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THREE ARMAMENTS POLICIES FOR THE 19680's

by

J.C. Pelanyi

An apclogist for arms control or disarmament is
well advised to preface anything he has to aa}, with the
admission that arwms races in the past have not always lead
to war nor have ware invariably been caused by arms races.
By this asdmlssion he establishes himself ss a sound
thinker, without in the least compromising his basic belief,
whieh is simply that the present arms race is proceeding at
such an extremely rapid pace (largely because of the rapid
rale of obsolescence in weaponry) and invaolves wegpona of
such fearful destructive power that, by contributing to
international feer and tension, 1t might easgily be the

cause of the next war - the most horrible in history.

This was forelbly brought home to me when T
attended a dlscussion on arms control and dissrmament with
Soviet sclentists, gtrategiasts, andg ;ﬁ&%ﬁ% in Mosecow. Perharps
the most striking impression that remained after 10 days
was that of the symmetry of fears on either side. Not
infrequently one had the feeling that one was arguing with
one's reflection in a mirror. It was as plesusible that the

Western powers might launoh a surprise attack on the Soviet
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Union, to forestall s surprise attack that they feared the
Soviet Union was on the point of unlsashing sgainst them,
a8 wae the reverse occurrence with the Soviet Union as
agressor.

The surprising thing, of coursze, i1s not that this
symmetry of Iear existed, but that its existence was freely
acknowledged. The mutuel fear could be acknowledged beoause
1t was so evidently a consequence, not of our common
eriminality, but of our common predicament; namely involwe-
ment in & provocative and ever-accelerating =rms raca.

As Lord Grey of Fallodon remarked in more leisurely
times,

".. each government feels it would be eriminal and
a betrayal of its own country not to take every
preczution, while every government regerds -gvery
precautlon of every oiider government as evidence
of hoatile intent.n

Today the mounting spiral of precaution - fear -
incressed precaution - increasing fear ... gains momentum
from the unparalleled scale of the *precautions' and of
the consequent fears. The Russians are at work on a
thermonuclesr weapon with the eguivalent powsr of 100
million tons of TWT. The appesrance of a single bomber
armed with such a weapon over g e¢ity would rerresens a

threat equlvalent to a ten-million-bomber reid in the last



war, if one can conceive of such & thing.
The Rana Corporation has estimated that a major
nuclear war in the next few years would be likely to result, in the
United Statesln the destruction of the 50 major WiEX cities and in the

death of around 30 million peopls.

e #*
A '"Credible' Threat.

Strategic thinking {as it is ecalled) on this
Froblem sppears to be taking three distinet direetions. The
first proposal would involvs sn attempt to blunt the blow
from an all-out thermonuclear war by means of eivil defense.
The objective would be tc reduce the anticipated casualties
to a suffieisntly low level that the threat of thermonuclear
war ¢ould be credibly used in order wo deter the Soviet
Union from undertaking any 'exitremely provocative mcts {acts
which threaten mur vitgfjggﬁzrests}. This view 1ls set out
8% length in an important study by Eermarn Xahn of HAND;

On Thermonuclear Warl.

He argues that the consequences of nuclear war
without civil defense are so ghastly that the United States
can ¢redlbly threaten such war only if 1ts homeland is
threatened. (Threats used in order to deter an enemy from

R P g S g
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On Thermonuelear War By Herman EKahn.

Prineceton Universisy Press.



ettacking <he homeland, he refers to as 'Type I deterrance').
The United States is therefore without an effeetlive deterrant
against highly provocative acts short of a threat to the
homeland. (Attempts to deter highly provocetive =ects, short
of a threat to the homeland, he elasses gs 'Type II
deterrence’).

Kann and his colleagues have calounlated that a
'minimum® ¢ivil defense program, costing about 500 million,
would reduce casuslties from the figure of 90 million
quoted above, to around 50 million. The corresponding times
Tor economle recovery are 60 years as against 15 years. This
minimum ¢ivil defense iz largely a mattser of fall-out
protection. In additlon Hahn's proposal includes a program
for 70% evacuation of all major cities in moments of crisis.
With this major evacuation the casualty figure should drop
to arcund 15 million (time for economic recovery 7 years),
he caleculates, The Soviet Union sufiered 20 million
casualties in the course of the.lﬁst war, so a threat on the
part of the U.3.4. to risk 1B million casualties should, he
suggssts, strike them asz & eredible threat. {(To which the
sceptic may reply that they did not suffer these casualties
cn one day, nor risk them on ons Shrow of the dice.)

The evacustion of cities occupies a special role
in his proposal. He considers it negessary that we have

some way of 1lndicating to cur opponsnt the genuiness of our



resolve. The evaeuation of cities would provide us with
this, since it would constitute whet he ponderously describes
a8 a 'pre-aitack mobllisation base! - m position of evident

hattle readiness.

* H
A Credible Calculation?

kr. Kain is to be comwended for having the courage

to take a hard and objective look at the world as it would
be after a nuelear war. Not conly is the ecaleulation
enormously difficult, but 1t is enormously distasseful.
Morecver, anyone who dares to point out that 50 million
dead are better than 90 million, and 1F million better than
o0 million, must expect tc be accused of being an unfeeling
ang inhuman monster. Wr. Kahn expected to be so aecused,
and he has hot bsen dissppoirted.

