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disarmament arrangements. and of political and economig

irrangements.

We are dealing with a process that is inherently frantic, noisy)
and disruptive, in an environment of acute uncertainty, con=
ducted by human beings who have never experienced suchg
crisis before and on an extraordinarily demanding time scheds

ule. We have to suppose that the negotiation would be tru
cated, incomplete, improvised, and disorderly, with thre
offers, and demands issued disjointedly and inconsistently,
ject to misunderstanding about facis as well as intent, and
uncertainty about who has the authority 10 negotiate and

command, These six topics are therefore not an agenda for ne=

gotiation but a series of headings for sorting out the issues th
might receive attention. They are an agenda only for thinki

in advance about the ermination of war, not for negotintion

itself.

How soon should the terminal negotiations begin? Preferablys
before the war starts. The crisis that precedes the war would be
an opportune time 1o get certain understundings across. O
war became an imminent possibility, governments might
seriously a “strategic dialogue™ that could powerfully infl
the war itself. In ordinary peacetime the Soviet leaders

tended to disdain the idea of restraint in warfare. Why not? It

permits them to ridicule American strategy. to pose the det
rent threat of massive retaliation, and still perhaps to cha
their minds if they everhave totake war seriously. Ontheb
of war they would. It may be just before the outbreak that
intense dialogue would occur, shaping expectations abg

bringing the war to a close, avoiding a contest in city destructions

and keeping communications open.

It is sometimes wondered whether communications could -_-_'.'
established mid-course in a major war. The proper question I8

whether communications should be cut off. There would ha

been intense communication before the war, and the problem

i% 1o maintain it, not to invent it

O
THE DYNAMICS
OF MUTUAL ALARM

With every new book on the First World War it is becoming
more widely appreciated how the beginning of that war was
affected by the technology, the military organization, and the
geography of Continental Europe in 1914, Railroads and army
reserves were the two great pieces of machinery that meshed to
make a ponderous mechanism of mobilization that, once setin
motion, was hard to stop. Worse: it was dangerous to stop. The
steps by which a country got ready for war were the same as the
steps by which it would launch war, and that is the way they
looked to an enemy,

No one can quite say just when the war started. There was a
great starting of engines, a clutching and gearing and releasing
of brakes and gathering momentum until the machines were on
collision course. There was no “final” decision; every decision
was partly forced by prior events and decisions. The range of
choice narrowed until the alternatives were gone.

Railroads made it possible to transport men. food, horses.
ammunition, fodder, bandages, maps, telephones, and every-
thing that makes up a fighting army to the border in a few days,
there to launch an atack or to meet one, depending on whether
or not the enemy got to the border first. Reserve sysiems made
it possible to field an wrmy several times the size that could be
afforded continuously in peacetime, Business management on a
scale eclipsing any other enterprise known to government or in-
dustry determined the railroad schedules, the depots, the order of
call-up and shipment, the ratio of horses to caissons, hay to
horses, ammunition to gun-barrels, combat troops to field kitch-
ens, the empty cars returning for more, the evacuation of rail-
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heads to make room for more troops and kitchens and hay and
horses coming in, and the matching of men with units, unitg
with larger units, and the communications to keep them in
order.

This miracle of mobilization reflected an obsession with the
need for haste—to have an army at the frontier as quickly as
possible, to exploit the enemy's unreadiness if the enemy's
mobilization was slower and to minimize the enemy’s advan-
tagesif he got mobilized on the frontier first. The extraordinary.
complexity of mobilization was matched by a corresponding
simplicity: once started, it was not to be stopped. Like rush-he
at Grand Central, it would be fouled up enormously
any suspension or slowdown. A movie of it could be stopp
and while the movie is stopped everything is suspende
does not burn in the engines, day does not turn to night, h
get no thirstier, supplies in the rain get no wetter, station plat-
forms get no more crowded. But if the real process is stopped
the men get hungry and the horses thirsty, things in the rain get
wet, men reporting for duty have no place to go, and the process
i5 as stable as an airplane running out of fuel over a fogged-in’
landing field. Noris the confusion merely costly and demoralizs

ing: the momentum is gone. It cannot be instan taneously started

upagain. Whatever the dangerin being slow to mobilize, wos se

still would be half-mobilization stopped in mid-course,

This momentum of mobilization posed a dilemma for the

Russians. The Czar wanted to mobilize against Austria with.
enough speed to keep the Austrians from first finishing off Ser~
bia and then turning around to meet the threatened Russian ot
tack. The Russians actually had mobilization plans for the con-
tingency. a partial-mobilization plan oriented toward the southe
em front. They also had full-mobilization plans oriented toward
the mainenemy, Germany. Asaprecaution against German at=
tack, full mobilization might have been prudent. But full mo-
bilization would threaten Germany and might provoke German
mobilization in return. Partial mobilization against Austrid
would not threaten Germany; but it would expose Russia 10
German awtack because the partial mobilization could not be
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converted to full mobilization. The railroads were organized
differently for the two mobilization plans. The Russian dilemma
was to “trust” in peace with Germany—in the face of 8 German
threat to mobilize if Russia mobilized against Austria—and try
to preserve it by mobilizing only against Austria, or to hedge
against war with Germany by mobilizing for it and thus to con-
front Germany with an Eastern enemy mobilizing as though for
total war.'

How different it would have been if the major countries had
been islands, as Britain was. If a hundred miles of rough water
had separated every country from its most worrisome enemy
the technology of World War I would have given the advantage
to the country invaded, not to the invader. To catch the enemy’s
troop ships on the high seas after adequate warning of the
enemy’s embarkation, and to fight on the beaches against am-
phibious attack. with good internal communications and sup-
plies against an enemy dependent on calm seas for getting his
supplies ashore—especially for a country that preferred to arm
itself defensively, with railroad guns and shore batteries, and
submarines to catch the enemy troopships—would have given
s0 great an advantage to the defender that even an aggressor
would have had to develop the diplomatic art of goading his op-
ponent into enough fury to launch the war himself. Speed might
have mattered to the defender, but not much. If in doubt, wait; or
mobilize “partially™ until the situation clears up. Being a few
days late won't matter if it takes the enemy several days to load
his armada and cross the channel; and defensive mobilization
will not threaten the other country with attack and provoke its
own,

It is not inherent in the logic of warfare, or in the science of
weaponry, that haste makes all that difference. With some kinds
of geography and technology speed is critical—with other kinds,
not. But in 1900, with the transport and military technology

I. See Ludwig Reiners. The Lamps Wens Owmr in Exrope (New York., Pantheon
Books, 1955), pp. 104 1f. His three chapiers, 1315, pp. 12330, are the best
I know om the dvismics of mobilization and their effect on decisions. See nlso
Michael Howard, “Lest We Forger” Encounter (Janoory [964), pp. 61-67
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available then to Europe (and which had been tested in the

Franco-Prussian war), being fast on the draw appeared decisive,

Victory can only be insured by the creation in peace of an
organization which will bring every available man, horse,
and gun (or ship and gun if the war be on the sea) in the

shortest possible time, and with the utmost possible mo-"

mentum, upon the decisive field of action. . . . The statesman

who, knowing his instrument to be ready, and seeing war

inevitable, hesitates to strike first, is guilty of crime against
his country.

So reads Colonel Maude's introduction to Clausewitz

Even if we have no control over the way technology unfolds
we can still know what we like. And what we like is a military
technology that does not give too much advantage to haste. We
like that whether we are Russians, Americans, or anybody else.
The worst military confrontation is one in which each s
thinks it can win if it gets the jump on the other and will lose if
it is slow. Let us modify Colonel Maude's statement: _
statesman who, knowing his instrument to be ready on condi=
tion he strike quickly, knowing the enemy instrument to be
equally ready, knowing that if he hesitates he may lose his in=
strument and his country, knowing his enemy to face the same
dilemma, and seeing war notinevitable but a serious possibility,
who hesitates 1o strike first is—what? _

He is in an awful position. It is a position that both he and
his enemy can equally deplore. If neither prefers war, either or
both may vet consider it imprudent to wait. He is a victim of 8
special technology that gives neither side assurance ugainst at=
tack, neither such a clear superiority that war is unnecessary,
and both sides a motive to attack, a motive aggravated by the
sheer recognition that each other is similarly motivated, cach
suspicious that the other may jump the gun in “self-defense.”

Among all the military positions that a country can be in, il

2. Kard von Clausewitz, On War (New York, Barnes & Noble, 1956, introduction
by F. M. Maude, The date of this Introduction | apparently anound 1900,

THE DYNAMICS OF MUTUAL ALARM 225

relation to its enemy. this is one of the worst. Both sides are
trapped by an unstable technology, a technology that can con-
vertalikelihood of war into certainty. Military technology that
puts & premium on haste in a crisis puts a premium on war it-
self. A vulnerable military force is one that cannot wait, espe-
cially if it faces an enemy force that is vulnerable if the enemy
Wails.

