
 D. G. BRENNAN

 Setting and Goals of Arms Control

 Introduction

 THIs PAPER has two main objectives. The first is to establish the mili
 tary and strategic setting in which arms control must operate. This
 section includes a brief review of contemporary military doctrine,
 principally (but not entirely) for the purpose of introducing the rele
 vant concepts and terminology to readers who are not experts on these
 matters. The second major objective is to enumerate some of the
 major goals of arms controls. A third objective, subordinate to the
 first two, is to provide at least some coverage on topics of major
 pertinence to arms control that are not sufficiently treated elsewhere
 in this issue of Dxdalus.

 It should be mentioned that this paper is not a survey of the topics
 treated elsewhere in the volume, nor is it intended as a synthesis of
 all the elements central to arms control. It is also not meant to provide
 a discussion and an emphasis representing a consensus among the
 other authors. Although most of the authors would probably agree
 with most of what I shall say, it has not been written with this objec
 tive in view, and the agreement would not in any event be complete.

 The Goals of Armament Policy. It is desirable at the outset to
 review some fundamental facts. Most of us do not regard either war
 or the means of war as ends in themselves. We regard military force
 as means to other, nonmilitary goals. This simply means that there is
 a consensus among a large number of people that military action is
 not one of the ends of life.

 What, then, are the goals that armament is intended to serve?
 The first answer to this question is seemingly easy: it is simply sur
 vival-national survival at the level of the nation, personal survival
 at the level of the individual. But it is possible to distinguish differ
 ent kinds of survival-physical survival, political survival, survival of
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 a standard of living.* The significance of such distinctions is that
 different armament policies would support some kinds of survival
 without necessarily supporting others. For example, some people
 believe that a policy of complete unilateral disarmament and non
 resistance would possibly support sheer physical survival. Even if
 true, this policy would surely be unlikely to support political survival,
 and still less likely to support the survival of our standard of living.
 (I am here speaking of the possibility of another nation making large
 demands on our economic output or other resources, and not about
 the problem of internal adjustments to disarmament.) On the other
 hand, modern weapons are so impressive that a strong "Fortress
 America" armament policy would probably support national survival
 in all three senses, but might fail to support other national goals and
 purposes.

 The simple problem of national survival, in its various senses, is
 sufficient to indicate the character of the enormously complex inter
 action among armament policy, armament-in-being, and national
 goals and purposes. Of course, the present and projected armament
 and national goals of other nations-or, rather, our beliefs concerning
 them-are components of this interaction. To affirm that armament
 should be only a servant of national purposes is not to say that there
 is a simple cause-and-effect relation between them; the interaction is

 much more complex. Radical technological developments sometimes
 influence armament policy more profoundly than do explicit decisions
 of national policy.

 The visible complexity of this interaction increases in both degree
 and kind when national goals beyond mere survival are considered.
 The increase in degree is fairly obvious; it stems from the increased
 complexity of the added armament required-overseas bases, logis
 tics, different weapons-and the broadened spectrum of goals. Most
 of the added goals are in the realm of foreign policy, and relate to such
 matters as the maintenance of independent nations in Western
 Europe and South America. The increase in the kind of complexity
 is less obvious; it stems from the fact that the fundamental ends the
 foreign policy itself is intended to support are less clearly defined than
 the simple ends of physical and political survival.

 A reasonable view of the objectives of foreign policy is that it is
 intended to secure a world order with a structure that is compatible

 * Henry Kissinger has suggested adding "moral survival" to this list. This is a
 very important point, and I should do so but for the fact that it would compli
 cate the following discussion. Indeed it is worth stressing that certain passages
 depend strongly on not including moral survival in this list.
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 with the fundamental purposes of the United States. This view has
 recently been set forth with considerable clarity and detail in a broad
 study' of the interaction under consideration here. But thiis view
 immediately raises the question: what are the fundamental purposes
 of the United States?

 Several critics have maintained that we do not, in fact, have an
 adequate sense of national purpose, and that this problem infects
 the formulation of foreign policy and, consequently, the formulation
 of politico-military strategies to support such policy. On the other
 hand, there are many who have more or less explicit ideas about the
 fundamental ends of what has been called "the affluent society."
 But it is not my present purpose to enter this debate per se. It is
 sufficient here to point out that there is a debate-which, perhaps,
 may be intrinsic to a pluralistic society. While we have a consensus
 that military action is not among the ends of life, and that survival is
 among the ends of life, we have no similarly complete consensus con
 cerning the basic national purposes (beyond survival) of the United
 States.

 At bottom, therefore, armament policy is one of many aspects of
 the general problem of achieving a world to our liking; but we seem
 to lack a clear collective sense of just what that world should or could
 be like in the long term.

 All this is not to say, however, that there are not eminently sensible
 intermediate goals that have constituted the immediate objectives
 of our foreign policy of the recent past-goals on which, moreover,
 there is general agreement. We do not think it desirable that the
 political future of the South Koreans should be determined by the
 armed forces of North Korea and the People's Republic of China, nor
 do we wish to encourage the idea that such aggression can pass un
 noticed, possibly to be repeated elsewhere; we do not wish to see
 the farmers of Japan collectivized in communes; and we have made
 promises to the people of West Berlin that should be kept.

 The most significant aspect of our foreign policy of the present and
 the recent past is perhaps best characterized as a holding operation.
 This is the main virtue of the doctrine of containment; whether or not
 we have good collective ideas of what we are ultimately holding for,
 we certainly have good ideas of what we are holding against. This
 agreement, while minimal, is important. The aggression in Korea is
 too fresh in our minds, and the possible loss of Western Europe to
 other Communist aggression seems too great a potential catastrophe
 to permit us to contemplate the philosophical basis of our foreign
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 policy while the world around us burns. At least, to the extent that
 it does not directly conflict with national survival, and possibly to
 the extent of considerable risk that it may eventually do so, most of
 us feel obliged to support and defend the non-Communist world in
 general and our allies in particular. This obligation has heavily dom
 inated our arnament policy of the last decade.

 National Security

 The Notion of Security. The phrase "national security" is one that
 receives much use but little analysis. Various views of security are
 possible, and a brief indication of the range of possibilities is useful.

 To begin at the level of individuals, there are some people who
 on moral or religious grounds oppose violence so strongly that no
 ends whatever, not even the preservation of life itself, are sufficient to
 justify such violence. The avoidance of violence being a primary end,
 security for this goal would reside in complete unilateral disarmament
 and nonresistance.

 The most basic view of national security commonly held is the
 protection of national survival, in all three senses discussed above.
 This is usually the minimal demand on "national security." Beyond
 this, the concept quite generally extends to the military and politico

 military support of national goals in general and foreign-policy
 objectives in particular. Improvement of relative military capabilities
 to support such goals may be obtained at the expense, sooner or later,
 of impaired national security with respect to national survival. This
 can and does happen because of economic or political limitations on
 the armament that can be bought; because of the armament obtained
 in response by hostile powers; because of a basically defective strat
 egy or armament policy; or because of any combination of these
 factors. In spite of this conflict, the common consensus of national
 security is that it relates to the protection of national survival and
 the support of foreign-policy goals, in some mixture of the two. The
 character of the mixture and the extent of the interaction and conflict
 between the two objectives is at best dimly understood, and some
 times not perceived at all.* However, it is probably the view that

 * That is, it is sometimes held intuitively that support of foreign-policy goals is
 equivalent to support of national survival. As suggested above in the remark
 about a "Fortress America" policy, it takes very little thought about the potency
 of modem weapons to dispel this notion, whatever validity it had before 1945.
 This is not to say that there is not some interaction, but it is quite short of
 "equivalence."
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 would be set forth by the majority of informed students of these
 matters, and it is certainly the concept underlying the remainder
 of this paper.

