fight an unrestricted war but they decide
not to da so for a variety of reasonsthat we shall seelater. Logically, the nuclear doctrines
that called for strategic bombing of cities would also not be applicable here. The best
description would be calling it adeliberate hobbling of oneself in the conduct of war.

Thelogical questionsto ask arewhy thislimitation and how isit achieved?Thefirst focuses
on the determinants of policy while the second on the actual process of limitation.

5.5.1 Determinants of Policy

The Seminar on Capabilities and Techniquesof American Armament for Limited War, held
in 1957, defined the war asfollows: 'A limited war isfought to achieve alimited objective.’
In the achievement of this objective a nation may be expected to plan to expend alimited
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amount of its national resourcesand in carrying ott the war it may be expected to plan
to hold the war to alimited geographic area.

Therefore, limited war isone that isfought to achievelimited objectives. One must understand
that the restraint necessary to keep the war limited is on means and not so much on the
ends. One must also understand that thereis awillingnessto limit the objectives because
o the need to keep the war limited and not the other way round. These limitationsare not
becaused thefeeling that the objectivesto be pursued through the war arerelatively less
important and hence the willingnessto limit them. Therationaleisin the problems that may
ariseif thewar is not limited and it eventually escalatesinto a bigger war.

Itisthisfear of agenerd war that had been ameatter of great concern amongst the Western
powersin the 1950s. Thisfear was referred to as thefear of 'escalation’. The desire to
avoid a general war that may have been aproduct of escalation of alimited local conflict
was the central themein keeping to the limited nature of objectives and the deliberate
restraint that was sought to be exercised.

One of the debatesthat came to be conducted in the context of the objectivesof limited
war wastherole of forcein international relationsin general. The Americans argued that
force should not be used offensively by the United Statesto alter boundaries and that only
that much force should be used to resist opposing forces as was necessary. The Soviets
and the Chinese, on the other hand, have considered force as alegitimate instrument of
policy and havejustified its usefor expanding the areaof socialist control. These different
perceptionshave had an impact on the approach to limited war.

Another factor that has an influence on the objectivesof alimited war is domestic public
opinion. In case of both, the Korean War and the Vietnam War, domestic public opinion
had an impact on the American approach to these wars. One may argue that Soviet action
in Afghanistan after 1979, American actionsin Irag during 1990 and 2003 had seen a
similar deliberaterestraint. In al these events, domestic compulsionshad played arolein

varying degrees.
5.5.2 The Limitation Process

Thelimiting process of alimited war focuses on the operativedimensions of the war. The
limitations of policy are seen in real termsin the limitations placed on the geography,
targets, weapons and the extent of participation by the great powers.

The geographiclimitationsrefer to the area that comes under conflict. The Korean War
was restricted to the Korean peninsula; the Vietmam Wear to Indoching; the warsin Afghanistan
and Iraq to those countries. These wars aso did not impinge on the homeland of the
superpowers. Further, there was alimitation on the targets of attack. The targets were
either military installationsor industrial and infrastructurefacilities. Except. perhaps, in
some casesin Vietnam, the targets were not civilian population. The targets were al so not
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beyond the geographic area of the conflict. They did not include the homeland of the
United States, Soviet Union or China.

There has been alot of debate on the question of use of nuclear weaponsin alimited
conflict. At onelevel there was arealisation that the domestic pubic opinion would have
been extremely critica of their usein the post Hiroshima-Nagasaki period. There was aso
the fear of escalationinto an entirely uncharted arena of weapons system. Three reasons
have been given for the non-use of nuclear weapons by the United Statesin Korea. First,
was the American military assessment that Koreawas adiversionary tactic encouraged by
the Soviet Union and that the real battle was to be fought elsewhere. Second was the
ground assessment made that stated that there were no clear-cut target for the use of such
weapons. Such an assessment had depended upon the perception of nuclear weapons use
as ultimate weapons of mass destruction and not as tactical weapons o small intensity.
Third, wasthe strong oppostion fromitsaly the United Kingdom. Today, with the emergence
of tactical nuclear weaponsand the possibility of restricting the fallout of anuclear bomb
to a specific geographicarea, the relevance of nuclear weaponsin such aconflictis bound
to be discussed as a probabl e redlity.

On theissue of participation by different states, it needs to be pointed out that in so far
as the two superpowers are concerned their participation has ranged from indifferenceto
support on to actua combat. In Indo-Pakistan wars these countries have participated only
in an extremely indirect way. Thismay include diplomatic pressure or economic sanctions.
On the other hand, Americans have committed troopsin Korea, Vietham and Irag and the
Sovietsin Afghanistan.