If the weapons can act instantaneously by the flip of a switch,
a “'go” signal, and can arrive virwally without warning to do
decisive damage, the outcome of the crisis depends simply on
who first finds the suspense unbearable, If the leaders on either
side think the leaders on the other are about to find it unbeara-
ble. their motive to throw the switch is intensified.

But almost centainly there is more to it than just throwing the
switch: there ure things to do, and there are things to look for.
Things to look for are signs of whether the enemy is getting
closer to the brink or has already launched his force. The things
1o do are to increase “readiness.” Readiness for what?

Some steps can increase readiness to launch war, Some steps
reduce vulnerability to attack. The mobilization systems of con-
tinental countries in 1914 did not discriminate. What one did 1o
get ready to meet an attack was the same as what one did to
launch an attack. And of course it looked that way to the
enemy.

There is bound to be overlap between the steps that a country
can take to get ready to start a war and the steps it can take to
make war less inviting to its enemy or less devastating to itself.
There is no easy way to divide the measures of alert and mobili-
zation into “offensive” and “'defensive” categories. Some of the
most “defensive” steps are as important in launching a war as in
awaiting enemy attack. Sheltering the population, if shelter is
available, is an obviously “defensive” step if the enemy may
launch war before the day is out, It is an equally obvious
“offensive” step if one expects to launch an attack before the
day is out and wants 10 be prepared against counterattack and
retaliation. To stop training flights and other incidental air force
activity, readying the maximum number of bombers on airfields,
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is & way of assuring greater reprisal against the enemy in case
he attacks us; it can also be a step toward readiness to attack
the enemy.

Still, though there is overlap, there can be a difference. One
readiness step that was widely reported at the time of the Cuban
crisis was the dispersal of bombers to alternate airfields. The
airfields of many large cities are capable of handling air force
bombers; in peacetime it would be a nuisance, an expense and
possibly a danger. to keep bombers with bombs dispersed
to large-city airfields. But in a crisis, when it is important not
to confront the enemy with a bomber force that is 100 easy &
target for his missiles, doubling or trebling the number of bases
among which the bombers are dispersed can be worth some
nuisance, some expense, even some danger. The bombers are in
no better condition to launch an attack if they are dispersed
away from their main bases: they may actually be somewhat
less ready for a coordinated surprise attack, especially since
they may be more susceptible to enemy surveillance. But they
are less vulnerable to enemy attack. Thus the comparison of r
readiness for a war that we start and our readiness for a war
that the enemy starts is changed by such dispersal. Whatever
wisdom of converting large-city airfields into urgent mili
targets—and it is preposterous unless the bombers are desp
ately in need of a modest improvement in their security—one
can at least recognize that such dispersal mainly reduces
nerability to attack rather than increasing the advantage to be
gamned by launching an attack.

There can also be a difference in the sheer timing of mobiliza:
tion. The enemy can presumably take steps for his own readi=
ness at the same time we take steps for our own. If the steps he
takes reduce his vulnerability to attack, reducin g the advg e
to us of a sudden surprise launch of our strategic forces and give
ing him greater assurance of our unlikelihood to do that. then
just allowing him time for such increased readiness will red
our offensive capability relative to our defensive, or our “co un-
terforce” capability relative to our “retaliatory” capability, The
way both sides alert their forces and mobilize in a crisis can
have much to do with whether the situation becomes increas:
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ingly dangerous or not. The degree of readiness, the extent of
mobilization, the high alert status of strategic forces and a sense
of “confrontation” will make the situation tense and expectant
and hostile in appearance. The situation may not be more
dangerous at the end of a day's mobilization, though, if each
side provides the enemy less to be gained by sudden attack and
the penalty on waiting (the premium on haste) is reduced.

The Mischievous Influence of Haste

The premium on haste—the advantage, in case of war, in being
the one to launch it or in being a quick second in retaliation if the
other side gets off the first blow—is undoubtedly the greatest
piece of mischief that can be introduced into military forces,
and the greatest source of danger that peace will explode into
allout war, The whole idea of accidental or inadvertent war, of a
war that is not entirely intended or premeditated, rests on a
crucial premise—that there is such an advantage, in the event of
war, in being the one to start it and that each side will be not only
conscious of this but conscious of the other's preoccupation
with it. In an emergency the urge to preempt—to preempt the
other’s preemption, and so on ad infinitum—could become a
dominant motive if the character of military forces endowed
haste and initiative with a decisive advantage. It is hard to
imagine how anybody would be precipitated into full-scale war
by accident. false alarm, mischief, or momentary panic, if it
were not for such urgency to get in quick. If there is no decisive
advantage in striking an hour sooner than the enemy and no
disadvantage in striking an hour later, one can wait for better
evidence of whether the waris on. But when speed is critical the
victim of an accident or a false alarm is under terrible pressure
to get on with the war if in fact it is war or if the enemy seems
likely, evenin “self-defense,” to anticipate war by starting it. If
each side imputes similar urgency to the other, the urgency is
aggravated.

It is not accidents themselves—mechanical, electronic, or
human—that could cause a war. but their effect on decisions.
Accidents can trigger decisions, and this may be all that any-
body has ever meant; but the distinction needs to be made. The
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remedy is not just preventing accidents, false alarms, or unau-
thorized ventures, but tranquilizing the decisions. The accident-
prone character of strategic forces—more correctly, the sensi-
tivity of strategic decisions to possible accidents or false alarms
—is closely related to the security of the forces themselves. [ a
country’s retaliatory weapons are reasonabl Y Secure against sur-
prise attack, preemptive or premeditated, the country need not
respond so quickly to alarms and excursions. Not only can one
wail and see but one can assume that the enemy himself, know-
ing that one can wait and see, is less afraid of a precipitate deci-
sion, less tempted toward a precipitate decision of his own,

But there are two ways to confront the enem ¥ with retaliatory
forces that cannot be destroved in a surprise attack. One is to
prevent surprise; the other is to prevent their destruction even in
the event of surprise.

Radar, satellite-borne sensory devices to detect missile

launchings, and alarm systems that signal when a country has
been struck by nuclear weapons, could give us the minutes we
might need 1o launch most of our missiles and planes before
they were destroyed on the ground. If the enemy knows that we
can react in a few minutes and that we will huve the few min-
utes we need, he may be deterred by the prospect of retaliation,
But hardened underground missile sites. mobile missiles, sub=
marine-based missiles, continually air-borne bombs and mis=
siles, hidden missiles and aircraft, or even weapons in orbit do
not so much depend on warning; they are designed to survive an
attack, not to anticipate it by launchin g themselves at the enemy
in the few minutes after warning—perhaps ambiguous warni
—isreceived. Interms of ability to retaliate, warning time and
survivability are to some extent substitutes but they also com-
pete with each other. Money spent dispersing and hardening
missile sites or developing and building mobile systems could
have been spent on better warning, and vice versa.

More important, they conflict in the strategy of response, The
critical question is, what do we do when we do get warning?
The system that can react within fifteen minutes may be a po-
tent deterrent, but it poses an awful choice whenever we think:
we have warning but are not quite sure. We can exploit our
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speed of response and risk having started war by false alarm,
or we can wait, avoiding an awful war by mistake but risking a
dead retaliatory system if the alarm was real (and possibly re-
ducing our deterrence in a crisis if the enemy knows we are in-
clined to give little credence to the warning svstem and wait
until his bombs have landed).

The problem may be personal and psychological as well as
electronic; the finest products of modern physics are of no avail
if the top ranking decision-maker. whoever he may be within
the time available, is too indecisive, or too wise, 1o act with the
alacrity of an electronic computer.

We get double security out of the system that can survive
without warning: the enemy knowledge that we can wait in the
face of ambiguous evidence, that we can take a few minutes to
check on the origin of accidents or mischief, that we are not de-
pendent on instant reaction to a failible warning system, may
permit the enemy, oo, to wait a few minutes in the face of an
accident and permit them in a crisis to attribute less nervous
behavior to us and to be less jumpy themselves, (If we think the
other side is taking Colonel Maude's advice, we have an extra
reason for taking it ourselves!)