 Current Views and Concepts. The evolution of ideas on the con
 temporary state of national security, including those on current mili
 tary doctrine, strategic thinking, and armament policy, is a subject
 on which there is very extensive literature. To mention only a few of
 the more substantial studies in addition to the one already men
 tioned,' there are earlier books by Kaufmann2 and Kissinger3 and

 more recent volumes by Brodie,4 Knorr,5 Morgenstern,6 and Schel
 ling,7 among others. An especially fine brief survey has recently been
 given by Rowen,8 and books by Kahn,9 Kissinger,'0 Singer," Wohl
 stetter,l2 and Phelps'3 are anticipated in the near future. Studies of
 Soviet strategic views have been published by Garthoff14 and by
 Dinerstein.'5 It is not possible here to include a detailed study of
 this area, but I shall attempt a very cursory survey and critique of
 contemporary Western ideas in this section.

 The central concept in current strategic doctrine is that of deter
 rence. As a phenomenon, deterrence is as old as man-perhaps much
 older. As examples of deterrence, the protective equipment of a
 skunk serves to deter some enemies from troubling him. The existence
 of the Roman legions served to deter some attacks by invaders. A
 policeman walking a beat serves to deter some crime. The United
 Nations Emergency Force in Palestine is supposed to deter the
 resumption of active war between Israel and the Arab powers. The
 missiles, bombers and nuclear weapons of the United States Strategic
 Air Command (SAC) are supposed to deter a nuclear attack on the
 United States.

 The essence of a deterrent is a threat to carry out some punitive
 measure in the event that the action against which the threat is aimed
 does transpire. Deterrence is therefore a basically defensive phe
 nomenon, and, as such, has always been present in military strategy
 to the extent that the strategy was defensively oriented. However, as
 the first three examples above illustrate, and as the fourth tends to
 suggest, deterrence can fail. The consequence of a failure of military
 deterrence is at least the increased likelihood of military action, and
 perhaps war itself, unless the deterrent threat involved proves to be
 an empty bluff. In the past, a failure of military deterrence has
 undoubtedly been painful for the participants involved, but not
 intolerably painful for Western society as a whole; in particular, it has
 not been catastrophic for the United States. The deterrent aspect of
 defensive military forces was formerly taken for granted.
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 But, today, the doctrine of deterrence has assumed paramount and
 explicit importance in contemporary strategic thinking. The conse
 quence of a failure of strategic nuclear deterrence could be a general
 nuclear war and a resultant catastrophe for Western society of a mag
 nitude unparalleled in the whole of human history. This possibility
 has focused attention on the problem of keeping a nuclear war from
 happening-that is, of deterring it.

 The idea of deterrence has become a central organizing concept
 for all types of strategic problems and for all manner of enforcement
 threats-for example, the use of conventional limited-war forces to
 deter aggression by other conventional forces, and the deterrence of
 evasion under an arms-control agreement. In the process, we have
 learned a good deal about deterrence. To quote a brief summary
 by Schelling: 16

 We have learned that a threat has to be credible, that credibility may
 depend [inversely] on the pains of fulfillment for the one who makes the
 threat, and that to make it credible one has to get "committed" to its ful
 fillment. We have recognized that a readiness to fight a limited war may
 detract from a threat of massive retaliation; that a threat may be more
 credible if the means of retaliation are in the hands of those whose resolu
 tion is strongest (as in recent suggestions for "nuclear sharing"); that the
 rationality of the adversary is pertinent, and that madmen, like small
 children, often cannot be controlled by threats; that the success of the
 threat may depend (in the analogy of the trapped lion) on whether the
 threatened party is left some tolerable recourse; that a threat of all-out
 retaliation gives the enemy every incentive, in the event he should choose
 not to heed the threat, to initiate his transgression with an all-out strike
 at us; and that the threat of- massive destruction may deter an enemy
 only if there is some assurance of nondestruction in the event he complies,
 so that too great a capacity to strike him by surprise may induce him to
 strike first.

 This passage is primarily oriented toward nuclear deterrence, but
 the basic principles are applicable to other types.*

 Other than deterrence, the main strategic and military concepts
 requiring mention here are general war and limited war. The dis
 tinction presents semantic difficulties. General war is universally
 understood to mean a nuclear war involving the major nuclear
 powers, one in which the homelands of these major powers are
 subject to nuclear attack. The detailed conduct and the conse
 quences of a general war are subject to an enormous range of possible

 * Some writers use the term "deterrence" to mean only "nuclear deterrence,"
 most often of the "massive retaliation" kind. This is an abuse of language and
 is to be regretted on several counts.

 686

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:05:26 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Setting and Goals

 variations,9 which, however, will not be explored here. "All-out'
 war is the extreme case of a general war. Broadly speaking, limited
 war is usually taken to mean a war that involves major powers but
 one that is not a general war in the above sense. However, it is very
 important to distinguish between a limited nuclear war and a limited
 high-explosive (HE) war-a distinction not always as sharply main
 tained as it should be. A few writers occasionally insist that a limited
 war is impossible, but this assertion is untenable; the Korean War
 was limited in numerous ways, gas was not used in World War II,
 and pre-1939 history is filled with examples of conflicts that were
 limited in important ways-in objectives, in the resources employed,
 and the manner of employment.* Mention should be made of the
 considerable illumination provided by Schellingl7,18 on the kinds of
 qualitative and legalistic distinctions that may serve as 'limits," and
 on the tacit methods of communicating such limits.

 It is useful to analyze some of the strategic requirements a na
 tional security policy must meet in terms of the different kinds of
 deterrent functions that must be provided. Many different break
 downs are possible; a widely known classification introduced by
 Herman Kahn9.19 is as follows.

 Type I: Deterrence of direct nuclear attack on the United States.
 Type II: Deterrence of extreme provocations. These include

 major attacks on United States forces, on our NATO and SEATO
 allies, and on other important areas of the non-Communist world.

 Type III: Deterrence of moderate provocations. These range
 from the shelling of Quemoy and cutting submarine cables, through
 shutting off access to Berlin, up to aggressions on the scale of Korea.

 This classification is helpful because it serves to isolate the differ
 ent functions that must be provided and to separate them from the
 various types of capabilities that might be employed to implement the
 functions. The functions must always be provided in some degree for
 the indefinite future; the capabilities employed depend enormously
 on complex estimates of the world situation in general, and on hostile
 intentions and forces in particular. (For example, there is a rather
 abstract Type I requirement to deter a direct attack by Canada, but
 no specific capabilities whatever are required to implement this
 function.) Even for a fixed situation, estimates of the capabilities

 * As this suggests, the definitions of general war and limited war as given above
 are defective, principally by reason of their brevity. A really sharp distinction
 (other than a geographic one) between limited nuclear war and general war

 does not exist, given the possibility of any sort of "limits" or restraints in the
 conduct of a general war.
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 required differ widely, as in the current debate over the presumed
 "missile gap." A more extreme example of differing estimates resides
 in a comparison of current "official" views with the position advanced
 by the advocates of unilateral disarmament, most of whom would not
 question the desirability of providing the functions by some sort of
 means. In addition, the situation can change with the passage of
 time and with the changing intentions and capabilities of other
 nations. It might be appropriate to introduce here the idea (to be
 elaborated below) that arms-control measures are oriented toward
 improving the performance of the functions by adjusting mutual
 capabilities.

