The feasibility of MAD in the US-China Nuclear Relation Context



ABSTRACT:

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) is a long-term issue in Sino-American nuclear relations. During the security dialogue, China urged that the US accept the MAD, but the US has not yet accepted the MAD with China. This study explores the likelihood that the US and China will accept the MAD in the near future and the various obstacles that must be overcome in order to accept the MAD. When the United States accepts the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) agreement with China, US allies such as South Korea and Japan face a security danger. This paper considers the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Second Taiwan Crisis, and the contemporary Ukraine Crisis in order to comprehend the implication of the MAD in the real-world context. This study follows the quantitative analysis with recommendations on how IS-China can retain its best security interests.
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According to the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) philosophy of military strategy and national security policy, if an enemy decides to launch nuclear weapons against an equally prepared nuclear-armed defensive, both sides will be wiped out[footnoteRef:1] using early warning systems, automated missiles, airborne nuclear bombs, and missile-armed hidden submarines.The Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) strategy was conceived during the Cold War, when both the United States and the Soviet Union, along with their respective allies, possessed nuclear arsenals so many and powerful that they were capable of annihilating each other in its entirety and threatened to do so in the event of an attack. Because of this, the placement of missile bases by both Western and Soviet countries was a major source of contention. This was due to the fact that frequently neither American nor Russian, faced the possibility of being annihilated alongside their benefactors. MAD is founded on fear and skepticism. It is one of the most rough and horribly pragmatic notions ever put into reality. The world used to be divided into two opposing camps, each with the capability of wiping out the other in a single day. It is noticeable that this may have prevented a larger conflict from arising.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Mutual Assured Destruction; Col. Alan J. Parrington, USAF, Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited, Strategic Doctrine in Question]  [2:  What Is the Theory Behind Mutually Assured Destruction? (2019, June 21). ThoughtCo. https://www.thoughtco.com/mutually-assured-destruction-1221190#:%7E:text=The%20MAD%20strategy%20was%20developed,to%20do%20so%20if%20attacked.] 


After the end of the cold war, it has now appeared to the two major superpower US and China whether to accept the MAD.The 2010 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review didn't say whether the U.S. would accept increased vulnerability to Chinese nuclear retaliation or try to destroy most of China's nuclear arsenal.[footnoteRef:3] Ignoring the MAD from the US counterpart creates anxiety and frustration on the Chinese side."If the United States cannot answer such a simple question as 'do you accept mutual vulnerability or not?' then something must be terribly wrong in the relationship," observed Chinese specialists.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  U.S. Department of Defense, “Nuclear Posture Review Report” (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Defense, April 201]  [4:  ROBERTS, B. R. A. D. (2015). The Case for U.S. Nuclear Weapons in the 21st Century. STANDFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS.] 

In Track-1.5 (semi-official) and Track-2 (informal) US-China conversations, the question of whether the United States should admit China's nuclear vulnerability has been a common topic. Its significance is due to repeated requests from retired Chinese officials and experts that the United States adopt this action.Their argument is that a recognition from the United States would be the most effective method for the United States to reassure China of its benign strategic aims.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  David Santoro and Robert Gromoll, “A Review and Assessment of the Track-1.5 ‘China-US Strategic Nuclear Dynamics Dialogue”, Issues & Insights, Special Report, vol. 20, no. 1, November 2020; Brad Roberts (ed.), Taking Stock: US-China Track-1.5 Nuclear Dialogue (Center for Global Security Research, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, December 2020). ] 





Research Question:

What are the possibilities of implementing the Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) doctrine in the US-China nuclear relationship in the near future?

In order to answer the question adequately ,this study finds the elements needed to assure MAD is available among US-China bilateral nuclear ties or not. For this research use the secondary data and qualitative technique . In order to under the impact of MAD chose three case studies which are : Cuban Missile Crisis , Second Taiwan Strait Crisis and current Ukraine Crisis.

Presidents Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev accepted "A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought" publicly during their 1985 summit in Geneva, but never in practice. After the Cuban missile crisis in February 1965, McNamara devised the "Assured Destruction" strategy, which was largely directed at Soviet urban centers. Deterrence would require "the capability to destroy the aggressor as a viable civilisation," which would result in over 100 million deaths. It differed from his prior position, "Counterforce/No Cities," in which nuclear war deterrence depended on a realistic US counterforce capacity aimed at the Soviet military power structure.
This crisis over Cuban missiles happened before the MAD pact was signed between the US and the Soviet Union. Leading American military officials advocated for an initial nuclear strike on China during the second Taiwan Crisis in 1958. Millions of people would die if the Soviet Union retaliated on behalf of its ally China, according to thousands of pages of a classified study conducted on the conflict in 1966.[footnoteRef:6] In these two incidents how the outcome was determined, risk associated and how the nuclear imbalance impacted on the outcome. On the other hand, the ongoing crisis in Ukraine shows the potential for the use of nuclear weapons because the United States is supporting Ukraine financially and militarily by giving it weapons while still remaining inactive. [6:  Savage, C. (2021, November 3). Risk of Nuclear War Over Taiwan in 1958 Said to Be Greater Than Publicly Known. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/22/us/politics/nuclear-war-risk-1958-us-china.html] 



THE FEASIBILITY OF ACHIEVING MAD 

NON-POLITICAL FACTORS:

Minimum mutual deterrence (MAD) is an acronym that stands for the following: In the first place, don't go for easy wins. For the second time, do not target weaponry, as this will lead to an arms race. Instead, take down cities and individuals with countervalue strikes. It is impractical, prohibitively expensive, and destabilizing to utilize missile defenses to counter the adversary's weapons since it encourages first attack.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Mulvenon, J. (2004). CHINESE AND MUTUALLY ASSURED DESTRUCTION: IS CHINA GETTING MAD? Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College. http://www.jstor.com/stable/resrep12035.12] 

The Chinese minimal and limited deterrence doctrine requires "a greater number of smaller, more accurate, survivable, and penetrable intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs); sea launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) as countervalue retaliatory forces; tactical and theater nuclear weapons to hit battlefield and theater military targets and suppress escalation; ballistic missile defense to improve the survivability of the limited deterrent; and space-based anti-ballistic missile defense.”[footnoteRef:8] [8:   Alastair Iain Johnston, “China’s New ‘Old Thinking’: The Concept of Limited Deterrence,” International Security 20, No. 3, Winter 1995/96, p. 20] 