If we think of the decisions as well as the actions we can see
that accidental war, like premeditated war, is subject to deter-
rence. Deterrence, itis often said, is aimed at the rational calcu-
lator in full control of his faculties and his forces: accidents, it is
said, may trigger war in spite of deterrence. “The operation of
the deterrence principle in preventing war.” says Max Lerner,
“depends upon an almost flawless rationality on both sides.” *
But it is really better to consider the more “accidental” kind of

3. The Age of Overkill, p. 27, Incidentally. when people siy that “irstonafin”
spoils deverrence they mean—ar ought 1o mea—only particalar brands of it Lesdern
cun be irrstionally tmpetuoos or irretionally kethargie, imolerable of suspense or imcapable
0f devinion. A Hitler moy be hard 1o deter bocause he is “irrsthonal.” but & Chamberiain
15 equally irrational snd especially eamy 1o deter. The human lnabitity o rise 1o the
Oorasion may sometimes lesd tooa Péard Harbor, or o 8 remilitanzation of the Rhineland:
it probably also cushions & good many shocks, scchdents, and false alamy and helpn
governinents o rationslize their way out of crises, This i no consolation when we
confronl the wrong kinds of madness. stlll, we may & well get the iheory airnighi.
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witr—ithe war that arises out of inadvertence or panic or misun-
derstanding or false alarm, not by cool premeditation—as the
deterrence problem, not a separate problem and not one unre-
lated to deterrence.

We want to deter an enemy decision to attack us—not only a
cool-headed, premeditated decision that might be taken in the
normal course of the Cold War, at a time when the enemy does
not consider an attack by us to be imminent. but also a nervous,
hot-headed, frightened, desperate decision that might be precipi=
tated at the peak of a crisis, that might result from a false alarm
or be engineered by somebody’s mischief—a decision taken ata
moment when sudden attack by the United States is believed a
live possibility.

The difference is in the speed of decision, the information
and misinformation available, and the enemy's expectations
about what happens if he waits. The enemy must have some no-
tion of how much he would suffer and lose in a war he starts,
and of how much more he may suffer and lose in a war that, by
hesitating, he fails to startin time. He must have some notion of
how probable it is that war will come sooner or later in spite of
our best efforts and his to avertit. Incase of alarm he has some
estimate, or guess, of the likelihood that war has started and of
the risks of waiting to be sure. In deciding whether to initiate
war or to respond to what looks like war the enemy is aware not
only of retaliation, but of the likelihood and consequences of @
war that he does not start, one that we start. Deterring premedi-
tated war and deterring “accidental war™ differ in those expecta-
tions—in what the enemy thinks, at the moment he makes his
decision, of the likelihood that alarms are false ones or truey
and of the likelihood that if he abstains, we won'L.

Accidental war therefore puts an added burden on deter=
rence. It is not enough to make a war that he starts look unat=
tractive compared with no war at all; a war that he starts must
look unattractive even as insurance against the much worse war
that—in acrisis, orafter an accident, or due to some mischief, of
in misapprehension of our intent—he thinks may be started
against him or has already started. Deterrence has to make it
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never appear conservative toelect, as the lesser danger, preemp-
tive war,

“Accidental war” is often adduced as a powerful motive for
disarmament. The multiplication and dispersion of ever more
powerful weapons seems to carry an ever growing danger of ac-
cidental war; and many who are confident that deliberate attack
is adequately deterred are apprehensive about the accidental-
war possibilities inherent in the arms race.

But there is a conflict, and a serious one, between the urge to
have fewer weapons in the interest of fewer accidents and the
need—still thinking about *accidental war™—to have forces se-
cure enough and so adequate in number that they need not
react with haste for fear of not being able to react at all, secure
enough and so adequate in number that, when excited by alarm,
we can be conservative and doubt the enemy’s intent to attack,
and that the enemy has confidence in our ability to be calm,
helping him keep calm himself. A retaliatory system that is inade-
guate or insecure not only makes the possessor jumpy but is
grounds for the enemy’s being jumpy too.

It is important to keep in mind, too, that (as in any other
business) accidents and mischief and false alarms can be re-
duced by spending more money. To correlate weapons, acci-
dents, and arms budgets ignores the fact that the security of re-
taliatory forces, the control over them and communication with
them., is an important and expensive part of the military estab-
lishment. For a given number of weapons, more money may
mean more reliable communications and command procedures,
Skimpy budgets may mean skimpy protection against malfunc-
tion, confusion, and mischief.

Even numbers can help. Few people have kind words in print
for “overkill,” but it is probably a valid principle that restrain-
ing devices for weapons, men, and decision processes—delaying
mechanisms, safety devices, double-check and consultation pro-
cedures, conservative rules for responding to alarms and com-
munication failure, and in general both institutions and mech-
anisms for avoiding an unauthorized firing or a hasty reaction to
untoward events—can better be afforded, and will be afforded,
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if there is redundancy in numbers. If weapons are scarce, every
restraining device will meet with the argument that some weap-
ons somewhere will fail to get the word, that some lock will be
unopened when a weapon should be fired. and that delay will
cause some weapons to be fired too late. The best answer to this
argument is that there is enough ammunition to keep a few duds
from making all that difference and we can afford an occasional
malfunction resulting from conservative procedures and re-
straining devices.

To say this does not prove that a larger strategic force will be
less susceptible to accidental or unauthorized launch. Butitean
be: and while the argument is not of enough weight to pretend
to settle the question of disarmament, it surely is of enough
weight to be taken into account,

“"Vulnerability” and Deterrence

“Vulnerability" is the problem that was dramatized by Sputnik
in 1957 and by Soviet announcements then that they had sue-
cessfully tested an ICBM. Nobody doubted that the aircraft of

the Strategic Air Command, if launched against Soviet Russia,

could do enormous damage to thut country. unquestionably
enough to punish any aggression they had in mind and enough
to deter that aggression if they had to look forward to such pun-

ishment. Butif the Soviets were about to achieve a capability to

destroy without warning the massive American bomber force
while the aircraft were vulnerably concentrated on a small num-
ber of airfields, the deterrent threat to retaliate with a destroyed
bomber force might be ineffectual. The preoccupation with vul-
nerability that beganin 1957 or so was not with the vulnerability
of women and children and their means of livelihood to sudden
Soviet attack on American population centers. It was the vul
nerability of the strategic bomber force.

This concern with vulnerability led to the improved alert sta-
tus of bombers so that radar warning of ballistic missiles would
permit the bombers to save themselves by taking off. And it led
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to the abandonment of “soft,” large, liquid-fueled missiles like
the Atlas, and the urgent substitution of Minuteman and Polaris
missiles which. in dispersed and hardened silos or in hidden
submarines. could effectively threaten retaliation. An Atlas mis-
sile could retaliate as effectively as several Minutemen, if alive,
but could not so persuasively threaten to stay alive under at-
tack. In the late 1950s and the early 1960s the chief eriterion
for selecting strategic weapon systems was invalnerability to
attack, and properly so. Vulnerable strategic weapons not only
invite attack but in a crisis could coerce the American povern-
ment into attacking when it might prefer to wait.

Vulnerability was a central theme of the Geneva negotiations
in 1938 about measures to safeguard against surprise attack.
There is nothing especially heinous about a war begun in sur-
prise; if people were going to be killed it would be small conso-
lation to have the bad news a little before it happened. What
made surprise attack a worthy category for consideration in a
disarmament conference was precisely this character of strate-
gic weapon systems, the possibility that “surprise” might help
an attack to succeed, and by inviting success spoil deterrence.
But success would be measured by how well the surprise attack
could forestall retaliation on the country launching attack; the
measure of success would not be the speed with which cities
could be destroved but the likelihood that the victim’s strategic
weapons could be destroved. If enemy bombers could be caught
on the ground, with speed and surprise, the enemy population
could be disposed of at leisure. Measures that might spoil sur-
prise, or that might make strategic weapons less vulnerable to
surprise, if available to both sides and possibly arising out of
collaboration between them, might stabilize deterrence and
make it more relinble, assuring each side against being attacked
and thus reducing each side’s incentive to attack.

So we have the anomaly of a great disarmament conference
devoting itself in large measure to the protection not of women
and children, noncombatants and population centers, but of
weapons themselves, If an “open skies” arrangement could
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make bombers and missiles more secure, keeping the threat of
retaliation a lively one no matter who launched the war, the
women and children would be safer, not because they would
have warning if the war were to come but because the war
would be less likely to come. If a city has a limited number of
bullet-proof vests it should probably give them to the police,
letting the people draw their security from a police force that
cannot be readily destroyed.

The Charact of Weapons: Strength vs. Stabilicy

There is, then, something that we might call the “inherent
propensity toward peace or war” embodied in the weaponry, the
geography, and the military organization of the time, Arms and
military organizations can hardly be considered the exclusively
determining factors in international conflict, but neither can
they be considered neutral. The weaponry does affect the out-
look for war or peace. For good or ill the weaponry can deter-
mine the calculations, the expectations, the decisions, the char-

acter of crisis, the evaluation of danger and the very processes

by which war gets under way. The character of weapons at any
given time determines, or helps to determine, whether the pro-

dent thing in a crisis is to launch war or to wait; it determines or
helps to determine whether a country's preparations to receive
an attack look like preparations for attack itself: it determines
or helps to determine how much time is available for negotia-

tion on the brink of war; and it determines or helps to determine
whether war i1self, once started, gets altogether out of control or
can be kept responsive to policy and diplomacy.

