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“Sole Purpose” vs. “No First Use”

“Supporters of the current policy argue that removing the threat of nuclear 

escalation could embolden countries like North Korea, China, or Russia, who 

might believe that they could overwhelm U.S. allies in their regions and take 

advantage of local or regional conventional advantages before the United States 

or its allies could respond. In such a scenario, some argue, the “no first use” 

pledge would not only undermine deterrence, but could also increase the risk 

that a conventional war could escalate and involve nuclear weapons use.” 

[and therefore proliferation consequences . . . . And China . . . .]

Amy Woolf, CRS, October 13, 2021

No First Use: 

The United States will not be the first to use nuclear weapons, no 
matter the circumstances



“Sole Purpose” vs. “No First Use”

Sole Purpose: 

Sole Purpose 1: The sole purpose of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is to 
deter — and, if necessary, to retaliate against — a nuclear attack 
against the United States and its allies.

Sole Purpose 2: The sole purpose of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is to 
deter nuclear attacks against the United States and its allies.

Sole Purpose 3: The sole purpose of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is to 
deter significant strategic attacks, including nuclear attacks, 
against the United States and its allies.

(Ankit Panda and Vipin Narang, War on the Rocks, Feb. 22, 2021)

And the ”sole purpose car to the emergency room” analogy . . . .



REDUCING THE ROLE OF U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
  

 

The fundamental role of U.S. nuclear weapons, 
which will continue as long as nuclear weapons 
exist, is to deter nuclear attack on the United 
States, our allies, and partners. 
….
To that end, the United States is now prepared to 
strengthen its long-standing “negative security 
assurance” by declaring that the United States 
will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear weapons states that are 
party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) and in compliance with their nuclear non-
proliferation obligations. 
….

pp. 15-16

Obama 2010 NPR



 

Given the catastrophic potential of biological 
weapons and the rapid pace of bio-technology 
development, the United States reserves the 
right to make any adjustment in the assurance 
that may be warranted by the evolution and 
proliferation of the biological weapons threat and 
U.S. capacities to counter that threat. 

pp. 15-16

The BW carve-out:



REDUCING THE ROLE OF U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
  

 
In the case of countries not covered by this 
assurance – states that possess nuclear weapons 
and states not in compliance with their nuclear 
non-proliferation obligations – there remains a 
narrow range of contingencies in which U.S. 
nuclear weapons may still play a role in deterring 
a conventional or CBW attack against the United 
States or its allies and partners. The United States 
is therefore not prepared at the present time to 
adopt a universal policy that the “sole purpose” 
of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter nuclear attack 
on the United States and our allies and partners, 
but will work to establish conditions under which 
such a policy could be safely adopted. 

pp. 15-16



(p. 21)

Trump 2018 NPR



Obama Administration Official directly involved in NPR:*

“…we looked at both the assessed threat (intelligence based) and the potential threat 
(technology based) including how BW might be used in general and how the current and 
future leadership of each of the relevant actors might view potential BW threat and use.”

Trump Administration Official directly involved in NPR:*

“The potential threat of biological and chemical weapons attacks was an important 
factor in our decision not to adopt a no-first-use policy. There was no disagreement on 
this point within the US government, which was well represented in the Working 
Group.

As you know, the US does not have a biological weapons capability that can respond to 
adversary use.  There is a concern, however unlikely, that an adversary may think it 
could use such an attack or threat of an attack to coerce the United States. By 
maintaining the possibility of a nuclear response to biological weapons attack, we hope 
that this might contribute to deterring such attacks in the first place.”

*Email interviews with CFC, October & November 2021

A “survey” inspired by Flournoy’s remarks . . . 



(p. 229)

Winter 2009 NSC meeting:

“[Secretary of Defense] Gates raised three points…

First, he wondered why the United States would want to box
Itself in unilaterally . . . 

Second, he warned that the allies would view no-first-use as
an abandonment of America’s prime security guarantee…

[and third] was that North Korea and a few other hostile 
countries [including Russia] possessed biological weapons . . .a 
large-scale biological attack could kill hundreds of thousands, 
even milliions, of Americans. The United States had given up 
bioweapons long ago, so it couldn’t “retaliate in kind.” . . . 
Certainly any President would at least want to  consider 
responding to such a hideous attack with nuclear weapons  . . . 
to deter them . . . .”