To maintain the MAD there are some elements required from both sides that try to discuss.
The first and significant element is the secure second strike capability .An important part of nuclear disarmament is the theory of mutually assured destruction (MAD), which states that if one superpower launches a nuclear assault, it will be greeted by an equally deadly nuclear reprisal, resulting in the annihilation of both nations involved.
Because they are not as vulnerable to a nuclear strike, the forces based in the submarines provide for an ideal MAD system.[footnoteRef:9] In a recent study from the Office of Naval Intelligence, China's "first credible at-sea second-strike nuclear capability" is described as the Jin-class. China's military is also mentioned in the 2016 Annual Report to Congress by the Department of Defense, which claims that the Jin-class/JL-2 platform "represents China's first credible, sea-based nuclear deterrent."[footnoteRef:10] [9:  Mulvenon, J. (2004). CHINESE AND MUTUALLY ASSURED DESTRUCTION: IS CHINA GETTING MAD? Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College. http://www.jstor.com/stable/resrep12035.12]  [10:  C. (2020, August 26). Does China Have an Effective Sea-based Nuclear Deterrent? ChinaPower Project. https://chinapower.csis.org/ssbn/] 

However a number of Chinese nuclear experts believe that the country has relied for a very long time as a deterrent on an uncertain second-strike capacity. There is growing observation  that Beijing’s poor second-strike capacity cannot adequately deter an increasingly belligerent United States in light of the rising geopolitical competition between it and Washington.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  D’Agostino, S. (2021, December 7). China’s silence on nuclear arms buildup fuels speculation on motives. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. https://thebulletin.org/2021/11/chinas-silence-on-nuclear-arms-buildup-fuels-speculation-on-motives/] 

The United States, on the other hand, possesses a reliable second strike capability and Trident nuclear deterrence.

The second issue is the overall nuclear balance. When there is a crisis involving states that have nuclear weapons, the winning pattern is determined by the nuclear balance. States with a greater nuclear deterrent are 10 times more likely to emerge victorious in a nuclear conflict. This result holds true even after taking into account the state of the conventional military balance and the nuclear crisis. Even taking into account every single crisis and nuclear weapon state had no effect on the findings.[footnoteRef:12] If a country has far more nuclear weapons than its adversary, it will likely win the nuclear confrontation and accept greater risks. Even if the fight is settled peacefully, the superior nation will be able to negotiate favorable terms for itself. [12:  Kroenig, M. (2020). The Logic of American Nuclear Strategy: Why Strategic Superiority Matters (Bridging the Gap) (Zeroth ed.). Oxford University Press.] 

According to Soviet General Anatoly Gribkov, Khrushchev and his military advisors calculated that the United States had a strategic nuclear edge of approximately 17:1 during the Cuban Missile Crisis.[footnoteRef:13] [13:   A. I. Gribkov, William Y. Smith, and Alfred Friendly, Operation ANADYR: U.S. and Soviet Generals Recount the Cuban Missile Crisis (Chicago: Edition q, 1994), p. 10–11.] 

In September 1961, one year before the Cuban Missile Crisis, General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, addressed President Kennedy on the potential repercussions of a nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union. The briefing indicated that the Soviet Union had a viable second-strike capability that could have destroyed large cities on the East Coast of the United States in the event of a nuclear war. Nonetheless, it proved that the United States possessed a huge nuclear advantage. Scott Sagan believes that the United States had a "vast advantage" in nuclear power according to all quantitative and qualitative metrics."[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Scott Douglas Sagan, “SIOP-62: The Nuclear War Plan Briefing to President Kennedy,” International Security 12, no. 1 (1987).] 

History shows that even having credible second strike capability is not enough to apply MAD or keep effective deterrence . Currently China possesses roughly 350 nuclear warheads and the United States has 3708 nuclear warheads[footnoteRef:15]. So, the nuclear ratio between China & the US is about 1:10.59. Under the current nuclear ratio,if  a nuclear confrontation happens  ,there is a high chance that the outcome will go in favor of the Chinese side. [15:  Nuclear Notebook. (2022, February 25). Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. https://thebulletin.org/nuclear-notebook/] 



Third is the damage limitation capability. A deterrent strategy is meant to change the way an opposing force acts. For example, the U.S. tries to convince China not to attack by threatening serious and expensive retaliation. A damage-limitation strategy, on the other hand, is meant to protect against a nuclear attack by an adversary and keep the destruction as small as possible, when it is impossible to avoid completely.The most important strategic nuclear decision facing the United States is whether to preserve or improve its "damage-limitation" capability, which is the ability to significantly restrict the harm that China can inflict on the U.S. homeland in a full-scale nuclear reprisal attack. Currently, the United States possesses the capability to destroy a significant portion of China's strategic nuclear force (missile silos, ballistic missile submarines, command and control, etc.) in a first strike, which would mitigate the effects of a Chinese second strike.[footnoteRef:16] In addition, it would deploy ballistic missile defenses (BMD) to block the Chinese warheads that China would launch in response to an American attack.[footnoteRef:17] The United States is able to neutralize China's second strike capability and eliminate its nuclear arsenal. [16:  L. Glaser, C. (2016, August). Forgoing U.S. DamageLimitation against China’s Nuclear Weapons. Interantional Security. https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/files/publication/forgo-damage-limitation-final.pdf]  [17:  Glaser, C. L., & Fetter, S. (2016). Should the United States Reject MAD? Damage Limitation and U.S. Nuclear Strategy toward China. International Security, 41(1), 49–98. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00248] 

Regarding nuclear deterrence, both parties have established a consensus, which can contribute to the maintenance of the status quo and the preservation of peace. However, the damage restriction produces undeniable fear and concern among nuclear-armed states, compelling them to develop formidable reprisal capabilities.
Some western scholars believe there are other reasons why the United States must minimize its damage to China. The tight relationship between the United States and China increases the chances of a catastrophic crisis that might lead to a conventional war and then a nuclear one. If the United States lacks the ability to project strength, its Northeast Asian allies may begin to question its commitment to long-term deterrence. China's fast nuclear modernisation will also cause US authorities to worry about their decade-long damage limitation advantage.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Glaser, C. L., & Fetter, S. (2016). Should the United States Reject MAD? Damage Limitation and U.S. Nuclear Strategy toward China. International Security, 41(1), 49–98. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00248] 