To impute this influence to “weaponry™ is to focus too nar-

rowly on technology. It is weapons, organization, plans, geogra-

phy, communications, warning systems, intelligence, and even
beliefs and doctrines about the conduct of war that together have
this influence. The point is that this complex of military factors i$
not neutral in the process by which war may come about.
Obviously this is 50 in a one-sided sense. The weak are un-
likely to attack the strong, and nearly everybody acknowledges
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that there is something to “deterrence.” This is not what | have
in mind: the matter would be simple if relative strength were all
that mattered and if relative strength were easy to evaluate. Either
the strong would congquer the weak or the strong, if peaceful,
would be safe against weaker enemies; combinations might form
to achieve a balance or a preponderance, but we would be dealing
with simple quantities that could be added up. When I say,
though, that “weaponry” broadly defined is an influential factor
itself, I refer to its character, not its simple quantity. A military
complex cannot be adequately described by a quantity denoting
“strength.”

One critical characteristic has just been discussed—ihe de-
pendence on speed, initiative, and surprise. This is different
from “strength.” If one airplane can destroy 45 on an airfield,
catching the other side’s airplanes on the ground can be deci-
sively important while having more airplanes than the other side
is only a modest advantage. If superiority attaches (o the side
that starts the war, a parade-ground inventory of force—a com-
parison of numbers on both sides—is of only modest value in
determining the outcome. Furthermore, and this is the point to
stress, the likelihoad of war is determined by how greal a re-
ward attaches to jumping the gun, how strong the incentive to
hedge against war itself by starting it, how great the penalty on
giving peace the benefit of the doubt in a crisis, ,

The dimension of “strength™ is an important one, but so is
the dimension of “stability"—the assurance against being
caught by surprise, the safety in waiting, the absence of  pre-
mium on jumping the gun.*

4, If not already scquainied with it the resder should certainly sse Albert
Wohlstetter's classic, “The Delicate Balance of Teror,” Foveign Affairs, 57 (1939),
I01-34; |t marks the watershed in professionsl treatment of the “wulmsrubility™
problem and the swability of determence. Mulcolm Hoag, “On Stability in Deterrent
Races.” World Polirics, 13 (1961), S08-27, is o lucid theoretical weatment that
contrasts aliernative arms technologies and the types of arms race they can gencrae.
T. C. Schelling and Moron H. Halperin consider the srms-control implications
in Stease gy and Arms Control (New York, Twentieth Centary Fund, 1961, especially
Chapters 1, 2, and 3
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Stability itself has both a static and a dynamic dimension. The
static dimension reflects the expected outcome, at any given
moment, if either side launches war, The dynamic dimension

reflects what happens to that calculation if either side or both
sides should move in the direction of war, by alen, mobiliza-

tion, demonstration, and other actions that unfold over time. It
mmvolves the steps taken in a crisis. Do we become more vulner-
able or less vulnerable as we ready ourselves for the possibility

of war, and does the enemy become less vulnerable or more vul-

nerable and less or more obsessed with his own vulnerability
and his need to attack quickly? Equally important: what hap-

pens tomorrow and the day after as a result of the steps we

take today? If we make ourselves less vulnerable today is it at
the expense of tomorrow ?
A vivid example of this dynamic problem is bomber aircraft,

In case of warning they can leave the ground. If they leave the
ground they should initially proceed as though 1o target; in case

it is war, they should not be wasting time and fuel by loitering

to find out what happens next. As they proceed to target, they
can be either recalled or confirmed on their mission. (The ac-
tual procedure may be that they return to base unless confirmed
on their mission, by “positive control” command procedures.)
If recalled, however, they return to the relative vulnerability of

their bases. They need fuel, their crews are tired, they may need
maintenance work, and they are comparatively unsynchronized.
They are, in sum, more vulnerable, and less ready forattack,
than before they took off.

This is a dynamic problem, involving the pressure of time; it
is a situation that cannot be sustained indefinitely. It is not an

unsolvable problems; but it is one that has to be solved. Like the

railroad mobilization of World War I, the bomber arrangements
may enjoy simplicity and efficiency by ignoring the possibility
that they may have to loiter or return to base. Like the railroad
mobilization of World War I, the procedures may coerce deci=
sions unless the procedures are compromised to facilitate or

derly retum to base. Decisions may be compromised in either of
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two directions. The planes may fail to take off when they ought
to, because of the high cost of spoiling the force on a false
alarm and having to return to base disorganized. Oradecisionto
proceed with war may be coerced by a situation in which air-
craft are momentarily in a good position 1o continue with war
and in a poor one to call it off.*

If both sides are so organized, oreven one side, the danger that
war in fact will result from some Kind of false alarm is en-
hanced. This is one of those characteristics of armed forces that
influences the propensity toward war and that is not comprised
within a calculation of “strength.” The Strategic Air Command
has undoubtedly been cognizant of this problem and has taken
steps to minimize it; the point here is simply that the steps are
necessary, they undoubtedly cost something, and the technology
of aircraft affects how well the problem can be solved. If the
problem is not perceived at the time when the aircraft are de-
signed, or at the time the runways and refueling facilities are
provided, the solution of the problem may be less complete or
more costly.

The fueling of missiles could have created a similar problem
if solid-fueled missiles had not soquickly replaced the originally
projected missiles utilizing refrigerated fuels, If it takes time (0
fuel a missile, fifteen minutes or an hour, and if a fueled missile

5. Robema Wohlsiemer, whose unigue study of Pearl Harbor: Warning and
Declgon (Stanford, Stanford Univershty Press, 1962), dissected the problem of
intelligence evaluation in a crisis. his recentiy pointed oul the crucial interaction
beiween inlelligence and response. “In the Cuban missile crisis,” she says, “action
could be wken on ambiguous warning bocause the action was sliced very thin

. H we had had to choose only among much more drastic actions, oor hesitation
woild have been greater, The problem of warning, then, is inseparuble rom the
problem of decision, We can improve the chance of acting on signals m
time w0 aven or moderate 3 dissster by refining. subdividing and making
more selective the range of responses we prepare, o thal our response may fit
the amblguities of our information and minimize the risks both of eror ssd of
imaction.” "Cuha and Peat]l Harhor,” Foredin Affiaies, 45 (1965). T07. For an example
of action shiced so appallingly thick that paralysis was guaranteed, see Henry Crwen s
discussion af the Rhinelend erisis of 1936, “NATO Strategy: What Is Past 1s Pralogye,”
i the name isse, pp. HA2-90,
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cannot be held indefinitely in readiness, a problem very much
like the bomber problem can arise. To fuel a missile is not a
simple act of prudence, achieving enhanced readiness at the cost
of some fuel that may be wasted and some potential mainte-
nance work on the missiles themselves after the crisis is over. If
the fuel begins to dissipate, or the fueled missile becomes sus-
ceptible to mechanical fatigue or breakdown, getting a missile
ready requires a risky decision. The risk is that the missile will
be less ready, after a brief period. than if it had never been
made ready in the first place. It, too, like the aircraft burning
fuel in the air, can coerce a decision; it can coerce a decision in
favor of war once it is fueled and ready and threatens to become
unready shortly. It can coerce a decision to remain unready by
making it dangerous to put the missile into its mobilization
process.

Ini the mid-1960s, American strategic weapon systems did
not appear to have much in common with the mobilization
process of 1914, Secure yet quick-firing missiles of the Minute-
men and Polaris type, and carefully designed alert procedures
for the bombers. appeared to minimize the constraint or coer-
cion on decisions in a crisis. The strategic weapon syslems
seemed to have a minimum of “dynamic instability” embod-
ied in their alert and mobilization procedures.

Some observers thought this was a disadvantage, because the
enemy could not be so readily coerced by American demonstra-
tions, by getting ourselves in a position of temporarily increased
readiness, by taking steps that showed our willingness to risk
war and that actually increased the risk of war. There were some
who thought that bombers were more usable in a crisis than
instantly ready missiles, because they could dramatically take
off, or disperse themselves to civilian bases, giving an ap-
pearance of readiness for war,

They could be right. What needs to be recognized is that the
flexing of muscles is probably unimpressive unless it is costly or
risky. If aircraft can take off in a crisis with great noise and
show of activity, but at no genuine risk to themselves and at
modest costin fuel und personnel fatigue, it may demonstrate
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little. The impressive demonstrations are probably the danger-
ous ones. We cannot have it both ways.*

Mobilization: A Contempaorary Example

There is nevertheless an important area of mobilization, one lit-
tle recognized and much underrated, that could prove enor-
mously important in a crisis, for good or ill—for good if one
wants demonstrations, for ill if one does not want to put na-
tional decision-makers under acute pressure for a decision, es-
pecially for ill if it has not been foreseen and taken into account.
This is the area of civil defense.