Eanr is not inhuman, as his erisics suggest.
But neither is he superhumen, as his diseiples unconsciously
imply. ©Because he has had sclentific training and has
attempted to substantiate his arguments by pumerics) calcula-
tion, his coanclusions have been hailed, with varying degress
of nalvetee, as constituting 'scientiftic EroEE? . 4l nek et
Lils thesis at any rats of his figures. It seems to be
necessary to point out that when one says that ¥r. ¥Kahn has
been 'seientifie!, 'objective', and so forth, one 1a merely
sayling that ons believes his conelusions to follcow from his

Premises.



However, his promises consist of a sinple '"model!
of reality, & model with sufficiently few elements so as to
render it susceptible to calculation. The problem in reality
is one of staggering complexity. MNuclesar weapons of the size
and type, let uwlone the number, he is postulating, have
naever been employed against sny oity. The effects of fall-
out, of blast and of fire are problenatical in the extreme.
Indeed they must vary from city to ¢ity and from one day to
the next. The effect on the natuional economy of the sudden
removal of these cities from the map 1s, strictly spsaking,
quite inealeculable. & city is a soclo-economic unit, a nerve
centre in the bedy of the nation. What 1s the effect of
removing the 50 major ganglia? And beside the social and
economle effect, what of the psychological effect?

Kahn and his colleagues at the Rand Corporation
were forced to reduce this complex reality to a simpls
‘model’. Their ceonclusions derive from this simple model.

The only test we have of the validity of thsir wodel is

the plausibllity of their coneclusions. It may be asked what

is the wvalue of thelr elaborate and painstaking calculation
1f we are forced, ultimately, to rely on an intuitive
assessment of the 'reasonabvlenssst! of thelr conclusions.
This question hes many snswers at various levels of
profundity - most of them Tar beyond my reach. Tt will bhe

snough to note that the "intuitive assssament' referred



to above 1= not made in vacuo but will undoubtedly be
influenced by the caleculation it is mesant to assess. Secondly
it is wvaluable to have a oody of self-consistent data, even
though it all stems from a shaky Premiase, that is to say from
& greatly over-simplified model. Even though the abaocluts
results (90 million U.S. eaguzities from an atiask in the

next few years) of the caleulation are subject to very
considerable error, relative figures (about one half ssves

by 'minimum' civil defense) could be sufficiently reliable

to act as a guide in our thinking.

Even this, of course, is far from certain since
important new assumptions are irvelved in a caloulation
'with civil defenge’ that were not part of the caleulation
without e¢ivil defense. ljoreover, ultimately our thinking
will be based on absolute figures, not relative ones, since
it is the aksolute number of casusltles that determines the
suffering o' a nation, and hence dstermines the credibllity
éf any threats the nation makes whieh imply willingness %o
tolerate such suffering.

So much depends on thes reliability that we Place
on calculations of this typz, and the raliability that
WE may reasonably suppose our opponents will place on
similar calculstions, that it is werth giving a couple
of illustrations of the degres of unrelisbility to which

they are subjsct.



In 1942 s committee of distinzuished gelantists,
experienced in strategic calculations, attempted to ecal-
culate for the Britisk Government the damege that would be
caused by msss bombing of Germany. The results of their
caleulations showed a spread equal to about 5 times the
lowest estlmate.

The protlem, of course, was Tar easier than the
one Kahr has tackled. The British scientists wers
speculating about conventvional explesives which had heen
used again and again under wariime conditions. Koreover,
they bhad control over the amount of explosives to ba used,
and the targets on whiech it would be dropped. {It has
bean alleged that the member of the commiitee who
arrived at the high estimate, Lindemann, later Lord Cherwell,
was blaged. If this is indesd tne effect that prejudice
¢an have on the calculations of an eminent scientist, then
we should take careful noje of the fset. Sinee we have no
guarantee that the Russians will shesre our prajudlees,
it would appear that we hzve no guarantees that they will
ghare our coneclusions as to ris¥, ecredibility, and so
farth).

Estimates of the tima, or 'ecost', of recovery,
which figure largely in Kahn's argument, must be subject
to additional uncertainties. It 1s hard to find =

precise analogy, but the example guoted {in another context)



oy Albert Wohlstetter of the Rand Corporation sugsests tie
sort of spread Ithat cost estimatss cean havs, when thare is
uricertainty as to the number, nature and cost of the items
that contribuie to a complex whole. The ostimated cost of
a mlissile when caleulated in 1549 came to $35,00C per
misslle., When re-csleulated in 1957 the Tlgure came to
$2,000,000. "The less we knew," iohlstetter remarks,

"the more hopeful we waere."

Kuin end his cclleague’s have attempted to nedge
against this danger by making the more pessimistic assumpiion
wherever there was an evident choice. Couscicusly or
unconseiously they would, of course, have to set a strict
limiv to their pessimiswm. Otherwise the uncsrtaintiss in
thelr caleulations (as indicated by the much simnler
caleulations referrad to above) would surely have led them
to coneclude, pessimistically, that mejor nueclear waI, with
or without ¢ivil defense, would involve losses of such &
maghitude as could only credibly be risked ir defenze of

the homeland (Type I deterrence).