5.5.3 The Concept of Escalation

It istrue that the central concern of alimited war is over the degree of restraint that can
be exercised as has been discussed above. Ye there are many reasons why a nation may
want to escalate alimited conflict. Escalation may be used as athreat to the other side of
an al out war; it may be donefor preventing a total defeat; or smply asareactionto the
possibility of the other side escalating.

Herman Kahn has presented a diagrammatic pattern of escalation of alimited conflict.
There are three ways to escal ate:

7 Increasetheintensity of theconflict by aquantitativeincresselike attackinglogisticcentres,
used nuclear weaponsor attack cities. These would be stagesby which theintensity of a
limited war may beincreasedin terms of theintensity of the battle.

i) Thesecond way would betowidenthearead conflict. Thi s referstothegeographicexpansion
of theareaof conflict.

i) Thethirdway istocompoundesca ation by crestinganew crisis. Thiswouldincludeattack

on allies or attackingestablishmentsof theenemy that areoutsidethe boundariesof the
enemy stateor states.
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Threewaystoescalatealimited conflict

Violate central sanctuary
Attack other alliesor clients
Compound Escalation

T

Limited conflict or

‘agreed battle
Increaseintensity - — Widen Area
Attack Logistics Violatealoca sanctuary
Use nuclear weapons
Attack cities

Source: (Kahn, 1970).

Is thereavictor in alimited war? This would be a difficult question to answer. Since both
sdesarefighting with limitson their objectivesand with deliberaterestraints, such warsare
unlikely to have 'final’ results. General DouglasMacArthur had remarked in the context
of Korean War that there was no substitute to victory. However, this statement fails to
reflect the pattern of conflictin today's times.

5.6  NUCLEAR WAF?

Hiroshima and Nagasaki have been, as of today, the only instanceswhen nuclear weapons
were actually used in war. They were used a a time when the Americanshad a monopoly
o such weapons. The Sovietswere to develop their first nuclear wegpon in 1949, followed
by the British in 1952, then the French in 1960 and the Chinesein 1964. Of the recent
countries that entered openly this nuclear weaponsclub are Indiaand Pakistan in 1998.
Today, Israel and North Korea are suspect of having nuclear weapons and some other
countrieslikelran of aspiring for them.

While atomic weaponshave not been used since the end of the Second World War, there
has been a significant improvement in their design, their destructive power and their
sophistication of design. Given the phenomenal destructive capability of such weaponsif
used by the waning countries, and arealisation that any conceived nuclear war would only
end up destroying botb~the warring countries along with a general destruction elsewhere,
strategic thinking about nuclear war has revolved around their non-userather than their use.
Earlier theoriesof deterrenceand brinkmanship have evolved into sophisticated arguments
on how to avoid anuclear confrontation.

This section on nuclear war focuses on the evolution of nuclear strategy, with specia
reference to American and Soviet strategies, wherein nuclear strategy isreally a study of
the non-useof nuclear weapons.
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5.6.1 Understanding Key Concepts

Before we examine the nuclear strategy of these two superpowers it is necessary to
ungerstand some of the key conceptsthat are used in the discussion on nuclear strategy .,

Deterrence: The advent of nuclear weapons changed the perceptions about approaches
to security. Traditional approaches to security had argued for a strategy of defence or
offence. Thus a nation could achieve security throughits ability to defend itself from an
attack or take an offensivepostureto repd an attack. Theintroduction of nuclear weapons
changed the strategiesto be used for security of the naticn. The presumption here was that
both the parties to the dispute possessed nuclear weaponsand had the ability to use them
against the adversary.

Defence as a strategy smply meant that oze would deny the opponent what he seeksto
gainfromtheconflict. Deterrencewasadifferentstrategy. If the opponent was seeking for
some gain then one would thwart the opponent from using force by projecting a possibility
of some sort of reprisal for the original action. Simply put, it meant that the opponent
would have to pay apricefor theaction that he has planned. Thisis athreat that one gives
to the opponent to desist from use of force. One.would argue that if the opponent was
seeking territorial gainshe would haveto pay apricefor that; it wasasort of a punishment
for the action that he would take. What is moreimportant i s that one would haveto be
clear in communicatingto the opponent what price he may haveto pay for his proposed
action. This pricethat oneis asking from or the punishment that one would imposeon the
opponent would have to be credible. The threat has to be credible. The opponent must
believethat if any action is taken he would have to pay the price and that the threat that
isissued isnot abluff or ahoax. Findly, one would also have to keep certain optionsopen -
for the oppon'nt to seek aface saving solution. This process consists in influencing the
mental calculations of the opponent. The entire processis conducted prior to actua action
being taken by either party. One establishesa psychol ogical relationship with the opponent.
This psychological relationship iscalled deterrence. It is useful only before the actual

breakout of war. Deterrence seeksto avoid aconflict; a war breaking out isafailure of

deterrence.