REDUCING THE ROLE OF U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
  

 
In the case of countries not covered by this 
assurance – states that possess nuclear weapons 
and states not in compliance with their nuclear 
non-proliferation obligations – there remains a 
narrow range of contingencies in which U.S. 
nuclear weapons may still play a role in deterring 
a conventional or CBW attack against the United 
States or its allies and partners. The United States 
is therefore not prepared at the present time to 
adopt a universal policy that the “sole purpose” 
of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter nuclear attack 
on the United States and our allies and partners,  
but will work to establish conditions under which 
such a policy could be safely adopted. 

pp. 15-16





“The potential for biological weapons to kill on a massive scale comparable to nuclear 
weapons, concerns that some potential adversaries may have or acquire biological 
weapons, the rapid advancement of biotechnology that makes a covert program even 
more feasible, and the reality that the United States has foresworn biological weapons 
all led the Obama administration in its 2010 Nuclear Posture Review to reserve the right 
for the United States to re-visit its negative security assurance if necessary….Since 
2010, the rationale behind the Obama administration’s reservation has not been 
reversed either by reductions in the biological weapons threat or by significant 
advances in US defensive capabilities.”



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW;
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW, or may get them;
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of 

covert programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW;
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult;
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities



(August 1993)

OTA: It is credible that a 
biological attack could cause 
fatalities comparable to a 
nuclear attack,  at various 
scales.







Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW, or may get them;
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of covert 

programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW;
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult;
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities



Let’s examine each of these arguments—but acknowledge 
that we’ve had this debate before, prior to 9/11:

D. Gompert, K Watman, D. Wilkening (1995). “Nuclear First Use Revisited,” Survival 37, 27-44.

G. Bunn (1996). “Expanding Nuclear Options: Is the U.S. Negating Its Non-Use Pledges?” Arms 
Control Today 26, 7-10.

V. A. Utgoff (1997).  “Nuclear Weapons and the Deterrence of Biological and Chemical Warfare,” 
Henry A. Stimson Center, Occasional Paper No. 36

G. H. Quester (2000). “The Response to Renegade Use of Weapons of Mass Destruction,” in V. 
Utgoff, ed., The Coming Crisis (MIT Press), pp. 227-244.

B. Roberts (2000). "Rethinking How Wars Must End: NBC War Termination Issues in the Post-
Cold War Era," in V. Utgoff, ed., The Corning Crisis (MIT Press), pp. 245-278.

S. D. Sagan (2000). “The Commitment Trap: Why the U.S. Should Not Use Nuclear Threats to 
Deter Biological and Chemical Weapons Attacks,” International Security 24, 85-115.



1990s Shocks Regarding

BW State Programs: Soviet Union

• Defectors from 

Soviet program 

reveal tens of 

thousands of 

employees, 

perhaps 

thousands with 

critical 

knowledge 

• Concern about 

former (?) Soviet 

bioweaponeers



Salisbury Medical Bulletin. 1996; 87: 131



Biopreparat “Bonfire”* Program’s five 

objectives:

1.Develop multi-antibiotic-resistant 

pathogenic bacteria (aimed for 

resistance to 10 antibiotics)

2.Develop bacteria and viruses with 

modified antigenic structures [to be 

unrecognized by diagnostics, 

vaccines, and immune systems]

3.Genetically engineer pathogens 

with “wholly new and unexpected 

properties”

4.Methods to increase the hardiness 

of BW microorganisms

5.Develop and implement safety 

requirements for R&D
“Kostyor”; Biopreparat: dozens 

of facilities, ~30,000 people

(2012)



1990s Shocks Regarding

BW State Programs: Iraq

• Gulf War cease-fire in 1991: UNSCR 687 requires Iraq to 

 declare BW weapons and accept inspections; in 1995 

 admits to major program (Rolf Ekeus: “large quantities” of 

Clostridium botulinum and Bacillus anthracis)



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW, or may get them; 
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of 

covert programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW;
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult;
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities



April 2019, Assistant Secretary of State Christopher Ford speech at 
the National Defense University: 

“Unfortunately, the Russians show no sign of ever having gotten rid 
of their biological weapons program. Indeed, far from 
demonstrating its elimination of this program as required by the 
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), Russia has 
refused to properly declare the termination of the program under 
the BTWC.” 