* *

Cradible to Whom?

I have been at palns to underline the uncertalnty
in Kahn's calculation not because I would think it proper
to reject it out of hand, but because I fear that the non-

scientific readsr may feel that he is under some compulsion
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to swallow it whelessale.

A rather extreme sexample of what I have in mind
1s evident in the reamction of an experienced military
commentator who reported that as a result of a “thorough
seientifiec anguiry conducted by the T.5. RAND Jorporation™
1t had been established that, provided certein basic
Preparations are made, economic recovery would be 80 per
cent complete within one yesar of & nuclear war in whieh
the U.5. lost its 50 largest cities.

If science claims to have proved this, selsnse is
an ass. Kabn is not;  for he says (on p.629), "we coneeds
that the uncertainties are large erough %o raise the guesticon
of sheer survival, and the problem gets more severe in later
time periods.m™

I have already suggested, parensaetically, a
further important reascn for taking note of the uncertainties
in this type of calculation; a grest deal depends on the
degree of assurance that we can have that our opponenis
will believe our calculation, or even will balleve that we
believe 1it.

This polntl mwerits closer examination.

The mein burden of Kahn's argument, it will be
recalled, 1s that by evacuating sll our mejor clties at
moments of internaticonal erisis we caen simultanecusly
(a) demonsirate our intention to fight an all-out nuclear
war if need be and (t) proftect our populstion to =uch

g degree that the threat appears credibls.
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The difficulty with this policy is that 1t
Torees us to walk on a tight-rope: our pre-attack
mobilisation must be eredible enough that our ocpponent
decides to cease nis provoecative bekaviour, but not so
credible that he panics, believing that his security
will shortly be threatened, and attacks us while we are
8%ill vulnerable, that is to say while svacustion of our
¢ities is in progress. The precise location of this
tight-rope is dependent on the results of a Hakn-type
calculation, not negessarlly made by kahn., For it is not
enough that we convince ourseives thet ws are standing on

the tight-rope; we must convince our opponents.

A number of factors over which we have no
control could make the opponent prefer o attack rather than
back down: internal politics, a belisf that vitel interests
are at stake, national pride, the feeling that once he sub-
mits to 'nuclear blackwail® (in our own phrase) Le is lost,
an exaggerated idea of the efficiency of our e¢ivil defense
(thet is to say, an exuggersted idea of the shift in balance
of power that will result from our evacuation: %hig is
where the uncertainty of the Kahn-tyve calsulation is so
important), and the fear that we mey have developed an
anti-misslle device with which to supplement our civil defense.

Alternatively he may evacuate sll his masjor

ecities and provoke in us the response to wiaich I have just
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alluded (a desire to pre-smpt) for the ressons I have

Just outlined. One thing is sure: 1if we permit the Soviets
to evacuate thelr cities then Type I deterrence will, by
our own caleulations, be at an end. They can now mttack
our homeland without suffering =sm unscceptatle retallation.

What are the chances of extricating ocurselves
from this tengls without bsing driven by pride or fear over
the brink into war? What are the chances of extricating
ourselves onee? Twice? Arn incefinite number of times®
(KEahn envisages an evacuation every few yeers}.

It is essential to bear in mind that these
exeercises in brinkmanship will cccur in a world wheTe
constant efforts must be made to keep the path over the
brink smooth and slippery. Otherwise, our opponent will
surely be tempted to call what he bellevea to be our bluff -
with disasterous conseguences.

An important faptor contributing to inter-
ns tlonal tension under thess circumstances will be the
emergence of a new type of Tarms raes'; that is, a
competition in civil defense, This will be far mors
conspleuous and therefore more dangerous than the present
arms race., It is impossible to have effective civil defense -
includirg provision for spsedy evacuation of all major ¢ities -
without the full coopsration of the eivilian population.

This cooperatlon cen be obtained partly by cosrcion. Largely,

.-r}'-
E g
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however, 1t must he obtainsd by convineing ths population
of the reality and the imﬁinance [for where horror is
concernesd only the imminent seems reel) of the dangsr.
International tension is seen to be not simply a concommi-
tant of effective civil defense, but a prerequisite.

We come hack to the same guestion thet I posed

to cofitinie making ise of auch fHieais

earlier; how long could was hope/ in a world fsr more tense
than that of today, without Tinding ourselves either heving to
concede that E;; threats are empty [(failurs of Typs 114
deterrence) or having toc implement them and acespt tae
consequencas (failure of Type I deterrence)?

If the answer is, as I think it muzt bo, "a few
years", then we must ask ourselves whether we are willing
to sacrifice in the reglon of 15 million pecple every few
years 1n order to ensure the integrity of the 'free worldg'?

If there are people who can take such a cuestion
seriously, themn the process of "morsl deturpation® that
Waylend Young has deseribed, 1s moving apacsa.

I cennot leave jr. Kahn's uproposal - which one
might charscterise as 'the strategic wse of civil defenss' -
without commenting on the likely future of civil defense. A4s

the "60's proceed civil defense requircments will become

wore stringent in proportion as the nueleer threat hecomes
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more massive. Kahn himgelfl discusses this*, and ccncludss
that the poliey he outlines is feamsible for the next few
years only.