Four, both countries have different doctrines of retaliation. The US and China take different nuclear doctrine regarding the counterforce and counter value.
If a country follows the counterforce doctrine,that means that nuclear states will target the military base,  nuclear facilities and silos.The US Air Force was an advocate of using counterforce. In a February 1954 address, Air Force Chief of Staff General Nathan F. Twining remarked, "It makes a tremendous difference whether success is sought through the depopulation or disarming of a nation."[footnoteRef:19] Counterforce mainly intended to have limited nuclear confrontation and win. [19:  The Ups and Downs of Counterforce. (2008, May 17). Air Force Magazine. https://www.airforcemag.com/article/1005counterforce/
] 

Countercity, another early name for countervalue, focused on the economics and population of the enemy.Countervalue was easier, cheaper, and could be done with fewer resources than original value.Only in the event that both parties possess a reliable capacity for a second attack can countervalue targeting serve as an efficient nuclear conflict deterrent. This indicates that both sides must have the confidence that sufficient quantities of intact operational nuclear forces would exist after having absorbed a surprise nuclear attack by the other, and that those forces are capable of being delivered in reprisal, in order for this to be possible.The targeting of civilian populations is also associated with MAD.  According to "Assured Destruction," each side should have enough nuclear power to wipe out the other as a functioning society.Counterforce doctrine has the potential to win a conflict by eradicating all nuclear weapons in a first strike and preventing the other side from using them in revenge. However, it is possible for a  submarine-launched nuclear weapon to survive the initial strike. For countries with few nuclear weapons, this puts the retaliation capacity of other nuclear states at risk. Even if countries have the same military might but differing doctrines (counterforce/countervalue), the goal of mutually assured destruction (MAD) will not be achieved.

POLITICAL FACTOR :

To give the United States the ability to better protect itself in the event of a full-scale nuclear war; to improve its ability to deter attacks against its own homeland; to improve its capabilities to prevent attacks against its allies in Northeast Asia—that is, to enhance deterrence; and, related to this goal, to improve its negotiating position in times of crisis; and to reassure United States allies about the effectiveness of the United States military. The United States of America is the primary beneficiary of limiting damage as much as possible while rejecting the idea of recognizing mutual vulnerability.

There are a lot of serious worries (or this might not mean the same thing) about how vulnerable we both are to one other. After nearly 20 years of scholars debating the potential of the United States declaring common vulnerability with China, they have written a remarkable lack of material regarding what "mutual vulnerability" means or how Washington and Beijing will likely differ in their interpretations of the term.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Roberts, B. (2001, August). China-U.S. Nuclear Relations: What Relationship Best Serves U.S. Interests? INSTITUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES.
).] 

Because the word "mutual vulnerability" lacks a commonly accepted meaning, the idea may refer to a wide variety of force structures and strategies. According to one state's concept of mutual vulnerability, they may be appropriate to the leaders of that state, but unacceptable to the leaders of the other state.
Some western scholars believe It's unclear if China wants the United States to declare that it has no defenses against a modest strike or that the United States is completely vulnerable to a wide-ranging attack.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Lewis, A. D. (2022, May). US-China Mutual Vulnerability: Perspectives on the Debate (VOL 22). PACIFIC FORUM. https://pacforum.org/publication/issues-insights-vol-22-sr2-us-china-mutual-vulnerability-perspectives-on-the-debate#:~:text=About,conditions%20it%20should%20do%20so.] 


Some western scholars think that China needs to answer the deep and fundamental question of whether a certain number of nuclear warheads need to reach US targets before or after a massive first strike by the US.
That is, is mutual vulnerability something that must exist before a massive first strike, or both before and after?
If the second option is true, then US homeland missile defenses would not be the only systems China might think are dangerous to the way mutual vulnerability works. Long-range US nuclear-armed missiles could also be used to make it harder for China to keep the US homeland vulnerable.



THE FOLLOWING ISSUES MUST BE ADDRESSED IF MUTUAL VULNERABILITY IS TO BE MAINTAINED AT THE NUCLEAR LEVEL:

1 ) The U.S. and China must be open to maintaining a mutually vulnerable nuclear relationship. Deep political mistrust on both sides makes openness difficult. Beijing is concerned about escalating security threats from Washington, therefore any information about how it makes security decisions, especially regarding nuclear weapons, is a security danger. Chinese efforts to protect information prevent opponents from learning policy goals and deliberations.[footnoteRef:22] That leaves the opponent guessing, which could cause anxiety. If China builds more nuclear silos for self-defense and a second attack, the enemy may assume that China is preparing for war. If China mobilizes its nuclear forces during a conventional conflict, a frightened foe may see it as a nuclear deployment. In the event of a first attack, China may want to increase nuclear survivability.[footnoteRef:23] Enhancing the openness of nuclear weapons held by states is crucial for nonproliferation and disarmament initiatives. These activities consist of promises made under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and attempts to address all types of nuclear weapons, including deployed, non-deployed, strategic, and non-strategic weapons. In addition, it will serve to pave the way for future arms treaties and clarify the strategic aim. [22:  Minnie Chan, “China’s Military Tightens Secrecy Rules as PLA Steps up Exchanges Abroad,” South China Morning Post, February 19, 2020.]  [23:  Zhao, T. (2021c). China and the international debate on no first use of nuclear weapons. Asian Security, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1080/14799855.2021.2015654] 