 In a general context such as the present discussion, however, the
 specific breakdown given above can be improved by distinguishing
 between extreme nuclear provocations and extreme nonnuclear pro
 vocations. The lack of this distinction (a lack probably traceable
 to people who place primary reliance on "massive retaliation") can
 be rectified by a breakdown of deterrent functions such as the fol
 lowing.

 Type A: Deterrence of direct nuclear attack.
 Type B: Deterrence of extreme nuclear provocations.
 Type C: Deterrence of extreme nonnuclear provocations.
 Type D: Deterrence of moderate provocations.

 The distinctions between these four are worth brief comment. It
 has occasionally been held that each of Types A, B, and C deterrence
 could be adequately implemented with a single type of threat capa
 bility, namely, the capability of delivering a major nuclear strike
 on the homeland of the aggressor. The use of this threat to implement
 Type C deterrence could be, and was, questioned trenchantly on
 moral grounds alone (among others), even in the days when we had
 an essential monopoly of nuclear weapons. To any reasonable per
 son, the growth of Soviet nuclear capabilities has since placed this
 policy nearly or entirely beyond the realm of credibility, on several
 counts. To name only three: first, a Soviet retaliatory strike on the
 United States could be extremely painful-with perhaps 10 to 70
 million people dead, with grave hazards to the health, to political
 survival, and to the standard of living of the survivors. Second, there
 is only slight likelihood that our strategic nuclear response to a failure
 of Type C deterrence would in fact secure the protection of the
 original object of the provocation. Third, and perhaps most important,
 there could be an alternative response that could be at once much less
 painful and much more successful: the use of conventional (HE)
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 forces. We could, if necessary, mobilize and equip a 15-million-man
 army that would probably be able to defeat the aggressive conven
 tional forces of any nation in the world, not excepting China, which
 could mobilize the men, but could not adequately equip, train, or
 transport them. An army of this size need not be in existence on the
 first day of the provocation, and probably would never need to be
 that large.*

 For such reasons, there should no longer be any serious intention
 of responding to a failure of Type C deterrence with a major nuclear
 strike. For example, Secretary of State Christian Herter said in the
 United States Senate on the occasion of the hearings on his nomina
 tion: "I cannot conceive of any President involving us in an all-out
 nuclear war unless the facts showed clearly we are in danger of all-out
 devastation ourselves." (As quoted by Herman Kahn;19 emphasis
 supplied by the present author.) Apart from a few people who would
 probably be quick to change their minds about the issue in a crisis,
 the policy of responding to a conventional-force attack with a strategic
 nuclear strike seems to be an essentially dead issue.

 An issue that is much less dead, but may be rapidly dying, is
 the use of a response intermediate between conventional forces and
 a strategic nuclear strike, namely, tactical nuclear weapons and
 limited nuclear war. Close analysis of limited nuclear war appears
 to indicate that it would be militarily disadvantageous if used by both
 sides, at least, in most cases where it might be employed. In addition,
 it would be highly dangerous and would be likely to produce unde
 sirable political effects, such as hastening the spread of nuclear
 weapons to other countries. Some of the difficulties of this response
 are indicated in the essay below by Kissinger.

 It should be noted, however, that in the absence of a comprehen
 sive arms-control program, an extremely good general-war capability

 might be required in the event of a failure of Type C deterrence,
 simply to persuade the enemy that it is unmistakably in his interest
 to refrain from transgressing the HE-nuclear boundary when the
 subsequent HE war begins to go badly for him. This last might be
 called "escalation deterrence" - preventing the scale of initially

 * There is an important and unresolved question as to just how large the army
 should be on the first day of the conflict. It obviously depends somewhat on
 the HE forces-in-being of other nations, among other things. As noted in the
 essay below by Kissinger, the need for good conventional forces-in-being is
 greater than at any time in the past, but the potential role of mobilization and
 industrial capacity for Type C and Type D deterrence has been overly neglected
 in recent years.
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 limited conflicts from growing to disastrous proportions.*
 The kinds of capabilities currently being procured (or discussed

 for possible procurement) to implement the various types of deter
 rence are too well known in outline to require more than the briefest
 mention here. They include a wide variety of nuclear weapons (to
 gether with the requisite aircraft and missile delivery systems), active
 and passive defense systems, and conventional-war forces.

 There is a very general consensus among military experts that our
 current conventional forces are unnecessarily inadequate. There is,
 however, a complicated trade-off (which is hardly ever recognized
 explicitly and is not at all well understood) between large HE forces
 in-being and consequently limited initial gains achieved by an aggres
 sor on the one hand, and limited HE forces-in-being and (possibly)
 the consequent necessity of large mobilization to retake lost ground,
 on the other. To some extent this is a trade-off between present
 national resolve and future national resolve. Some commentators
 seem to discount our future national resolve excessively, as did the
 Japanese in 1941.

 There is much less of a consensus as to the adequacy of our pres
 ent and projected nuclear deterrent forces. There is an increasing
 recognition of the fact that the simple form of the "balance-of-terror"
 theory to implement Type A deterrence is inadequate, and that the
 balance, as was aptly noted by Wohlstetter,20 is "delicate." This stems
 from the fact that contemporary nuclear-weapon systems provide an
 enormous potential advantage to an aggressor, who, in launching a
 Pearl-Harbor style of surprise attack on his victim's retaliatory forces,
 might reduce the possible level of retaliation below that which
 would deter the attack. In consequence, there is much current
 emphasis on protecting such deterrent forces (often referred to as
 "hardening," a term stemmuing from the protection of "soft" objects
 against blast overpressure) by mobility, by concealment (as in
 POLARIS submarines), and by sheer concrete, so that much of the
 deterrent force could survive a surprise initial strike.20 This type
 is sometimes called a "second-strike" capability, to distinguish it
 from a "first-strike" forcet-i.e., one which would be highly vulnerable
 to destruction if struck in a surprise attack. Another distinction
 * There may be, of course, a limit as to how badly it might go; "unconditional

 surrender" is a dangerous objective in an HE war between the major powers
 if one wishes to keep it an HE war.

 t I am using "first-strike force" in a more restricted sense than that conveyed by
 the term "credible first-strike capability," which implies the ability to limit
 retaliatory damage to a level at which the initiation of a first strike would be
 credible, not merely possible. See Kahn.9,19
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 often made is between "counter-city" (or "counter-population") capa
 bilities.