It may be asked why one should trouble to
refute his argument if it will, befere long, die a natural
death. The answer is that policies suggested for the next
few yearas are still being suggested for 'the next few yearst,
more than a few years later. The strategist, having sub-
mitted himself %o the lengthy and painful process of
indoectrination {('0On Thermonuolear War' has 651 somewhat
dishevelled pages) is in no mood to let his mind be changed
in a hurry.

T *

Complete Digarmanent.

In openlng these romarks I ohasrved that

strategic thinking today appsars to be taking three distinet
directions. I have mentioned cnly one of these directions.

% is actually a retrogressive policy, since 1t s=aks to
tame all-out nuclear war in order to make it serve, as nhas
warfare in the past, as an instrument of diplomacy. This
* However, he faila to give propsr weight to the fact that
once ¢ivil defense becomss a reslly significant factor in the
balance-of-power caleulation, medifications are likely to be
made in the arsenals of voth sides to render civil defense
more difficult. Chemical and blologicsl weapons, for example,
would be expected to have an enhanced efficiency asainst a popu-

lation which has sunk itsslf belew ground level.
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appears in the short view to e highly dangerous, and ia the
long view completely irresponsible.,

What remains?

The two remaining paths, !limited arus controlr,
and 'complete disarmament', both involve agresrent hetwesn
potential cpponents that they will limilt the permitted
range of mllllary competition.

These toec are in the military sense 'retrogressivs'
policles since they attempt to stop the armaments clock, or
turn 1t backwards. The objective in this case, 2owsver,
ls not to restore sll-out war %o its eclassic role as an
instrument of diplomacy, bub simply to make it less likely
to oeeur, or, ideally, to make it impossibls.

I shall use the tarm 'limited arms controlt, or
glmply *arms control!', to desscribe any measures that may
tend to stavilize the 'balance of power', excluding
complete disarmamsnt. *Complete dlssrmament' iz the
particular messure of amis control that seeks to stabilize
the balsnce of power at a very low level indesd, namely
the levsl of forees required by each nation for internal
securlty.

Until guite rocently such proposals, wiich in
effect require that parties to a disagresment agrees as to
the fashion in which they may disamree, hiave been regarded

by all but professional drcamsrs, as belng utopian. Todey



this is ehanging. Agfﬁement on limited messures of arms
control is regarded as a definite possibility. FHowever,
couplete dlsarmament is still regarded by the majority af
Frofessional and guasi-professional yestern strategists,
88 a chimers.

The extent te whieh limited arms control has
acliieved respectability is illustrased by the following
quotation from an article by George A. ¥Xelly in the
Military Reviaw of January 1961 (as reprinted ia 'Survival?
Mey-June 1961).

".. 1t now appears that an unlimited arms race must,
socner or later, produce either teechnological
breakthrough, favouring the polential attackef
out of all due proportion, or else lead to such
conditions of Lostile suspieion and political
disegquilibrium that 2 totsl war would become
inevitabla. The altsrnative to tihis mounting
spiral of menace would seem to be scme Kind of
limitation or 'fresze! on the essential strategic
weaponry of the antagoniasta."

The burgeoning of interest in limited arms control has not,
however, been accompanied by any appreeiable softening in
the attitude of disdain for the 'disarmamsnt expertt, who
is deseribed by the same writer as "apt to be a bit of an

ideallst or a pagifist, in few cases.., with a grasp of
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the bewildering complexitiszs of technologieal war.m

It 1s encoursging thing io read a stiatement
like this one on arms conlrol in = military magzazine, and
to feel the educational process at work: even if one believes,
as I do, that education will have to be followad by re-sducation.
For, as I shall try fto show, though the nosion of comple te
dissrmament today is utopian, the policy of limited arms control,
regarded as anythiag but & very short-term pallistive, may he
@ven more utopian. Complete disarmement would require an act of
will. 4An ac3 of will =0 improbablsz that we might chargcterize
1t as a miracle. KEffective and enduring arms contred, on the
other hand, would appesr %o require s sustained display of
diplomatic skill and mutual undsrstanding between fully armed
opponents, that would be tartamount to an unending seguence tm of
miracles,

The &ifficulty with complete dissrmament is that
nobody wants iz. WNot Fast or west, and still less the other
oompass bearings. TFor tae political prics of coarrplets dis-
armamnent is high.

4 disarued world, it has been formelly agraed by the
Soviet Unlon and the U.2..., would nct long be & world st Feace,
without an effective international police forece. Such s police

force could net be effective unlesa shere were a supre-naticnal
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urganizationa t0 conirel it sccording to an dgreed code of
behaviour. This is the politiczl price; +the surrender of s
substantial amount of national sovarelgnty to an internstional
agency. And this no natior has yet shown willinghess to do,
since all are convinced that survival ean be assured at sone
cheapar price.

At present, the prevailing wview 1z that limited
measures of arms control resresent the grsastest hope for
survival at a pelitiesl price which is not exorbitant,

The 'political price', in this cesa, can bes measured
in terms of the amount of veto-Tree inspegetion, or othear
infringements of soverelgnty, that Lhe measzure entails.