2)Extremely challenging for the two nations to agree on the consequences of new strategic technology, which could lead to differing opinions on how to address mutual vulnerability. In reaction to China's successful ASAT weapon test, which generated fears that China may attack US satellites, the United States proved in February 2007 that its Aegis sea-based missile defense system could likewise be used as an ASAT weapon. There is no evidence Chinese military planners will launch a preemptive strike against American satellites in the event of a future conflict with the United States. China considered the United States' deployment of THAAD as a threat to its security interests in the region. However, the United States asserts that THAAD poses no threat to any other country in the region because it is primarily focused on North Korea's rising nuclear and missile threat.[footnoteRef:24]Some western experts fear that the interceptors installed as part of the proposed Asia-Pacific Phased Adaptive strategy will be incapable of countering Chinese intercontinental ballistic missiles launched from existing DF-5A or DF-31 bases. Even with U.S. Navy Aegis ships in direct range to China, interceptor velocities more than 5,500 kilometers per second would be required to intercept Chinese warheads aimed at the United States. This is far greater than the 4.5 kilometers per second predicted for the SM-3 block-IIA.[footnoteRef:25]Moving Chinese ICBMs to bases further inland (or assuming that SM-3 launchers are located at sites that can be more easily defended by U.S. forces) raises the required interceptor velocities above 7 kilometers per second, ensuring that theater missile defenses pose no threat to the ability of Chinese strategic forces to reach the U.S. homeland.[footnoteRef:26]Many experts feel that China's concern with THAAD has little to do with the missiles and more to do with the system's better radar capabilities. In the case of a future conflict with China, these radars may be used to monitor China's missile systems, giving the United States a considerable edge. Some Chinese analysts assert that THAAD's effectiveness against North Korea is limited because it cannot eliminate short-range missiles and artillery that cannot reach high altitudes, meaning that the radar is the real reason for the installation. Beijing is growing increasingly anxious that the United States may use South Korea and Japan in the future to constrain China.[footnoteRef:27] It is apparent that both countries see strategic capability in an adversarial light and comprehend it in a different way than the other. There is a greater chance of a race to develop weapons that will allow one side to neutralize the threat posed by the other side. [24:  Sinha, A. (2018, July 12). THAAD: The fear of China, anxiety of Russia. The Economic Times. https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/defence/thaad-the-fear-of-china-anxiety-of-russia/articleshow/57273866.cms?from=mdr]  [25:  Sankaran, J. (2015, January). The United States’ European Phased Adaptive Approach Missile Defense System: Defending Against Iranian Missile Threats Without Diluting the Russian Deterrent. RAND. https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR957.html]  [26:  Glaser, C. L., & Fetter, S. (2016). Should the United States Reject MAD? Damage Limitation and U.S. Nuclear Strategy toward China. International Security, 41(1), 49–98. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00248]  [27:  Taylor, A. (2017, March 7). Why China is so mad about THAAD, a missile defense system aimed at deterring North Korea. Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2017/03/07/why-china-is-so-mad-about-thaad-a-missile-defense-system-aimed-at-deterring-north-korea/
] 



3) It is unclear whatever signals the United States should send to China in order to demonstrate its commitment to mutual vulnerability. Historiography suggests that the arms race may persist even if both countries agree to mutual vulnerability. When politicians on both sides of the cold war acknowledged their own limitations, collaboration was simpler to preserve. None of the stakeholders were necessarily consoled despite this. Despite these acknowledgements, competition persisted, but it frequently relocated to new sectors. In order to fulfill the SALT I levels, the United States was compelled by the Basic Principles of Agreement to cease quantitative competition in the field of strategic delivery vehicles. In spite of this, the United States continued to pursue qualitative superiority with MIRVs.[footnoteRef:28] In terms of mutual vulnerability, Western experts consider the asymmetry in nuclear capability to be the most glaring difference between the US-Soviet and US-Chinese partnerships. Under the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty of 2010, the United States is limited to 1,550 operable strategic deployed warheads, while China is likely to possess approximately 350 nuclear weapons.[footnoteRef:29]It's also worth noting that the US/Soviet relationship was bilateral, as opposed to the several near-peer competitors and geographically diversified allies who face off against the United States today.  [28:  Williams, H. (2022). US-China Mutual Vulnerability: Perspectives on the Debate (Vol. 22) [E-book]. Pacific Forum. https://pacforum.org/publication/issues-insights-vol-22-sr2-us-china-mutual-vulnerability-perspectives-on-the-debate#:~:text=About,conditions%20it%20should%20do%20so.]  [29:  Federation of American Scientists, “Status of World Nuclear Forces”. Available at: https://fas.org/issues/nuclear-weapons/status-world-nuclearforces/. ] 





THE PRIMARY ISSUE PRIOR TO AND FOLLOWING THE ADOPTION OF MUTUAL VULNERABILITY:

There are some major concerns related to the mutual vulnerability issue and the process it involves:

· How can the declaration of mutual vulnerability be made to seem convincing to officials on both the Chinese and American sides?
· Are there more assurances that may be requested, such as a pause on US homeland missile defense or a reduction in the Chinese nuclear silo buildup?
· US Allies in Asia will need guarantees, and how will China collaborate with this?
· Even if a US president determines that the benefits outweigh the risks and declares mutual vulnerability with China,there is a high chance that congress will disagree and support more funding for at-risk US programs. How can the bureaucratic party be made to support mutual vulnerability?
· According to some western academics, the U.S. proclamation of mutual vulnerability is evidence of U.S. weakness and a warning that lower-level violence could be lucrative. What should the Chinese counterpart do in this situation?


The Cold War parallel between the United States of America and the Soviet Union does not offer the greatest outcomes for advocates of claiming mutual vulnerability when viewed from the perspective of the United States and the Soviet Union".... they [the Soviets] consider nuclear war as a permanent possibility and have not accepted mutual vulnerability as a desirable or permanent basis for the US-Soviet strategic relationship," according to a 1982 US National Intelligence Estimate.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Director of Central Intelligence, Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict, 1981-91, National Intelligence Estimate Volume 1 – Key Judgements (Washington, DC: CIA, March 23, 1982), p. 2, formerly Top Secret and now declassified.] 

Existing and future ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems in the United States are built and intended to defend against limited missile assaults launched against the United States and its allies by regional countries such as North Korea and Iran. The position taken by the administration of Barack Obama is consistent with that of previous administrations. The Obama administration has confirmed that these systems are not driven toward Russia or China, and it has attempted to reassure both countries that its BMD plans do not threaten the strategic stability of the world. However, China views U.S. ballistic missile defense as a long-term strategic danger that has the potential to hinder its ability to retaliate after a nuclear assault by the United States and hence provide the United States with advantages in bargaining during a crisis.[footnoteRef:31] [31:   Gregory Kulacki, “Chinese Concerns about U.S. Missile Defense” (Cambridge, Mass.: Union of Concerned Scientists, July 2014), http://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/ªles/legacy/assets/ documents/nwgs/china-missile-defense.pdf; Christopher P. Twomey and Michael S. Chase, “Chinese Attitudes toward Missile Defense,” in Catherine McArdle Kelleher and Peter Dombrowski, eds., Regional Missile Defense from a Global Perspective (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2015), pp. 197–216; and Fiona S. Cunningham and M. Taylor Fravel, “Assuring Assured Retaliation: China’s Nuclear Posture and U.S.-China Strategic Stability,” International Security, Vol. 40, No. 2 (Fall 2015), pp. 16–19.] 