 It has sometimes been held that Type B deterrence can be imple
 mented with a vulnerable "first-strike" force; as of 1960, however,
 so much of our own strategic nuclear capability (such as aircraft
 carriers with the Sixth and Seventh Fleets) is inextricably involved
 with NATO and SEATO forces that a failure of Type B deterrence
 without simultaneous failurs of Type A deterrence is most unlikely.*
 Partly for this reason, and partly because it does not seem likely that
 a general nuclear war would consist simply of an all-out attack salvo
 followed by an all-out retaliatory salvo, such distinctions are becom
 ing somewhat blurred. The detailed facts concerning the composition
 and functioning of strategic nuclear deterrent forces are highly tech
 nical, and for the most part are set forth in literature that is either
 classified or otherwise unavailable; however, unclassified illustrative
 computations and considerations have been given by Phelps and his
 colleagues at Ohio State, among others. 21, 22, 23, 24

 The Role of Arms Control. As the foregoing survey might sug
 gest, that part of our national security that is measured by our ability
 to guarantee national survival in all its various senses has undergone
 a precipitous decline in recent years. At the close of World War II,
 no nation had the capability of inflicting any damage worthy of the
 name on the United States. At the present time, the Soviet Union
 could mount an attack that would kill tens of millions of citizens
 and leave the standard of living of the survivors very seriously de
 pressed. Every projection based on this trend points to an increas
 ingly serious capability; by the late 1960's, the USSR might be able
 to launch a strike that would extinguish 90 percent of our populace.

 This is sometimes taken to mean that the national security of the
 Soviet Union, relative to ours, has been improving. Perhaps it has,
 perhaps not; it depends on what is understood by the term and on
 when the comparisons are made. In the mid-1950's, for example,
 we had a very nearly one-sided capability to obliterate the Soviet
 Union, so that their relative position has improved since then-they
 can now threaten "massive retaliation" to deter provocations. On the
 other hand, our capability of this type was all but negligible in 1946,
 so that their relative security has not improved from 1946 to 1960.

 * The statement of Herter's quoted above is therefore not particularly relevant
 to our response to failure of Type B deterrence, except in so far as it explicitly
 indicates that we might pre-empt under such conditions. This again indicates

 why it is vital to distinguish between B and C deterrence; indeed, it is probably
 much less vital (but still vital) to distinguish between A and B deterrence.
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 But talk of relative security is somewhat beside the point, in any
 event. The central fact is that the absolute national security (meas
 ured in the same sense of their ability to guarantee national survival)
 of the Soviet Union has also undergone a precipitous decline since
 1946. The Soviets cannot be sure that our forces will never be used,
 whether because of accident, misunderstanding, or our response to a
 crisis. Neither can we be sure that the Soviet capability will never
 be used. It is possible to feel moderately relaxed about these facts
 at the present time, but anyone who feels completely relaxed about
 them either does not understand the situation or is not acting in a

 manner that is rational with respect to the goals of society.
 For it would seem that each side is likely to be able to inflict

 more damage on the other in a general war than either would find at
 all justified by the original objectives of the conflict, whichever side
 suffered the greater absolute damage. And the possibility of a general
 war occurring is a real one. The chance of a general war within the
 next year is not zero, and, assuming the present course of events con
 tinues, the likelihood of a general war within the next ten or fifteen
 years appears very disturbing. Again, assuming the present course
 of events continues, the possibility of a general war involving China
 as a participant in the era of 1975 and beyond must appear a very
 disturbing one indeed-both to the Soviet Union and to the United
 States.*

 It appears, therefore, that the armament policy pursued by the
 two major nuclear powers for the past fifteen years has brought us
 both to a situation we should like to see modified. There is no need
 in the present context to attempt to assign the responsibility for this
 situation. The question at issue is whether we and the Soviets and
 others can find means of improving our security by modifying our
 armament policies, perhaps cooperatively. There seem to be large
 common interests.

 This brings us to a definition of "arms control." It is neither
 necessary nor desirable to formulate a precise definition that would
 include everything thought of as "arms control," "arms limitation," or
 "disarmament," and would exclude everything else. However, it is
 useful to think generally of arms control as a cooperative or multi
 lateral approach to armament policy-where "armament policy" in
 cludes not only the amount and kind of weapons and forces in being,
 but also the development, deployment and utilization of such forces,
 whether in periods of relaxation, in periods of tension, or in periods

 * It may be worth pointing out that it has been estimated8 that by 1975 China
 will have an industrial capacity equivalent to that of the Soviet Union in 1960.
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 of shooting wars. The approach should be thought of as oriented
 toward improving the national security of each of the nations in
 volved by adjusting at least some armament capabilities and uses to
 those "actually" desirable in the light of the intentions, actions, and
 adjusted capabilities of the other nations.

 It is necessary to put "actually" within quotation marks because a
 sharply defined consensus of what is "actually" desirable is in no way
 to be expected in any circumstances in even the remotely foreseeable
 future. In the first place, we are dealing with a very nebulous concept
 labeled "national security," which has an inherent conflict between
 the support of national survival and the support of other national
 goals. In the second place, the "intentions" are also nebulous, not
 so much in concept as in fact; we ourselves do not know how we

 might respond to certain crises or provocations, and the Soviets do
 not know in detail just what actions they would take in support of
 their national goals. Last, even if precise statements about security
 and intentions were both possible to formulate and were also known,
 the interaction of such statements with specific armament policies
 is so enormously complex as to be utterly beyond a detailed and
 precise understanding. But these problems of understanding and
 analysis are with us already, even with a largely unilateral armament
 policy. They do not necessarily make the problem of improving the
 world by arms-control measures impossible of solution.

 Some further clarification of the concept of arms control may be
 useful. To begin with, it includes the possibility of an actual reduc
 tion in arms, that is, disarmament, either in limited or extensive ways.
 It also includes the possibility of constraints on armament that may
 or may not entail a reduction of forces, of the sort sometimes described
 as "arms limitation"; for example, a weapon-test ban and deployment
 restrictions (e.g., disengagement) are "arms limitation" measures
 but not "disarmament" measures. And there is nothing in the con
 cept of arms control to prevent the increase of certain types of arma
 ment, if it appears in the interest of national or world security to do
 so. Nor does the concept require the "cooperation" involved to be
 explicit or to be set forth in detail in a formal agreement; the co
 operation may be tacit, partial, nebulous, or even grudging.* For
 example, the advocates of partial and graduated unilateral disarma
 ment can make a strong case that this policy might, through eco

 * Many students of arms control prefer to reserve the term for measures that are
 explicitly agreed upon, and they would not concur in this extension. However,
 I do not see how otherwise to include graduated unilateral measures (among
 other things) as a special case of arms control.
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 nomic and political pressures, induce others to follow suit-in other
 words, to "cooperate," without impairing national security in the
 process.

 A few cases in point will illustrate the range of possibilities. The
 recently concluded agreement to abstain from developing or deploy
 ing weapons or forces in the Antarctic is an arms-control measure
 notable at the moment of writing as being the only one to which both
 the United States and the Soviet Union have explicitly and formally
 subscribed, but one that otherwise seems rather insubstantial. We
 have a more substantial but completely tacit agreement with the
 Canadians not to arm the border between the United States and
 Canada. The non-use of gas in World War II was a tacit arms-control
 measure, at least in the sense used here. To cease the production of
 fissionable nuclear materials would be an arms-control measure, as
 would general and complete disarmament-if it can ever be achieved.
 The point these examples are intended to suggest is that there is an
 enormous range of measures for cooperative security that nations
 might take to reduce the danger of war, most especially the danger
 of nuclear war, or to mitigate the consequences of war if it comes.
 But there are problems in arriving at such measures.