Civil defenses are often called “passive defenses,” while
anti-missile missiles, anti-aircraft missiles, and interceptor air-
craft are called “active defenses.” In an important sense,
though, giving the words their ordinary meanings, it is the civil
defenses that are probably the most active and the “active de-
fenses” that would be the most passive. If we should install anti-
missile missiles around our population centers they would
probably be quick-reacting missiles themselves, in a state of
fairly continuous readiness, involving no dramatic readiness
procedures and not being utilized unless threatening objects ap-
peared overhead. One can imagine other kinds of defenses
against ballistic missiles that did involve readiness procedures.
that required decisions to mobilize in advance; perhaps short-
lived orbiting systems that had to be launched in an emergency
in anticipation of attack would have this character. But the sys-
tems currently under discussion or development appear to be
relutively “passive.” They would sit still in constant readiness

6. Alfred Vugts has 2 rich chapter on “Armed Demonstrations.” in his. Defense
and Diplomacy (New York, King's Crown Press, 1956). He warns, cogenlly citing
Disracli and Chirchill on his side. agminst the demonstration that falls shor of
the mark and &l gnals the opposite of storn intent, He beligves, 1o, that a fundamenial
change has token place in “this instrement of diplomacy™ in the last thirty years.
namely, “Much If nit most of Western demonstrativeness is imward, mather than
cutwand. It s directed toward their own citizenry, rather than st the address of
the Rossians.” Whether or nof be would change his emphasis today, jen years
later. the point s a valid one
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and fire only in response to the local appearance of hostile ob-
jects overhead.

The civil defenses would be a dramatic contrast. Shelters.

work best if people are in them. The best time to get people in
the shelters is before the war starts. To wait until the enemy has
launched his ballistic missiles (if one expects some of them to
be aimed at cities) would be to leave the population dependent
on quick-sheltering procedures that had never been tested under
realistic conditions. Even if the enemy were expected not ini=
tially to bring any of our cities under attack, fallout from target
areas could arrive in periods ranging from, say, a fraction of an
hour up to several hours, and in the panic and confusion of war-
fare a few hours might not be enough. Furthermore, the most
orderly way to get people into shelters, with families assembled,
gas and electricity shut off, supplies replenished and fire hazards
reduced, the aged and the sick not left behind, and panic mini-
mized, would be by sheltering before the war started.

And that means sheltering before war is a certainty. There {8
adilemmaright here, If sheltering will be taken as a signal that
one expects war and intends to start it, sheltering gives notice (o
the other side. Surprise would depend on not sheltering. A ni-
tion's leaders must decide whether the advantage of surprise
against the enemy is worth the cost of surprising their own
population unprepared. This would be a hard choice, Can oné
afford to warn his own population if it means waming the
enemy? Can one afford surprising the enemy if it means surpris-
ing one'sown country”?

It is unlikely that sheltering would be an all-or-none opera=
tion. Partial or graduated steps would almost certainly recom-mend
themselves if a government took the problem seriously. If
at midnight a president or a premier considers war a significant
likelihood within the next twenty-four hours, can he let every=
body go to work the next morning? Or should he declare a holi-
day, so that families stay together, urban commuter transpors
tation is not fouled up. people can stay tuned in to civil defense
bulletins, last-minute instructions can be communicated, and
some kind of discipline maintained? If the possibility of general
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war rises above some threshold. perhaps because a vigorous war
is in process in some theater, might not the aged and infirm and
those distant from shelter facilities be sheltered or readied for
shelter; and should not some of the less essential economic
functions be shut down? Can a president or a premier leave the
entire population in its normal pristine vulnerability to attack.
knowing that war has become a significant likelihood? There is
the possibility that any sheltering would be a dramatic signal
that war was imminent, and would tip the scales toward war it-
self, and should be avoided, Equally compelling, though, is the
notion that sheltering is less dramatic, less dangerously demon-
strative, if it can be graduated in a crisis, so that there is no sud-
den all-or-none shutdown of activity and rush to the shelters.

Sheltering is not the only “passive defense” activity that
might be involved. One type of defense against thermal radia-
tion from nuclear weapons—and it is semantically unclear
whether this is a passive defense or an active one—is smoke or
fog injected into the atmosphere. A thick layer of smoke can
make a difference, especially if anti-missile defenses could
oblige the enemy to detonate his weapons at a distance. But a
smoke layer could not be produced instantaneously after enemy
weapons came in sight; it would work best if the smudge-pots
were putinto operation before the war started. This means thatit
is most effective if subject to “mobilization,” with the attend-
ant danger that it signals something to the other side.

Peaple in shelters cannot stay forever. The usual calculations
of how long people should be able to stay in shelters—what the
supply of rations should be, for example—relate to how long it
might take radioactivity todecay, and cleanup procedures 1o dis-
pose of fallout, so that the outside environment would be safe.
But if we must envisage sheltering as a mobilization step, as
something that occurs before war is a certainty, then the endur-
ance of people in shelters is pertinent to the crisis itself. They
may well have been in their shelters for two or three weeks
without any war having started; and, like aircraft in the air, they
coerce the nation’s leaders into decisions that reflect the inability
of the country to sustain its readiness indefinitely, Of all the
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reasons for having people able to stay in shelters for an ex-
tended period, one of the most important would be to avoid any
need to have a war quickly because the people couldn’t stand
the suspense or the privation any longer .’

De-sheltering would be a significant activity. It would be a
dramatic signal either that a nation’s readiness was exhausted
or that the crisis was becoming less dangerous. It would be at
least as significant as a withdrawal of troops or diminished alert
for strategic forces. In fact, if populations were sheltered,
negotiations would concern not only what the crisis was
originally about but also the crisis itself, The imminence of war
would be at least as important as the originating cause of the
crisis, and perhaps dominate negotiations. It is likely that a
condition for de-sheltering one’s own populations would be the
enemy s assuming comparable vulnerability for its own popu-
lation, whether through synchronized de-sheltering or the
enemy's de-sheltering as a condition for our own.

These are not purely hypothetical possibilities; the fact that
the United States has only a rudimentary civil defense program
does not make these considerations irrelevant. We undoubtedly
have in this country a tremendous potential for civil defense ina
crisis. Ifreasonably organized, the labor force and the equipment
of the United States might create a good deal of civil defense
within a week or a day. There were at least some people who
stayed home during the Cuban crisis. That was a mild crisis;
but it might have gone differently. If most Americans decided,
or were advised, that war was an imminent possibility, they
would undoubtedly provide themselves a good deal of protection
if they were decently instructed. They could do even better if
plans for such a “crash civil-defense program™ were available
in advance, and if any critical supplies and equipment were pré-
positioned for such an emergency. In fact, simply to avoid
panic it could be essential to get the population busily at work

7. In o prolonged crisis, shellered people could tike fresh air nearby, perhaph
by rotetion, and separated familics could be resnited; stocking of supplies :NH
continue and emergency measures be laken outside shelters, This possibility “
the hardships of shelter, but complicates planning—unless it goes ignored in the
planning.
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on civil defense in a crisis, whether filling cans with water,
shoveling dirt against fire hazard, educating themselves by tele-
vision, or evacuating particular areas before panic set in,

Some of the “mobilization" steps might be more dramatic,
more difficult, even more important in the absence of prepared
civil defense facilities. So the lack of a systematic program
would not necessarily mean that the President had no decisions
to make, in a crisis, with respect to the population and the econ-
omy. [t might only mean that he had less cognizance of his op-
tions, less control over his own choice, and less knowledge of
the consequences for lack of plans and preparations.

So we do have “mobilization procedures™ that could become
dramatically important in a cnsis. They are anomalously called
“passive” defenses when they are potentially more “active” than
any others. They are not part of our military organization and
our weaponry, so we typically ignore them in discussions of our
military posture. But there they are, and they could make the
brink of war as busy and complicated and frantic as the mobili-
zations of 1914. We can hope they would not make it as irre-
versible.

