
Council affirmed critical warnings about the deadly effects of taining U.S. ambiguity about when it would use nuclear weap-
ons helps create doubt in the minds of potential adversaries,nuclear fallout—both in risks posed to the local population

and to troops—possibly American or allied forces . . . . In deterring them from taking hostile action.”
For 25 years, up to the inauguration of George W. Bush,yesterday’s study, they conclude: ‘Current experience and

empirical predictions indicate that earth-penetrator weapons U.S. policy was that there would be no American first-use of
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear armed states. Georgecannot penetrate to depths required for total containment of

the effects of a nuclear explosion,’ a sentiment voiced earlier Shultz, Dick Cheney, John Bolton and company have fulfilled
their impulse to hold the world hostage to unilateral nuclearthis year by National Nuclear Security Administration

(NNSA) head Linton Brooks.” weapons use in the hands of a President who shows increasing
signs of madness.Tauscher continued, “The report finds that the majority

of deeply buried targets lie only 250 meters below the surface.
These findings, coupled with the ‘Sedan’ tests conducted de-
cades ago at the Nevada Test Site, clearly demonstrate that
exploding nuclear ‘bunker busters’ would pose an incredible From Deterrence to
risk to civilians on the ground and in neighboring areas [with]
‘casualties ranging from thousands to more than a million.’ ” Nuclear Warfighting

Beyond the issue of the persistent Bush-Cheney Adminis-
tration push for more money for R&D on a new generation of by Carl Osgood
bunker busters, it appears that bunker busters are already an
integral part of the existing U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal.

Since 2001, the Bush Administration has been promulgatingAccording to Greg Mello, the head of the Los Alamos Study
Group, which closely monitors the U.S. nuclear weapons pro- a new nuclear doctrine that replaces deterrence with war

fighting. The January 2002 Nuclear Posture Review brokegram, the Pentagon already has a deployable stockpile of B-
61 “mod 11” bunker busters. The 1,200-pound bombs, which down the wall that had previously existed between the use of

nuclear forces and the use of conventional forces. It redefinedcan be carried on B-2A Stealth bombers and even F-16 fighter
jets, had been developed as a “modification” of existing bun- nuclear weapons as just another tool in the tool kit of strategic

operations by which adversaries and potential adversariesker busters, replacing the older B-53 8,900-pound, 9-megaton
“City Busters.” By claiming that there were no new physical could be coerced into a position favorable to the United States.

No longer does the United States view nuclear weaponsprinciples introduced with the B-61 “mod 11,” the Pentagon
sidestepped the Spratt-Furce attachment to the FY 1994 De- as primarily a deterrence force, the use of which would be

seen as a failure. Under the Bush Administration, nuclearfense Appropriation Bill, which banned any R&D on low-
yield nuclear weapons (under 5 kilotons). The B-61 “mod 11” weapons are fully integrated, doctrinally and operationally,

into the full range of military operations. The U.S. Strategiccan carry a nuclear bomb with a payload as small as 300 tons.
Command is being reorganized to reflect this outlook, and
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has even placed aRumsfeld Lets It All Hang Out

So as to remove any ambiguity from the Bush-Cheney Marine, Gen. James Cartright, as its head. Historically, the
Marines have not had much to do with the strategic level ofnuclear madness, on March 15, 2005, the Pentagon placed on

its public website a draft version of Joint Publication 3-12, war, their primary competence being in expeditionary war-
fare. Cartright’s appointment, however, is in line with the new“Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations” (see Documentation

on next page). This 69-page report made clear that the Bush outlook brought in by Rumsfeld and Vice President Dick
Cheney.Administration has fully integrated nuclear weapons into the

conventional war-fighting. The Executive Summary stated: Columnist William Arkin commented on this transforma-
tion at a Washington, D.C. conference of the Nuclear Policy“For many contingencies, existing and emerging conven-

tional capabilities will meet anticipated requirements; how- Research Institute in January of 2004. He noted that when
the Strategic Command (Stratcom) was first created in theever, some contingencies will remain where the most appro-

priate response may include the use of U.S. nuclear weapons. aftermath of the fall of the Soviet Union, it was seen as the
custodian of nuclear forces that would be segregated fromIntegrating conventional and nuclear attacks will ensure the

most efficient use of force and provide U.S. leaders with a conventional military forces. However, with the merging of
Stratcom and the U.S. Space Command, and the codificationbroader range of strike options to address immediate contin-

gencies. Integration of conventional and nuclear forces is of the Nuclear Posture Review and the 2003 National Strategy
to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction, Stratcom has beentherefore crucial to the success of any comprehensive

strategy.” transformed into what Arkin described as a “super global
strike command,” with responsibilities that include space op-Elsewhere in the Executive Summary, it was declared,