 Hazards, Pro and Con. From the point of view of the United
 States (or any other country), any specific arms-control measure or
 program that has been proposed has two basic aspects: it may im
 prove some component of our security, either in the short or the long
 term, and it may degrade some other-again, either in the short or
 the long term. Both the hazards it may protect us against or reduce
 (the "pro" hazards) and the hazards it may introduce (the "con"
 hazards) are often subtle, complicated, and difficult to understand.
 Indeed, they may not be at all apparent when the measure is first
 considered, and may never be completely understood. The problem
 of deciding whether or not the proposed measure is "actually desir
 able" is one of deciding whether the "pro" hazards do or do not out
 weigh the "con" hazards. Some brief indication of the nature of the
 problems involved will be useful.

 The Central "Pro" Hazard. Most of us probably find it difficult
 to grasp what a nuclear war could be like. Numerical estimates of
 x million dead, y cities destroyed, and z percent of our industry
 obliterated seem unreal. Figure 1 shows photographs before and
 after of Nagasaki25 that convey an immediate sense of the scale of the
 problem. The energy release of the Nagasaki bomb was equivalent to
 about 20 thousand tons (20 kilotons) of TNT. This size of weapon
 is now often regarded as "tactical," that is, suited primarily to use
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 FIGUE 1 Ara aoun grundzero at Nagasaki before and af ter the atomic explosion.
 (Teephotographs are reproduced by courtesy of the Uniited States Atomic Energy

 Commission.)

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:05:26 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Setting and Goals

 against troops and other forces in a limited nuclear war, rather than
 strategic bombardment. However, Figure 1 illustrates why Euro
 peans and others on whose territory a limited nuclear war might be
 fought may be disinclined to view such a war as sufficiently "limited."

 In several senses, Figure 1 is obsolete. Seven years after the Hiro
 shima and Nagasaki bombs, the first thermonuclear device was tested.
 The Soviets tested their first the following year. Today there exist
 thermonuclear weapons with an energy yield approximately one
 thousand times as great as the Nagasaki bomb, a yield measured in
 millions of tons, or "megatons," of equivalent TNT. It is often said
 that a single high-yield thermonuclear weapon can release more
 energy than all the high explosive used in the whole of World War II
 -perhaps more than was used in all past wars altogether. Most people
 have not yet really assimilated this development. To the present
 day, experienced newspaper reporters often confuse "kilotons" and
 "megatons." In their defense, it should be said that these units of
 measurement are indeed difficult to grasp. Even among professionals,
 I have observed an occasional tendency to think of "kilotons" as
 "tons." Figure 1 is a good antidote to this tendency and is worth
 occasional study as a reminder, whether "obsolete" or not.

 There is another side to this problem. Nuclear weapons very much
 smaller than the Nagasaki bomb are possible. For example, weapons
 having a yield as low as 55 tons (0.055 kilotons) have been tested.
 Weapons having a yield of 10 tons or less could presumably be
 developed, and much of the motivation on the part of weapon scien
 tists to continue the development of nuclear weapons stems from the
 possible development of weapons in this range. There is no question
 but that such weapons, which are sometimes overlooked by critics
 of limited nuclear war, would not produce anything like the damage
 indicated in Figure 1. And they probably would be militarily
 advantageous for the United States, provided that they did not lead
 to the use of much larger weapons. The difficulty, of course, is that
 as soon as one side achieved an advantage by the use of 10-ton
 weapons, the other side could promptly neutralize it (and possibly
 much more besides) by introducing 10-kiloton weapons.

 Megaton-class weapons have not yet been used in war, and there
 is no analogue to Figure 1 to provide a graphic sense of their effects,
 for which numerical estimates must suffice. To begin with, a high
 yield thermonuclear weapon can reduce a standard frame house to
 absolute rubble as far as 12 miles from the point of explosion, and
 leave one very seriously damaged as much as 20 miles away. This
 implies an area of blast destruction of several hundred square miles.
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 The radioactive fallout from a single such weapon can kill unpro
 tected people throughout an area of several thousand square miles.

 The cumulative effects of a large attack involving many such
 weapons are much more difficult to estimate. As of 1959, a hypo
 thetical attack on the United States analyzed for ffie Holifield hear
 ings26 involved 263 bombs with a total yield of 1,446 megatons.
 It was estimated that this attack would produce 50 million deaths,
 20 million serious casualties, would destroy or damage 50 percent
 of all homes, and leave the remainder radioactive from two weeks to
 a year.* Herman Kahn and his colleagues27 have analyzed a hypo
 thetical attack of the late 1960's that assumes a total fission yieldt
 of 20,000 megatons delivered on 150 major cities in the United States,
 about half of which would necessarily have a population of less than
 100,000. It was concluded that this attack would kill about 160 mil
 lion people out of an assumed population of 180 million, in the ab
 sence of a substantial civil defense program.

 It is instructive to compare thermonuclear-weapon yields to large
 natural forces. In the series of eathquakes in Chile in the spring of
 1960, the largest shock was estimated to have an energy release
 equivalent to 200 megatons. This not only created great physical
 damage in Chile but also generated tidal waves that produced
 destruction and casualties as far away as Japan. The total yield
 delivered in a large-scale thermonuclear attack might be from 10
 to 100 (or more) times larger than 200 megatons.

 Such grim figures are only part of the story, however, as they
 only relate to what could happen-in other words, to the capabili
 ties that now exist or that may exist. Yet we should not be very con
 cerned over the capabilities if only we and, say, the British had them.
 The other part of the story is that it might happen. We do not expect
 Type A deterrence to fail, but it would be rash to assume that it
 cannot. There are a number of ways in which it might fail. Many
 such possibilities are set forth in the essay below by Kahn.

 The "Con" Hazards. It should not be thought that any and all
 arms-control measures can be guaranteed as resulting in a net im
 provement. The major problem, and one that rightly troubles most
 critics of a casual approach to arms control, is the fact that in the
 present state of the world our need for armament is just as pressing

 * The real force of Secretary Herter's "cannot conceive" remark should be ap
 parent at this point

 t A technical distinction; the total yield would be larger, perhaps 30,000
 megatons.
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 as the need to take seriously the possibility and the consequences
 of nuclear war. In particular, as long as the Soviet Union (and per
 haps somewhat later, China) has the capability of launching a
 surprise attack, armament to deter such an attack is necessary.

 It is worth an effort to put the contemporary problem in perspec
 tive, for reasons explained below.* Let us first consider the likeli
 hood of a Soviet surprise blow. An extreme view sometimes en
 countered is that the Soviets will strike us at the first moment they
 see a reasonable chance of escaping overwhelming retaliation. Does
 this "preventive war" outlook really represent the Soviet doctrine
 that guides their actions?

 The evidence seems overwhelming that it does not. To begin
 with, the Soviets for many years have been conducting among their
 own people an intensive propaganda for peace by means of films,
 radio and television broadcasts, and newspapers. It is conceivable
 that this campaign is merely a smoke screen (it can obviously be
 turned off at a moment's notice) but it would surely affect young men

 moving up into positions of power and responsibility, some of whom
 would be startled, to say the least, to discover that it was merely a
 smoke screen. In addition to their overt campaign, the Soviets are
 surrounded by many reminders of World War II, which hurt them
 very badly; to the present day, many of their cities still show scars.