The special danger is that the way these processes work will
not be understood before they are put to test in a real emer-
gency. The dynamics of readiness—of alert and mobilization
both military and civilian—involve decisions at the highest level
of government, a level so high as to be out of the hands of ex-
perts. “The bland ignorance among national leaders,” writes
Michael Howard in describing the mobilization of 1914, “of the
simple mechanics of the system on which they relied for the
preservation of national security would astonish us rather more
if 50 many horrifying parallels did not come 1o light whenever
British politicians give their views about defense policy to-
day.™ Being an Englishman, he modestly confined his com-
ment to his own kind. Thave no knowledge of how profound the
Russian ignorance is of these matters; the American ignorance
15 surely not “bland,” but it must be great. There are only
twenty-four hours in the day; and no President, Secretary, Chief

E “Lest We Forget,” p. 65
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of Staff, or national security advisor is likely to master the di-
plomacy of military alert and mobilization. particularly when it
depends on knowledge of how the Soviet machine works, a
knowledge that the best intelligence cannot provide us if the So-
viet leaders do not understand it themselves, There are only
twenty-four hours in their day, too. In mana ging nations on the
brink of war, every decision-maker would be inexperienced,
That cannot be helped. Thinking about it in advance can and
should make an enormous difference; but it did not in 1914,
Theonly people who thought about it were the people responsi-
ble for victory if war should occur, not the people responsible
for whether war should oceur.”

The Problem of Stability inan Armed World

These two modes of potential instability—one ari sing in the ad-
vantage that may attach to speed, initiative, and surprise at the
outbreak of war, the other arising in the possible tendency for
alertand mobilization procedures to become irreversible, toim-
pose pressure of time on decisions, or themselves to rajse the
premium on haste and initiative—are undou btedly the main
sources of mischief that reside in armaments themselves. Delib-
erate war can of course be undertaken, and sometimes credibly
threatened, no matter how much stability resides in the wea pons
themselves; but the extent to which armaments themselves may
bring about a war that was undesired, a war that could bring no
gain to either side and was responsive to no political necessity,
must be closely related to one or both of these two kinds of in-
stability. And it is the character of weapons as much as their
quantity, probably more than their quantity, that makes the mil-
itary environment stable or unstable. The charscter of military
forces is partly determined by geography, partly by the way

9. As background for interpreting the events of 1914 and the ensuing war, and
even movre as background for today's problems, the first two chapiers of Brodie,
Strategy in the Minile Age, are a merciless examination of the way high olficials.
civilinn snd military alike. are tempied to evade the awful responsthility for managng
milnary force when things go Wrong
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technology unfolds over time, partly by conscious choices in the
design and deployment of military force.

If all nations were self-sufficient islands with the pre-nuclear
military technology of World War 11, mutual deterrence could
be quite stuble: even a nation that had determined on war would
not care to mitiate it."" With thermonuclear technology the
danger of preemptive instability becomes a grave one; wea pons
themselves may be vulnerable to sudden long-distance attack
unless they are deliberately designed and expensively designed
to present less of a surprise-attack target. This in turn can imply
a choice between weapons comparatively good for launching
sudden attack and weapons comparatively good for surviving
sudden attack and striking back. The Polaris submarine, for ex-
ample, is comparatively good at surviving attack and striking
second: the Polaris missile itself may be good for starting a war,
but not compared with its ability for surviving attack. It is an

10. This s meant to be a faciual statement and therafione could be WInng It
could be wrong either abowl the facts or shour the way people would percelve
the facts. If am phibvious assanlt Inoks promising because colistal delense o submar ne
interdiction is underestimated, the mutmal deterrence will not be stable even though
it ought 1o be, And if & country exaggerstes the SPCurity M oceans give ik as
the United S1ates may hive done up £ (R ERT, Ay met ake the steps thar, Jniﬂhcr
with s oceanic isalation, could give it security, Hudsos Maxim eatlmaied in
1914 that, though the United Siaies had grem potential for self defense. there
wete actually thres or four countries thal could use cur oceans a8 avenues and
'l'-IL'L'L'-'-*er:.:i ifivade us. He doubtéd ithe United Statos wistld arm tsell until afver
i had been badly defeared in 2 woar, and he concluded, discouraged. thut “Our
business at the present Ume is 1o pick our conguecon. | choose England.” Defemieleis
America (New York, Hearst International Library, [915), pp. xx, 72-T8, 99108,
12025, T. H. Thomas, it & most interesting irticle on “Armles and the Rallway
Revolution,” says that. “One of the most popular anticipstions theooghpet Cermany
n the early 1840°s was thit the coming railway network would establish o decisive
Randicap ugalost offensive wars, and in particulir would make impossible & French
invusion of German temritory. . . . The first sctoal test of war quite shattered this
picture.  In the lulian war of 1839, even with incomplete and very imperfect
railway systems, large armies were carmied rapidly from distant regions o the
chosen fromt of stwk, and Napoleon [l could launch & major offensive with
& spead the first Napoleon conld sever have stempred ™ Wer a1 o Social fnstinstion
Jesse B Clarkson and Thomas C. Cochran, eds. (New York, Columbia University
Press, 1941), pp. SK-89
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expensive weapon compared with other missiles, and the ex- |

pense goes into making it less vulnerable to attack. not into
making it a better weapon for launching sudden attack. To put
the same point differently: a reliable ability to strike back with
500 Polaris missiles, after absorbing an attack. corre sponds to
afirst-strike capability of about 500 missiles, whereas a reliable
capability to strike back with 500 more vulnerable weapons
would require having a multiple of that number, in order that
500 survive attack, and the first-strike capability would be cor-
respondingly larger. Tosay that the Polaris system provides, for
any given level of retaliatory capability, a comparatively small
first-strike capability is only to say that it provides, for any
given level of first-strike capability, a comparatively large
second-strike capability.

If both sides have weapons that need not go first to avoid
their own destruction, so that neither side can gain great advan-
tage in jumping the gun and each is aware that the other cannot,
it will be a good deal harder to get a war started. Both sides can
afford the rule: When in doubt, wait. In Colonel Maude's day,
the recommended rule was: When in doubt, act, Act quickly:
and if tempted to hesitate, remember that your enemy will not.

The problem does not arise only at the level of thermonuclear
warfare. The Israeli army consists largely of a mobilizable re-

serve. The reserve is so large that, once it is mobilized, the.

Country cannot sustain readiness indefinitely; most of the able-
bodied labor force becomes mobilized. The frontier is close, the
ground is hard, and the weather is clear most of the vear; speed
and surprise can make the difference between an enem y's find-
ing a small Israeli army or a large one to oppose him if he at=
tacked. Preparations for attack would confront Israel with &

¢hoice of mobilizing or not and. once mobilized. with a choice

of striking before enemy forces were assembled or waiting and
negotiating, to see if the mobilization on both sides could be re=
versed and the tempration to strike quickly dampened,

At the thermonuclear level, the problem of preemptive insta-

bility appeared a good deal closer to solution in the middle

of the 1960s than it had at the beginning of that decade. This was
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largely due to the deliberate design and deployment of less vul-
nerable offensive weapons, partly due toa more explicit official
recognition of the problem, and perhaps somewhat due 1o a
growing understanding between the United States and the Soviet
Union about the need, and some of the means. for avoiding
false alarms and avoiding responses that would aggravate sus-
picion. During the Cuban missile crisis the Soviet Union appar-
ently abstained from any drastic alert and mobilization proce-
dures, possibly as a deliberate policy to avoid aggravating the
crisis. The establishment of a “hot line" between Washington
and Moscow was at least a ceremony that acknowledged the
problem and expressed an intent to take it seriously,

But the problem of instability does not necessarily stay
solved. It may be kept solved. but only by conscious efforts to
keep il solved. New weapon systems would not automatically
preserve such stability as had been attained by the second half
of the 1960s. Ballistic missile defenses, if installed on a large
scale by the United States or the Soviet Union, might preserve
or destroy stability according to whether they increased or de-
creased the advantage to either side of striking first: that, in
turn, would depend on how much better they worked againstan
enemy missile force that had already been disrupted by a sur-
prise attack. Tt would also depend on whether ballistic missile
defenses worked best in protecting missile forces from being de-
stroyed or best in protecting cities against retaliation. And it
would depend on whether ballistic missile defenses induced such
a change in the character of missiles themselves, or such a shift
to other types of offensive weapons—larger missiles, low flying
aircraft, weapons in orbit—as to aggravate the urgency of
quick action in a crisis and the temptation to strike first.

Stability, of course, is not the only thing a country seeks in its
military forces. In fact a case can be made that some instability
can induce prudence in military affairs. If there were no danger
of crises getting out of hand, or of small wars blow Ing up into
large ones, the inhibition on small wars and other disruptive
events might be less. The fear of “accidental war”—of an un-
premeditated war, one that arises out of aggravated misunder-
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standings, false alarms, menacing alert postures, and a recog-
nized urgency of striking quickly in the event of war—may tend
to police the world against overt disturbances and adventures. A
canoe can be safer than a rowboat if it induces more caution in
the passengers, particularly if they are otherwise inclined to
squabble and fight among themselves. Still. the danger is almost
bound to be too little stability, not too much of it; and we can
hope for technological developments that make the mili tary en-
vironment more stable, not less, and urge weapon choices on
both sides that minimize instability.