Will they believe it when both US and Chinese leaders accept the admission of mutual vulnerability?  

The response to this question is uncertain and potentially problematic. When the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to mutually assured destruction, several military branches were unaware of the doctrine. It is debatable whether or not MAD was the United States' preferred military doctrine during the Cold War. According to the US Air Force, MAD was never suggested as a sole deterrent tactic, but rather as one of several options accessible to the United States in its nuclear policy.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  National Archives and Records Administration, RG 200, Defense Programs and Operations, LeMay's Memo to President and JCS Views, Box 83. Secret.] 


Former officers have underlined that they never felt constrained by the logic of MAD (and were prepared to deploy nuclear bombs in smaller-scale situations than "assured destruction" permitted) and that they never intentionally targeted civilian cities (though they acknowledge that the result of a "purely military" attack would certainly devastate the cities as well). Nevertheless, according to a declassified Strategic Air Command report from 1959, US nuclear weapons plans called for the systematic elimination of the populations of Beijing, Moscow, Leningrad, East Berlin, and Warsaw.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  "Strategic Air Command Declassifies Nuclear Target List from 1950s". nsarchive.gwu.edu. Retrieved 2016-01-06] 

It is quite understandable that MAD took one of the doctrines and not completely both parties rely on that. 
From the US-China context MAD can be ensured in several ways theoretically. 
First, lowering or decreasing the capability of missile defense which actually has a threat on the second strike capability can be one way to do that. But the problem associated with this process is that lowering or decreasing the missile defense capability not only depends on the United States or China’s hand completely. The US has committed a defense treaty with Japan. Article 5 of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty requires bilateral action in the event of an armed attack against Japan, and Article 6 requires Japan to provide facilities and areas for U.S. Forces. If a nation plans to attack Japan, the attacker must be prepared to face not only the Self-Defense Forces (SDF), but also the overwhelming military strength of the U.S.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Japan Ministry of Defense. (n.d.). Significance of the Japan-U.S. Security Arrangements. https://www.mod.go.jp/en/j-us-alliance/security-arrangements/index.html] 


Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States and the Republic of Korea treaty between South Korea and the United States signed on 1 October 1953, two months after the signing of the Korean Armistice Agreement which brought a halt to the fighting in the Korean War.With the advent of nuclear weapons, the Treaty soon became more about being protected from the threat of nuclear warfare. In a survey given in 2014 it was found that 52.2 percent of South Koreans believed that the United States would retaliate with nuclear weapons if North Korea attacked them with nuclear warfare first. [footnoteRef:35] [35:  Bong, Youngshik (2017-06-28), "Continuity Amidst Change: The Korea – United States Alliance", Global Allies: Comparing US Alliances in the 21st Century, ANU Press, pp. 45–57, ISBN 978-1-76046-118-8, retrieved 2021-03-18] 


Therefore, if the United States freezes, withdraws, or reduces its missile defense capabilities, its Asian allies will be fearful and mistrustful of the United States' commitment. Both Japan and South Korea feel intimidated by North Korea's ongoing missile launch. Yang Moo-jin, a professor at the University of North Korean Studies in Seoul, believes that North Korea has already proved its ability to potentially deliver nuclear weapons to South Korea, Japan, and the U.S.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Writer, S. (2022, May 25). North Korea’s missile tests gauge ability to hit U.S., Japan, South Korea. Nikkei Asia. https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/N-Korea-at-crossroads/North-Korea-s-missile-tests-gauge-ability-to-hit-U.S.-Japan-South-Korea] 

So, it’s unlikely that the US would be able to freeze or decrease the capability of its missile defense in the near future when there is still a risk or security threat for the Asian Allies.A statement of mutual vulnerability on the part of the United States will elicit a negative response from US allies and partners, particularly those located in the Indo-Pacific. The concern that the United States is subtly signaling its vulnerability to Chinese coercion will most likely be at the core of the reaction from the United States' allies, particularly in the context of regional scenarios.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Lewis, A. D. (2022, May). US-China Mutual Vulnerability: Perspectives on the Debate (VOL 22). PACIFIC FORUM. https://pacforum.org/publication/issues-insights-vol-22-sr2-us-china-mutual-vulnerability-perspectives-on-the-debate#:~:text=About,conditions%20it%20should%20do%20so.] 


There are some Western experts who believe that China's persistent demand for an official US declaration on mutual vulnerability is motivated by the belief that it will create a split in the US alliance system in the Pacific if it is not made public.
It is possible that friends will perceive the statement of mutual vulnerability as an indication that the United States is either incapable or unwilling to withstand Chinese military attacks on the United States' homeland, regardless of whether US officials believe it is required.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  R. Costlow, M. (2022, May). US-China Mutual Vulnerability: Perspectives on the Debate (VOL 22). PACIFIC FORUM. https://pacforum.org/publication/issues-insights-vol-22-sr2-us-china-mutual-vulnerability-perspectives-on-the-debate#:~:text=About,conditions%20it%20should%20do%20so.] 