Whether or not the price does iurn out to be
exorbitant will elesrly depend not only on the price 1tself
but also on the likely galn 1n security from the mesaaure
under consideration. There is, I fear, reason %o doubt
whether this gain will appear great enough to -ustify the
Paytent of any but a very small price. I7 thils is correct:
it will meke it extremely difficult to reszch agreamant. J

shall attempt to give substance Lo these fears 1n what

The most detailed atteuwpt to deseribe suech an crganizaticn
ls to be found in 'World Fesace Through world Law! by Grenviils

Clark and Louis B. Sohn. Harvard University Press.
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follows.
% i
imit 5 rol
Limited 4rms Cont Py

The philesophy of /arms control can beat bs
illustrzted by refersnce to the large =nd growing body of
literature or tihe subject. An axcellent general intreduction
ls to be found in & volume of essays entitled Arms Control:
Issues for the Publicﬁ. The point of view of the book is
summarised by Robert R. Bowie (asslistanl sscretary of state
until 1957, now director of the Center for International
Affairs at Harvard University) at the elosze of his contribution.
He =smys,

"This article has explored the relation betwsen
politiecal tension and hostility, and cooperation
for arms control under current conditions. Its
conelusion is that the underlying aostility does
not exclude mesasures for arms control whieh
would refleect existing mutusl interesis in
gavolding unintended war or futile srms burdans
Or dengerous srms compeatition. ¥st any such
measures will have to be desigred for adoption
and operation within a frsmework of intercive
struggle and conflict among the participanss.®

I o e S e o ey

Arms Control:; Issues for the Public. Edited by Louis Fenkin

TPrentice-Tlall.



Here is the crux of tihs metier. Can we really hope
to reach and maintain agresuments which have sufficient asub-
gtance that they signifieantly diminish the "dangerous arms
corpetition”, and yet ars so neutrel in their effects, and
remain so neutrel, that they fo not run afoul of the “instensive
struggle and eonflict among the participants"? I Tear that we
shall encounter grest difficulty in doing so. T ropagse to
slaborate on these difficulties; not hecause [ wish to aTgue
taat it is volntless To seek mgreement on limited meadures of
arms control, but because i baiieve That these considerations
hnave a relevance to our search for such agresments. Tiaey may
determine whether we sesk lifited agreemert while paying lip
service to the idea that further gsleps (political and milizary;
are essential, or whether we really belisve this to be the
casSe.

Limited m#asures of drms ccntrol will; I kelisve,
te hard to obtain and hard to mainsain in foree, foT bLwo
reascns. The first is that mutual remssurance sgainst the
dengers of cheatiné will be exbtreordinarily nard to achiesve
in a world of intensive struggle and (military) confliot.

The sscond reason has to do with the changing military
requirements in a fully armed world: s world in whiek
technological revoluticns follow one snotier with unprecedented
rapidity. These military resuirenenis are of twe kinds.

requirements for the maintensnee of effective tactical forces
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{iimitmd—war forces) and requiremsnts for %he maintenance ol
invulnersble strategic foreces. The lstter constitute the
esgential element in 'stable deterrence'; a eoncept which
iiles at the neart of arms control.

I 8hall dZscuss in turn the provolers of matusl
reassurance against eneating, and the croblems involved in

reconeclling changing military rsquirements, with arms control.

* #
Limited Inspec tisn

"IMutual reassureunce” will he based l= reely on
mutual inspection. Unfdrtunately 11 is extremely herd to
design an inspection system which provides a satisfactory
assurance to side 4 that side B 1z not chesting, without at
the same time presenting an unacceptablie risk to side B Lhat
glde A is gspying.

'Spring' of courss weens the gathering of informstion
about military matters that are noi subject to the arms control
agreemeni. The substitution of rundom sampling Tor systematic
searching, in an attempt to ¢eter violation regther than detect
i%, may g0 soms wey toward reewing =nis difticulty; however,
the difficulty will remsin. Jereme Wiesner (Scilence sdviser
70 President Kennsdy) gilves an exarple of a random sampling

program, in ‘*Arms Jcntrol: Issues for the Bt e s



"4 reasonsble inspecticn procedure woulsd he te
examine 5 Yo 10 per cunt of {esch nation's)
total area at any one time, and to have several
cycles of inspection per year so that %0 to 5O
Ler cent of a country would be coverad in that
pericd.t
If, as in thls example almost half the area of a country is
inspected each year, the cpportunity for 'spyirg! will be
conslderable,
supposing that the arms conirol measure isg s
militarily significant one {and only such 3 measure has ary
real velus) then there will at the same time be & Yery strong
lncentive for *spying' - thet is 1o say for extending the
range of objects being inapected beyond those specifically
sanctioned by the treaty. It is net erough, after all, ror
a8 nation to formulate sLspicionaz of cheating; before it dare
abrogate the treaty it will have to fird svidance of cheating
that can hope to stand up in che court of world opinion. As
every court lawysr will attest, & case iz nol proven by a
simple inveocation of 'facts™, but 0y Lhe weight of evidenes.
This is orly one of the reusors Tor zasxing to
widen the scope ol irspection. Another is that "irspection
and surveillance must serve Lo keep each side informed of