In asense deterrence has two contradictory conceptsingrained in it. At onelevel, both the
opposing countriesarein astateof readiness, armed with nuclear weapons. Both havethe
capability to strike and destroy the other; and also to retaliateif struck in thefirst place.
Both are aware of each other's capabilitiesas these are not hidden but are well exposed
and exhibited. The communication between the rivals is kept open to indicate all the
possible scenariosof threat that may be used. Ye at another level, simultaneously to all

of this, both seek to avoid the very conflict for which they are preparing. Thisis because
both are unwilling to pay the massive'price’ for their original actions. They are aware of

the LAl vulnerability that they live under. They are thus prepared for awar that they both
wouldtry to avoid. If war does break out, deterrencewould have failed and then defence
would have to take over.

Brinkmanship: The term brinkmanship drawsits origin from the analogy of aglass of
water. Any glassof water has alimit to which water can befilled. That limit isits brink.
If one continues to pour water beyond its capacity the water would overflow. Similarly, any
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. two nations have acertain limit up to which they can contain mutua tensions. If tensions
continue to increase beyond a certain limat, whichis beyond the brink, they would overflow
into a.war.

Thereisan implicit meaning as al so an assumption in the concept of brinkmanship. Both
the opposing nations are aware of therise in tensions. Perhaps, both are interested in
increasing them for their own benefit. Both are awareadf the brink up to which they can
raise the tensions. At the point that they would reach the brink they would ensure that
tensionsare de-escal ated to avoid a possible war.

The Cuban Missile Crisis (1962) presents a classic case of brinkmanship. Both the
Americans and the Soviets werein confrontation with each other over the nava blockade
‘that the Americans had imposed over Cuba. Both took the tensions up to the brink. At
that point they suspected and feared that a war was likely to break out = and such a war
would conceivably have been a nuclear war. Then the process o de-escdation wasinitiated.

Coercivediplomacy: There arefour elementsin coercive diplomacy:

a) Punishment: Raisethecost of resistancetoones demandsby inflictingdirect or indirect
suffering on civilians.

b) Risk Targetdvilianeconomy and society. While punishment may invol veasudden attack on
theenemy, risk strategy i sagradud punishment that oneinflictsover aperi od of ti ne

c) Denid: Thisisademonstrationaf one's ability todefeat theenemyin abatle.

d) Decapitation: Thisisastrategy tokill or over throw top leadershipor destroy thecommand
and control systemaf theenemy.

Compellence: The strategy of compellenceis used if and when deterrencefails. This
strategy isthe use of force to make the opponent take some a specific course of action.
Deterrencerequiresthat the opponent desist frominitiating aparicular action. Compellence
comes as a strategy to force the opponent to changethe coursedf action initiated by him.
Compellenceoptimally requires positivecompliance by theenemy. Thisis differen¥from
deterrence as deterrencesimply callsfor inaction, whilecompellencecallsfor positive
action, as one wantsit. Compellencea so callsfor inflicting punishment if the compliance
does not occur.

5.6.2 . Strategies -

What are the various strategies that can be usedto either fight or deter anuclear war? The
following strategies have been identified for this purpose: (i) Minimum deterrence; (ii)
crediblefirst strikeand (iii) assured destruction. The last strategy has various versionsto
it that depend on the capability of a nation.

The strategy of minimum deterrenceimpliesthat asmall strategic nuclear forceisto be
used to attack the enemy population centres. The purposedt this attack isto convincethe
enemy that if theenemy commitsthefirst strike, retaliatory force would be used. This
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implies that the country must have a capability to strike back if attacked in afirst strike.
This capability means that the nation must be able to absorb thefirst strike and survive to
be ableto strike back in retaliation. Thisretaliatory capability is the key to the creation of
a minimum deterrencesituation.

The capability of first strikecallsfor alarge strategic force that will be able toinflict a
significant damage on the enemy in the first attack itself. The country must be able to
destroy most of the strategic forces of the enemy in itsfirst strike. The utility of thefirst
strike is to convey to theenemy that any grave provocation will lead to such a strike that
would destroy the strategic forces of the enemy.