Another approach is to build China’s own missile defense against adversaries' missile attack and build a nuclear arsenal which has two impacts. First , this will give China an equal standing point with the US and will also defend against missile attack. Second, this approach will put pressure on the opposite side to accept mutual vulnerability. 
In the case study, during the Cuban missile crisis both US & USSR have the nuclear capability however, USSR had to accept the most compromise and both sides agree that it is failure of the USSR.The forced restraint of both great powers was viewed as a defeat for the Soviet Union.[footnoteRef:39] As this was also the conclusion of its military and political leaders, Khrushchev was replaced and the Soviet nuclear arsenal was rapidly built up, to which the United States responded. After the USSR realized nuclear imbalance it sped up the nuclear building and the famous  statement “A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.” was first made by Presidents Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev at their summit in Geneva in 1985 that time USSR has the highest number of nuclear warheads among the history and it surpasses the US nuclear warhead at that moment. [39:  Bergh, G. V. B. V. D. (2009, May 21). The Taming of the Great Nuclear Powers. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegieendowment.org/2009/05/21/taming-of-great-nuclear-powers-pub-23152
] 



There are news that China start to build China is building more than 100 new missile silos in its western desert[footnoteRef:40]. If China chooses the second path and learns lessons from the USSR ,there are two consequesnes may come out. First, if China is able to speed up the nuclear silo build up and reach the same level as the US that might put pressure on the US to find a mutual agreement and probably will accept China's long demanding mutual vulnerability.  [40:  Warrick, J. (2021, June 30). China is building more than 100 new missile silos in its western desert, analysts say. The Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/china-nuclear-missile-silos/2021/06/30/0fa8debc-d9c2-11eb-bb9e-70fda8c37057_story.html] 

But this nuclear build up will create a dangerous  arms race among the major nuclear powers . China’s nuclear modernization may trigger the US to focus on its own nuclear modernization & missile defense  which might lead North Korea to conclude that it won’t be capable of effective retaliation .
According to the concept, nuclear weapons may serve as deterrents; to use them may conceivably bring hell on Earth, but to possess them could potentially avert war. This also illustrates why China has a nuclear military and intends to expand it. By possessing enough weapons to withstand a nuclear strike and react with tremendous ferocity, China can supposedly ensure that no nation will ever attack it.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Harris, P. G. (2022, April 1). China’s nuclear weapons build-up threatens mutually assured destruction. Hong Kong Free Press HKFP. https://hongkongfp.com/2022/04/05/chinas-nuclear-weapons-build-up-threatens-mutually-assured-destruction/] 


US Allies in Asia will need guarantees, and how will China collaborate with this?

From the US & its allies' side, making a commitment in the Indo-Pacific region to apply a no first use policy with China and not initiate any strike against China using the neighboring countries  land will give China some degree of security assurance . In exchange China also can give the negative security insurance to the US allies. China already promised to stick with the “No First Use” policy and not attack any non-nuclear states. However, if the United States strikes Chinese targets with nuclear weapons, would China’s NFU commitment still hold for countries that ally with the United States? Does China think it could then launch nuclear attacks on U.S. military bases in allied countries like Japan and South Korea?[footnoteRef:42] [42:  Zhao, T. (2021d). China and the international debate on no first use of nuclear weapons. Asian Security, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1080/14799855.2021.2015654] 

China and US both can discuss potential implications of “No First Use” application and provide secure “ negative security assurances”.

Accepting mutual vulnerability demonstrates American weakness?

Currently the US possesses the second largest number of nuclear warheads after Russia.  The US also possesses the military bases in Japan and South Korea who are China’s neighbors, having strong ties with Taiwan island reading the defense. Under the current scenario US not only has strong conventional and nuclear capability which is far more than China but also achieved precision strike capability which is crucial for preemptive strike.According to Professor Wu Riqing calculated his analysis that in 2010 ,chance of Chinese nuclear retaliation against the mainland United States for day-to-day alert status and full -alert status was 38 percent and 90 percent respectively.[footnoteRef:43] Therefore, it is not at all possible for the United States to take the step of acknowledging that reciprocal vulnerability is a sign of weakness. Currently China poses the “No First Use” policy which guarantees that China will not use nuclear weapons unless China is being attacked. Even though western scholars have expressed doubt as not practice yet to prove it . US-Russia initiated the nuclear arms control treaty and repeatedly mentioned that the US wants China to take part in the arms control talk. From the Chinese side, one of the demands is mutual vulnerability. If the US accepts mutual vulnerability ,there is a possibility to bring China into the arms control dialogue . That will also give the US a moral strong point to show the international community it’s effort to effective strategic arms control treaty. On the other hand, this can give China trust in broad openness  about nuclear policy and doctrine. This way US will get more moral support and standpoint . [43:  Riqiang, W. (2020). Living with Uncertainty: Modeling China’s Nuclear Survivability. International Security, 44(4), 84–118. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00376] 

According to some analysts, the US "would have a better chance of participating Beijing in a nuclear dialogue, encouraging China to be open about its capabilities, and ultimately restricting the growth and development of China's strategic forces if it formally acknowledges mutual vulnerability and seeks to credibly allay Beijing's fear that Washington is trying to break out of this condition.[footnoteRef:44] If the US did not accept the mutual vulnerability that would create a negative impact .The US continues to refuse to admit mutual vulnerability, emphasizing to Chinese planners that the US may still seek a heavy and powerful first strike capability against China, prompting Beijing to establish a more "ambitious" nuclear doctrine and a nuclear arsenal to match.[footnoteRef:45] [44:  Elbridge A. Colby and Abraham M. Denmark, Nuclear Weapons and USChina Relations (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2013), pp. 19-20.]  [45:  Caitlin Talmadge, The US-China Nuclear Relationship: Why Competition is Likely to Intensify (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 2019), pp. 6, ] 

Accepting each other's weaknesses will also cut down on the cost of deploying or increasing capabilities. In the long run, this can help stop the major powers from going to war with each other. Mutual vulnerability will help the Chinese side be more open about nuclear issues, which is a good sign for getting to know each other better and building trust.
Accepting each other's weaknesses could make the unhealthy and dangerous arms race competition less likely to happen. What we see now is that the US-Soviet US and the Soviet Union signed several arms treaties, such as the INF treaty and the START treaty, because they were both weak. McNamara provided a way out of the arms race's'mad momentum' He said, "We don't want a nuclear arms race with the Soviet Union because it's dumb and fruitless." Both states would gain from a well secured agreement to restrict and then reduce offensive and defensive nuclear capabilities. Two years later, the two nuclear superpowers began negotiations on strategic armaments, beginning in 40 years of diplomatic cooperation that produced nine significant nuclear treaties and agreements.[footnoteRef:46]It is possible that if both China and the United States acknowledge that they have weaknesses, it will assist to establish trust between them, which in turn will make it more likely that they will sign a deal to limit their nuclear arsenals. [46:  Arbatov, A. (n.d.). Mad Momentum Redux? The Rise and Fall of Nuclear Arms Control. IISS. https://www.iiss.org/publications/survival/2019/survival-global-politics-and-strategy-junejuly-2019/613-02-arbatov
] 



CASE STUDY:

CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS:

The 1962 Cuban missile crisis began from the Soviet Union's worry about its standing in relation to the United States.It is unlikely that the missiles were designed to improve the Soviet Union's nuclear capability, as was commonly assumed in the West. Kennedy and his aides were well aware that the Soviet Union already possessed adequate retaliation capabilities to prevent the US.

