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NUC EAR WEAPONS AND THE ALLIANCE 757

elaborated by Henry Kissinger in 1979 at a meeting in Brussels.
Further impetus to both new doctrine and new deployments came
during the Ford and Carter Administrations, but each public
statement, however careful and qualified, only increased Euro-
pean apprehensmns The purpose of both Administrations was to
reinforce deterrence, but the result has been to increase fear of
nuclear war, and even of Americans as its possible initiators.
Intended as contributions to both rationality and credibility, these
excursions into the theory of limited nuclear war have been
counterproductive in Europe.

Yet it was not wrong to raise these matters. Questions that were
answered largely by silence in the 1950s and 1960s cannot be so
handled in the 1980s. The problem was not in the fact that the
questions were raised, but in the way they seemed to be answered.

It is time to recognize that no one has ever succeeded in
advancing any persuasive reason to believe that any use of nuclear
weapons, even on the smallest scale, could reliably be expected to
remain limited. Every serious analysis and every military exercise,
for over 25 years, has demonstrated that even the most restrained
battlefield use would be enormously destructive to civilian life
and property. There is no way for anyone to have any confidence
that such a nuclear action will not lead to further and more
devastating exchanges. Any use of nuclear weapons in Europe, by
the Alliance or against it, carries with it a high and inescapable
risk of escalation into the general nuclear war which would bring
ruin to all and victory to none.

The one clearly definable firebreak against the worldwide dis-
aster of general nuclear war is the one that stands between all
other kinds of conflict and any use whatsoever of nuclear weapons.
To keep that firebreak wide and strong is in the deepest interest
of all mankind. In retrospect, indeed, it 1s remarkable that this
country has not responded to this reality more quickly. Given the
appalling consequences of even the most limited use of nuclear
weapons and the total impossibility for both sides of any guarantee
: t there r
i th ~wh 1
any st use of nuclear weapons by either side
to consider the possibilities, the requirements, the difficulties, and
the advantages of a policy of no-first-use.

111

The largest question presented by any proposal for an Allied
policy of no-first-use is that of its impact on the effectiveness of
NATO’s deterrent posture on the central front. In spite of the doubts
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of men, women and children apparently holds no revulsion, cer-
tainly not as co jrared to the expressed revulsion in killing

att :king Soviet soldiers on the battlefield. Moreover, can such
a threat of attack be credible as a deterrent? It is not totally
lacking in credibility. However, since every analyst concedes
that a Soviet response against U.S. cities would kill even more
American men, won 1 and children, it will be enormously difficult
for an American President to order such an attack. An attack
_.which it seems incredible to launch can not be a persuasive
deterrent. Where does this leave NATO strategy? The prescrip-

ti 1 is one for political and military chaos.
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MEMORANDUM L

2850
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
April 22, 1982
MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN MEESE III
JAMES A. BAKER III
MICHAEL DEAVER
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK (72—
SUBJECT: Policy Offensive on Arms Control and the

Anti-Nuclear Movement

The movement to educate Americans on the effects of nuclear
weapons 1s gaining momentum, and this week enters a crucial
phase. Ground Zero activities are pictured as educational
by its national organizers, who claim to want to arouse the
citizenry rather than propose specific solutions, such as a
nucl ar f1 :2ze. But under the Ground Zero umbrella are a
variety of policy proposals that would be detrimental to the
United States. The next phase for the movement could be
toward promotion of policy solutions, as its leaders trv to
Xeep up momentum. In any event, Ground Zero aducational
activities leave the movement open for exploitation by others
cf all stripes.

Our effort should be directed toward convincing Americans
whose anxieties are heightened by this movement that our
policy solutions best meet their desire that the United States
do something to lessen the prospect of a nuclear holocaust.
The time for us to do something is now, and I agree with

Dave Gergen that the communications effort must be pulled
together by the NSC and White House.