Assured destruction strategy is based on the assumption that if the enemy makes afirst
strike attack, one must have the ability to absorb the strike and conduct a retaliatory strike
that would destroy the enemy's society. Thisretaliatory strikeisnot aminimal strike as
mentioned above,*but a large-scale strategic attack. In other words it is the ability to
absorb a surprise attack and survive with sufficient power to inflict unacceptabledamage
on the aggressor.

The US believed that the vague threats of the possibility of use of nuclear weapons had
finally ended the Korean War (see details of Korean War in earlier section) and brought
the Chinese to the negotiation table. President Eisenhower later had sought the use of
deterrence strategy to tackle the problem of security. In 1954, John Foster Dulles of the
United States spelt out his doctrine of massiveretaliation. The goal of this strategy was
to maximise deterrence a bearable cost. The argument had been that |ocal defencesneed
to bereinforced by thefullest deterrent of massive retaliation so that the potential aggressor
cannot choose the placeof aggression. Thus, in the event of another proxy war like Korea,
the United States would retaliate with the use of nuclear weapons against the Soviets or
the Chinese.

But the doctrine of massive retaliation had its critics. The most important criticism came
from the Europeanswho questioned the credibility of thistreat that the United States was
posing to the Soviets. Would the Americansrisk an all out nuclear war if alocal conflict
did start in the European sector?This rethinking was to result in the revision of the original
doctrine. Robert MacNamara did this revision in his strategies of assured destruction,
damagelimitation, and flexible response.

The concept of massive retaliation had but limited options. Now MacNamara argued that
it was necessary to plan strikes against variousother assets and not strike the cities as the
massiveretaliation had planned for. There was also the need to look for aflexible response
totheinitial attack. Such aflexible response would involve a conventional and a nuclear
retaliatory strike and not simply a massive retaliation against any suspected aggression.
Given the fact that both the Americans and the Soviets had second-strike (retaliatory)
capabilities, this strategy of assured destruction was spelt out. By 1970s, the Americans
also conceded that they no longer posses superiority over the Sovietsin the nuclear field.
Thisbecame the starting point of discussionson limiting nuclear weapons, and the dialogue
culminatedin the StrategicArmsLimitation Talks (SALT).

The Soviet nuclear doctrine and strategy had four basic components to it:
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@ Thegeneral balanced political,economicand military power and socio-psychological
characterigticsof thesoci ety and populationare to beconsidered asimportant detenninants
of strategy. Thisisbased on theideological basisof Soviet policy. Soviet understandingof
socidism asinterpreted by Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev or Brezhnev,would bematerialin
understanding how strategy i scrafted.

b) Themilitary doctrineand strategy had certainimportant tenets. TheSovietsbdievedthat the
war between the US-led NATOforces, and the Soviet-ledWarsaw forces, would beathird
and decisivewar betweenthesocialistsand theimperialists. It would bea'just” war for the
Soviets. TheSovietswould not initiateit or indulgein asurpriseattack. At thesametime
revolutionary movementsand other just warswould continueto gain Soviet support. Soviets
had the capability of deterrence; but war is not considered as inevitable. Especially
Khrushchev’s argumentsof peaceful coexi stence had changed theSovi et perspectiveabout
theinevitability of war. To Khrushchev, given thenuclear scenarioin theworld, any war
would be mutually destructive. He had argued in favour of the two systemscoexisting
peacefully with each other. This, however, did not rule out the Soviet need to continueto

. work for the spread of socialismand towardsthat goa usethe benefitsdf strategy.

¢) TheSovietsarguedthat thewar waslikely to beginwith asurpriseattack on the Soviet
Union and not result in aprotracted conflict. Sovietswould gofor apre-emptive strikeonly
if thereisaclear warningdf aNATOstrike, or the Sovietscouldrely on their second strike
capability. Thetargetswould remain military centresor communicationsbasesand not
population centres. Given thenuclear threat, the Sovietswould continueto prepare for a
qualitative and quantitativesuperiority in nuclear wegpons.

d) Interms of military balance,theSoviet objectivehad awaysbeen 'superiority’, bothquditative
and quantitative. Itisonly withtheSALT did oguethat theSovietswerewillingtogiveupthe
position of superiority visavistheUS.

Thebasic difference between the American and Soviet perceptions of nuclear war and
doctrine were on the definitions of what constituted 'victory'. To the Soviets, victory
encompassed the military, the political and economic objectives. It stood for limiting the
damageto the Soviet Union, defeat the NATO / United States and dominate the post-war
world. American perception dof 'victory' had more of status quo overtones. It sought to
retain the global balance as it was, with an inherent American superiority and work for
global order through the policy of deterrence.