significant military developments that NaY Teglize madivd-



cations 1n the sgreement, or supplementary undarstanﬂingsﬂé,
An arms control agrecment may te accepiuble to both sides in
the contex: of one military picture and yet may faveur one
side if the other makes adjustments in its forces. Haturslly
the other will seck to maks rrecisely those adjustments.
Finally we must tage note of the important fact
that (quoting Wiesner agmin!, "interzetion of the wvarious
inspection systesms | in an agreement which restrictsd sll types
of weavons ]| would make up for the uncertainsy permitted by any
one." John Phelps, a physielst who hes been devoting himself
Tull-time te the swudy of aras control, makes Lhe point mors
directly in his contribution 3o another recent volume, 'Lirms
Reduction; Program ang Issuas*ﬁ;
"It la a general prineipls of tha design of most
inspection systams that the more particularizad
the gaims or the objects of inopeation, Safa
controls on the production of long-range missiles
Wwithout concern for other kirds of arusment, Tos

more ilnefficient the inspection iz.®

* Stretegy and Arms Ccntrol, by Thomss O, Sehelling and

- Morton H. Halperin. The Twentieth Gentury Fund Ing.

- Arms Reduetion: Program ang Issuss. [dited by David H.TFrisch.

Twentieth Century Fund Ine.



These three considerations =211 srgus lor a
flexible and wide-ranging insvection svstemn, Towever, this
will surely be unacceptable exeapt ir the context of a wide
agzragment.

This suggesis the possibility Shat the 'wide
agreement' might take the form of a packsge of 1limited
measuresa. However, there arpears to be a grave difficul ty
with this approsch. If as a& result of changing tacties or
technology a signetory to the agreement fsals compelied to
relsase himself from one of the zonirols compirized in the
vackage (I shall suggest below thet thisg is a BgRERsr likely
eontingency), this would necessitate a conplets re-assessment
of the interlocking inspection syatem. The entire treaty weuld
be thrown in jecopardy. T7 it survived it would “e n+ the
expense of heightened suspicion. Tf it feilad to survive,

1% would be a major failure which could hsve serious
consecuences.

In essence the problem of inspecting limited arma
control sgresments will bs to satisfy a leglicimate demand
for broad and flexible inspection, without at the sanme time
doing violence to the ggually-legitimate reguirsment for
military secrecy. The middle ground bolween shese two
reouirements may be narrow and sA1fting; if this iz the case
there 1s a recl danger that over a seriod of time arms

control will aggravate internations’ tension. ET, then,
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afms control agresments break down (and even if they do
not) we must expect an mecelerstion of the "“dangercus
competition" and an sggrsvation of the other dangers we
lave been seeking to combat.

* *

Tectical-Arms Bace

The problem of imspecticn has been discussed first
sluply because it is so conspicuous. Tt constituted the
Principle sﬁbjact Tor debate in 3 years of negotiation over
the test ban treaty. However, the protlem posed by the
conflicting demands of military requirements and arms control
is more Tundamental and consecuently more serious.

I have indicated that a msjor military reoulrement
-8 'stable deterrence'. Stable desterrshnce enters into are:s
control in the following way. The condition of stable
deterrence is one in which both sides are in po=geszssion of
powerful and invulnereble forces. Tre tarm finvulnerable! is
meant to imply that the force is sufficiently protected that
it eculd still be used with devastating seffect following a
surprise attack by the opponent. Any lesser foree than this
would be dangerously provocatlve, since in moments or
international tension each side would be strongly tempted to
meke a pre-smptive first strike 8gainst the other; this
heine the only type of attack that offered hepe of succesaz,

More armsmantsz than thes minimum reguired for invulnershle



deterrence are also to be Tegarded as dangerous, since

they invite an indefirite continuation of the arms race.
Somewhere in between lies a zone of stablility {'stable
deterrence®} which we muet seek first to achieve and then

50 maintain. It 18 the role or arms control to assist in this,
by regulating the development, production or use of strategic
nuclear weapons.

The second military requirement is for g tagctical
fores. . Iu tga world of 'stable deterresncat major internssional
disputes which could not be settled by other means would, it
is reascnable to suppose, be settled by = limited BXeercisc
of force. That is to say they could be ssttled by what,

1%t iz hoped would be limited wars, fought by armies sgainst
armles, with the aid of *'tactical’ Was poas .

There is no reason to look for an abatement, under
stable deterrence, of the Armaments race involving tactiesl arms,
If this armarents race runs afoul of controls designzsd to
moderate the pace of the other armsments race, that in strategic
weaponry, ther a serious strain will be placed on the controls.
Since tactical armaments differ in degree and net in kind frog
atrategic armaments, it le, in fTact, very probable that
controls designed to interfere with one type of armament will
interfere with the other.

The test ban negeotistinns furnish ag example. There

13 evidence that President Kennedy was under considersable



Pressure tc permit resumption of nuclear lesting 1n ordsr to
facilitate the development of an anti-personnal nuclear
Weapon, the neutron bomb, which it 1s believed would be an
lmportant weapon in a limited war. This pressure from the
Fentagon was not, though under slightly alteread circumatancas
1t might have been, responsible for the breakdown of the .
negotiations., However, it is altogether to be expected that
a simllar pressure sxerted by the Russian gensrals on

ilr. Ehruschev (the Soviets having tested fewer tactical
Weapons are probably significantly weax in this department)
contributed to their unwillingness and Tinally whelr refusal,

to contlnue the negotiations.