Bruce W. Bennett (RAND), “The Challenge of North Korean Biological Weapons,” 
testimony to the House Armed Services Committee, October 11, 2013)

Sources: USFK = General Leon 
J. LaPorte, “Statement before 
the Senate Armed Services 
Committee,”
April 1, 2004; Alibek = 
“Interview—Dr. Ken Alibek,” 
Homeland Defense, 
September 28,
2000; WP = The
Republic of Korea Ministry of 
National Defense, 2012 
Defense White Paper, p. 36.



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of covert 

programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW;
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult;
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries, including some especially gnarly ones, may still 

have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of 

covert programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW;
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult; 
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities—as Covid-19 demonstrates
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. 

U.S. cannot “retaliate in kind” because it no longer has BW?

Let’s remember that the context here is attacks that rise to level of 
consideration of a nuclear response, so context must be mass-casualty 
biological attack.

Is the claim that if we did have BW, we would deter such an attack with the 
threat of a proportionate biological attack of our own? 

But U.S. gave up BW before BWC in part because of lack of battlefield utility 
(Tucker, International Security, 2002). Proportionate response using BW would 
have to mean a mass-casualty attack of our own. 

 



. 

U.S. cannot “retaliate in kind” not because it no longer has BW,
but because it would not retaliate in kind. Consider:

Obama Administration’s Report on Nuclear Employment Strategy:

“Guidance for Nuclear Employment” includes (pp. 4-5):

The new guidance makes clear that all plans must also be consistent with the 
fundamental principles of the Law of Armed Conflict. Accordingly, plans will, 
for example, apply the principles of distinction and proportionality and seek to 
minimize collateral damage to civilian populations and civilian objects. The 
United States will not intentionally target civilian populations or civilian 
objects.”

My conclusion:  The U.S. could not deter (mass casualty) BW with BW even if 
it had BW. Having BW would not give the U.S. an option it does not now 
have. The fact that U.S. does not have BW is not relevant. 



U.S. nuclear planning and targeting adhere to the laws of armed conflict. 
The United States has for decades rejected a deterrence strategy based on 
purposely threatening civilian populations, and the United States will not 
intentionally target civilian populations. 
. . .
U.S. nuclear weapons employment guidance directs minimizing civilian 
damage to the extent possible consistent with achieving U.S. objectives 
and restoring deterrence. 
. . .
Should a crisis escalate into a large-scale nuclear attack on the United 
States or its allies or partners, the United States retains the option to 
pursue multiple objectives, from preventing further nuclear employment 
to inflicting intolerable costs on the adversary. 



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of covert 

programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents; ✓
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW; ✓ (but not relevant)
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult; 
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities—as Covid-19 demonstrates
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Idea of regime change as the appropriate response likely seems less 
appealing and less credible: 
  -- After twenty years’ experience in Afghanistan and Iraq; and
  -- The DPRK now has a nuclear arsenal of its own; and
  -- The U.S. must worry even more about Russia or China 
   acting as protectors of allies that use biological weapons

Quester, 2000: “I argue that unconditional surrender is the 
appropriate objective if a country such as Iraq or North Korea 
uses nuclear weapons.”