The Problem of Stability in a Disarmed World

Much of the interest in arms control among people concerned
with military policy became focused in the early 1960s on the
stability of mutual deterrence. Many writers on arms control
were more concerned about the character of strategic weapons
than the quantity, and where quantity was concerned their over-
riding interest was the effect of the number of weapons on the
incentives to initiate war, rather than on the extent of destruc-
tion if war should ensue. A fairly sharp distinction came 1o be
drawn between “arms control” and “disarmament.” The former
seeks toreshape military incentives and capabilities with a view
to stabilizing mutual deterrence; the latter. it is alleged, elimi-
nates military incentives and capabilities,

But the success of either depends on mutual deterrence and
on the stability of that deterrence. Military stability is just as
crucial in relations between unarmed countries as between armed
ones. Short of universal brain surgery, nothing can erase the
memory of weapons and how to build them. If “total disarmae
ment” could make war unlikely, it would have to be by reducing
incentives. It could not eliminate the potential. The most primi-
tive war could be modernized by rearmament. once it got
started.

If war breaks out a nation can rearm, unless its capacity 1o
rearm is destroved at the outset and kept destroyed by enemy
military action. By the standards of 1944, the United States was
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Fairly near to total disarmament when World War 11 broke out.
Virtually all munitions later expended by the United States
forces were nonexistent in Septemnber 1939, “Disarmament”
did not preclude U.S. participation: it merely slowed it down.

As we eliminate weapons, warning systems, vehicles, and
bases, we change the standards of military effectiveness. Air-
planes count more if missiles are banned, complex airplanes are
needed less if complex defenses are banned. Since weapons
themselves are the most urgent targets in war, to eliminate a
weapon eliminates atarget and changes the requirements for at-
tack. A country may indeed be safer if it is defenseless. or with-
out means of retaliation, on condition its potential enemies are
equally disarmed: but if so it is not because it is physically safe
from attack. Security would depend on its being able to mohi-
lize defenses, or means of retaliation, faster than an enemy
could mobilize the means to overcome it. and on the enemy’s
knowing it.

The difficulty cannot be avoided by banning weapons of at-
tack and keeping those of defense. If, again. nations were is-
lands, coastal artillery would seem useless foraggression and a
valuable safeguard against war and the fear of war. But most are
not. And in the present era “defensive™ weapons often embody
equipment or technology that is superbly useful in attack and
invasion. Moreover, a prerequisite of successful attack is some
ability to defend against retaliation or counterattack: in a dis-
armed world, whatever lessens the scale of retaliation reduces
the risk a nation runs in starting war. Defenses against retalis-
tion are close substitutes for offensive power.

Disarmament would not preclude the eruption of crisis; war
and rearmament could seem imminent. Even without possessing
complex weapons, a nation might consider initiating war with
whateverresources ithad, on grounds that delay would allow an
enemy 1o strike or to mobilize first. If a nation believed its op-
ponent might rush to rearm to achieve military preponderance,
it might consider “preventive war” to forestall its opponent’s
dominance, Or, if confidence in the maintenance of disarma-
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ment were low and if war later, under worse conditions, seemed
at all likely, there could be motives for “preventive ultimatum,”
or for winning a short war through coercion with illicitly re-
tained nuclear weapons, or for using force 1o impose a more
dg rable dissrmament arrangement, As with highly armed coun-
tries, the decision to attack might be made reluctantly, moti-
vated not toward profit or victory but by the danger in not seiz-
ing the initiative. Motives toundertake preventive or preemplive
war might be as powerful under disarmament as with today’s
WEeapons, or even stronger.

Inadisarmed world, as now, the objective would probably be
to destroy the enemy’s ability 1o bring war into one’s home-
land, and to “win" sufficiently to prevent his subsequent buildup
as a military menace. The urgent targets would be the enemy’s
available weapons of mass destruction (if any), his means of
dr:liver_}-'. his equipment that could be quickly converted for
strategic use, and the components, standby facilities, and cadres
from which he could assemble a capability for strategic warfare,
If both sides had nuclear weapons, either by violating the agree-
mient or because the disarmament agreement permitted it, stabil-
ity would depend on whether the attacker., improvising a deliv-
ery capability, could forestall the assembly or improvisation of

the victim's retaliatory vehicles or his nuclear stockpile. This I

would depend on the technology of “disarmed” warfare, and on
h_ivr well each side planned its “disarmed” retaliatory poten-
tial.

If an aggressor had nuclear weapons but the victim did not,
the latter’s response would depend on how rapidly production
could be resumed. on how vulnerable the productive facilities
were to enemy action, and whether the prospect of interim nu-
clear damage would coerce the victim into surrender.

In the event that neither side had nuclear weapons, asym-
metrical lead times in nuclear rearmament could be decisive.
Whether it took days or months, the side that believed it could
be first 10 acquire a few dozen megatons through a crash
program of rearmament would expect to dominate its opponent.

This advantage would be greatest if nuclear facilities them-

e
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selves were vulnerable to nuclear bombardment; the first few
weapons produced would be used to spoil the opponent’s nu-
clear rearmament. Even if facilities were deep under the ground,
well disguised or highly dispersed, a small difference in the time
needed to acquire a few score megatons might make the war un-
endurable for the side that was behind. It might not be essential
to possess nuclear weapons in order to destroy nuclear facilities,
High explosives, commandos, or saboteurs could be effective,
*Strategic warfare™ might reach a purity not known in this cen-
tury: like the king in chess, nuclear facilities would be the over-
riding objective. Their protection would have absolute claim on
defense, In such a war the object would be to preserve one's
mobilization base and to destrov the enemy’s. To win a war
would not require overcoming the enemy’s defenses-—just win-
ning the rearmament race.

Such a war might be less destructive than war under present
conditons, not primarily because disarmament had reduced the
attacker's capability for destruction but because, with the vic-
tim unable to respond, the attacker could adopt a more meas-
ured pace that allowed time to negotiate a ceasefire before he
had reduced his victim to rubble. Victory, of course, might be
achieved without violence; if one side appeared to have an ad-
vantage so convincingly decisive as 10 make the outcome of
mobilization und war inevitable, it might then deliver not weap-
ons but an ultimatum.

An International Military Authe ity

Some kind of international authority is generally proposed as
part of an agreement on total disarmament. If militarily supe-
rior to any combination of national forces, an international
force implies (or is) some form of world government. To call
such an arrangement “disarmament” is about as oblique as to
call the Constitution of the United States “a Treaty for Uniform
Currency and Interstate Commerce.” The authors of the Feder-
alist Papers were under no illusion as to the far-reaching char-
acter of the institution they were discussing, and we should not
be either.
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One concept deserves mention in passing: that the projected
police force should aim to control persons rather than nations,
Its weapons would be squad cars, tear gas, and pistols; its
intelligence system would be phone taps, lie detectors, and
detectives: its mission would be to arrest people, not to threaten
war on governments. Here, however, we shall concentrate on
the concept of an International Force to police nations—and all
nations, not just small ones. The most iniriguing questions are
those that relate to the Force's technique or strategy for deterring
and containing the former nuclear powers,

The mission of the Force would be to police the world against
war and rearmament, It might be authorized only to stop war;
but some kinds of rearmament would be clear signals of war,
obliging the Force to take action. There might be, explicitly or
implicitly, a distinction between the kinds of rearmament that
call for intervention and the kinds that are not hostile.

The operations of the Force raise a number of questions,
Should it try to contain aggression locally, or to invade the ag-
gressor countries (or all parties to the conflict) and to disable
them militarily? Should it use long-range strategic weapons to
dlisahlethecnunm-'mi!ilarii:r'? Shoulditrely on the threat of mas-
sive pumitive retaliation? Should it use the threat or. if necessary,
the practice of limited nuclear reprisal as a coercive technigue?
In the case of rearmament, the choices would include invasion
or threats of invasion, strategic warfare, reprisal or the threat of
reprisal; “containment™ could not forestall rearmament unless
the country were vulnerable to blockade.