* #

Strategic-Arms Race

The edifice of arms control is designed to rest on
& Toundaticn of stable deterrence. This foundation is both
shaky and shifting. It is shaky for political reasons,
shifting for technolovgical ones.

The political limiteticon gﬂ deterrence is the
following. The deterrens will only deter acts whieh are
rationally conceived ana retionally implemented. Regretably,
rationality is not the distinguishing characteristie of

political actions. Hedley Bulfamakes this point in a passage

S T ) e T i i

¥ The Control of the Arms Hace Lty Hedley Bull.

weldenfeld and Nicolson.,




=i

whlch deserves to be quoted in sxtenso:

"in general there is no sueh thing as 'rational
action'. The notion that there is s distinetion
between rational asction snd other kinds of asction,
or between reason and the passions, 1s indefensitle
in philosophy and pesychology, but has somehow sur-
vived in political theory., The notion of 'rational
action' is useful only when it is definsd in &
partlcular way, for the urposes of a particulsr
body of theory. & great desl of economic theory
proceeds upon some such notion of what is ‘rational
actlon' for ‘eeconomie man'. A great desl aof
argument abeut military strategy similarly postulates
a 'rationsl action' of g kind or 'strategie men',

a man wio on further acguszintance revegls himself
a% a university professor of unusual intellectual
subtlety. ... wkere 'rationgl agction! is defined
to exclude the dellherate chojce of military
catasirophe, this 1s nos a noticn in terms of Whiech
it is possltle to account for any grest part of the
history of inzernstionsal politics, or to base sny
confldent prediction sbout its future. The idea
thet war is a catastrophe which no government will
choose to bring sbout hes been 8 commonplace of

writing ahout internstional relations sinece the



turn of ths century. The decisions of povarnmants

on matters of pesce and wer, like those taken by

the Buropean powers in July snd Auguat 1914, do

not always reflect a careful welghing cf long-

range consliderations, or 2 mastery of the course

of events: the guestions which strike the historian

of these decisions & generation afterwards as

impartant appesr crudely answered or, more cften,

not even asked: the govermments appear to him to

stumble about, groping and half blind, too pre-

occupled with surviving from day to day even to

percileve the direction in which they are heading,

let alone steer away from it.n

some of these threats to the stebility of 'stable

deterrence' have been catalogued, in discussions of arms

contrel, under the headings of ‘'the danaer of agcidens',

'+« of folly', '.. of unauthorized action', and sc Tforth.

combat.

These dangers are easier to cutalogus than to

The measures that have been sugzested to deal with

them appear depressingly feeble {"improved comrunications:,

an "internstional inspection team® that will £2 to the secers

of unaccountable nuclemr explosions,..)

However, in my view, it ig tihe technolozical threat

to stable deterrence that will be decisive.
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Let us suppose that sgreement is being scught or has
besn reached on ons or more limited measures: a test han,
demilitarization of outer Space, a cut-off in the rroduction orf
Tissile material, a limit on stockpilea, contrels on numbers
of missiles, range of missiles and testing of misslles,
renunciaticn of tho first use of nuclear Wea pons ..T4

The opposing sides can only be expected to tolerate
resirletions on their freedom to develop strategic weapons, so
long as there is in existence an unmistakable balance of
strategic power; that 1s to gay, s0 long as the condition orf
steble deterrence obtains.

Dalimll Kybal, z leading expanent of stable
deterrence, analyses in 'Arms Reduction; Program and Issues'ﬁ
the various types of technelogical breakthrougzh which could
destabilize the strategic balance by rendering the daterrent
{on one side or the other) vulnerable to & first strike. fThese
inelude improved missile fuldance accuracy, improved anti-
submarine warning, and the development of anti-ICBY devices.

It should be noted that thesge innovations will not
arise by chance. Fven though both great powers may he fully
committed to the stability or deterrence, neither can afford
These meassures are discussed in moderate detail in

The Nation's Safety and Arms Gontrol by Arthur T.Hadley. (Fiklng

[
3 o 5 o
Press), and in greater detail in Arws Reduction; Program and Issues

The latter is alone in discussing the measures in tha context of g

stage-by-stags program leading to Virtually complete disarmament .



to take the chance that the opponent will be the first to
meke the destabilizing discovery; destabllizing in his {the
opponents) favour. So both must give top priority to reseaTen
whieh 1s designed to undermine the very agreement that both
(1f toey are convineced of the value of arws contrel) are most
anxious to see remain in force. IT this competition is sllowsd
o run its course, then the mrms race is, in large measure,
continuing. Xybal makes thls clear when he concludes thas,

"arms control agreements ... snould permit legal

introduction of a new Weapon system into the

forces ms soon as it is apparent that an enemy

breaskthrough has destebhilized the exlsting Torce

composition: this new weayon must be designed to

counter the enemy breakthrough.n®
However, Kybel hopes that some partially-sffective restraints
can be applieé to the arms-innovation race. it is, however,
extremely hard to design such restraints. Unlezss we slter
the nature of our society, developments in eivil technology
Will continue to move ¥ery rapidly forward and are bound to
affect the art of war.