In awidely publicized speech in 1983, American President, Ronald Reagan, questioned:
"Would it not be better to save lives than to avenge them?* He called for along term
research programme that would lead the United Statesto the goal of eliminating the threat
posed by offensive strategic nuclear weapons. Since the time the Soviets had become
nuclear, both the US and the Soviet Union had been vulnerableto nuclear attack. Thelogic
of first strikeand of the capability of second strike had ensured that stability is achieved
through deterrence. Now the Americans planned to devise means of defence against a
possible missile attack from the Soviet Union by creating ahigh-tech space-based defence
capability based on entirely new technologies. By asking the scientific community to provide
the means of rendering theattacking nuclear missiles obsolete, Reagan wasin fact questioning
the very basisof deterrence as a security strategy in the nuclear age. The new American
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argument was that deterrence based on the ability to defend rather than retaliate with a
predictable devastation of the enemy was a better option. This research programmehas
come to be called the Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI), otherwise called as the Star
Wars programme.

SDI was aresearch programmethat was to investigate thefeasibility of new defensive
technologiesbased in space. The new technologiesaimed to detect, track and destroy the
Soviet missiles. The detection would be done from the point of its takeoff; the tracking
would continuethroughout itsflight path and the destruction of the attacking missile would
be done any timefrom itstake off until itslast stage of zeroing onto the target. Thisentire
mechanism was to be achieved through space based detection systemsand the weapons
to do this would be non-nuclear; including laser beams, high energy particle beams, kinetic
energy, etc. This programme was much more ambitious than the Anti Ballistic Missile
Treaty (ABM Treaty, 1972) that had sought to protect the command and control centres
of the US and the Soviet Union with anti-ballisticmissile defence systems. The ABM had
formally recognised the development and the deployment of defensive systemsfor one
command and control centre in each country; the SDI was aiming to protect the entire
nation.

The Soviets appeared to take the U.S. programme very serioudy and felt that with this the
Americans were trying to regain the monopoly of the 1950s. The technological advances
claimed by the proponents of the programme did not materialise and eventually the
programmewas reduced in scope and size. Eventually, the SDI programme was to lead”
the United States to develop the Theatre Missile Defence System and the National
Missile Defence System. The former defence system looked after the defence o specific
geopolitica theatres like Western Europe while the latter was to look to the defence of the .
mainland United States and Canada.

5.7 SUMMARY

Morethan haf acentury after theintroduction of nuclear weapons, weaponswhich were
supposed to make conventional war obsol ete, conventional warfare continuesto dominate
the pattern of conflicts. In thecontext of the two superpowers, nuclear weapons, however,
did place limitationson the concept of total war that had been thefeaturedf the two great
wars. This brought forward the concept of 'limited war’.

The unit also examined the place of conventional war in the nuclear age. As we saw,
conventional warfare has evolved aong with the technological changes. We have entered
into thefourth generation warfare methods where unlike the earlier generationsof warfare,
the entire society is seen as a battlefield. In this phase, there is a decreased dependence
on centralised logistics and use of leaner and technol ogically sophisticated armies. The
objective of this warfareison collapsing the enemy internally rather than defeatingitin an
al out war.

We have also examined the thinking on nuclear weapons, particularly focusing on the
concepts and elementsof nuclear strategy that made the peculiar situation of building up
o anuclear arsenal for its non-usearedlity. It should, however be noted that, despite the
emerged of new nuclear weapons states and the spread of nuclear capability, nuclear
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strategists continue to debate on the methodology of use of nuclear weapons in time of

war. The modern day sophistication that has come in the weapon systems has meant that
these weapons have a 'tactical' use. One can predict the degree of destruction in terms
of geographic limits to some certainty. Yet, one may not, perhaps, be able to quantify the
subsequent ill effects of the bombing. What happensif deterrence fails? Thefundamental

dilemma of nuclear strategy remains —that with the failure of deterrence one may have to
turn to conventional rather than nuclear weapons as the next option. In the next unit, we
will focus on an entirely new pattern of warfare that has emerged in the post-war era. This
warfareis within the broad ambit of 'internal security' and covers such types of warslike
revolutionary wars, civil wars, insurgency, and the modem era asymmetric warfare of and
on terrorism.

5.8 EXERCISES

— —_— — s

1) Tracetheevolutionof conventional war over theages.
2) Writeanoteon AndreBsaufre's choicesof total strategy.
3) WhatisLimitedWar?How doesalimited war escal ate?

4) Explain the following concepts: Deterrence; brinkmanship; coercive diplomacy and
Compellence.

5) Writeanote on American Nuclear strategy since 1945.

6) What arethekey featuresof Soviet nuclear doctrine?
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