The main issue was the Soviet claim to equal political standing with the United States. The Soviets, for example, claimed that they, like the United States, should be allowed to establish overseas bases.
Similar to American missiles in Turkey, Soviet missiles in Cuba had a similar range.Additionally, there was a more obvious justification: defending communist Cuba against an American invasion similar to the one that had taken place in the Bay of Pigs earlier.

Initially, the question was how to force the Soviet Union to back down, as it would have done prior to the advent of nuclear weapons. Kennedy delayed a week before declaring his knowledge of the missiles and his response to them. A small Executive Committee (Ex-Comm) of the National Security Council composed of his closest advisors was established by him. The Ex-Comm addressed the possibility of a Cuban air strike or armed invasion. Kennedy opted for the least perilous option, a naval quarantine of Cuba. This provided the Soviet Union with a way out of a potentially escalating military confrontation.

Initially, the question was how to force the Soviet Union to back down, as it would have done prior to the advent of nuclear weapons. Kennedy delayed a week before declaring his knowledge of the missiles and his response to them. A small Executive Committee (Ex-Comm) of the National Security Council composed of his closest advisors was established by him. The Ex-Comm addressed the possibility of a Cuban air strike or armed invasion. Kennedy opted for the least perilous option, a naval quarantine of Cuba. This provided the Soviet Union with a way out of a potentially escalating military confrontation.

The quarantine worked: the Soviet ships carrying arms turned back. But the missiles remained. Secret negotiations began and Kennedy and Khrushchev exchanged letters.

The circumstances necessitated a compromise. The relative issue was overshadowed by the existential threat posed by nuclear weapons. There were consequences for the Soviet  for pursuing a daring strategy. That vow to never again invade Cuba was acquired in exchange for removing the missiles, and it has been honored ever since.
[image: ]


Source :U.S. and Soviet/Russian nuclear weapons stockpiles/inventories from 1945 to 2006.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Johnston, W. R. (2009, April 6). Multimegaton Weapons. MULTIMEGATON WEAPONS. http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/nuclear/multimeg.html] 


At the time it was supposed in the West that the compromise was the result of American superiority, both nuclear and conventional. The United States had forced the Soviet Union to remove the missiles from Cuba. This interpretation seemed to be confirmed by reactions in the Soviet Union. The Russian diplomat Kuznetsov famously told McCloy, his counterpart in the negotiations: “You will never do this to us again”.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Quoted in Rhodes, op. cit., p. 94. ] 



	Country 
	US
	USSR

	Nuclear Warheads
	25,540
	3346

	Bombers
	1479
	150

	ICBM +SLBM
	182
	42 (Zero SLBM)

	Warheads
	3500
	300/500



Figure : 1962 During the Cuban Missile crisis both US & USSR Nuclear capability [footnoteRef:49] [49:   “Nuclear Notebook,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, accessed July 12, 2016, http://thebulletin.org/nuclear-notebook-multimedia.] 


They were well aware of the strategic imbalance on both sides." It was assessed by Soviet General Anatoly Gribkov and his military advisers that the United States had a roughly 17:1 strategic nuclear advantage in the Crisis.[footnoteRef:50] [50:   A. I. Gribkov, William Y. Smith, and Alfred Friendly, Operation ANADYR: U.S. and Soviet Generals Recount the Cuban Missile Crisis (Chicago: Edition q, 1994), p. 10–11.] 


In September 1960, one year before the Cuban Missile Crisis, President John F. Kennedy received a briefing from the chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, on the anticipated repercussions of a nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union.  The briefing demonstrated that the Soviet Union had a secure second-strike capability and that, in the case of a nuclear war, it would have been able to destroy key cities on the East Coast of the United States. It also demonstrated that the United States possessed a significant nuclear superiority.  "By any quantitative or qualitative metric of nuclear power," writes Scott Sagan, "the United States held overwhelming dominance."[footnoteRef:51] [51:   Scott Douglas Sagan, “SIOP-62: The Nuclear War Plan Briefing to President Kennedy,” International Security 12, no. 1 (1987): 22–51.] 




TAIWAN STRAIT CRISIS (1958):

During the Taiwan Strait crisis ,the US enjoyed nuclear superiority and China didn’t have nuclear weapons. In this circumstance, the US was even very close to using nuclear attack against China.
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	US
	China

	Warheads
	7345
	0



Figure : During the 1958  Taiwan Strait Crisis US and China nuclear warhead[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. (2022, July 7). Nuclear Notebook. https://thebulletin.org/nuclear-notebook/] 


The US Joint Chiefs, viewed during the Taiwan crisis ,the use of nuclear weapons as "inevitable." In one passage, the top Air Force commander for the Pacific, General Laurence S. Kuter, stated categorically that any US air operation against a Chinese attack on the outer islands "had little prospect of success unless atomic weapons were utilized from the start."U.S. Secretary of State Christian Herter (1959-1961) is said to have later referred to the conflict as "the first serious nuclear crisis.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  M.H. Halperin (December 1966). The 1958 Taiwan Straits Crisis: A Documented History. Daniel Ellsberg. pp. i–xvii.] 

In the end, Eisenhower was hesitant to use nuclear weapons and pushed for the US troops to stick to conventional arms. Joshua Pollack, editor of the Nonproliferation Review, said on Twitter Sunday that the idea the US would have risked a nuclear exchange with the Soviet Union over islands with "no military value" was "jarring."[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Westcott, B. C. (2021, May 24). US military considered using nuclear weapons against China in 1958 Taiwan Strait crisis, leaked documents show. CNN. https://edition.cnn.com/2021/05/24/china/us-china-taiwan-1958-nuclear-intl-hnk/index.html] 

The United States thus arranged to re-supply ROC garrisons on Jinmen and Mazu. This brought an abrupt end to the bombardment and eased the crisis. Eventually, the PRC and ROC came to an arrangement in which they shelled each other’s garrisons on alternate days. 
The imbalance of the nuclear capability and power mostly forces the result in favor of the nuclear power states and mostly that nuclear power states also take the bigger risk.