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of 

covert programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents; ✓
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW; ✓ (but not relevant)
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult; 
✓

6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 
purpose” have not been established because 

  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        
  of biotech might be even worse); and

  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        
  our biodefense capabilities—as Covid-19 demonstrates



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of covert 

programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents; ✓
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW; ✓ (but not relevant)
5. Some forms of conventional deterrence may now be more difficult; ✓
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities—as Covid-19 demonstrates



U.S. statement to the ad hoc group of states parties to the 
Biological Weapons Convention, July 2001 meeting [rejecting 
further negotiation of a BWC compliance protocol]:



REDUCING THE ROLE OF U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
  

 
The United States is therefore not prepared at 
the present time to adopt a universal policy that 
the “sole purpose” of U.S. nuclear weapons is to 
deter nuclear attack on the United States and our 
allies and partners,  but will work to establish 
conditions under which such a policy could be 
safely adopted. 

This statement could only mean that sole purpose 
must await a world in which we are sure that 
none of our adversaries has a BW program if it 
were said cynically. It must therefore mean 
something else.

pp. 15-16



Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
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programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW; ✓ (but not relevant)
5. “Regime change deterrence” may be more difficult; ✓
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and ✓ (but eternally true)
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities
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Summary of BW Arguments Against Adopting 
“Sole Purpose” or “No First Use” Posture

1. BW can cause casualties on a scale comparable to NW; ✓
2.  Some adversaries may still have BW; ✓ (probably)
3. Advances in biotechnology make things even worse in terms of covert 

programs and novel (possibly contagious) agents;
4. U.S. has foresworn biological weapons so cannot retaliate in kind—

the U.S. can’t deter BW with BW; ✓ (but not relevant)
5. “Regime change deterrence” may be more difficult; ✓
6. Therefore the Obama 2010 NPR conditions for adopting “sole 

purpose” have not been established because 
  (a) the BW threat of our adversaries persists (and because        

  of biotech might be even worse); and ✓ (but eternally true)
  (b) we have not made sufficiently significant advances in        

  our biodefense capabilities ✓ (given Covid-19 experience)









$65 billion 
over 7-10 years
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”Sole purpose” options:

1. Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes 
things worse, and it will always be entirely possible that awful 
regimes will have them, until eventually there is a major 
transformation of international relations. Until then, we cannot 
adopt “sole purpose,” much less NFU. The aspirational language 
in the 2010 NPR was never really attainable. 



”Sole purpose” options:

2. Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes 
things worse, and it will always be entirely possible that awful 
regimes will have them. But we always understood that. We can 
adopt “sole purpose” once our defenses are at the necessary 
level. We previously had objective reasons to think we were 
there (e.g. GHSI, 2019), but the Covid-19 pandemic revealed 
that we were not. But we have been identifying and fixing the 
problems in our Covid-19 response, and we have laid out a path 
to protect ourselves against future threats in the OSTP/NSC 
pandemic preparedness plan and other forthcoming initiatives. 
We will continually assess milestones and adopt “sole 
purpose” when we have made sufficient progress, measured by 
these.



”Sole purpose” options:

Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes 
things worse, and it will always be entirely possible that awful 
regimes will have them. But we always understood that. We have 
assessed the failures of the U.S. response to the Covid-19 
pandemic, and are putting in place the steps needed to address 
those failures. In the meantime we have a robust strategy in place 
for the most obvious BW agents (such as anthrax and smallpox) 
and are putting into place aggressive strategies (e.g. the 
OSTP/NSC plan, but more to come) that will allow us to counter 
future threats, including bio-engineered ones. We therefore feel 
able to adopt “sole purpose” now (relying as well on conventional 
deterrence in the interim) and will continue to aggressively 
pursue a transformation in biological security for the U.S., its 
allies, and the world.

3.
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REDUCING THE ROLE OF U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
  

 
In making this strengthened assurance, the 
United States affirms that any state eligible for 
the assurance that uses CBW against the United 
States or its allies and partners would face the 
prospect of a devastating conventional military 
response—and that any individuals responsible 
for the attack, whether national leaders or 
military commanders, would be held fully 
accountable. 

pp. 15-16



Sagan, “The Commitment Trap,” International Security (2000)



”Sole purpose” options:

1. Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes it worse, and it will 
always be entirely possible that awful regimes will have them, until we come to the 
land where horses talk. Until then, we cannot adopt “sole purpose,” much less NFU. 
The aspirational language in the 2010 NPR was never really attainable. 

2. Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes it worse, and it will 
always be entirely possible that awful regimes will have them. But we always 
understood that. We can adopt ”sole purpose” once our defenses are at the necessary 
level. There were objective reasons to think we were there (e.g. GHSI, 2019), but 
Covid-19 pandemic reveals that we were not. But we have laid out a path to get there 
in the OSTP/NSC pandemic preparedness plan and other forthcoming initiatives, and 
we will assess milestones and fully intent to adopt ”sole purpose” when we have made 
sufficient progress.

3.  Biological weapons can cause mass casualties, biotech makes it worse, and it will 
always be entirely possible that awful regimes will have them. But we always 
understood that. We can adopt ”sole purpose” once our defenses are at the necessary 
level. There were objective reasons to think we were there (e.g. GHSI, 2019), but 
Covid-19 pandemic reveals that we were not.



Succession of arguments (2):

3. BW can kill on a massive scale; we need NW threat to deter this. This is really the key
Point. 

Disaggregate threat:

a. Terrorists: obviously not talking about them. Deterrence not useful and probably
b. counterproductive
c. Saddam Hussein-like states. Can use conventional threats; regime-ending, prosecution,
etc. Like Quester wanted, though presumably well short of occupation. 
c. Superpower protected states otherwise like this (Syria with biological weapons?)
d. DPRK like states with a nuclear deterrent of their own, or other significant deterrent
DPRK artillery aimed at Seoul, e.g.
e. Major power such as Russia or China

D and e: really? Going to initiate a nuclear war, with likely danger of tit for tat escalation, with
A nuclear power than can reach US with NW? Maybe? Maybe if view mass casualty 
Attack as if they’d launched a first nuclear strike? 

Can we rely on “existential deterrence” in this case, or Panda/Narang sole purpose 
Wordsmithing, or Schelling’s threat that leaves something to chance?



Need to disaggregate potential adversaries

Use Obama NPR framework: 

Obviously this is not about terrorist threat

Countries w/o NW and in compliance with NPT—deterrable via conventional 
punishment. Regime change seems less credible now after US 20 years’ 
experience in Afghanistan and Iraq, and Syria lesson

Countries not in compliance with NPT (DPRK, perhaps Iran) –DPRK NW

Russia, China, others? –would it be credible for us to use NW?



Bearing in mind this caution . . .

Sagan, 2000:

“. . . one should always be suspicious of debates in which both 
parties insist that their position provides the best solution to all 
dimensions of a complex problem. It is common for individuals 
and groups to avoid value trade-offs by insisting their preferred 
policy is the best answer for dealing with all aspects of a problem 
and will not create any significant costs [footnote Jervis]. Avoiding 
analyses of trade-offs, however, is very problematic in this case . . 
. .”





PUBLIC LAW 110–181—JAN. 28, 2008 122 STAT. 327

[National Defense Authorization Act]

SEC. 1070. REVISED NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW.—In order to 

clarify United States nuclear deterrence policy and strategy for the near term, the 

Secretary of Defense shall conduct a comprehensive review of the nuclear posture 

of the United States for the next 5 to 10 years. The Secretary shall conduct the 

review in consultation with the Secretary of Energy and the Secretary of State.

(b) ELEMENTS OF REVIEW.—The nuclear posture review shall include 

the following elements:

(1) The role of nuclear forces in United States military strategy, 

planning, and programming.

(2) The policy requirements and objectives for the United States to 

maintain a safe, reliable, and credible nuclear deterrence posture.

(3) The relationship among United States nuclear deterrence policy, 

targeting strategy, and arms control objectives.

….



Footnotes:

Bonfire wanted bacteria resistant to as many as ten 

antibiotics; evidently they more typically achieved only 7 

or 8.

STI-1 is  vaccine strain of anthrax. Soviets/Russians use 

live vaccine. Good dual-use rationale. But….

minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC): the lowest 

concentration of an antimicrobial drug that will inhibit the 

visible growth of a microorganism after overnight 

incubation.

Transformation (uptake of genetically engineered 

plasmids from environment) with Bacillus cereus; then 

conjugation with B. anthracis; 1995
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