 Official Marxist-Leninist doctrine has never suggested a pre
 ventive war. To be sure, it has affirmed the inevitability of war, but
 one always envisaged as an attack on the Soviet Union by declining
 capitalist powers. Even Stalin apparently held that the capitalist
 powers would exhaust one another in war before they attacked the
 Soviet Union. More recently, however, Khrushchev, in an address to
 the Supreme Soviet that enunciated major policy, asserted that there
 is "no fatal inevitability of war."'15 Coexistence seems to be the order
 of the day, at least, as far as major military action is concemed.

 It is sometimes reported in contemporary strategic literature in
 the United States that the Soviet Union has been taking steps for
 civil defense that might be considered suggestive. However, the
 extent of this activity is rather limited; it is more extensive than our
 present program, but much less than many proposed United States
 programs. The Russians do not appear to have a substantial program
 for shelter from fallout. It is certain that the Soviets have not been

 * The ensuing discussion has been improved by the helpful comments of Harold
 Brown and H. S. Dinerstein at the Johnson Foundation Conference of 20-21
 May 1960.
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 conducting drills for evacuating their largest cities, drills which
 would be spectacularly visible to consular officials and tourists, and
 which would seem imperative for a nation seriously considering an
 attack.

 The weight of such evidence (of which this is only a fraction)
 therefore suggests overwhelmingly that preventive war is no more
 the guiding Soviet doctrine than it is the guiding United States
 doctrine. It is true that we cannot prove it is not; but neither can we
 prove many other assumptions of equal importance on which our
 policies are based.

 To accept this fact does not by any means dispose of the problem.
 The central truth is that many of the goals of the Soviet Union conflict
 with those of the United States. It does not presently appear that
 any of these conflicting goals are such as both of us would be pre
 pared to support by going to war. If this situation should ever de
 velop, however, war of some kind is certain to result, and this is what
 imparts substance to the following problem.

 The Soviet rulers are quite well aware that large-scale military
 power casts a certain shadow. They undoubtedly expect to achieve
 certain goals, perhaps only defensive ones, simply from the implied
 threat of military power. Indeed, all the gains the Soviets have
 achieved since World War II have been initially obtained without
 the use of any Soviet military force. We surely cannot treat the threat
 these forces represent simply as an empty bluff. We must therefore
 consider the possibility that they might some day feel that a goal for
 which they would indeed go to war was being thwarted, and that
 thereby they would be motivated to strike us. Even those Soviet
 citizens who count themselves our sincere friends could not give a
 guarantee against this eventuality.

 It is necessary to establish some perspective on this problem, for
 our own strategy must be based, at least to some extent, on a reason
 able appraisal of the opponent. Not everyone would agree. One
 able student of these matters has questioned the wisdom of guessing
 Soviet intentions, as I have been doing in asserting that preventive
 war was not guiding Soviet doctrine; and another has suggested that
 there would be some scope for successful arms-control agreements
 even if preventive war were the guiding Soviet doctrine. I do not
 believe that either of these views will stand a close scrutiny. If the
 Soviets were firmly and unequivocally committed to preventive war,
 they would surely enter an arms-control agreement with the sole
 objective of using it to enhance their relative advantage and diminish
 their losses in conducting that war-if only by postponing the war to
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 a time of their own choosing. And if we were convinced this was
 their strategy, we should not wish to enter an arms-control agreement,
 but might rather double or triple our defense budget-which we have
 the capability of doing, though the Soviets do not-and spend a large
 fraction of the increase on measures to protect our population. This
 would make the world much more dangerous for the Soviets and
 much less dangerous for ourselves, and it would be likely to persuade
 them that the doctrine of a preventive war should be abandoned. This
 would not necessarily be the only, or even the best, course of action,
 but it illustrates a strategy that we have not so far pursued because in
 fact we do not think it necessary.

 We do not know Soviet plans or intentions in detail, and in any
 event they are most certainly subject to modification in the light of
 our own policies. We are therefore faced with the necessity of design
 ing our strategies and our armament policy for some range of pos
 sible Soviet strategies. We must take into account not only the pleas
 ant possible Soviet strategies but also the unpleasant ones; and one of
 the unpleasant, if perhaps the least likely, is the real possibility of a
 Soviet strategy of preventive war, if not now, then at some time in
 the future. It must be recognized, however, that our own strategy

 will not be optimum for that particular Soviet strategy, any more
 than it would be optimum for the Soviet strategy that would be
 implied by a completely friendly outlook toward the United States.
 The problem cannot be solved simply by our being excessively con
 servative in designing our armament policies, as this would lead us
 straight to the problems discussed in Kahn's essay. Both our uni
 lateral armament policy and also the possible range of arms-control
 agreements must be conditioned by our having a reasonable perspec
 tive of the world situation. We cannot escape the hard necessity of
 appraising our prospective opponents.

 In particular, it is irrational to treat every Soviet arms-control
 proposal as if their sole motive in advancing it was to help them
 achieve world domination. On the other hand, it is worth emphasiz
 ing that both we and the Soviets do have conflicting national goals,
 and that the Soviets are intensely and skillfully opportunistic. It
 would be entirely possible for a carelessly drawn or carelessly in
 spected arms-control measure to present them with opportunities
 they might be tempted to exploit-whether they had originally in
 tended to at the time of signing the agreement or not. Possibilities
 of this kind include the clandestine development, production, and
 deployment of prohibited weapons, the misuse of certain types of
 inspection systems to enhance the surprise of a surprise attack, and
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 the subversion of group-decision procedures for applying force or
 sanctions. Some of the problems of this type are explored in various
 essays in this issue.

 There are genuine hazards of a different type, associated with
 certain kinds of arms-control measures, that are less often discussed.
 These might be called "irritation" hazards, and they arise as follows.
 The basic origins of world tensions (and therefore of armament, with
 the consequent possibility of war) are hostilities between nations,
 and conflicting national goals. No one would seriously maintain that
 arms control per se could solve these problems, or that arms-control
 measures are certain to survive in the long run if these problems are
 not solved. But it is of course an important possibility that arms
 control measures may contribute to the easing of these problems, and
 that in any event they should not be so designed as to aggravate these
 problems by introducing avoidable irritations.

 Such irritations may be introduced by arms-control measures in
 any of several ways. Differences may arise in the interpretation of the
 agreement, in the methods of enforcing it, or over the question as to
 who is going to pay how much of the bill. Irritations that affect a
 substantial segment of the population more directly may stem from
 the operation of inspection systems. Inspection has sometimes been
 called "institutionalized distrust," and in fact that is what it is. A cer
 tain minimum of irritation is probably bound to arise out of inspec
 tion. But it is important to avoid aggravating such irritation. Most
 important, the operation of an inspection system should not in itself
 become the object of distrust on the part of the host nation. It would
 be tragic if the implementation of an arms-control measure or pro
 gram produced temporary alleviation of some immediate problem
 at the expense of aggravating the basic problems to the point of the
 ultimate breakdown of the program, thus perhaps leading to war.
 This hazard is also a real one, but it can be minimized or even avoided
 altogether by paying it careful attention when formulating a control
 agreement and when designing an inspection system. To do so, how
 ever, it is necessary to keep clearly in mind the character of the long
 term underlying problems, and it is not always easy to do this while
 simultaneously devising measures to deal with more immediate ones.