We have begun. I will personally chair an interagency meeting,
probably this week, with a specific agenda to deal with the
issues. I have no i1llusions about solving our problem by

askxing the bureaucracy to produce fact sheets on a lot of
esoteric issues. That's just the kind of activity that could

international opinion ON arms CcontrolL, ana to empnasize our
desire to take the lead in the policy solution phase of the
movement's activities. I want to involve all departments in
a coordinated strategy, bringing their talents to bear on
specific aspects of the problem.
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In no way do I wish to foster a "we/they" syndrome, wherein

we become antagonists with Roger Molander of Ground Zero, or
Billy Graham, or 40 Catholic Bishops, or the Mayor of Pella, Iowa.
The broad public is being awakened to the problem specialists

in and out of government have dealt with for vears: they are
scared to death at the prospect of nuclear war. We should
welcome the public's concern about this issue, as it parallels
our own. But we must convince the public that ~»r policies are

!} 5t for ¢ aling with their newfound concerns: cunaec unilateral
disa: ment by the United States would only endanger us more;
that progress can be made only when the Soviets (where is their
anti-nuclear movement, we should ask) respond to our fears about
the growth of their conventional and nuclear armaments. We
should go beyond a static restatement of our policy to generate
real enthusiasm for new initiatives as we unfold them, especially

our proposals for START. Clearly, as Dave Gergen says, we
should emphasize the President's role as a peacemaker, but we
must not let the Russians off the hook. We must also focus on

concrete policy and new initiatives; otherwise, our "peace
off ive" will be met with cynicism, both at home and abroad.

A strategy for the next six months could include these activities:

a) Immediate efforts to enhance communication of the President's
philosophy on arms ~mntrol. The radio talk Saturday was a
beautiful step in tue right direction -- perfectly timed to
_resent the President's views at the beginning of Ground 7 :o
week, rather than in reaction to it. We should hammer his theme
in the immediate future, as in Gene Rostow's speech at the National
Pre 5 Club (Monday, April 19), in network television opportunities
involving Administration spokesmen and friends, and in Senate
testimony on the Jackson/Warner Amendment later this month.

This will mean passing the word to our own people and briefing
outside organizations and individuals on a priority basis, one

of the things I will stress at our initial interagency meeting.
The themes must be kept basic. Any cabinet member or political
official may expect to receive guestions in public on this issue;
while we do not want every appointee to become our spokesman, e€ach
senior official should know how to handle the issue when it comes
up. More important, we urgently need a small, but readily
availahle. stahle aof articunlate veonle who can address the issue

initiative -- for public speeches, television appearances,
editorial board conferences, media interviews, and group meetlings.






Getting the job done:

This strategy calls for a special organizational approach.

Ideally, one individual -- a Special Advisor reporting directly
to the sident and working closely with the National Security
Advisor -- should manage this issue as a sole responsibility.

He or she should establish a senior-level steering comr ":-tee of
principal members of the White House staff and Deputies in

other key departments. This Special Advisor should keep policy
issues moving, orchestrate our actions, take over and push the
communications effort I have initiated, act as principal
articulator of policy in public appearances, and develop and
lead a team of spokesmen. There are drawbacks to this approach:
we'd need an individual with the abilities and stature of a
Henry Kissinger to make it work best; staffing and obtaining
cooperation from all departments could be problems. However,

the management advantages a: >vious: there would be full time
tor Llevel attention to the problem; Presidential involvement and
control would be insured. Public affairs benefits would also
accrue -- we would have a competent and authoritative spokesman
and team leader; we'd be giving evidence of the serious attention
the Administration is placing on the issue. Another obvious
advantage: the Special Advisor assignment would not last forever.
It would stop, at latest, with START.

The alternative to a Special Advisor is for the President to

¢ slignate someone with functional responsibility —-- the Vice President
Secretary of State, National Security Advisor, or Director of ACDA ---
to take the lead and devote the major part of his time and effort

to the project. That route presents many opportunities for failure.

In conclusion, what I have outlined is a prcposed grand strategy
to deal with what may be the most important national security

opr :stunity and challenge of this Administration. With some hard
work, 1t can be done. Success in the next six months is well
within our ¢ i1sp. There is no need for panic, only for planning
¢ " action. We should be fully in agre¢ 2nt on this :rategy

t re proceeding. Could wetalk about it briefly at everyone's
earliest convenience.

cc: Dave Gergen
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A

How would Soviet nuclear superiority affect U.S. security? STATE

What is meant by "the nuclear arms race"? ACDA

Which country has made me sive additions to its nuclear arsenal

over -the past ten years, the U. S. or the U. S. S. R.? DEFENSE

Should we care if the USSR has a much greater nuclear capability

than the US; if so, why? STATE and DEFENSE

If ¢ 1iceful negotiations are not successful and the USSR were

to threaten or actually commit aggression, should the US and its

allies resist that aggression? (If we do not, what are the

alternatives and their consegquences?) STATE

Are there any circumstances in which it might be in our
national interest to use nuclear weapons to defend ourselves?

STATE and DEFENSE -
What is our arms control strategy? ACDA

What is Soviet arms control strategy? ACDA