.15 the Force intended to do the job itself or to head a world-
wide alliance against transgressors? Incase of a ggression, is the
1.'i_utim to participate in his own defense? If the Indians take
Tibet, or the Chinese encourage armed homesteading in Siberia,
the Force would have to possess great manpower unless it was
prc_;:m_red to rely on nuclear weapons. A force could not be
mmnfuim-d on ascale sufficient to “contain" such excursions by
a nation with a large population unless it relied on the sudden
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mobilization of the rest of the world or on superior weaponry
—nuclear weapons if the defense is to be confined 1o the area of
incursion. But the use of such weapons to defend, for example,
Southeast Asia against neighboring infiltrators. Western Europe
against the Soviet bloc, East Germany against West Germany or
Cuba against the United States, would be subject to the ordinary
difficulties of employing nuclear weapons in populated areas.
A country threatened by invasion might rather capitulate than be
defended in that fashion. Moreover, the Force might require
logistical facilities, infrastructure, and occasional large-scale
maneuvers in areas where it expects to be called upon. Keeping
large forces stationed permanently along the Iron Curtain is a
possibility but not one that brings with it all the psychological
benefits hoped for from disarmament.

A sizable intervention of the Force between major powers is
not, of course, something to be expected often in a disarmed
world. Nevertheless, if the Force is conceived of as superseding
Soviet and American reliance on their own nuclear capabilities.
it needs 1o have some plausible capability 1o meet large-scale
aggression; if it hasn’t, the major powers may still be deterred,
but it is not the Force that deters them.

A capability for massive or measured nuclear punishment is
probably the easiest attribute with which to equip the Force.
But it is not evident that the Force could solve the problems of
“credibility” or of collective decision any better than can the
United States alone or NATO collectively at the present time.
This does not mean that it could not solve them—just that they
are not automatically solved when atreaty issigned. If the Force
is itself stateless, it may have no “homeland” against which
counter-reprisal could be threatened by a transgressor na-tion,
but if it is at all civilized. it will not be wholly immune to the
counter-deterrent threats of atransgressor 1o create civil damagein
other countries. These could be either explicit threats
of reprisal or implicit threats of civil destruction collateral to the
bombardment of the Force’s own mobilization base. (The Force
presumably produces or procures its weaponry in the industrial
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nations, and cannot be entirely housed in Antarctica. on the
high seas, or in outer space.)

If it should appear technically impossible to police the com-
plete elimination of nuclear weapons, then we should have to
assume that at least minimal stockpiles had been retained by the
major powers. In that case. the Force mi ght not be a great deal
more than one additional deterrent force; it would not enjoy the
military monopoly generally envisaged.

One concept needs to be disposed of—that the Force should
be strong enough to defeat a coalition of aggressors but not so
Strong as to impose its will against universal opposition, Even if
the world had only the weapons of Napoleon, the attempt 1o
calculate such adelicate power balance would seem impossible.
With concepts like preemption, retaliation, and nuclear black-
mail, any arithmetical solution is out of the question,

The knottiest strategic problem for an International Force
would be to halt the unilateral rearmament of a major country.
The credibility of its threat to employ nuclear weapons when-
CVer some country renounces the agreement and begins to rearm
itself would seem to be very low indeed,

The kind of rearmament would make a difference. Ifa major
country openly arrived at a political decision to abandon the
agreement and to recover the security it felt it had lost by stan-
ing to build a merely retaliatory capability and sizable home-
defense forces, it is hard to envisage a civilized International
Force using weapons of mass destruction on a large scale to
stop it. Limited nuclear reprisals might be undertaken in an
effort to discourage the transgressor from his purpose. But un-
less the rearmament program is accom panied by some overt ag-
gressive moves, perhaps in limited war, the cool and restrained
introduction of nuclear or other unconventional weapons into
the country’s population centers does not seem plausible, unless
nonlethal chemical or biological weapons could be used.

Invasion might offer a more plausible sanction, perhaps with
paratroops armed with small nuclear weapons for their own de-
fense; their objective would be to paralyze the transgressor’s
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governmen! and mobilization. But if this should be considered
the most feasible technique for preventing rearmament, we
have to consider two implications. We have provided the Force
abloodless way of taking over national governments. And a pre-
emptive invasion of this kind might require the Force to act
with a speed and secrecy inconsistent with political safeguards.

There is also the question of what kinds of rearmament or
political activity leading to rearmament should precipitate oc-
cupation by the Force. In our country, could the Republicans or
Democrats campaign on a rearmament platform, go to the polls
and win, wait to be inaugurated, denounce the agreement, and
begin orderly rearmament? If the Force intervenes, should it do
so after rearmament is begun, or after a party has introduced a
rearmament resolution in Congress? The illustration suggesis
that one function of the Force, or the political body behind it,
would be to attempt first to negotiate with a potential rearming
country rather than to intervene abruptly at some point in these
developments.

Again, the character of rearmament would make a difference.
Suppose the President presented a well-designed plan to build
an abviously second-strike retaliatory force of poor preemptive
capability against either the International Force or other coun-
tries, but relatively secure from attack. If he justified it on the
grounds that the current military environment was susceptible
to sudden overturn by technological developments, political up-
heavals, irrepressible international antagonism, the impotence
of the Force for decisive intervention, the corruption or subver-
sion of the Force, or other such reasons, then the authorization
of a drastic intervention by the Force in the United States would
be less likely than if the President ordered a crash program to
assemble nuclear weapons, trained crews, and long-range air-
craft. It would make a considerable difference, too. whether re-
armament occurred at a time of erisis, perhaps with a war going
on, or in calmer times.

The point of all this is simply that even an international mili-
tary authority with an acknowledged sole right in the possession
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sarily lessen the incentive to be first under the wire. It may,
however, reduce the advantage of a small headstart; it may
allow time 1o renegotiate before the race has too much
momentum; and it may reduce the confidence of a fast starter
that he could win if he called for a race.

The likelihood of war, then, or of a rearmament race that
could lead to war, depends on the character of the disarmament,
If mobilization potentials are such that a head start is not
decisive and the race course is long, preemptive action may be
delayed until motives are clear. Important elements for stability
in a disarmed world would be the dispersal and duplication of
standby facilities for rearmament and of reserve personnel or
cadres around which rearmament could be mobilized. Dispersal
could be important because of the interaction between
rearmament and war itself. If anation could achieve just enough
production of weapons to disrupt its opponent’s rearmament, it
might gain a decisive advantage. Once the race were on. a few
easily located facilities for producing nuclear weapons might
invite a preventive and very limited war.

The argument here is not that disarmament would be especially
unstable, or less stable than the present world of armament, Itis
that disarmament could be either more stable or less stable
militarily than an armed world, according to how the existing
military potential loaded the dice in favor of speed, surprise,
and initiative or instead made it safe to wait, safe to be second in
resuming an arms race or second in launching attack, and on
whether the easiest directions of rearmament tended toward
stable or unstable armaments.

It should not be expected that reduced tensions would be the

natural consequence of a disarmament agreement, making the =

existing military potential irrelevant. Not everyone would be
confident that disarmament provided a viable military environ=
ment or promised the political atmosphere most conducive 10
peace und good relations. It is hard to believe that any sober
person under any conceivable world arrangement could come 19
believe with confidence that war had at last been banished from
human affairs until there had been at the very least some degs
ades of experience. There would be surprises, ramors,
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sharp misunderstandings, as well as the usual antagonisms
among countries. It is not even out of the question that if
something called “general and complete disarmament™ were
achieved, responsible governments might decide that interna-
tional apprehensions would be reduced if they possessed more
secure, more diversified, and more professionally orgamized
mobilization bases or weapon systems, with more freedom to
improve them, drill them, and discuss the strategy of their use.
It might be that moderate though expensive modern weapon
systems, professionally organized and segregated from the main
population centers, would provide less—not more—military in-
terference in everyday life than a “total” disarmament agree-
ment under which every commercial pilot carried emergency
mobilization instructions in his brigfcase.

Stability, in other words, of the two kinds discussed in this
chapter. is relevant to any era and to any level of armament or
disarmament. It is just not true that if only disarmament is
“total” enough we can forget about deterrence and all that. Tt
would be a mistake to suppose that under “total” disarmament
there would be no military potential to be controlled, balanced,
or stabilized. If disarmament were to work., it would have to
stabilize deterrence. The initiation of war would have to be
made unprofitable. It cannot be made impossible.

It is sometimes argued that to perpetuate military deterrence
is 1o settle for a peace based on fear. But the implied contrast
be-tween stabilized deterrence and total disarmament is not
per-suasive. What would deter rearmament in a disarmed
world, or small wars that could escalate into large ones, would
be the apprehension of a resumed arms race and war, The extent
of the “fear” involved in any arrangement—total disarmament,
nego-tiated mutual deterrence, or stable weaponry achieved
unilater-ally by conscious design—is a function of confidence.
If the consequences of transgression are plainly bad—bad for
all par-ties, little dependent on who transgresses first, and not
helped by rapid mobilization—we can take the consequences
for granted and call it a “balance of prudence.”
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