“The U.S. does not make positive statements defining the cir- erations; missile defense; nodal analysis on a global scale,
including effects-based operations, cyber warfare, and strate-cumstances under which it would use nuclear weapons. Main-
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gic deception; directed energy weapons used on a strategic only in response to the threatened or actual use of weapons of
mass destruction against U.S. and allied forces, but also “Tolevel; and global, conventional precision, and earth-penetrat-

ing capabilities; and even special operations. counter potentially overwhelming adversary conventional
forces . . . For rapid and favorable war termination on U.S.In other words, Stratcom has been transformed from a

custodian and advocate for strategic nuclear forces, into a terms . . .” and “To ensure success of U.S. and multinational
operations.” All of this comes under an entirely new chapterglobal warfighting organization that includes nuclear weap-

ons as a component of its capabilities. Arkin warned that on theater use of nuclear weapons, which is also discussed in
the 1995 document, but in a much more limited and con-what this leads to, even with the smaller number of nuclear

warheads contemplated by the Nuclear Posture Review, is “a strained way.
greater level of confidence that the U.S. could disable Russian
or Chinese forces and absorb any retaliation with missile de-
fenses.”

DocumentationSpeaking at the same conference in January 2004, Air
Force Gen. Charles Horner (ret.) declared that, from a military
standpoint, nuclear weapons have no military utility. Added Here are excerpts from “Joint Publication 3-12:Doctrine for

Joint Nuclear Operations: Final Coordination (2) 15 Marchto that is “the horrible political cost for the decision to use
them.” He reported that during the 1991 Gulf War, the U.S. 2005.”
official policy towards Iraqi use of chemical or biological
weapons was one of “ambiguity,” but that in reality, “I knew From Chapter 1

2. Fundamental Considerationswe had no such plans” to use nuclear weapons against Iraq.
As for the present Administration’s nuclear policy, a) Deterrence

1) Strategic deterrence is defined as the prevention ofHorner, whose last position before he retired was as com-
mander of NORAD (the North American Air Defense), de- adversary aggression or coercion that threatens the vital inter-

ests of the United States and/or our national survival. Strategicscribed the January 2002 Nuclear Posture Review as “a good
sign,” because “it shows the desperation of the folks at Omaha deterrence convinces adversaries not to take grievous COAs

[courses of action] by means of decisive influence over their[the headquarters of Stratcom] to find a job.” He said the
Nuclear Posture Review “is an effort by a bureaucracy to find strategic decision making.

2) Deterrence broadly represents the manifestation of alife after the Cold War.” He warned that the danger that is
developing, as a result of the reorganization of Stratcom, and potential adversary’s decision to forego actions that he would

otherwise attempt. Diplomatically, the central focus of deter-the re-engineering of existing nuclear weapons to deal with
hardened and deeply buried targets, is that “we may develop rence is for one nation to exert such influence over a potential

adversary’s decision-making process that the potential adver-young people in the military who’ll believe that nuclear weap-
ons are acceptable,” although the costs associated with using sary makes a deliberate choice to refrain from a COA. The

focus of U.S. deterrence efforts is therefore to influence poten-such weapons is far greater than any victory we might achieve.
Arkin and Horner’s comments have been borne out by a tial adversaries to withhold actions intended to harm U.S.

national interests. Such a decision is based on the adversary’sdocument that was inadvertently—or perhaps not—posted
on a publicly accessible Department of Defense website in perceptions of the benefits of various COAs compared with

an estimation of the likelihood and magnitude of the costsMarch 2005, a draft version of a document entitled “Doctrine
for Joint Nuclear Operations,” dated March 15, 2005. As a or consequences corresponding to these COAs. It is these

adversary perceptions and estimations that U.S. deterrent ac-draft document, it is still subject to revision; nonetheless, it
reveals the development of the policy promulgated by the tions seek to influence. Potential adversary decision-making

in the face of U.S. deterrent actions is also influenced by theirNuclear Posture Review into operational doctrine, and makes
significant changes to the previous policy of deterrence. This strategic culture, idiosyncrasies of decision mechanisms, and

the leader’s decision style, and leadership risk tolerance.document seeks to do what Horner argued cannot be done:
Make nuclear weapons militarily usable. Whereas the earlier 3) The effectiveness of deterrence depends on how a po-

tential adversary views U.S. capabilities and its will to use1995 doctrine document, which is still posted on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff’s doctrine website, emphasized deterrence and those capabilities. If a potential adversary is convinced that

U.S. forces can deny them their goals (by damage to theirthe constraints on the use of nuclear weapons, the new draft
document declares, “Integrating conventional and nuclear at- military, its support, or other things of value); and if that

perception leads the potential adversary to limit their actions,tacks will ensure the most efficient use of force and provide
U.S. leaders with a broader range of strike options to address then deterrence is effective. Deterrence of potential adversary

WMD use requires the potential adversary leadership to be-immediate contingencies.”
Nor does the draft document limit nuclear weapons to be lieve the United States has both the ability and will to preempt

or retaliate promptly with responses that are credible and ef-used only against nuclear weapons states. Combatant com-
manders can request approval for use of nuclear weapons, not fective.