UKRAINE CRISIS: 

In the wake of the Cold War, some governments around the world learned that a substantial nuclear force serves as a deterrent against direct attacks from powerful nations. In the 1990s, Ukraine gave up its nuclear weapons program, something many Ukrainians are sure to regret. In retrospect, Russia's pledge to secure Ukraine's safety at the time was clearly ineffectual.


	Country
	US
	Russia 

	Nuclear Warheads
	3708
	4495



Figure: US-Russia Nuclear warhead (2021) before the Ukraine Crisis.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. (2022, July 7). Nuclear Notebook. https://thebulletin.org/nuclear-notebook/
] 


The president of the United States has already made it obvious that the United States is unwilling to go to war, despite the fact that the Russians are. The president has also ruled out sending American troops into Ukraine to rescue American people if necessary.

There are some reasons behind the decision. To begin, the United States cannot be considered Ukraine's immediate neighbor. It is not situated on the border with the United States. Nor does it serve as the location of a military installation of the United States. It does not have any oil reserves that are considered to be strategic, and it is not a big trading partner.

However, the most significant and potentially catastrophic threat will be a nuclear war between the two superpowers. President Biden has been transparent about the fact that he does not wish to set off a "world war" by increasing the likelihood of a direct confrontation between American and Russian soldiers in Ukraine.
According to NBC, the President of the United States stated that "it's not like we're dealing with a terrorist organization." "We are going up against one of the most powerful armies in the entire world. This is a very delicate circumstance, and things might very easily spiral out of control."[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Usher, B. B. P. (2022, February 25). Ukraine conflict: Why Biden won’t send troops to Ukraine. BBC News. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-60499385] 



KEY FINDING

Under the current security landscape, it is highly unlikely that both countries will be able to research areas of mutual vulnerability and mutually assured destruction. There is an imbalance in nuclear capabilities; political pressure and the concern of allies will be the primary drivers. So, recognizing mutual vulnerability does not solely depend on the US-China decision; there are countries allied with the US and China's neighbors that can have a substantial effect on the decision. China, the third nuclear superpower, lacks the capability to threaten true mutually assured destruction because its relatively small nuclear missile arsenal lacks a credible "second strike" capability, which would be required to automatically counter a nuclear attack, according to a 2007 study published in the journal Asian Affairs: An American Review.[footnoteRef:57] If both the United States and China accept mutual vulnerability without declaring it, or if they take steps that aid in research near the level of mutual vulnerability, it might serve their best interests.  [57:  Metcalfe, T. (2022, March 18). What is mutual assured destruction? Livescience.Com. https://www.livescience.com/mutual-assured-destruction
] 

Based on the findings of the case study, it is obvious that nuclear deterrence is more effective when both opponents possess an equal level of nuclear capacity and warheads than it is under situations in which there is a significant nuclear power imbalance and a large number of warheads. Despite the fact that the US-USSR MAD was never put into reality in the actual world, it should be noted that both countries can only reach an agreement when they have the same capabilities as they did in the past. In the current crisis or war in Ukraine, even the United States is providing military aid; however, it does not send soldiers or take an active part in the battlefield. This is one of the reasons why both countries have a substantial number of nuclear bombs to use against one another.
It should also be noted that embracing MAD does not definitely guarantee a reduction or freeze in the arms race. This is something that should be taken into consideration. Because when both adversaries harbor suspicion toward each other's strategic intentions and statements, it will still create the urge to develop a safe net against an opponent's nuclear strike and how to neutralize it. This is because mistrust breeds mistrust.


RECOMMENDATION


1) Both China and US govt officials need to make it clear to the other side what the mutual vulnerability means to each other and reach a common definition which will be applicable for both sides. If the US is willing to get the invitation from the Chinese sides and Beijign officials believe they already make huge progress like having a modest nuclear arsenal, declaring the “No First Use” policy , under this situation , the thirty countries/organizations can help to take the initiative .
2) The United States and China must achieve a consensus on what mutual vulnerability means and how it will be applied to specific military systems, programs, and commitments. The anticipated benefits of more open communication, increased transparency, less tensions, and restrained armies are unduly optimistic and yield unrealistic results.
3) The two nations might look into shifting their military strategy to one that is more focused on defense. Russia needs to be involved, but we need to investigate all of the potential possibilities first. Because China, Russia, and the United States are all working together and on their own to develop domestic missile defense systems, there may be sufficient grounds for agreement for each state to recognize the defensive imperatives of the other as a foundation for discourse. This is because China, Russia, and the United States are all working to develop domestic missile defense systems. If both China and the United States have their own missile defense systems, which should have a defensive purpose, and if they communicate their strategic intentions to one another more clearly, then there will be more of a collective effort to build trust and understanding between the two countries.
4) One major noticeable thing is that the US only accepts mutual vulnerability with the former Soviet Union when the Soviet possesses the highest number of nuclear warheads and surpasses the US. The US did not accept the mutual vulnerability when it had the highest number of warheads and superiority over the Soviet Union. Considering the situation with North Korea,  the United States will attempt to deny North Korea the ability to hold the U.S. homeland at risk with nuclear-armed intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). This is not, however, the same as saying that the United States will prevent North Korea from testing an ICBM or deploying an operational ICBM force, a goal that does not seem possible without paying an unacceptable cost.Denying the vulnerability only makes North Korea more drive to fire missiles. North Korea has already fired 18 missile tests in 2022, including the country's first test of an intercontinental ballistic missile in almost five years.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  THE ASSOCIATED PRESS. (2022, June 5). North Korea has test-fired a salvo of short-range missiles. NPR. https://choice.npr.org/index.html?origin=https://www.npr.org/2022/06/05/1103136360/north-korea-test-fires-short-range-missiles#:%7E:text=North%20Korea%20has%20launched%2018%20rounds%20of%20missile%20tests%20in%202022&

text=Security%20Council%20divided%20over%20Russia’s%20war%20on%20Ukraine.
] 


North Korea continues to develop its ICBM to reach a point when it can have secure and credible second strike capability. Continuing to deny the mutual vulnerability with China only pushes China further to modernize their nuclear arsenal and nuclear capability to increase their survivability and capability to hold the adversary land into risk. So, US should consider the benefits and cost when considering whether to continue accepting mutual vulnerability with China.
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