The only hope of controlling military innovation -
and it is & slim one - is 5t the testing, manufacturing and
training stages. But is it really reasonable %o suppose
that, in a fully-armed world, our opponents will vermit us

to prowl around lockins for evidence of testing, menufacturing
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or training involving promising new types of Weapons or anti-
Weapons? Surely this is tantamount to asking for an end to
all military sscrecy?

Of course, it may be argusd that both sldes, if they
are basing their security on stakble deterrence, should welcoms
the opportunity to give and to receive Teassurance that the
balanee is not on the Eoint of being upset. The difficulty
with this argument is thaty 1n so vital and yeu sc elusive
a mattery, as military innovation, the sort of reassurance
that could be cbtained from any inspection scheme {any that
might be acceptable to twg armad camps) would be utterly
inedequate. The problem of inspection for hidden stocks in
a disarmed world {alleged to be the stumbling bloex in sl1l
dilsarmament hegotiations) looks quite tractabls by comparison.

faced with the near-impossibility of ending 81l
military innovation some Writers have sugeested that we adopt
g8 poliey whieh is the complete opposite, namely that we sesk to
establish jeint research anpd development establlishments with
the Russians. These Joint researoh undertakings would have g
be staffed with the sblest men on either side and be provided
with Every facility, so that they could ocutdistance any
independent ressarch that might be going on secretly in the
participating eountries. The joint research would ba directed
oot only to developing new wespona but also to developing the

means of implementing & ban op these new Wesapons, should any



gountry attempt to bring them through the testing, menu-
facturing and training stages.

Thls propesal seems oulte fantastic. T3 is
impossible to belleve that two fully-armsd antagonists ecould
agree 10 undertake a vigorous program of joint military
research. Indeed, they would be ¥ery rash to do so, in view
of the large overlap between the technology of strategie
weapons and the technology of tactical weapons. By
coocperating in the development of gtrategie weapons and
ancillary devices, they would also be assisting one another
in the development of tactical weapons - the weapons that
they would plan to use against one another in the event of a

(limited) confliet.

* *

dtability versus Control

We can hops to place some barriers in the way of
technological innovation at the testing stage, through the
agency of such measures as the test ban and the demilitariza-
tion of outer space. However, we cannot aope to stem the
strong tide of innovation by this heans, only at best, to
defleet 1t. To protect our deterrent foros from the
destabilizing effects of innovatiors we must be Prepared to
reorganize and re-aequip as the art of war developes. This
1s, of course, precisely what the Qreat Powers have beer

doing over the past decade of unstable deterrsnce, It has
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inval?aﬂ them in a continuous process of re-design and re-
equipment. It 1s thls process, coupled with the complementary
activity of intensive military research, that has constituted
the sconomic and psychological burden of the arms race.

How much different will the situation be in the
next decade; even if we succeed in meking it the decade of
'stable deterrence'?

The two related major features of the arms race,
competitive militery researoh and the need to re-fashion our
Wweapons system, will still be operative. Can we hope 3o
moderate the pace of the arms race significantly by building
a structure of limited arms control on the basis of the
stable deterrent? Ounly, it would appesr, 1n the short run.
In the long run the demands of gtability, which take
precedence over the need to control the arms race, will come
into conflict with the provisions for arns control.

For example (the examples are hypothetical, snd are
offered gsimply by way of illustration) it ney be considered
necessary, in order to guarantee the invulnerability of the
strateg%cdetarrent, to place missiles beneath the polar ice
cap. This could conflict with the only measure of arms
control which has so far been achieved: the internstional
agreement to demllitarize the Antaretie, Or (to give another
example] 1t may be thought essential, in order o counter-

act the destabilizing effeet of antimissile devices, that we



lnerease the total number of missiles - contravening an
agreement to limit this number. Or, to assure
invulnerability to & first strike, it may be decided that we
must disperse our detorrent force as widely as possible;

this would sugsest rlacing the weapons on satelitss - contra-
vening the demilitarization of outer space, at pressnt thre
most hopeful arez for arms cantrol.

These considerations will be [(and should be! in
the minds of the delegetes who sit down to negotiate sgreements
for limited measures of arms control. Realizing ihe limites
utllity and limited life-span of such agreenenls they will be
loath to pay more then a minimsl political priee for them.
Gan we make the agreements ssleable under these conditiona?
e must try. At the same “ime we should avold placinz too
high hopes on success. Above all we must not conelude from
fallure that it 1s impossible tg reach agreéements on
armaments. All that we may have proved is that ¥you eannct
reach agreements which are not worth feaching.

An agreemsnt which would undoubtedly be worth
reaching is one whiah represented a real step toward totel
Cisarmament, and which Formed part of & prcgrar for total
disarmament. But the ultimate political price, as I havs
remarked, is high. It would involve = {Eﬁpgqggyi?gqbg all
rarties not only of wars from which they have nothing to

gain, but of all wars.

s
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Have we an alternative®

The danger is that we may think we see one in

FKahn's proposal; a last attempt tc teme the nuclear monster -

by eivil defense - and to set the ¢lock back to the tinme when

R e e

majar WIS could he fnLght and Wen. There seems little doubt

that th}s wnuld result in Wers being foubht

but thers is

Qi LT S T e i,
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very serious dagbp_ﬁguﬁgmﬂggﬁg;_ﬁggt_would Wwin.
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