EIR May 27, 2005 Feature 7



4) Deterrence assumes an opposing actor’s leadership whelming conventional force or a prolonged conventional
conflict the WMD threshold may be lowered, making WMDproceeds according to the logic of self-interest, although this

self-interest is viewed from differing cultural perspectives use appear to be the only viable option for regime survival.
and the dictates of given situations. This will be particularly
difficult with non-state actors who employ or attempt to gain Under “Post Wartime Considerations”

1) War Termination. . . . In the case of a global nuclearuse of WMD. Here deterrence may be directed at states that
support their efforts as well as the terrorist organization itself. conflict an intense exchange may limit the pool of available

negotiators, especially of leaders [who] have been targeted.However, the continuing proliferation of WMD along with
the means to deliver them increases the probability that some- In many foreseeable cases, however, nuclear weapons might

only be used in coordination with conventional forces, withday a state/nonstate actor nation/terrorist may, through mis-
calculation or by deliberate choice, use those systems. In such the intent to coerce war termination from the opponent.
cases, deterrence, even based on the threat of massive destruc-
tion may fail and the United States must be prepared to use From Chapter 2, under “Employment and Force Inte-

gration”nuclear weapons, if necessary. A major challenge of deter-
rence is therefore to convincingly convey both will and capa- 2) Conventional and Nuclear Force Integration. For many

contingencies, existing and emerging conventional capabili-bility to the opposing actor.
ties will meet anticipated requirements; however, some con-
tingencies will remain where the most appropriate responseUnder “Wartime Considerations”

1)Deterring WMDUseandConventional MilitaryOpera- may include the use of U.S. nuclear weapons. Integrating
conventional and nuclear attacks will ensure the most efficienttions.DeterrenceofaWMDattackdependson theadversary’s

perception of its warfighting capabilities relative to those of use of force and provide U.S. leaders with a broader range of
strike options to address immediate contingencies. Integra-the United States and its allies. However, wartime circum-

stances may alter such perceptions. Shifts in the strategic bal- tion of conventional and nuclear forces is therefore crucial to
the success of any comprehensive strategy. This integrationance may result from military action in which an adversary

suffers significant destruction of its military forces and means will ensure optimal targeting, minimal collateral damage, and
reduce the probability of escalation.of support. Thus, when an adversary is confronted with over-

The Ghost of Bertrand Russell
Stalks Cheney-Rumsfeld Pentagon
by Jeffrey Steinberg

This article is reprinted from EIR, March 7, 2003. ance, and on April 11, 1995, the other four permanent mem-
bers of the UN Security Council (China, Russia, Great Britain,

The United States nuclear weapons policy known as the “neg- and France), all nuclear powers, ratified a Security Council
resolution embracing the same principle.ative security assurance” aimed at stopping the proliferation

of nuclear weapons and encouraging all nations not currently But on Feb. 22, 2002, John Bolton, the senior arms
control and disarmament official at the State Department, andpossessing nuclear weapons to sign the Non-Proliferation

Treaty (NPT) and other treaties, was publicly promulgated a a leading neo-conservative hawk, repudiated the negative
security assurance as “an unrealistic view of the internationalquarter-century ago. On June 12, 1978, Secretary of State

Cyrus Vance addressed the United Nations Security Council situation,” in the aftermath of Sept. 11. Bolton’s announce-
ment that the Bush Administration was abandoning a 24-and delivered a pledge from the U.S. government that

America would never use nuclear weapons against a non- year U.S. policy that had been endorsed by all of the UN
Security Council Permanent Five, was no isolated act ofnuclear power, except under the unique circumstances of that

country joining with one of the nuclear powers in an attack utopian hubris on his part. A month earlier, the Administra-
tion had provided the Congress with its Nuclear Postureon the U.S.A. or its allies.

In 1995, Secretary of State Warren Christopher reaffirmed Review, which had openly discussed the use of nuclear
weapons against seven countries—Russia, China, Iraq, Iran,Washington’s commitment to the negative security assur-
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