 Various Goals and Measures

 The basic goal of arms control, as has already been indicated, is
 to reduce the hazards of present armament policies by a factor
 greater than the amount of risk introduced by the control measures
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 themselves. In other words, arms control aims at improving our na
 tional security in all its various short- and long-term aspects. This
 definition, unfortunately, is rather like a general statement against
 sin: no one would disagree until the specific "sins" were defined. Let
 us consider some of the specific examples currently being discussed or
 likely to be discussed.

 Broadly speaking, approaches to arms control are of two kinds.
 The first is to examine current and projected armament policies, to
 isolate their major unnecessary hazards, and to attempt to reduce
 or eliminate these, one at a time, leaving the basic armament policies
 largely unchanged. This is the realm of limited arms-control meas
 ures. The second approach is to attempt a survey of the basic re
 quirements for armament to implement the various types of deter
 rence that must be provided for the participating nations, and to
 adjust all types of armament to fit these basic needs in such a way
 as to give maximum net security. This is the realm of comprehensive
 arms-control systems. In both cases, of course, the analysis must
 consider both unilateral and reciprocal points of view and must take
 into account the performance obtained under both calm and stressed
 conditions, the possible consequences of clandestine or overt evasion
 or other failures in cooperation, the possible failure of various types
 of deterrence, and the irritations introduced.

 Comprehensive arms-control programs seem much more attrac
 tive on several counts than do limited measures. The goals of such
 programs may be better matched to basic needs, they seem generally
 safer, they may provide economic savings through substantial dis
 armament, and they may actually require less inspection than a small
 collection of independent limited measures. Comprehensive controls
 are studied in some detail in the essay by Wiesner.

 Comprehensive controls, however, have not proved to be at all
 easy to negotiate, and are not likely to be so in the future. Some of
 the reasons for this dificulty operate with little or no force in certain
 limited measures of arms control which may prove to be more nego
 tiable. (This "may" is very weak; they well may not.)

 Although the goals of such measures are limited in scope, they
 are not necessarily trivial. The major hazards stem, not from the
 armament per se in the possession of the major powers, but from
 the fact that it might be used. Several measures are aimed at in
 hibiting such use. For example, two of the hazards to our security
 are the "catalytic war" (i.e., the initiation of a major nuclear war by
 one of the smaller powers) and the "escalation" problems; the major
 goals of a nuclear weapon test ban are to eliminate the problem of
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 catalytic war altogether (by preventing the spread of weapons to
 other nations) and to eliminate those escalation problems that might
 result from a limited nuclear war initiated by one or more of the
 smaller powers. Most of the various types of accidental war depend
 for their initiation on misinformation about what the other party is
 doing in a crisis; Schelling28,29 has proposed the use of special sur
 veillance forces whose primary goal would be to minimize such mis
 information. Many other potential limited measures may have con
 siderable merit, as is shown in Schelling's contribution below.

 It is possible, and sometimes useful, to view arms-control measures
 of practically any type as intended to provide warning. In some cases,
 this objective is explicit, as with measures designed to monitor stra
 tegic forces and provide immediate warning when an attack is
 launched. Many of the measures proposed by the Western delega
 tion to the Surprise Attack Conference were of this type.30 How
 ever, even a very comprehensive arms-control program that provides
 a substantial reduction of military forces can be regarded as a meas
 ure to provide warning, but in this case the warning given would be
 a long-term strategic warning of hostile intentions. As long as such
 an agreement was functioning satisfactorily, it would provide some
 evidence that the participants did not intend to launch an over
 whelming attack-they would not have the capability. Any observed
 failure of cooperation in the carrying out of the provisions of the
 agreement, such as the repudiation of the treaty, would then provide
 a warning of aggressive intentions. The amount of time this warning
 would provide might range from a few months to a few years, de
 pending on the extent to which disarmament had gone and on the
 scale of the aggression contemplated by the violator. Intermediate
 types of measures would provide intermediate degrees of warning;
 for example, certain deployment restrictions, such as a disengage
 ment of Soviet and United States forces in Europe, would provide a
 warning of from several hours to a few days. In general, the more
 severe the restrictions in force levels or deployment, the longer the
 warning time provided by the corresponding arms-control measures.

 To pass to goals less military in character, it is entirely possible
 to employ arns-control policies for achieving political as well as

 military objectives. For example, it might well prove possible to
 achieve the political reunification of Germany (on terms acceptable
 to the West) in connection with an arms-control program that pro
 vided for the disengagement of Soviet and United States forces in
 Europe and for the disarmament of Germany. The evaluation of
 such measures is especially complex because the pros and cons to
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 be balanced are so subtle. Indeed, such an arrangement might seem
 to be something of a horse trade; however, bargaining arrangements
 in which both sides emerge with net gains are not only possible but
 common.

 A different type of political goal is found in the realm of propa
 ganda. Some of the connotations of this word are unfortunate, for
 it is certainly a legitimate objective of our policy to achieve the
 allegiance of the other nations of the non-Communist world. The
 difficulty with this goal (at least for the West) arises when measures
 are proposed purely for this purpose; the objective is then likely to
 be self-defeating.

 One goal often stated by major political leaders is that of freeing
 the economic resources now devoted to arms for other purposes. This

 might happen in a significant degree only with rather comprehensive
 arms controls, as far as the near future is concerned. Among con
 temporary students of arms control, it is fashionable (and probably
 correct) to point out that arms control is very likely to cost more,
 not less than present armament policies. This is because adequate
 inspection systems are likely to be sufficiently expensive to more than
 offset the relatively slight reductions (if any) in arms that may be
 achieved. (This would not, of course, nullify the value of arms con
 trol. We should be prepared to spend a good deal to achieve a less
 dangerous world.) In spite of such reservations, the goal of economic
 savings is nevertheless reasonable qua goal, and is worth stating ex
 plicitly.

 One way in which arms control could lead to a safer world is
 rather indirect but deserves mention. This would be to educate the
 Soviets in mutually desirable strategies and armament policies. For
 this purpose, we would first have to educate ourselves in some detail
 as to what these were-which hardly prevails at the present time. But
 if we did understand these matters in depth, and if we did have
 specific arms-control objectives fixed clearly in our own minds, it is
 highly likely that we could persuade the Soviets (and others) of the
 desirability of such objectives. Also, if we were better prepared
 ourselves, we should then be in a better position to understand and
 evaluate Soviet proposals.

 One goal of either limited or comprehensive arms control is to
 contribute to the solution of the basic problems of international hos
 tilities and conflicting national goals. Besides taking care to avoid
 the hazards of unnecessary irritations, various constructive contribu
 tions are possible. For example, the careful design and use of mecha
 nisms for adjudication and enforcement in arms-control programs
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 may lead to an increased dependence on peaceful and orderly means
 of resolving conflicting national objectives. The very fact of imple
 menting arms-control measures might therefore improve the world
 climate. This presumably accounts for the ardor of those arms-con
 trol advocates who think the military problems can safely be ignored.
 But it is quite possible that such an improvement would not result.
 This problem is one of the major imponderables of arms control.
 Bearing these reservations in mind, we may nevertheless count this
 as a goal.

 To pursue this thought further, in order that inspection should not
 appear entirely as "institutionalized distrust," it is desirable, when
 feasible, to have an inspectorate perform constructive functions of
 direct utility to the host nation. This would provide experience in
 the cooperative operation of constructive international services and

 might tend to reduce national hostilities. It would also provide the
 host country with a minor vested interest in the successful operation
 of the inspectorate beyond that provided by the successful implemen
 tation of the arms-control measure itself. Better personnel would be
 attracted to the inspectorate. It is possible to find examples in which
 the addition of relatively small increments of men and money to an
 inspectorate may provide relatively large gains in its constructive
 utility. Such examples include: (1) the use of a network for detecting
 bomb tests so as to provide a permanent continuation of the Inter
 national Geophysical Year; (2) the use of radar monitoring systems
 for missile-control purposes in connection with the peaceful explora
 tion of space; (3) the use of inspectors of nuclear production to do
 radiation monitoring as a public health measure; (4) the use of
 inspectors of industrial production to provide industrial census infor

 mation and production statistics. I do not know whether all these
 examples are feasible, and they are obviously insubstantial, but they
 suggest an approach that should be useful.

 Conclusions

 The foregoing enumeration of goals will surely leave many readers
 unsatisfied. It will seem much too optimistic to many and much too
 moderate to others. In particular, some readers will undoubtedly
 have noticed that I did not define the predominant goal of arms
 control as the total elimination of all war. Several students of arms
 control would do so, including one as eminent as Philip Noel-Baker.
 It is undoubtedly a desirable goal, and one well worth pursuing with
 vigor. But the obvious diffculty is that it may not be susceptible of
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 achievement. It seems to me that attaining this goal is likely to
 require either a radical alteration in national outlook-which no one
 seems to have the faintest idea of how to accomplish-or the general
 acceptance of peaceful international machinery for adjusting con
 flicting national objectives. The latter may or may not be possible,
 but it should be noted that the machinery in question must be capable
 of dealing not only with the United States, the Soviet Union, and
 China, but also with Israel and the Arab powers, North and South
 Korea, France and the Algerian Nationalists, and so on. At the very
 least, this is likely to take a considerable time.

 Yet we can use this time to good advantage. If in the meanwhile
 we can avoid major nuclear war, without necessarily resolving such
 problems as that of Berlin or the Algerian conflict, we shall have done
 something profoundly useful-useful to ourselves, to the several na
 tions involved, and to Eastern and Western civilization.

 A historical analogy may be appropriate here. The problem of
 achieving a decent world may seem much too difficult to permit much
 optmism as to a successful solution. I have even heard one critic
 raise the objection that we ought not to tinker with the political
 structure of the world when we do not understand the long-term
 consequences of our work. But the delegates to the Philadelphia
 Convention of 1787 who drafted the Constitution of the United States
 also faced the problem of too many uncertain choices-their problems
 were no less demanding and no less difficult than ours. But they
 tinkered well.

 We have men today as capable as those who drafted our own
 Constitution; it is not necessary to wait for the once-in-a-century
 appearance of an Abraham Lincoln. And today we have added moti
 vation because of the catastrophic consequences-nuclear war or ap
 peasement-of possible failure. Will we be able to avoid failure if
 we fail to make the effort appropriate to the task?

 REFERENCES

 1 Arnold Wolfers and others. Developnmnts in Military Technology and Their
 Impact on United States Strategy and Foreign Policy. Study No. 8 prepared
 at the request of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the United States
 Senate. Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1959.

 2 William W. Kaufinann (editor). Military Policy and National Security.
 Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1956.

 3 Henry A. Kissinger. Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy. New York: Har
 per, 1957.

 705

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:05:26 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 DONALD G. BRENNAN

 4 Bemard Brodie. Strategy in the Missile Age. Princeton: Princeton University
 Press, 1959.

 5 Klaus Knorr (editor). NATO and American Security. Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1959.

 6 Oskar Morgenstem. The Question of National Defense. New York: Random
 House, 1959.

 7 Thomas C. Schelling. The Strategy of Conflict. Cambridge: Harvard Uni
 versity Press, 1960.

 8 Henry Rowen. National Security and the American Economy in the 1960's.
 Study paper No. 18 prepared for the Joint Economic Committee, Congress of
 the United States. Washington: United States Government Printing Office,
 1960.

 9 Herman Kahn. Thermonuclear War: Three Lectures and Several Suggestions.
 Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1960 (forthcoming).

 10 Henry A. Kissinger. The Necessity for Choice: Prospects for American
 Foreign Policy. New York: Harper, 1960 (forthcoming).

 11 J. David Singer. Deterrence and Disarmament (forthcoming).
 12 Albert Woblstetter. Forthcoming volume for the Council on Foreign Rela

 tions.
 13 John B. Phelps. Strategy and Arms Control (in preparation).
 14 Raymond L. Garthoff. Soviet Strategy in the Nuclear Age. New York: Fred

 erick A. Praeger, 1958.
 15 H. S. Dinerstein. War and the Soviet Union. New York: Frederick A.

 Praeger, 1959.
 16 Thomas C. Schelling. "The Retarded Science of Intemational Strategy,"

 Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, March 1960, 16: 103-106.
 17 "Bargaining, Communication, and Limited War," Conflict Reso

 lution, 1957,1: 19-36.
 18 Nuclear Weapons and Limited War. RAND Corporation Report

 P-1620, 20 February 1959.
 19 Herman Kahn. The Nature and Feasibility of War and Deterrence. RAND

 Corporation Report P-1888-RC, 20 January 1960.
 20 Albert Wohlstetter. "The Delicate Balance of Terror," Foreign Affairs, Jan

 uary 1959: 211-234.
 21 John B. Phelps, Raymond Foye and Daniel Howland. Some Calculations on

 Counterforce Strategies in a General Nuclear War. The Mershon National
 Security Program, Ohio State University, Columbus [referred to below as
 Mershon]; Report RP-1, 27 August 1959.

 22 Raymond Foye and John B. Phelps. Counterforce Calculations: Attack and
 Retaliation with Mixed Weapons Systems. Mershon Report RP-2, 24 Novem
 ber 1959.

 23 S. M. Rosow and John B. Phelps. Measures of Destruction: Some Observa
 tions on Damage Levels in a General Nuclear War. Mershon Report RP-3,
 14 December 1959.

 24 John B. Phelps and Raymond Foye. A Technique for Fallout Casualty Cal
 culations. Mershon Report RP-5, 22 January 1960.

 706

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:05:26 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 Setting and Goals

 25 Samuel Glasstone (editor). The Effects of Nuclear Weapons. Washington:
 United States Government Printing Office, 1957, p. 505.

 26 Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress of the United States. Summary
 Analysis of Hearings on Biological and Environmental Effects of Nuclear
 War. Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1959.

 27 Herman Kahn. Report of a Study of Non-Military Defense. RAND Corpora
 tion Report R-322-RC, 1 July 1958.

 28 T. C. Schelling. Surprise Attack and Disarmament. RAND Corporation
 Report P-1574, 10 December 1958. (Published in Knorr,5 also in abridged
 form in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, December 1959, 15: 413.)

 29 "Proposal for a Special Surveillance Force," World Politics (to
 appear).

 30 United Nations General Assembly. Report of the Conference of Experts for
 the Study of Possible Measures Which Might be Helpful in Preventing Sur
 prise Attack and for the Preparation of a Report Thereon to Governments.
 UN Document A/4078-S/4145, 5 January 1959.

 707

This content downloaded from 86.176.17.147 on Sun, 23 Apr 2017 20:05:26 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms


