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ABSTRACT: The possibility of thermonuclear war is here 
faced and its termination probed, in view of the fact that the 
missiles for such a war are already in existence and its actuality 
is therefore not truly "unthinkable." The premise is advanced 
that the '70's are perhaps the last decade of safety from such 
a war. Features of a modal model are explored, and six basic 
and omnipresent threats are discussed. The concept of a war 
of reciprocal reprisals is presented, as are the cases of ad hoc 
cease-fire, conditional cease-fire, and the continuation of war 
with both "rational" and "irrational" outcomes. Ways to 
hypothecate force in a stable balance-of-terror environment are 
then examined, and eleven types of war outcome analyzed. 
The various situations enhancing acceptability of at least an 
ad hoc cease-fire are listed, and the possible results of taking 
the recommended design cases seriously are emphasized. A 
sample mobilization scenario is given in the concluding re- 
marks of warning. 
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MANY people consider nuclear war 
-how it might start, how it 

might be fought-as unthinkable. But 
even more, the problem of how such a 
war might terminate is "unthinkable." 
It is, of course, perfectly possible that 
those of us who are professionally con- 
cerned with the possibilities of nuclear 
war, holding that since these weapons 
have been procured such a war clearly 
could occur, may also try too hard to 
think about a subject which in impor- 
tant respects may be intrinsically "un- 
thinkable." It may be that any attempt 
to reduce this cataclysm to something 
like a scenario or a contingency plan has 
nothing to do with any kind of reality. 
I myself believe that this is not so, and 
I think that in my writings, and in 
those of others, its wrongness has been 
demonstrated. 

There is another objection, that 
whether or not it is possible to think 
about these problems, it is wrong to do 
so: either the activity itself is intrinsi- 
cally immoral; or, no morally normal 
person can think about these things 
without having his values become 
warped; or, simply, this is one of those 
situations where the possibility of self- 
fulfilling prophecies swamps any pos- 
sibly constructive benefits of the activ- 
ity. I have considered these objections 
in my book Thinking About the Un- 
thinkable, particularly in chapter 1, and 
in a number of places in an earlier book, 
On Thermonuclear War. I will not dis- 
cuss them further here except to com- 
ment that in many of the scenarios for 
nuclear war I can imagine, tragedy 
comes about precisely from the fact that 
responsible and reasonable people have 
not thought the problems through ahead 
of time, allowing them instead to become 
the province of professional war plan- 
ners and military staffs-with the result 
that very narrow and, in many cases, 
dangerous contingency plans, prepara- 

tions, deployment, or procurements are 
made which foreclose the outcome of 
nuclear crises and war. 

For many years now, I have in my 
lectures displayed the curve of danger 
pictured here. According to this, the 
world in the 1950's was in serious 
danger of either a nuclear war or some 
kind of massive appeasement associated 
with such a war. I would have con- 
sidered it as much of a catastrophe if 
the United States had devastated the 
Soviet Union and escaped without re- 
taliation as if it had occurred the other 
way around. 

Since 1961, I have argued in our 
seminars at the Hudson Institute that- 
in part as a result of recommendations 
for controlled response, assuring the sur- 
vival of the weapons and their control 
systems, and in part because of certain 
arms control measures that have largely 
been the result of the systematic study 
of these issues-the world became rela- 
tively safe during the early sixties, re- 
maining a relatively safe place almost 
independent of national policies. Thus, 
during the Cuban missile crisis Presi- 
dent Kennedy did not have to be con- 
cerned that United States forces were 
vulnerable to a surprise attack. He 
could act out of confidence in the stabil- 
ity of the nuclear balance. The risk of 
accidents was greatly reduced, even 
though forces were on alert. 

In the 1950's, analysts had many 
designs for accidental or deliberate 
nuclear war, almost all of which were 
plausible enough to be taken seriously 
by government officials at one time or 
another. It was interesting to me that 
the first contract Hudson Institute re- 
ceived in the 1960's was to write sev- 
eral scenarios for the onset of a nuclear 
war, and the job turned out to be im- 
possible. Although we delivered a thick 
report, we were not able to write any 
scenarios plausible enough to cause of- 
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SUBJECTIVE ESTIMATES (BOTH CURRENT AND AD HOC) 
OF THE PROBABILITY OF A NATO "DISASTER" IN 

THE NEXT DECADE 
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ficials to lose any sleep at night or to 
change their programs in any important 
ways. 

Now, in 1970, it seems to me that 
this is the last year in which it will be 
possible to argue that the world is 
likely to remain a safe place for the 
next decade or so, almost without regard 
for the policies and preparations of the 
government. 

It now is becoming possible to write 
scenarios for nuclear disaster. It is 
becoming possible again to imagine how, 
within the decade, a war might come 
about-even if this still remains an un- 
likely possibility. One reason I have 
for saying this has particular impor- 
tance to the readers of this paper. We 
enjoyed a decade of stability in the 
1960's, continuing into the present, in 
part because the level of analysis was 

high and the government took seriously 
the results of this analysis. Programs 
were changed to prevent accidents, sta- 
bilize deterrence, improve communica- 
tions. Arms control was seriously ana- 
lyzed and a series of arms control 
measures became policy, with the full 
weight of the American government 
behind them. 

Today the level of analysis and dis- 
cussion has fallen drastically. It is dif- 
ficult if not impossible to get other than 
a very small group of people to subject 
the evolving problems of nuclear war to 
systematic and wide-range consideration. 
I myself, for a number of reasons, have 
practically left the field. Others have 
left it, and there are few younger people 
entering the profession. At Hudson we 
have made it a policy to devote some 
10 percent of our effort to nuclear issues, 
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simply as a matter of public service and 
public responsibility. We feel it is 
essential that some level of effort be kept 
up outside the government. Only out- 
side the Pentagon and the military staffs 
can some degree of detachment and 
some breadth of perspective be reliably 
assured. Without that, we in this coun- 
try risk falling into the same narrow and 
parochial thinking about nuclear war, 
and the same faults of force procure- 
ment, deployment, and operation, the 
same dangerous strategies, as we fell 
into in the fifties. 

WAR TERMINATION CONCEPTS 
AND ISSUES 

Because of their professional preoccu- 
pation with a range of nuclear wars and 
(to a lesser extent) a range of outcomes, 
it is important for war planners to 
maintain intellectual and even emotional 
consciousness of the fact that-so far 
as the man in the street is concerned, 
and even for many among the profes- 
sional and political elites, including 
senior members of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the 
Administration-thermonuclear war is 
thought of in terms of a rather simple 
and straightforward model. This simple 
model can be described as follows: 

First of all, highly apocalyptic expecta- 
tions.l It seems quite reasonable that war, 
if it occurs, will come about as the result 
of accident, miscalculation, blind and/or 
relentless escalation, or sheer irrationality 
and/or insanity. Such a war will be the 
opposite of controlled. Many, if not most, 
of the weapons will be directed at cities 
in what we may call a simple "spasm ex- 
change": each side will try to use up all of 

1. Even Secretary of Defense McNamara, 
testifying in behalf of controlled response 
tactics, nevertheless admitted to reporters and 
Congressmen that he personally could not 
visualize a nuclear war in which there were 
not massive attacks, directed at cities, in the 
very early stages of the war. 

its forces as rapidly as possible. Finally, 
even if control is attempted, or if, for other 
reasons, the above picture of virtually total 
physical destruction does not come about, 
the actual results nevertheless are likely to 
be judged as bad as or worse than the ex- 
pectations. The experience will, in physio- 
logical language, be seen as an absolute and 
perhaps even total shock to the nervous 
systems of the participants and the decision 
makers. 

To the extent that this "Modal TN 
Model" actually happens, then to that 
extent the only interest of the survivors 
of the first exchanges will be an immedi- 
ate (ad hoc) cease-fire-a cease-fire to 
be achieved without any other motive 
than the simple and overwhelming hu- 
man desire to stop the war and prevent 
even more catastrophic damage. 

This Modal TN Model not only has 
had wide currency in popular discussion, 
it has been exploited by the Soviets for 
political warfare purposes in the era of 
the Stockholm Appeal and by some non- 
Communist peace groups and other 
critics of American policy. Partly for 
these reasons, partly because the popu- 
lar discussion clearly is uninformed, but 
also for various bureaucratic, polemical, 
and other reasons, it has been easy for 
analysts and some government staffs and 
decision-makers to overreact against this 
Model-to insist on the "feasibility" of 
fighting limited nuclear war and to 
assert categorically the likelihood that 
such a war will not produce inordinate 
loss of life, physical damage, or public 
shock. But the Modal TN Model may 
in fact be a reasonably accurate ap- 
praisal of what will happen in a nuclear 
war. We know a great deal about 
weapons effects, but most of this is lab- 
oratory and test knowledge. The fact 
that popular expectations of nuclear war 
tend to be apocalyptic may demonstrate 
an intuitive wisdom-at least with re- 
spect to the psychological reactions to 
be expected, if not the physical results. 
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As such, these intuitions may be more 
valid than methodologically more scien- 
tific but humanly less imaginative analy- 
ses, and they may also constitute a 
self-fulfilling expectation. 

To use the term "apocalyptic" to de- 
scribe all aspects of these expectations 
may, in any event, be misleading. It 
may be that public intuitions focus more 
on the possibility that a moral "apoca- 
lypse" will occur rather than a material 
one-that nuclear attack will be per- 
ceived as qualitatively overbalancing 
what the average man sees as justifiable 
in war. Thus, even if a given nuclear 
exchange actually produced appreciably 
less damage than would have been pos- 
sible with a prolonged attack using con- 
ventional weapons, the public may none- 
theless react to the exchange as if it 
were "unreasonable" and judge the vio- 
lence dealt out as disproportionate to 
any of the values at issue. The public 
attitude may prove to repudiate a quali- 
tatively different nuclear mode of war, 
irrespective of the damage actually done. 

In any event, the Modal TN Model 
is a real psychological possibility. 
Even if there is no material "apoca- 
lypse," the public and political reac- 
tion may, for practical purposes, be the 
same or worse. Anything analogous to 
material apocalypse envisages destroyed 
communications systems and political 
structures, an overwhelmingly intense 
crisis obscuring virtually all other issues, 
a crisis in which humans on both sides 
are driven back onto a primordial con- 
cern for private and family survival. 
Less stark conditions might produce a 
more severe political-moral reaction 
among the publics of both sides, simply 
because the means and circumstances 
would still exist to permit people to ar- 
ticulate their emotions of fear or out- 
rage, and as a political consequence of 
these feelings to act on a still-function- 
ing political structure-itself more sen- 
sitive to the public and more capable of 

change, alternative actions, reversal, 
than in the worst case. 

We can summarize the salient features 
and effects of the Modal TN Model as 
follows: 

(1) Apocalyptic expectations seem to 
make war unthinkable. 

(2) War occurs anyway as a result of 
accident, miscalculation, blind 
and/or relentless escalation, or 
reckless, irrational and/or insane 
decision-makers-but never by 
rational calculation. 

(3) A more or less irrationally vio- 
lent spasm attack on cities by 
both sides (probably using up 
most or all of the available 
forces). 

(4) The experience proves, at least 
psychologically, to be as bad as 
or worse than the apocalyptic ex- 
pectations. 

(5) Initial shock reactions swamp 
politics. 

(6) Ad hoc cease-fire becomes the 
overriding objective of the de- 
cision-makers on both sides. 

(7) The crucial issues resolve around 
the probable incapacity of deci- 
sion-makers, of surviving com- 
mand and control and/or com- 
munications to do anything to 
stop the witless engine of war 
from continuing with the destruc- 
tion. 

(8) Most likely the war ends only 
because both sides have either 
destroyed each other's capacity 
to wage war or used up their 
stocks of ammunition-or both. 

One can add to this Modal TN Model 
a notion occasionally discussed in the 
past, that the shock of nuclear war will 
not only swamp politics and prudence 
(leading to a desire for an immediate 
and unconditional cease-fire) but also 
produce a popular demand for thorough- 
going reform of the international sys- 
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tem. In the most extreme case, the 
shock might end the nation-state system 
and produce world government.2 It 
certainly seems reasonable to conclude 
that if this is a realistic picture the sole 
emotion of many survivors will be 
"never again"-at least, in the short 
run. They will urge that whatever it 
takes to insure world peace must be 
done. 

This scenario, which includes the no- 
tion of reform of the international sys- 
tem or even an end of the nation-state, 
is one of the Modal WT Scenarios 
("WT," of course, stands for War Ter- 
mination). An alternative form of the 
Modal WT Scenario starts in much the 
same way, but one side attempts to ex- 
ploit the other side's belief in the Modal 
TN Model. This could occur at almost 
any stage of the scenario. The fact that 
one side conspicuously entertains apoc- 
alyptic expectations may encourage the 
other side to attempt blackmail. (Even 
if the other side shares the apocalyptic 
expectations, but not so obviously, its 
leaders might argue to the following 
effect: "One of us has to be reasonable 
and it won't be our side; therefore, it 
has to be you.") In any case, delib- 
erate attempts to appear irrational, or 
at least irrationally determined and 
committed, might increase bargaining 
power. 

A nation might also deliberately seek 
to demonstrate, by some act, that it is 
prone to miscalculation or willing to 
start the process of escalation. It might 
attempt to demonstrate a degree of reck- 
lessness or unreasonableness, in the ex- 
pectation that any apparently serious, 
even if preliminary, indication that it 
will embark on escalation will bring 
about capitulation by the other side. 

2. See Kahn, Thinking About the Unthink- 
able (New York: Horizon Press, 1962), pp. 
145-150, for how an accidental thermonuclear 
war might result in a serious attempt to 
achieve world government. 

Similarly, if before the crisis one side 
has demonstrably committed itself to a 
strategy of spasm exchange, city for 
city, and made no preparations to resist 
blackmail (intra-war deterrence), then 
once nuclear war begins-particularly if 
it begins with a very carefully controlled 
counterforce or countervalue attack-it 
may find itself with inappropriate forces 
and doctrines, and without capabilities 
to fight controlled war, and yet unwilling 
to initiate a suicidal city exchange. 

Similarly, a nuclear war might be 
planned where one side might seek 
maximum gains by the use of conven- 
tional force and then use one or more 
nuclear weapons, in the expectation 
that while this might touch off a nuclear 
"talionic" reprisal it would nevertheless 
produce an ad hoc cease-fire-a situa- 
tion where the fear of further nuclear 
exchanges overrides political considera- 
tions and ends the war with the aggres- 
sor in an advantageous position and in 
possession of the areas initially in dis- 
pute. No nation, of course, could be 
explicit about the use of such a tactic. 
An astute leader could couple an an- 
nounced willingness to negotiate a firm 
and lasting peace with "reasonable but 
outrageous" demands. It should be 
clear that the more frightened both sides 
are of nuclear war, the greater will be 
the pressure for the "loser" to accept 
an ad hoc cease-fire and thus make more 
or less permanent his loss. 

These "modal" possibilities contrast 
rather sharply with the calculated 
counterforce wars, city-avoidance or 
city-exchange tactics, which have made 
up much of our professional discussion 
over the last decade. The "modal" 
expectations also offer the prospect of 
rather different threats than we have 
become accustomed to consider. 
Clearly, no one wants a "modal" war, 
however much they may expect it. How 
do we avoid it? To approach the 
answer, let me speak first of what we 
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can call the Six Basic Thermonuclear 
War Threats, then turn to the problems 
posed by the truly dark prospect of a 
crisis between two states with invul- 
nerable "overkill" capacities, and finally 
take up what I consider a more realistic 
and more likely prospect. 

II 
SIX BASIC (AND OMNIPRESENT) 

THERMONUCLEAR THREATS 

Self-evidently, a wide range of force 
relations can hold between the two nu- 
clear superpowers, the Soviet Union and 
the United States, and also between the 
United States and China. Within the 
terms of this paper, a strategic force is 
understood to be capable at a minimum 
of the following six threats or acts in a 
thermonuclear crisis. At the very least 
this over-all capability must exist before 
an attempted disarming strike by the 
enemy; in most cases, as a practical 
matter, a modern force will possess 
more than a residual capability for car- 
rying out one or more of the "Six Basic 
Thermonuclear Threats" even after an 
attempted disarming attack by the other 
side. 

The Six Basic Thermonuclear Threats 
(or Acts) are: 

(1) Large escalation or "eruption" 
(2) Nuclear talionic reprisal (or 

reciprocal reprisal) 
(3) Exemplary (and/or reprisal) 

attack 
(4) "Noblesse oblige" (or pot- 

latch) response 
(5) Competition in bearing costs 

(or "pain") 
(6) Competition in risk-taking 

In most practical cases, a particular 
threat or act would occur within a 
highly confused or complicated environ- 
ment, so that it would be difficult to 
assign to it any pure motivation or re- 

suit. Furthermore, the categories will 
often overlap explicitly or shade into 
one another, so that as a practical mat- 
ter it will sometimes be difficult to char- 
acterize specifically any given act or 
threat. 

1. Large Escalation or "Eruption" 
In a crisis or limited war, escalation 

always is possible to a much higher 
level of nuclear violence. (Eruption is 
defined as a sudden move up the "esca- 
lation ladder" to very large attacks, or 
even to "insensate" or "spasm" at- 
tacks against cities. In such a case all, 
or nearly all, weapons will be launched 
as rapidly as possible.) In a prewar 
crisis, then, or in any of the controlled 
or limited wars described below, a per- 
sistent factor in the situation will be the 
fear that one side or the other will lose 
control-that it will deliberately or ac- 
cidentally "erupt," using all of its with- 
held forces, and using some, most, or 
perhaps even all of these weapons against 
the opponent's cities. 

If the expended forces were large 
enough, the result could be an effective, 
and perhaps even total, destruction of 
the victim society. In many practical 
cases the attacked nation, while "sur- 
viving," would at the very least be so 
damaged as to cease to be a viable 
twentieth-century industrial society. In 
other cases, such a severe level of dam- 
age may be more difficult to inflict than 
is usually envisaged in discussing ther- 
monuclear war. But however limited, 
the damage resulting from an eruption 
-at least if the erupting force is large 
-is still likely to be so extensive as to 
obscure the practical distinction between 
the actual level of damage and the 
"apocalyptic" expectations and imagery 

3. See On Escalation (New York: Frederick 
A. Praeger, 1965), pp. 194-196, for discussion 
of these two items. 
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of popular discussion of nuclear wars.4 
In such a case, so far as prewar expec- 
tations may affect postwar political re- 
actions, or indeed so far as the initial 
emotional verdict of the survivors and of 
witnesses is relevant, destruction may 
be judged "total." 

An eruption into insensate or spasm 
attacks against cities is less plausible at 
present in the case of U.S.-Chinese con- 
frontations because Chinese thermo- 
nuclear capability is limited, there is a 
greater feasibility of defense by the 
United States, and marked asymmetries 
exist in the nature of the threats and 
counterthreats available to the two sides. 
These factors tend to induce Chinese 
restraint by deterrence-and American 
self-restraint by self-deterrence. But 
as both sides' thermonuclear forces 
evolve over time, restraint on either side 
may diminish, perhaps in the near fu- 
ture. This at least threatens to be the 
case in intense confrontations over re- 
gional issues, and perhaps in larger 
matters as well. 

2. Nuclear Talionic Reprisal 
A nuclear talionic response is called a 

nuclear tit for tat, or, by biblical anal- 
ogy, an "eye for an eye" response. 
When one side suffers nuclear attacks or 
other nuclear provocation it responds 
more or less in kind, or at least in some 
manner reasonably proportionate to the 
other's provocation, using means and 
tactics appropriate to the situation. If 
a nuclear talionic reprisal terminates 
nuclear violence, the process may be 
considered a kind of nuclear peacekeep- 
ing. 

The idea that such a technique might 
be used to punish nuclear "breaches of 

4. Some examples of apocalyptic imagery in 
popular discourse are: "balance of terror," 
"end of history," "survivors will envy the 
dead," "nobody wins a suicide pact," "two 
scorpions in a bottle," "live together or die 
together." 

the peace" strikes many people as 
bizarre. It obviously has more in com- 
mon with the rendering of justice in 
primitive tribes than with the methods 
of maintaining public order in modern 
national societies. Yet abstract justice 
is hardly more available today in the 
international arena than in the primi- 
tive tribe. Official justice, as we nor- 
mally understand it, is rendered by an 
impartial authority with no special or 
personal interest in the decision. It in- 
cludes provisions to control those who 
break the public peace, making use of 
agents of this impartial authority who, 
again, normally are without special or 
personal involvements. 

In international relations, what can 
substitute for this impersonal court and 
its agents? In practice, a partial an- 
swer has been found on occasion in tech- 
niques typical of primitive (and even 
semi-advanced) communities which have 
not evolved the machinery for the im- 
personal enforcement of law and justice. 
In such communities a common form of 
deterring, punishing, and redressing 
crimes against individuals or the public 
peace is some form of Lex Talionis, ap- 
plying the principle of not only at least 
"an eye for an eye and a tooth for a 
tooth" but also at most "an eye for an 
eye and a tooth for a tooth." 5 In the 
nineteenth century, this kind of response 
found some international legal standing 
in the doctrine that a state was en- 
titled to retaliate for an illegal provo- 
cation with a "proportionate reprisal" 
and that this proportionate reprisal 
should then terminate the official state 

5. The principle of "an eye for an eye and 
a tooth for a tooth" as a violence-limiting 
device is stated in the twenty-first chapter of 
Exodus, but it is far older than Exodus and 
can be found in the Code of Hammurabi 
(which preceded Exodus by perhaps 1300 
years). It is alive today in some traditional 
societies, including some southern European 
societies. 
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of hostilities.6 Our term, "nuclear tali- 
onic reprisal," applied to nuclear retali- 
ations, carries a connotation that the 
response is intended to be proportionate, 
violence-limiting, and consistent with an 
early and mutually acceptable nuclear 
cease-fire (or at least de-escalation). 
In some cases the criteria of due propor- 
tion and violence limitation will depend 
on the states concerned, and the context. 
However, in all cases the nuclear talionic 
response is intended to produce at least 
a nuclear cease-fire or other nuclear 
limitation. 

At least conceptually, the use of nu- 
clear talionic reprisal as a basic tech- 
nique for keeping the nuclear peace has 
more in common with many United Na- 
tions peacekeeping operations than with 
normal judicial procedures. Thus, nu- 
clear talionic reprisal does not result in 
an investigation of who is right, but is 
intended-as most UN peacekeeping op- 
erations are-simply to stop the vio- 
lence; this, however, with a recognition 

6. In practice this worked only if the 
reprising state was more powerful than the 
offending state, so that the latter was not 
willing to go to war. As early as 1955, Leo 
Szilard proposed to remove this requirement 
and make the process apply to equals, one of 
whom was also interested in peacekeeping or 
maintaining the status quo: "Russia and 
America could each take perhaps the following 
position: we need not engage any longer in 
the kind of warfare in which people are killed 
in order to protect some area which we are 
committed to defend. We shall simply list all 
such areas, with a price tag attached to each 
one, and we shall specify that if Area No. 1, 
for instance, is invaded we shall demolish five 
medium-sized cities of the 'enemy.' If the 
'enemy' permits us to do this unopposed, we 
shall name in advance the five cities to be 
destroyed and give each one week's notice in 
order to permit their orderly evacuation. We 
shall expect the enemy to respond by bombing 
five medium-sized cities of our own and like- 
wise to give us advance notice. If the enemy 
does not attack more of our cities, then the 
war will end . . . ."-Leo Szilard, "Disarma- 
ment and the Price of Peace," Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists (October, 1955). 

that it is most unlikely that the violence 
can be stopped while the provocation or 
damage is one-sided and while the more 
injured party is both capable of nuclear 
retaliation and willing to carry it out. 
Presumably, the least one could hope 
for is a rough "evening out" of at least 
the nuclear damage, and after that at 
least a "nuclear cease-fire." 

Historically, the practice of tit for tat 
has sometimes created long-lasting blood 
feuds or "escalating" cycles of family 
vengeance, but more often it has limited 
violence. Further, it has had inherent 
evolutionary capabilities. Out of the 
primitive Lex Talionis, for example, 
there has on occasion developed a prac- 
tice of paying "blood money" or wer- 
geld, designed to establish a money 
equivalent for a man's life, and also paid 
to settle certain classes of disputes. 
Moreover, in some primitive communi- 
ties, communal authorities eventually 
take over from the family, sect, or 
other special group the responsibility 
for administering the talionic reprisal.7 

The international community might 
profitably consider a resort to this 
rather primitive technique-or a more 
sophisticated variation-as a last resort 
when other measures of nuclear peace- 
keeping have failed. "Blood money" 
would seem, in many cases, an ethical 
and practical improvement over the sim- 
ple concept of physical vengeance-the 
need always to execute a nuclear talionic 
reprisal-just as proportionate talionic 
response is a concept both ethically and 
prudentially superior to all-out spasm 
retaliatory responses to nuclear provoca- 
tions. 

In many relatively developed com- 

7. For discussion of the use of nuclear 
talionic reprisal for international security and 
arms control purposes, see articles in Yale 
Law Journal, vol. 76 (November, 1966) and 
California Law Review, vol. 55 (May, 1967) 
by Herman Kahn and Carl Dibble, in which 
some directions for such evolution are sketched. 
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munities (including the biblical He- 
brews) there is an interesting variation 
of the institution of blood retaliation 
which has an obvious international ref- 
erence: An offense against a man of 
higher rank requires blood retaliation 
but the same offense against a man of 
lower rank may be settled by payment. 
Such a grading reflects some of the 
social and power realities of the actual 
situation, and hence can be more stable 
than a purely abstract and egalitarian 
system. In the Code of Hammurabi, 
offenses between those who are unequal 
in status call for an inequality in the 
tit-for-tat relation. This also is prob- 
ably a more realistic precedent for inter- 
national relations than the stricter rule 
in Exodus. Of course, the determina- 
tion of rank would be empirical rather 
than reflecting any formal or socially 
determined distinctions, but in most 
cases is likely to be quite clear in prac- 
tice. 

3. Exemplary (and/or Reprisal) 
Attacks 

A nuclear attack may be made for 
the purpose of inflicting "pain" or "em- 
barrassment" on an enemy, whether or 
not he has provoked it by his own use of 
nuclear weapons. The intention may 
be that this attack then will end the 
matter; or there may be a willingness to 
accept a nuclear talionic (or propor- 
tionate) response, with the expectation 
that this will then terminate the ex- 
change. 

If the incident which touched off the 
exemplary (i.e., warning, or punishing) 
attack was a nuclear provocation and 
this exemplary attack was "equitably" 
proportionate, then it would fall in the 
previously defined class of the nuclear 
talionic reprisal. Thus, all nuclear tali- 
onic reprisals are exemplary, but not all 
nuclear exemplary attacks are talionic. 
In the legally defined "reprisal" situa- 
tion, the purpose is simply to punish a 

transgression through a retaliation which 
is proportionate to the crime-by some 
recognized or reasonably self-evident 
criteria. 

Reprisal was a familiar concept in in- 
ternational law until World War I. In 
the nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies, a reprisal was defined as an other- 
wise illegal act committed as retribution 
for a previous illegal act perpetrated 
against the party carrying out the re- 
prisal. 

Reprisal has the following essential 
aspects: 

It is a response. 
It is the second (or later) step in 

a chain of actions. 
It is measured in relation to the 

action for which it is a response (in 
theory, the damage done by the re- 
prisal should be reasonably propor- 
tionate to the damage done by the 
original illegal acts). 

It should be by means and for pur- 
poses which can be thought of as 
properly subject to "rules"-explicit 
or implicit (the distinction between 
reprisal and exemplary actions needs 
to be emphasized here). 

Its object is not the advantage of 
the side making it, but the punish- 
ment of the side against which it is 
directed. 
In the strategic literature, the word 

"reprisal" (particularly in the phrase 
"limited strategic reprisal") has been 
used to refer generally to small bar- 
gaining attacks, such as the bombing of 
a single bridge, a gaseous diffusion plant, 
or even a city-whether or not the 
bombing is an "equitable" return blow. 
However, it seems fairer, and clearer, to 
confine the use of the word "reprisal" 
more closely to the dictionary and legal 
meaning: equitable response(s) to 
previous injury or wrong. 

At some point in the future, if missile 
systems become widely distributed, it 
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may become feasible for "symbolic" (or 
other) attacks to be delivered covertly 
or anonymously. This becomes possible 
if the missile can change its course, so 
that the attacked nation cannot "back- 
plot" to find the approximate launch 
area, or if the launch area is itself 
anonymous (as in the case of a sub- 
marine at sea). In many situations, 
particularly when the attacked nation 
has been a recent and obvious trans- 
gressor, and the transgression has im- 
portant implications for the international 
community as a whole, the message will 
be crystal clear-and possibly more ef- 
fective-if the attacked nation does not 
know against whom it ought to retaliate. 
We would then have a very close anal- 
ogy to the rough and ready justice of 
the frontier and the vigilance commit- 
tee. 

4. "Noblesse Oblige" (or Potlatch) 
Response 

In the "noblesse oblige" (or pot- 
latch) response, the relevant issue is the 
effort and cost and possibly even the 
pain borne by the side which initiates 
the response and not the one which re- 
ceives it. The noblesse-oblige attack 
can also have exemplary or talionic im- 
plications, but self-punishment or self- 
"fining," or at least a display of how 
much "one cares," provides the domi- 
nant motive. The attack may be car- 
ried out to fulfill a specific and explicit 
commitment, or it may constitute a sym- 
bolic affirmation of a nation's resolve or 
general commitment to some principle 
or concept. When Great Britain sent 
60,000 men to support the Greeks 
against the Germans in 1941, this was in 
considerable degree a noblesse-oblige 
action: the prospect of military success 
as judged by the most optimistic was 
poor. Most observers, perhaps even 
Prime Minister Churchill, thought the 
expedition was hopeless. In his work, 

The Grand Alliance, he records his opin- 
ion at the time: 
No doubt our prestige will suffer if we are 
ignominiously ejected, but in any event to 
have fought and suffered in Greece would 
be less damaging to us than to have left 
Greece to her fate . . .8 

The effort in fact crippled the British 
offensive against the Italians in the 
desert war, but it was deemed indispen- 
sable to demonstrate specifically the 
seriousness of Britain's commitment to 
its Greek ally and a general British de- 
termination to resist the Germans. 
(Both requirements were overridingly 
necessary because of previous failures of 
the British to effectively fulfill both spe- 
cific commitments and declared general 
policies.) 

Sometimes a "potlatch response" is 
made to insure a right to future consid- 
eration, as shown by the following quo- 
tation from de Gaulle's memoirs deal- 
ing with the final stages of the war 
against Japan: 

Yet, however painful the immediate re- 
sults of such a issue, I must admit that 
from the point of view of national interest, 
I was not distressed by the prospect of 
taking up arms in Indo-china .... I re- 
garded it as essential that the conflict not 
come to an end without our participation 
in that theater as well .... If we took 
part in the battle-even though the latter 
were near its conclusion-French blood 
shed on the soil of Indo-china would con- 
stitute an impressive claim.9 (Emphasis 
added.) 

5. Competition in Bearing Costs (or 
"Pain") 

"Costs" here include any kind of dis- 
utility-not only costs in money or re- 

8. Winston Churchill, The Grand Alliance 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1950), p. 90. 

9. The War Memoirs of Charles de Gaulle: 
Salvation 1944-1946, translated from the 
French by Richard Howard (Simon and 
Schuster, New York, 1960), p. 187. 
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sources, but political or psychological 
disutility as well, whether internally or 
externally imposed. To the extent that 
these costs are imposed by some kind of 
strategic warfare, each side would in- 
flict countervalue damage on the other 
side (that is, damage against things 
which the other side values), not in the 
expectation of directly affecting the 
military strength of the enemy but to 
weaken his morale or will, or at least to 
influence the other side's willingness to 
persist in the struggle. 

One example would be a war of attri- 
tion in which both sides have extremely 
large resources but are loath to accept 
casualties, even though there is an ade- 
quate pool of man power to draw upon. 
In this case the major issue is the will- 
ingness to bear casualties; the damage 
being done is measured largely by the 
human losses, and the disutility is put 
more accurately by some such term as 
"pain." Therefore, our term might be 
modified to "competition in bearing 
pain." However, we prefer the word 
"cost" because it seems more easily 
generalized to cover the large range of 
effects that we include under this con- 
cept. 
6. Competition in Risk-Taking 

In many reasonable cases there may 
be a competition involving fear of the 
costs that might be inflicted in the 
future. There may be fear that the 
current level of conflict will continue 
(in which case we would tend to include 
the case in the previous discussion) or, 
more likely, there may be fear of im- 
mediate or eventual escalation, perhaps 
even of eruption. A prototype situa- 
tion would be one in which an "umpire" 
has a revolver with an unknown but 
rather large number of chambers, in 
one of which there is a bullet. The um- 
pire lines the two enemies up so that 
the pistol is aimed at both foreheads 
sequentially and therefore, the same 

bullet can kill both men, and, for all 
practical purposes, simultaneously. The 
trigger is pressed. If there is no shot, 
each side is then given a chance to ac- 
commodate or compromise. If there is 
no agreement, the process is continued 
until either successful negotiation or the 
death of the two competitors occurs. 
The one who accommodates first (as- 
suming that the competition is not ter- 
minated by the chamber with the bullet 
coming up) will have lost the "competi- 
tion in risk-taking" (although, by 
equally relevant standards he might- 
depending on the issues involved-be 
judged to have won). 

The normal competition in risk-taking 
is not so stark, but often it is nearly as 
bizarre. Thus, it can take the form of 
manipulating the apparent risk of inad- 
vertent or even deliberate nuclear war. 
This can be done even in a stable bal- 
ance-of-terror contest because there is 
always a "residual fear of war," even in 
normal periods-despite the balance of 
terror-and this fear goes up in a 
crisis. Normally, the more tense the 
crisis, the greater the fear. No one can 
guarantee that nuclear weapons will not 
be used if some "vital" interest is chal- 
lenged, and there will be uncertainty or 
ambiguity about what interests, when 
threatened, might be considered-per- 
haps wrongly-a cause for war. Each 
side can, and often does, overstate how 
"vital" are the interests it would have 
to compromise if it were to "give in." 

This ambiguity about what is vital, as 
well as the possibility of accidents, com- 
pels caution and prudence even in the 
most limited crises; and therefore the 
balance of terror acts as a deterrent to 
small provocations as well as large ones. 
One can never be absolutely certain that 
a difference of opinion will not turn into 
a dispute, a dispute into a minor crisis, 
a minor crisis into a more serious crisis, 
and so on, ending in disaster. In fact, 
the threat of such an escalation and its 
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ultimate outcome, mutual destruction, 
may sometimes be used deliberately. It 
may be the only weapon left for the pro- 
tection of interests less important than 
sheer survival, but important enough for 
one side or the other to be willing to 
risk survival. Since running such a risk 
may be the only weapon available to a 
country, it may feel obligated to use it. 
In these circumstances, the side that 
prevails in a dispute on the lower rungs 
of the escalation ladder may be the one 
with the most resolve, the one most will- 
ing to increase the danger of war by 
threats, recklessness, or even "insanity" 
(real or feigned). 

Although this concept of manipulat- 
ing the risk of war in order to obtain 
foreign-policy advantages seems bizarre, 
the bizarrerie comes from the scale of 
the threat and from its being made ex- 
plicit; the tactic, itself, is used regu- 
larly-hence the name of the first fire- 
break on the escalation ladder is "Don't 
Rock the Boat." Short of absolute sur- 
render, or unilateral disarmament, there 
is always some probability, no matter 
how small, of inadvertent eruption, and 
whatever a nation does must affect this 
probability. It is also clear that affairs 
cannot be conducted in such a way as 
invariably to minimize this probability. 
Indeed, it is sometimes impossible to 
know for certain what actions would in 
fact minimize such a probability. 

In practical situations, fear of inad- 
vertent war can be a very effective force 
-perhaps because neither side can 
really be certain it understands both 
sides' weapons systems, or really ap- 
preciates the various ways in which an 
inadvertent war could occur. (And, of 
course, only one side need be accident- 
prone for the situation to be dangerous 
to both sides.) Thus, a completely real- 
istic estimate of the risks that are run 
daily is impossible. 

An inadvertent war could be, of 
course, only partially inadvertent. As a 

crisis develops, one side could become so 
desperate that it actually calculates (or 
miscalculates) that its least undesirable 
alternative is to go to war, even though 
it had realized earlier that if it were to 
be driven to such a point it would have 
been better to have accommodated. 

There are a number of ways of ex- 
ploiting this situation. Unpleasant and 
reckless as such an exploitation may 
seem, it is necessary to realize that it is 
regularly done to some degree, since the 
competitive risking of inadvertent war 
is unavoidable as long as weapons sys- 
tems exist and confrontations take 
place. In addition, whatever the risk 
may be in normal times, almost all be- 
lieve it is increased when there is ten- 
sion or crisis and yet almost no one is 
willing to accommodate to all of the 
potential enemy's demands in every 
crisis. Thus, our willingness to undergo 
tension or crises involves automatically 
some increased threat to the other side. 

III 

CONCEPT OF A WAR OF RECIPROCAL 
REPRISALS 

1. A Near-Absolute Balance-of-Terror 
Situation 

Let me now consider what is to most 
people the most bizarre and farfetched 
of all the ideas which nuclear war ana- 
lysts have produced-the idea of a War 
of Reciprocal Reprisals. This is ac- 
tually an extreme form of Competition 
in Bearing Pain and/or Competition in 
Risk-Taking, but it plays such an im- 
portant role in both theory and practice 
(despite its bizarre quality) that it 
deserves a name and discussion of its 
own. 

Let us start with a somewhat arti- 
ficial example. Let us assume that each 
side has an "overkill" by a factor of ten 
or so-say, 10,000 hardened, dispersed, 
hidden, mobile, or otherwise "invul- 
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nerable" missiles.10 Also for the sake of 
simplicity, let us assume that each side 
has exactly the same societal structure, 
so that there is no ambiguousness about 
tit-for-tat city exchanges. Assume also 
that it takes about 1,000 missiles to 
"destroy" each country, so that 10,000 
missiles represents "overkill" by a fac- 
tor of ten. 

The first question to ask is why a 
nation would want reliable overkill by 
a factor of ten. For one thing, it might 
wish to have a deterrent powerful 
enough to withstand great, and perhaps 
unexpected, sudden stresses and strains, 
possible accidents and miscalculations, 
satellite revolts, limited wars, fanciful 
calculations by optimistic gamblers or 
simple-minded theoreticians, and even 
the kind of bizarre "city-trading" situ- 
ations described below. A nation might 
want to make it clear, even to the least 
respnsible decision-makers among its 
potential enemies, that it had taken all 
the opponent's most "optimistic" 
schemes into account. 

Moreover, it might want to deter 
even the mad. It is sometimes stated 
that even an adequate deterrent would 
not deter an irrational enemy. This 
might be true if irrationality were an 
all-or-nothing proposition. Actually, ir- 
rationality is a matter of degree and if 
the irrationality is sufficiently bizarre, 
the irrational decision-maker's subordi- 
nates are likely to step in." As a result 

10. This is not a completely ridiculous as- 
sumption-at least for the United States. If 
the United States had continued to spend the 
same proportion of its Gross National Product 
on central-war forces (about 4 percent) as it 
did in the early and mid-fifties, then it would 
now be spending about $30 billion a year on 
central war forces (instead of the $8.1 billion 
it now spends)-more than enough to have 
procured the force discussed here. 

11. To paraphrase a remark by Justice 
Brandeis, "This requires about the same kind 
of rationality as not standing on the tracks 
in front of a speeding locomotive." 

In general, when we ask if somebody is ra- 

a nation might want a safety factor in 
its deterrence systems so large as to im- 
press even the irrational and irresponsi- 
ble with the degree of their irrationality, 
and therefore with the need for caution. 
In short, a satisfactory deterrent would 
provide an objective basis for making 
an opponent see that no matter how 
skillful, ingenious, or optimistic he is, 
and no matter how negatively he views 
his alternatives in a desperate crisis, an 
attack would entail a virtual certainty 
of no military gain and a possibility of 
annihilation. 

By and large, if there is a reliable and 
mutual overkill by a factor of ten, all 
the above requirements seem likely to be 
satisfied and it is hard to see how the 
order for a spasm attack could ever be 
given. However, we will suggest several 
ways in which these missiles can still be 
"used." Admittedly, some of these 
ways are difficult to imagine; one has to 
stretch one's imagination greatly, con- 
juring up unrealistic or bizarre situa- 
tions. Yet these situations could occur. 
Therefore, the deterrence is "near abso- 
lute"-not absolute. 
2. Bargaining in a Near-Absolute 

Balance-of-Terror Situation 
Assume that each side really has 

10,000 invulnerable missiles-overkill by 
a factor of ten. Is there any way for 
one side to exploit these missiles against 
the other as instruments of foreign pol- 
icy? It is hard to see how; on each 
side they seem to negate each other. 

tional, we really raise at least four questions: 
Does he ask, "What are the consequences?" 
Does he have a rough idea of what they are? 
Does he care? And finally, What are his 
alternatives? If you have nuclear overkill by 
a factor of ten, most people will ask about 
the consequences-they can't afford not to. 
The threat is too stark to ignore. Further, 
there is no possibility of error despite any 
inability to calculate. Even in such an ex- 
treme case, however, it is safest to use the 
qualified term, "near absolute" deterrence. 
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Can either side get any advantages from 
the weapons? The answer is, by and 
large, no. At least superficially, for 
perhaps 99 percent of the situations, one 
need only note that there is a balance of 
terror. But that 1 percent of cases 
might be important. Let us consider 
how one might hypothecate this force 
into political influence in such a balance- 
of-terror environment. 

The use of the word "hypothecate" 
(which means roughly to turn assets 
into cash-by analogy, to turn potential 
power into the ability to influence the 
outcome of disputes) goes back to 
Clausewitz, who had the following view 
of military power: When disagreements 
arose between nations in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, the first step 
in settling the disputes was, of course, 
through negotiation. Diplomats calcu- 
lated relative interests and military 
power-and, in effect, the relative re- 
solve, the relative recklessness of each 
nation-and then set a balance. Some- 
times they could not agree on the calcu- 
lations-there might be honest uncer- 
tainties or differences of opinion. Or, 
one nation's leadership might refuse to 
accept the calculations. The result 
might then be war, and war would de- 
cide the issues. War was "settlement 
day"-it checked the diplomat's calcu- 
lations. 

It is clearly more difficult to hypothe- 
cate force in a balance-of-terror environ- 
ment with 10,000 missiles on each side 
and with mutual annihilation seemingly 
the only outcome. However, Table 1 
indicates some ways in which it might 
be done. These methods make use, if 
only implicitly, of the six basic thermo- 
nuclear threats just discussed. 
SIx WAYS TO HYPOTHECATE FORCE IN A 

STABLE BALANCE-OF-TERROR 
ENVIRONMENT 

(1) Implicit threat of inadvertent or 
deliberate eruption to spasm war 

(2) Implicit use of another of six 
basic thermonuclear threats 

(3) Exploiting arms control and 
detente desires 

(4) War of reciprocal reprisals 
(5) Other explicit threat or actual 

use of one or more of the six 
basic thermonuclear threats 

(6) Complex escalation tactics and 
strategies 

If one thinks only in terms of spasm 
war, then at first sight it seems that 
there should be no fear of war: the mis- 
siles are invulnerable, so nobody should 
be hair-triggered. Neither side is going 
to be accident-prone, because, again, 
there is no need to hurry or reach deci- 
sions quickly. Neither side will have 
anything sensible to target. This is 
very important. If it were possible to 
shoot at each other's missiles, even in an 
inefficient and self-defeating way, this 
might at least appear reasonable. But 
it seems senseless to shoot at the other 
side's invulnerable missiles-and why 
shoot at the cities, since they cannot 
hurt one? There seems a convincing 
case that in this situation, war-or at 
least spasm war-has been abolished. 
Both sides have a deterrent that is 
nearly absolute: it is almost impossible 
to envisage a circumstance in which 
even an irrational decision-maker is 
likely to push all the buttons. But then 
a psychologist will comment, "But it 
isn't like that; people do very irrational 
things; the most stupid mistakes do 
happen; the most incredible miscalcu- 
lations can occur." 

Thus, even if most people convince 
themselves that spasm war is unthink- 
able, the weapons still exist, and they 
might be used-and all at once. There 
remains what might be called a residual 
fear of spasm war. The psychologist is 
clearly right. Accidents can happen, 
staffs can disobey orders, misunder- 
stand, or miscalculate; decision-makers 
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can act wildly, irrationally. In any 
case, decision-makers will worry about 
these possibilities. President Kennedy 
referred to this possibility a number of 
times: 

Three times in my lifetime our coun- 
try and Europe have been involved in 
major wars. In each case, serious mis- 
judgments were made on both sides of the 
intentions of others, which brought about 
great devastation. 

Now, in the thermonuclear age, any mis- 
judgment on either side about the inten- 
tions of the other could rain more devasta- 
tion in several hours than has been wrought 
in all the wars of human history.12 

Since the possibility of an inadvertent 
war is judged to increase during the 
stress of a crisis, it will be held to be of 
some value to avoid crises. Because of 
the residual fear of spasm war, the wea- 
pons thus will have some value as a de- 
terrent to provocations other than a 
direct attack. 

Up to this point, of course, we have 
been talking as if only the first of the 
Six Basic Thermonuclear Threats ex- 
isted. We have done this to indicate 
that even the unsophisticated (as well as 
the sophisticated) will fear escalation 
and/or eruption. Such fears can be 
driven home. One side can carry out 
meaningless nuclear tests, exploding per- 
haps hundreds of megatons. It can 
conduct military exercises. It can de- 
liberately procure weapons systems 
which maximize the other side's percep- 
tion of nuclear danger. If the people in 
New York City are told that there is a 
missile somewhere in Siberia with "New 
York" painted on it, they may not be 
very nervous. But if a missile is sent 
over in a spacecraft flashing a big neon 
sign, "New York-for you," they may 
become nervous. If they then become 
blas6 about this sign, it can be enlarged 

12. Radio and TV report to the American 
people on the Berlin Crisis, July 25, 1961. 

or the spacecraft brought lower. If this 
does not work, the number of signs can 
be doubled or the satellite can be allowed 
to blow up accidentally in outer space 
with the explanation that it was an acci- 
dent but that the defect has been fixed 
and no doubt the next one will not blow 
up. These are fanciful examples, but 
there are various ways of bringing a 
Sword of Damocles situation home to 
the other side. This is one of the major 
ways in which the threat of war is ex- 
ploited. To quote President Kennedy 
again: 

Today, every inhabitant of this planet 
must contemplate the day when this planet 
may no longer be habitable. Every man, 
woman and child lives under a nuclear 
sword of Damocles, hanging by the slender- 
est of threads, capable of being cut at any 
moment by accident or miscalculation or by 
madness. The weapons of war must be 
abolished before they abolish us .... The 
risks inherent in disarmament pale in com- 
parison to the risks inherent in an unlimited 
arms race.13 

One could also manipulate both the 
responsible and irresponsible peace and 
arms control movements. It will seem 
to many people, correctly or incorrectly, 
that the dilemma of this international 
situation cannot last. They will reason 
thus: If both sides have an overkill by 
a factor of ten, then at some time-per- 
haps next year, perhaps during the next 
century-the weapons will be used; 
states must get rid of these weapons be- 
fore it is too late; if they have to get rid 
of them eventually, why not now? And 
since somebody has to begin, why not 
your side? 

Politicians do not want peace groups 
stirred up. Even in closed societies, 
peace can be an important issue and 
produce mass actions which influence 
governments. Therefore, creating situ- 

13. Address in New York City before the 
General Assembly of the UN, September 25, 
1961. 
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ations that trigger the peace issue is 
another tactic an opponent can use. 
Neither the implied threat nor the ma- 
nipulation of peace groups is likely to 
decide important issues, but these moves 
may be preparatory to other actions. 

Or, one can also actually use nuclear 
weapons in a limited way. Let us de- 
liberately introduce here two artificial 
examples-artificial at least so far as 
the world is concerned today, although 
this example is not inconceivable, nor 
even wildly improbable, in the long-run 
future. 

Let us imagine that a crisis flares be- 
tween two neighboring nuclear powers, 
P and Q, both armed as we have sug- 
gested. Neither side is willing to back 
down. Q decides to put pressure on P. 
He sends an army over P's border and 
burns down one of P's towns. What is 
P to do? There is some chance that P 
will back down. Or he may organize 
his own border raid. But let us assume 
P does not have conventional forces 
available for this kind of retaliation. 
Suppose also he is not prepared to back 
down and insists on punishing Q. He 
has 10,000 nuclear weapons. Some peo- 
ple may argue, "Now is the time to 
press the 10,000 buttons." But that 
will not sound right after about ten sec- 
onds of thought. (And most of the time 
one can count on ten seconds of 
thought.) P might shoot one missile 
and destroy a town on the other side. 
That will teach Q a lesson. What will 
Q do at that point? (Bear in mind 
that Q started the crisis "legitimately," 
using only conventional forces.14) 
There are many things that Q can do. 
He can launch a thousand missiles. 
That will not sound right. He can 
launch 100. That sounds almost as 

14. It should be noted that the concept of 
"legitimacy" implied by this scenario is not 
the only possible one, although I believe it has 
important merits despite its somewhat arbi- 
trary character. 

wrong. He may launch two missiles. 
That sounds wrong. He may launch 
one. That sounds wrong. He may 
launch none. That, too, sounds wrong. 

In the end, Q may very well launch 
one missile. What is P going to do 
then? P says, "He has destroyed two 
cities of mine. I have destroyed one 
city of his with a nuclear weapon. Now 
it is my turn again. But this can get 
out of hand. Let us stop it here. I 
have made my point: Q should not do 
it. He has also made his point." 
While this sort of exchange may appear 
farfetched, it is certainly not impossi- 
ble.15 

Next, we can imagine using limited 
general war. Here, too, we will de- 
scribe a most bizarre form of it-again, 
to make an a fortiori case for less bi- 
zarre forms and because this most bi- 
zarre form could occur. Let us assume 
that Q invades P. Now it is a war to 
the finish-Q intends to conquer P, us- 
ing conventional weapons or tactical 
atomic weapons. P is losing. P will 
then say to Q, "You must stop this war 
or I will blow up your entire country." 
Q will say, "That is unreasonable; I do 
not believe it." P will say, "I mean it, 
and to show that I mean it, I will ex- 
plode two weapons at 200,000 feet over 
each of your cities." There will then be 
a spectacular fireworks display. Q will 
say, "This is the most impressive thing 
I have ever seen. If it is lights in the 
night you want, I can match you," and 
he explodes weapons over P's cities. 
This does not seem very impressive. 
P, at this point desperate and dan- 
gerous, threatens, "I will blow up a city 
a day until you back down," and he may 
blow up one city to show that he means 

15. Analysts usually argue that stability is 
most likely with a tit-for-tat relationship. Ex- 
amination of a number of scenarios indicates 
that with the proper timing, a tit-tat-tit se- 
quence is also likely-perhaps more likely than 
either the tit-tat or the tit-tat-tit-tat sequence. 

149 

This content downloaded from 86.177.8.225 on Thu, 18 Feb 2016 10:40:07 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



THE ANNALS OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY 

what he says. What is Q going to do? 
He has the usual set of choices. He can 
reply, "You are a madman; you are 
crazy; I will blow up two of your cities 
to show you how crazy you are! Why 
do you not stop it?" Or he can say, 
"Well, P really is crazy. I had better 
quit." Or he can add, "But I had bet- 
ter blow up a city just to teach him a 
lesson." Or he might say, "I, too, will 
blow up a city a day. Let us see who 
quits first." 

All these situations are ridiculous, far- 
fetched, and bizarre, but they are not 
only conceivable, they are not wholly 
impossible. 

IV 

AD Hoc CEASE-FIRE, CONDITIONAL 
CEASE-FIRE, OR CONTINUATION 

OF WAR 

The remarks with which I began this 
paper suggested that any large nuclear 
exchange, particularly if much of it has 
been directed against cities, is likely to 
cause a huge revulsion against the war 
and an impulse to seek a cease-fire. 
The belief will be that intolerable dam- 
age has been done-and probably on a 
scale that the majority of officials, as 
well as the public, had not emotionally 
apprehended before the war. This emo- 
tional reaction might exist whether the 
losses really were low or high, as mea- 
sured on the scale which planners and 
decision-makers had expected to use, or 
whether one side lost significantly less 
than the other. At best there is likely 
to be a sense of Pyrrhic victory, and at 
worst a sense of cataclysmic failure or 
defeat, regardless of what actually is the 
case. This emotional effect seems likely 
to place unexpected pressures on the 
people on both sides who are making 
decisions. The least that can be said is 
that beyond the possibilities of con- 
fusion, time pressures, lack of informa- 

tion, and misinformation, this emotional 
factor will be important. In addition, 
and in many cases especially, the risk of 
further holocaust will be or seem to be 
great-perhaps overwhelmingly large. 
Ad Hoc Cease-fire 

Thus, in many situations, "stop the 
war" is likely to be the overriding mo- 
tivation on the two sides. Yet to stop 
requires terms and communications. 
The intended terms may be simply to 
stop without any terms, yet even this 
sort of bargain may prove a difficult 
agreement to reach. Most scenarios as- 
sume that nuclear war is begun because 
of some action, which either continues 
or has been accomplished at the time of 
the cease-fire. This action will have 
already unbalanced the pre-crisis situa- 
tion. An ad hoc cease-fire leaves the 
situation unbalanced. But a cease-fire 
conditioned on undoing the action that 
was the casus belli is no longer merely a 
simple cease-fire but a qualified one, 
even an ultimatum. If merely to stop 
the nuclear exchanges is the overriding 
motivation, we must assume that the 
unbalance will remain.16 Is it to be ne- 
gotiated away in the subsequent talks? 
That will seem reasonable only if the 
side that has suffered from the imbal- 
ance still has the means and the will to 
force the other side to redress the situa- 
tion. But will that side have the means, 
and more important, the will? 

The surviving balance of forces may 
have little if any meaning in what hap- 
pens after the cease-fire. No one may 
have the stomach to use the surviving 
weapons or even be able to make a 
plausible appearance of threatening their 
use. Therefore the sub-nuclear mili- 

16. An excepion would be a situation where 
the casus belli was an action which was not so 
important for itself as for its political implica- 
tions. These implications might be dominated 
by the war even if the original action were not 
reversed. 
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tary and political imbalance in the cease- 
fire situation may-after the first nu- 
clear use-no longer be influenced or in- 
fluenceable by the nuclear factor. The 
imbalance may also, of course, no longer 
seem important. 

What, then, happens to the scale of 
values when nuclear weapons are ac- 
tually used? What values of history or 
politics will justify persistence in a nu- 
clear war after the first exchanges? 
What will be seen as justifying nu- 
clear war's renewal after it has been 
waged and stopped? One would think 
that an obvious statement could be 
made: the worth of the political objec- 
tives of war, relative to the costs of con- 
tinuing nuclear exchanges, will sharply 
diminish in the relevant period of war 
termination and aftermath. The quali- 
fication refers to the fact that for some 
people the nuclear experience may, after 
the first shock has worn off, actually 
seem less bad than anticipated. But 
this reaction will probably not be true 
in many cases, certainly not as a short- 
term response. And it is the short term 
that we are now considering. The rele- 
vant questions are: On what terms do 
you quit? For what will you resume the 
fighting? Moreover, in the short run, 
any pause will allow a mobilization of 
internal and international protest and 
other obstacles to continuation. Had 
Israel stopped short of taking the Syrian 
border zones in the summer of 1967, 
instead of continuing the war despite 
the UN call for cease-fire, she would 
have found it much harder subsequently 
to resume the war and attack those posi- 
tions-for any number of practical and 
emotional reasons. 

Conditional Cease-Fire 
The international community's in- 

terest is in stopping a war, lest it spread 
and engulf neutral parties. In practice, 
this frequently means that its perceived 
interest coincides with that of the side 

which most wants a cease-fire. In any 
nuclear exchange, whatever the provo- 
cation or causes, the international com- 
munity's interest will be to stop the war 
in the quickest and easiest way possible, 
and this is more likely than not-at this 
point-to coincide with the position of 
the weaker side, whose interest, if it has 
not capitulated, will be to minimize 
losses while stopping the punishment. 

This would seem to suggest that the 
"winning" side, if it knows that it is 
winning, has an incentive either to exact 
a conditional cease-fire which recognizes 
its advantages and allows it to profit by 
the ending of hostilities, or (more likely) 
to disregard calls for cease-fire and 
press on for its objectives. The situa- 
tion sometimes also occurs when the in- 
ternational community feels one actor in 
a conflict is much less tractable than the 
other, so that pressures are mounted 
against the more reasonable party to 
concede the interest at stake, or-when 
in fact there is a standoff or the losses 
are approximately equal-to accept a 
conditional loss disguised as a condi- 
tional cease-fire. A historical case in 
point, though one short of outright fight- 
ing, is the Cuban missile crisis of 1962: 
there, had the international community 
had its way, it is possible that the Soviet 
missiles would have been left in Cuba in 
return for a Soviet "concession"-not to 
attack Berlin, say, or Turkey. 
Continuation of War 

Yet the traditional analogies may be 
somewhat misleading in the nuclear 
arena. If a limited nuclear exchange 
occurs, there is no reason why the re- 
sults should not be reasonably sym- 
metrical; in addition, a strong domestic 
and international inhibition against the 
form of the war, aside from the issues, 
is likely to be felt. If there is any 
abatement or slowing down in the war, 
so that international opinion is given 
the chance to be heard, then the side 
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which disregards the call for a cease-fire 
may lose politically-both internation- 
ally and internally-on a very large 
scale. 

In this case the aggressor, even if suc- 
cessful in holding his gains, will not 
have had a completely free ride. He 
might face, if he acts this way, not only 
a drastically embittered international 
environment, major rearmament by the 
opponent, and intensified political (cold) 
war among other non-military pressures 
and reprisals, but also further drastic 
measures to isolate and punish him so 
as to prevent domino effects or momen- 
tum from his gains. Thus, after the 
first-stage reactions directed to attaining 
a cease-fire at virtually any political 
cost have had their effect, the impor- 
tance of not allowing a potential aggres- 
sor a crucial "free ride" may also be- 
come clearly understood in the interna- 
tional community, inspiring serious and 
important joint actions against the ag- 
gressor. In any case, as in 1938-1940 
(and again in 1944-1948) any series of 
outrages or provocations is likely to 
produce not only an armament race but 
a progressively greater international de- 
termination not to accept further defeat 
or provocation. This, particularly if the 
historical analogies are exploited, might 
weaken or even produce a demoraliza- 
tion of the aggressor, while strengthening 
his prospective victims. That is, it 
might become progressively clearer to 
the aggressor as well as to his opponents 
that appeasement should not or will not 
be repeated indefinitely, and that un- 
limited ambitions have a tendency to 
bring unlimited catastrophe-that even 
the next probe will be fiercely resisted. 

As always, none of the above is inevi- 
table, but the possibility of such reac- 
tions will, and probably should, enter 
into the analyses of both sides, and for 
two reasons: because, on the one hand, 
one may consider them as a dangerous 
rationalization for a weak policy and, 

on the other, one may seriously consider 
the argument as validating a policy of 
moderation. 

A Scenario Examined 
The assessment of success or defeat 

needs a context. The kind of war we are 
talking about does not produce total na- 
tional defeats or unconditional surrend- 
ers on all issues at contention between 
the two sides. Take, for example, a 
German scenario where West Germany 
is drawn into an East German rebellion 
and then into war with the Soviet troops. 
A nuclear exchange might produce: 

Nuclear and conventional cease-fire 
with Soviet and East German 
troops in West Germany and Ber- 
lin; 
The same, with West German 
troops in East Germany; 
Nuclear cease-fire with continued 
ground-fighting; 
Cease-fire following upon one or the 
other side's complying with an ul- 
timatum to restore the status quo 
ante, or to acquiesce in the other's 
accomplished gains on the ground, 
or to acquiesce in the overthrow of 
a government or the proclamation 
of a new government. 

The last entry obviously would lie on 
the won-or-lost scale, and would have 
broad implications for the general po- 
litical positions and future prospects of 
the two sides. But these last are not 
outcomes which arise from a mutual 
sense of cease-fire as the overriding goal: 
they all involve ultimatums, or demands. 
These demands are the condition for 
cease-fire, and the "winning" side has 
needed to be willing to persist in the 
war until its demands are met. 

The first three outcomes all assume 
that cease-fire, or at least nuclear cease- 
fire, has become the overriding goal for 
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both sides. These outcomes, too, can 
constitute successes or losses-but suc- 
cesses or losses achieved in conventional 
war or political-revolutionary action 
which then is "frozen," or "fixed," by 
the use of nuclear weapons and the en- 
suing cease-fire. 

This seems to us an important point. 
If our hypothesis that in many cases 
cease-fire will be the overriding objec- 
tive of decision-makers is true, it makes 
it hard or impossible for a threat to con- 
tinue the exchanges (or after a cease- 
fire is achieved, a threat to renew them) 
to be used to force the other side to com- 
ply with any other demands than to 
make the cease-fire mutual. The issues 
of the war "will be sorted out later." In 
fact, the political and conventional war 
situation existing at the moment of 
cease-fire could easily-perhaps with 
minor modifications-remain indefi- 
nitely, whether regularized in any nego- 
tiations that take place or not. 

The relative worth of the political 
objectives of war by comparison to the 
costs of continuing nuclear exchanges is 
likely, in the relevant period of war 
termination and aftermath, to sharply 
diminish. The qualification refers to 
the fact that the nuclear experience 
may, after the first shock has worn 
off, seem less bad than had been antici- 
pated. But this reaction does not seem 
likely as a short-term response. More- 
over, in the short run any pause will 
allow a mobilization of internal and in- 
ternational protest and obstacles to con- 
tinuation. 

Yet the implication that the "win- 
ning" side, if it knows that it is win- 
ning, has an incentive to disregard calls 
for cease-fire and to press on for its ob- 
jectives, may be misleading in the nu- 
clear arena. Here really important pun- 
ishment is being administered bilaterally 
and a strong domestic and international 
inhibition against the form of the war, 
aside from the issues, is felt. As al- 

ready noted, the side which disregards 
cease-fire may lose politically-interna- 
tionally and internally-on a vast scale. 
Furthermore, in a nuclear war it may be 
much more unclear whether a side can 
continue "winning" if it continues the 
war. Nonetheless, it would seem a fair 
statement that the situation which ex- 
ists at the cease-fire after a nuclear ex- 
change is unlikely thereafter to be 
changed by the threat of resuming the 
war. Indeed, a resumption is exceed- 
ingly unlikely, even for provocations 
which exceed those which caused the war 
in the beginning. 

It may be, then, that nuclear war can 
enforce political demands mainly when 
it remains a threat; and that, when 
nuclear weapons are used, some of their 
value is spent and the barriers to their 
re-use are so enlarged as to be virtually 
decisive. Thus, the value of nuclear 
weapons in bargaining could be de- 
based once they have been used. Gains 
or losses in a confrontation might come 
more from political and conventional 
military action before or during the 
nuclear crisis (plus whatever is accom- 
plished in the first nuclear exchange), 
and conventional capabilities may there- 
fore provide not merely a separate range 
of national options different from or 
supplementary to the nuclear capability, 
but may provide, even in a nuclear 
crisis, the only range of action which 
actually can change a situation-by pro- 
viding gains on the ground, preventing 
losses, or controlling or gaining territory. 
The use of nuclear weapons might then 
arrest the action like a stopped movie 
projector, leaving things as they are at 
that moment with relatively little pros- 
pect of further change. 

"Rational" Outcomes 
At the very least it would seem 

plausible, then, that if there is a nuclear 
escalation and subsequent de-escalation 
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-whether or not it is accompanied by 
a formal cease-fire-each side is likely 
to recalculate its position, its basic mo- 
tivations, strategies, and tactics. In 
many cases, neither side will be willing 
to try a nuclear escalation of the same 
sort again. Each side will have ac- 
quired evidence that escalation does not 
force the other side to quit. This evi- 
dence might in fact be misleading. The 
other side might be on the verge of col- 
lapse; but, assuming there is a pause, 
the first side is more likely to rely on 
the evidence it has just received than on 
hypothetical expectations. 

This argument is likely to seem 
stronger if the original escalation was 
high rather than low. This implies that 
de-escalation from a high level is likely 
to be more stable than de-escalation 
from a low level of escalation. The 
other aspect of high escalation-the mu- 
tual shock involved-reinforces the ar- 
gument at the price of much increased 
destruction and risk. We have argued 
earlier that in so far as the external 
world has any influence in the matter, 
pressures are likely to be found over- 
whelmingly on the side of de-escalation, 
the ad hoc cease-fire, or abatement. 
There are not likely to be any issues 
which seem so important to outsiders as 
to justify to them the risks of eruption 
or major escalation. They are also 
likely to feel strong moral impulses to 
try to do away with conditions which 
provoke the nuclear war, but this could 
mean as little as the action of the inter- 
national community following the Soviet 
intervention in Hungary in 1956. Thus 
one can expect extreme world pressure 
against any risk-taking, and at the same 
time general condemnation but possibly 
ineffectual political reprisals against the 
provocations which caused the crisis in 
the first place. 

It may be, then, that, in many cases, 
outcomes must be considered as the sum 
of two interacting conflicts, the conven- 

tional-political and the nuclear, with 
each of them independently able to be 
won or lost; and the nuclear exchange- 
no matter whether it is "won" or "lost," 
so long as it is reasonably symmetrical- 
serving to "fix," but probably not to 
change, the first outcome. The nuclear 
threat itself, moreover, would seem 
afterward to be significantly devalued as 
a policy instrument, though probably 
enhanced as a deterrent against further 
provocation. 

The outcome will have to take into 
account the two levels of action, the 
political-conventional which was the 
source of the crisis, and the nuclear 
outcome, measured presumably by casu- 
alties, damage, surviving forces, and the 
like. It is conceivable that "victory" at 
the first level may be purchased through 
defeat at the second, or a loss at the 
first level be unaffected by victory at 
the second. Thus, the Russians might 
suppress a Polish insurrection or smash 
the West Germans (after a West Ger- 
man involvement in an East German 
revolt), be badly hurt, even defeated, in 
the ensuing nuclear exchange, and yet 
emerge in control of Poland. Or, in an- 
other scenario, they could reimpose con- 
trol on a rebellious East Germany and 
wreck the West German army with a 
nuclear riposte to intervention, demoral- 
izing the West German government- 
and nobody would do anything about 
this "victory." The victory might not, 
at that time and for a considerable 
period afterward, seem very important. 
A new nuclear ultimatum might not be 
feasible for us or credible to them. We 
might be so badly hurt or shocked in 
the exchange, even though the "win- 
ners," that we were effectively deterred 
from going further. The same could be 
true if our side had liberated East Ger- 
many, with the ensuing nuclear strikes 
-perhaps producing roughly equal dam- 
age-ending in cease-fire. How would 
the Soviets, even if they had done fairly 
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well in the exchange, force us to get out 
of East Germany? 

It might be that one side-more likely 
our side-would voluntarily restore the 
military lines to those of the prewar 
period, out of an obscure sense of undo- 
ing the damage or because of an unspeci- 
fied-and, as we argue, perhaps unreal- 
istic-fear that to continue an actual 
military provocation could touch off 
further devastation. Demands for mili- 
tary withdrawals might seem to have a 
kind of rightness about them which both 
sides would acknowledge, even if the 
military means or will for enforcing 
them were weak or nonexistent. But 
political changes do not seem likely to 
be reversed. If the Polish rebels were 
in command at the point of cease-fire, 
even if the Soviets "won" the nuclear 
exchange, they probably would simply 
quit on the Poles. Both sides might 
simply settle for whatever the situation 
was at that moment with ad hoc com- 
promises, both very chastened and very 
nonprovocative. If the Soviets had de- 
feated the rebels, they-or we, even if 
we had won-would be unlikely to go 
any further or make much trouble about 
the outcome. 

A retreat from the gains achieved in 
the war may seem appropriate or "right" 
even though it might be quite safe, at 
least in the short run, for the aggressor 
to hold on to his gains. Re-escalation, 
as we have argued, may be quite un- 
likely, but the aggressor may not really 
understand this point. Or, there simply 
may no longer be any willingness to take 
any risks at all to press advantages for 
what are now recognized to be "minor" 
issues. It may seem implausible that 
the dangers in what began as an ad- 
venturous action risking nuclear escala- 
tion actually would have been insuffi- 
ciently appreciated; but such a situa- 
tion could arise. Or, there could simply 
be a change in government on one or 
both sides. Such concessions are less 

likely if the war began, as most wars do, 
in a mutually righteous clash of interests 
and precipitating incidents. However, 
even then it is not completely implausi- 
ble that the side which is, or seems to 
be, ahead will be generous, even con- 
ciliatory, in negotiating a settlement. 
Whereas, on the one hand, such a na- 
tion is likely to want to stand its ground, 
since it will feel that this ground is justi- 
fied, it will also recognize that neither 
side feels fully responsible for the 
provocation or can fully justify a back- 
down. There will probably be some 
feeling that the balance of the prewar 
situation needs restoration for the sake 
of long-term stability. Both sides are 
likely to have a high empathy with the 
other side's need and desire for "justifi- 
able firmness." As a result, both may 
feel the necessity for permitting face- 
saving compromises and real settlement. 
As always, the most salient terms for 
settlement are likely to seem a restora- 
tion of the status quo ante, so far as 
that can be restored. 

"Irrational" Outcomes 
The foregoing assumes either that the 

leaders of the two sides are shocked by 
the extent of damage-the nuclear real- 
ity-or are effectively pressured by their 
respective populations or allies into re- 
straint. Everything hinges on the nu- 
clear experience swamping national po- 
litical ambitions or fears. But what if 
no such reaction occurs? There are at 
least three possibilities. First, there is 
the chance of irrationality in the soci- 
ety's continued behavior. This seems to 
be a widespread fear concerning Red 
China, and even if Red China is-as 
most American scholars seem to believe 
-relatively prudential in its foreign be- 
havior, the fear may nevertheless con- 
tain or reflect an imoortant intuition 
about the future. An "irrational" soci- 
ety (if not Communist China, then pos- 
sibly a distraught Soviet Union, or a 
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Japan in the mood of the 1930's 
equipped with nuclear weapons), or an 
ideological one which discards ordinary 
prudence, might begin war on the basis 
of uncertain or reckless calculations, 
perhaps in disregard of potential losses, 
and might continue it despite sobering 
damage-assessment reports. If the nu- 
clear exchange is in some measure re- 
strained-even on the "irrational" side 
(since there may be an intuitional or 
explicit theory of victory by superior 
will or societal cohesion in the face of a 
drawn-out exchange), and even if dam- 
age is asymmetrical (certainly, if it is 
approximately equal)-the "irrational" 
side clearly has the advantage. (In the 
case of an "irrationally" ideological 
leadership in a modern totalitarian state, 
the actual suffering of the population 
may be more or less irrelevant to the 
political process: by the nature of the 
system or, alternatively because of the 
nature of the security precautions sur- 
rounding the command and control, the 
population at large may have no way 
whatsoever of influencing the outcome 
of the war.) In this case, a nuclear vic- 
tory might be achieved and translated 
into military-political demands relating 
either to the issues at stake when the 
war began or to even graver issues. 
The very irrationality or callousness of 
the aggressor might enable him to 
achieve a victory or success at relatively 
moderate cost, because of the fears, 
lack of preparation, or even the respon- 
sibility of his opponent. 

Gloomier still is the possibility that one 
or both sides, either as the result of di- 
rect reaction to the destruction or as the 
result of political pressure (or even re- 
volt), might wish to halt a war but 
have suffered such damage to the com- 
mand and control system as to be un- 
able to call off missile launchings or to 
call back bomber strikes. In this case, 
the ad hoc cease-fire may come only 
with mutual or one-sided exhaustion, or 

with the destruction continued until un- 
controlled forces are no longer an un- 
controllable threat. Even in this situa- 
tion, intra-war bargaining may have 
some scope in preventing re-escalation or 
in limiting the use of the surviving con- 
trollable forces. 

Finally, there is always the possibility 
that the stakes and likelihood of success 
are so great, or the likelihood of failure 
so hedged, that a perfectly rational de- 
cision-maker either initiates a war in the 
hope of success or holds out until at 
least his minimum objectives are 
achieved. Even suggesting this raises 
the question of "what objectives?" 

THE RANGE OF OUTCOMES OF 
THERMONUCLEAR WAR 

It should be clear from the discussion 
just concluded that one of the largest 
sources of difficulty in thinking about or 
planning for war termination is the ab- 
sence of clearly defined, high-priority, 
positive, deliverable political goals 
sought by the United States-and, 
though this is far more controversial, by 
the USSR, and perhaps Red China as 
well. 

This, of course, is not necessarily a 
criticism of U.S. policy. The United 
States is fundamentally a status quo 
nation without aggressive designs on 
either the Soviet Union or China, its two 
most likely nuclear antagonists, and, in- 
deed, without significant territorial or 
hegemonial ambitions anywhere. This 
means that if there is a war objective 
other than cease-fire, this objective pre- 
sumably must arise out of the crisis it- 
self: either in the outbreak scenario or 
as a result of changes in attitudes dur- 
ing the war. The goals or outcomes ac- 
cordingly are highly scenario-dependent; 
it is difficult to discuss them abstractly. 
To a lesser degree, but only a degree, it 
is difficult to discuss in the abstract how 
serious we should be about avoiding 
certain outcomes, or how willing a nation 
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like the United States should be to risk 
certain outcomes. The situation is 
quite as complex for China and the 
USSR. Even though they are clearly 
less status-quo oriented than the United 
States, few analysts believe that either 
would be willing to risk all on a single 
throw of the nuclear dice. That would 
be "adventurism" indeed. There fol- 
low, in highly abstract form, eleven 
types of war outcome. 

TYPES OF WAR OUTCOME 

(1) Unconditional and total victory 
(may not be Pyrrhic) 

(2) Substantially complete victory 
(may not be Pyrrhic) 

(3) Major or complete success (may 
be mutual) 

(4) A more or less explicitly claimed 
or clear but limited success 
(may be mutual) 

(5) A more or less unclaimed or 
ambiguous but relatively clear 
success (may be mutual) 

(6) A very ambiguous or clearly 
inconclusive or neutral outcome 
(may not be mutual) 

(7) A more or less unadmitted or 
ambiguous but relatively clear 
failure (may not be mutual) 

(8) A more or less explicitly ad- 
mitted or clear but limited fail- 
ure (may not be mutual) 

(9) Major or complete failure (may 
not be mutual) 

(10) Major and/or substantially 
complete defeat (may not be 
Pyrrhic for opponent) 

(11) Unconditional and total sur- 
render (may not be Pyrrhic for 
opponent) 

The above list should make clear not 
only that thermonuclear wars can be of 
very different types, but that they could 
also be followed by a large variety of 
outcomes. Many of these outcomes 
might be judged acceptable as an alter- 

native to "peace at any price," or even 
to major acts of appeasement or ac- 
commodation (as opposed to the com- 
mon-and sometimes expert-view we 
have already discussed, that at best only 
Pyrrhic victories are possible). The net 
effect of the examination, however, 
seems likely to reinforce the argument 
that even "victory" can be disastrous: 
that although there is a possibility of 
victory as measured by the peace treaty 
or some other measure of relative out- 
come, such a victory still is likely to be 
disproportionately costly (Pyrrhic). 
And there is always the possibility of 
defeat (if a victory is possible, one side 
necessarily must be defeated). It is also 
possible that both sides could realize 
minimum war aims and thus succeed, 
even if neither "won" or "lost" in the 
traditional (or rhetorical) definition of 
victory and defeat. It is also possible 
that both sides can fail-by suffering 
great damage, or in not achieving other 
war aims-neither of them winning or 
losing competitively. And finally, an 
inconclusive or ambiguous outcome is 
perfectly possible. 

As we examine the list of outcomes, 
three variables should be identified: the 
political outcome, the physical outcome, 
and what might be described as the so- 
cial-psychological outcome, measured by 
morale, elan, social disruption or co- 
hesion, and other "soft" variables. A 
nation might do very well by one of 
these criteria and very badly by one or 
both of the others. Over-all success or 
failure must weigh all three, taking the 
moral issues into account as well. Fi- 
nally, we must keep in mind the dis- 
tinction between the outcome of local 
conventional or tactical nuclear wars 
and of the strategic "central" war. 

Some of the criteria by which the out- 
come in each of these categories is mea- 
sured are objective-for example, the 
level of damage to noncombatants. In 
this case the variables are, if you will, 
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weighed introspectively. Other varia- 
bles are assessed on relative results, par- 
ticularly by comparison or competitive 
outcome between the two opponents. 
Still other criteria may compare the sit- 
uation of one of the two opponents with 
that of other nations which may or may 
not have been involved in the war. 
Finally, of course, even the absolute 
("introspective") result must be judged 
by comparison to what would have hap- 
pened in the absence of a war (and 
even by comparing what "should have 
happened" in the war with what actually 
happened). Thus, a war might seem to 
have favorable prospects of success and 
still be judged not worth the risk if it 
were a matter of betting 100 to 1 on an 
event with 9/10 chance of success. 
Nine times out of ten the wager would 
be a success, but it still is not an intelli- 
gent action. In other cases, the war 
could be a disaster and still be judged 
to have been a better choice than ac- 
cepting certain alternatives, including 
the alternative of unwillingness to risk 
disastrous war. (If the deterrent effect 
of the willingness to risk war fails, this 
still does not prove that the policy was 
incorrect.) Finally, one must distin- 
guish between actual outcome and rea- 
sonable expectations about the outcome, 
including estimates of the uncertainties. 
The last is a statistical issue, and thus 
involves good or bad luck. 

The outcome is affected by what peo- 
ple expect of the war. Some of the more 
devastating effects of World War I were 
due to disappointment. People had ex- 
pected a short war followed by a clear- 
cut and meaningful victory, or even a 
limited defeat, but they experienced a 
grinding mutual holocaust. In the case 
of thermonuclear war, there are today no 
"rosy" expectations. Most people ex- 
pect apocalypse, and even those who 
believe that the range of outcomes we 
have listed is possible do not exclude the 
possibility of apocalypse. Under these 

circumstances, even ten million dead 
might seem a wildly successful outcome 
to many people, by comparison with 
what they had expected. This might 
not be true until after some period of 
time had elapsed, or in some cases this 
sense of relief might develop in the short 
run. An economic recovery time of ten 
years might seem favorable by com- 
parison with expectations. Yet either 
of these results, ten million dead or a 
ten-year economic setback, would be 
more than ten times worse than any- 
thing the United States has ever suffered 
in war before. 

V 

SITUATIONS ENHANCING ACCEPTABILITY 
OF AT LEAST AN AD HOC CEASE-FIRE 

Below are ten situations which seem 
likely to facilitate acceptance of an un- 
conditional cease-fire. The situations 
may not be symmetrical. One side may 
want the cease-fire for one reason and 
the other for quite a different reason. 
Or, one might be unwilling to accept a 
cease-fire while the other is unwilling to 
make concessions. The list cannot, of 
course, pretend to be exhaustive, but it 
does cover what seem the most likely 
situations. In many cases the situation, 
if anticipated, would provide reason not 
to go to war. It is possible, though, to 
write scenarios in which both sides "ra- 
tionally" go to, or accept, war and then 
accept an ad hoc cease-fire for one of 
the listed reasons. 

REASONS FOR AN AD HOC CEASE-FIRE 

(1) Mutual shock reaction swamps 
politics 

(2) Too much civilian damage has 
been suffered (e.g., the "nation's 
will" is broken) 

(3) Fear that the other side will 
escalate excessively even if do- 
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ing so is self-destructive, i.e., 
that the rules will be broken 

(4) Other costs or risks too great 
for potential gains 

(5) Minimum "positive" military or 
competitive political objectives 
have been (or can be) achieved 
without further military opera- 
tions 

(6) Requirements of "equitable" 
retribution have been satisfied 

(7) Other noblesse oblige or pot- 
latch requirements satisfied (re- 
quirements of honor, prestige, 
commitment) 

(8) The theory of victory or safety 
has failed, or at least been made 
doubtful 

(9) An ad hoc cease-fire seems tech- 
nically much more feasible than 
a conditional cease-fire 

(10) One side's relative military (or 
bargaining) position does not 
seem likely to improve enough 
to justify continued costs and 
risks 

Many of the conflicts since World 
War II have ended in an ad hoc cease- 
fire or in a peace treaty with some of 
the characteristics of a cease-fire (leav- 
ing the settlement of important out- 
standing issues to the future). In al- 
most all cases, substantially the status 
quo at the time of the cease-fire or 
treaty became permanent. It is an ar- 
gument of this paper that thermonuclear 
war may produce much the same out- 
come. While attempts to bring the is- 
sues at dispute to a formal resolution 
are rather more likely to follow a cease- 
fire than to precede it, there might be a 
more vigorous attempt than in the last 
two decades to resolve not only the is- 
sues at dispute but larger issues as well. 
Thus, many analysts believe that the res- 
olution of the Cuban missile crisis helped 
create or at least crystallize the East/ 
West detente. 

1. Mutual Shock Reaction Swamps 
Politics 

The first war termination situation is 
the one we have described earlier as the 
Modal TN Model. Both sides withdraw 
in mutual shock at the slaughter or, if 
the attacks have been limited, they re- 
fuse to accept any further risk of esca- 
lation (which presumably all will now 
consider very high). This reaction 
could occur at a very low level of actual 
nuclear use. 

2. Too Much Civilian Da,nage Has 
Been Suffered 

The next possibility is disproportion- 
ate shock on one side, still caused by 
the impact of actual damage. This 
seems as likely to occur at a low level of 
damage as at a high. One can easily 
imagine that if there were an exchange 
of missiles in which one or two cities 
were destroyed with hundreds of thou- 
sands or even millions of casualties, the 
fact that most of the weapon carriers 
remained unlaunched and most of the 
country remained undamaged would 
seem irrelevant to the decision-makers. 
They would recoil at the existential fact 
of nuclear holocaust, even though a lo- 
calized one. Another possibility is that 
enormous anger or hatred toward the 
opponent could swamp reasonable judg- 
ment; but in most cases this reaction 
seems as likely to be itself swamped by 
the fear of annihilation, or at least of 
much increased destruction. A related 
situation would be one in which the 
decision-makers of a country (which had 
not necessarily suffered the most dam- 
age) were as horrified by the damage 
they had dealt out as by that which 
their country had suffered. 

Either the unwillingness to accept 
damage or self-deterrence could offset 
other factors in a confrontation between 
unequal nuclear powers. The practical 
effects of highly asymmetrical force 
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postures, so long as the number of wea- 
pons actually used or credibly threat- 
ened was below the capability of both 
sides, might not be very great-particu- 
larly if both sides were reasonably cer- 
tain of mutual deterrence of eruption, or 
if the weaker side was reasonably con- 
fident of self-deterrence by the stronger 
power. Thus, a low-level war-or the 
threat of such a war-may be more a 
test of the intrinsic motivation, will, 
and cohesiveness of the two societies 
(and their decision-makers) than of the 
numbers and quality of their weapon 
systems. 

The United States has some advan- 
tages in this regard. It usually is argued 
that a totalitarian society can control 
dissent or disunity more easily than a 
democratic society. Yet the United 
States has one of the most stable govern- 
ments in the world today, and whereas 
it is quite conceivable that Leonid 
Brezhnev or even Mao Tse-tung could 
in a crisis be removed or restrained by 
his colleagues or staff, it is almost in- 
conceivable that the President of the 
United States could be removed or re- 
strained by a coup or other arbitrary 
action by subordinates. Certainly this 
is so before the President's decisions 
would have produced grievous damage 
to the nation. Thus, the structural sta- 
bility of both the Soviet and Chinese 
governments may be much less than our 
own. 

The significance of these factors of 
national will is that the political and 
psychological effects of material damage 
cannot be measured solely by the dam- 
age done to one's own nation, but by 
the weighted total of all damage, in- 
cluding the damage one has done to 
one's opponent and the damage suffered 
by third parties, either as a result of 
one's own acts or of the acts of one's 
opponent. If time allows-perhaps in a 
"slow motion war"-pressures will be 
exerted by internal factors, by neutrals 

and allies, as well as by the opponent. 
If the United States were to make a 
nuclear attack on a small country, the 
full effect of this on average citizens and 
elites, both in the United States and 
other countries, could far outweigh the 
damage done to the victim. The very 
fact of nuclear first use could produce 
an unthinking reaction of considerable 
violence on the part of neutrals and 
allies alike, concerned to re-establish nu- 
clear prohibitions. 

In the case of very large nuclear at- 
tacks, it is generally believed that it 
would be impractical to break the will 
of the population in order to break the 
enemy government's ability to continue 
the war. Both strategic forces and com- 
mand and control systems, at least in a 
short war, are likely to be effectively in- 
sulated from popular opinion. But some 
American and Soviet strategists have 
proposed population attacks as a count- 
erforce strategy by indirection: the stra- 
tegic command would be attacked by 
way of the cohesiveness of the civilian 
society. The will of decision-makers 
would be broken by means of political 
and emotional pressures. Most ana- 
lysts, however, have tended to doubt the 
practicality of these theories, arguing 
that the crucial public issue will be the 
damage not yet sustained-the threat 
that the society still faces rather than 
the damage already suffered. They ar- 
gue that the greater the damage sus- 
tained, the greater the likelihood of at 
least a proportionate response-an at- 
tempt to equalize the damage-and the 
greater the likelihood of escalation, even 
of eruption to spasm war. But this may 
be wrong, particularly with regard to 
the American civilian population. One 
of the implicit criticisms many military 
officers make of some of the civilian 
staff in OSD is precisely that they 
would break if placed under the kind 
of strain we are discussing. A crucial 
emotional characteristic-or, if one likes, 
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a crucial virtue-in military officers is 
the ability to accept casualties without 
serious degradation in mental or emo- 
tional performance. This need not be 
due to any coarseness of feeling or per- 
ception, but rather to training, and to 
some degree it results from the selection 
of personnel. It is an open question 
how senior civilians in OSD or the White 
House would react if they were respon- 
sible, or felt themselves responsible, for 
the deaths of millions of fellow citizens 
or foreigners (whether allies or enemy 
citizens). 

The opposite possibility is also con- 
ceivable. The intellectual more often 
than the practical man will commit him- 
self to an abstract position in defiance 
of new information and pressures-at 
least in a new situation. (It is the 
practical man who may be willing to pay 
an inordinate price for past abstractions 
which he has accepted as reality.) In 
any case, the Soviets (and the Chinese?) 
may be more likely than Americans to 
demonstrate a willingness to cut losses, 
once a situation appears impossible. 
They do not seem likely to encounter 
the same psychological difficulties as 
many American decision-makers. It is 
also possible that major nuclear damage 
-particularly continuing damage- 
might bring about the collapse of Ameri- 
can or Soviet society. Large-scale panic 
and civil disobedience, even armed in- 
surrection against the central govern- 
ment, might take place in an extended 
nuclear war, so long as the war did not 
paralyze all civilian movement and com- 
munication. An historic precedent of 
some significance is the Russo-Japanese 
War, which made a direct contribution 
to the revolution of 1905. 
3. Fear That the Other Side Will 

Escalate Excessively 
We have said that the most reliable 

protection of New York and Washington 
may be to spare Leningrad and Mos- 

cow for use as reserve threats. This 
technique might be made even more 
compelling in the case of war between 
the United States and China. It seems, 
at least on first sight, quite reasonable 
that the other side will not, after due 
deliberation and consideration, decide to 
carry out such a self-defeating act as to 
damage U.S. targets that are protected 
by credible intra-war deterrence threats. 
On the other hand, there are many op- 
portunities for bad doctrine, miscalcula- 
tion, irrationality, misunderstanding, 
mistake, accident, and bad luck to play 
a role. One might expect that nuclear 
war would compel realistic thinking, 
driving out formalism and illusion; but, 
in practice, no individual seems to func- 
tion in a wholly realistic way unless the 
choices are perfectly simple, clear, and 
stark. There is no overwhelming rea- 
son to believe that sensible choices will 
be made in a U.S.-Soviet, U.S.-Chinese, 
or other nuclear confrontation. 

Moreover, nuclear wars are likely to 
be transcultural wars. This is true in 
the conflicts which now seem most likely 
-U.S. versus Soviet Union, U.S. versus 
China, and Soviet Union versus China. 
In each of these cases, the demands of 
honor, prestige, commitment, even the 
calculations of cost and effectiveness, 
may not even be roughly symmetrical, 
let alone identical, on both sides. As the 
record of eighteenth-, nineteenth-, and 
early twentieth-century wars in Europe 
(and by extension in the United States) 
attests, the combatants of past wars 
tended to share a certain sense of what 
was called the honor of the battlefield; 
at a given point most combatants ac- 
cepted that one side or the other had 
"won." Both sides accepted a formal 
symbol- the "raising of the flag" in the 
enemy capitol or over the enemy area of 
the battlefield-as the termination of 
the battle or of the war. This was ac- 
cepted by all parties as signaling the 
end of hostilities, enabling the defeated 
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side to cooperate with the victor on 
honorable terms. 

Beginning with the rise of totalitarian 
movements and World War II, particu- 
larly in the Balkans and Eastern Eu- 
rope, both German conduct and the re- 
sistance to German conquest took on 
new forms. Germany treated the Jewish 
and Slav populations as subhuman. 
Guerrilla movements arose which repre- 
sented a refusal by the "defeated" pop- 
ulation to accept the formal victory of 
the Wehrmacht. On the Russian front, 
the disparity in standards was such that 
the Stalinist government made it a crime 
to surrender under any circumstances to 
the enemy. It was impossible for a 
Russian enlisted man or officer to satisfy 
the requirements of honor by merely 
carrying on a determined defense. The 
point in raising this is to stress the old 
but often overlooked theme of the non- 
universality of values. In the case of a 
U.S.-Chinese conflict, this nonmutuality 
of values may be a severe impediment to 
rational prewar and intra-war bargain- 
ing-even if the Chinese leadership is 
rational (in its own terms). 
4. Other Costs Too Great for Gains 

It is often argued that World War I 
proved a death-blow to nineteenth-cen- 
tury European culture, elan, and self- 
confidence. Nuclear war could cause the 
same kind of result. Too little serious 
attention has been devoted in the litera- 
ture to the questions of social cohesion 
and morale. The first thing to note is 
that general rules for all societies are 
virtually impossible to frame, since the 
degree to which a society is vulnerable 
to distintegration will depend very much 
on the state of that society before hos- 
tilities begin. Presumably, German so- 
ciety on the eve of the 1914 war was 
highly cohesive, so cohesive that the 
dissident Socialists patriotically voted 
with the majority in favor of war. Nev- 
ertheless, the result of the material and 

moral pounding that Germany took be- 
tween 1914 and 1918 was such that Im- 
perial Germany disintegrated-not 
merely as a political institution but as 
a social institution. 

This reflection may be something of 
a warning to a country like the United 
States, which today is possibly less co- 
hesive than Imperial Germany in 1914. 
This is not to deny the existence of 
unique sources of stability, but to argue 
that seemingly healthy societies can 
falter. It is not merely a matter of the 
volume of damage suffered, but the to- 
tality of damage suffered under what 
circumstances and for what cause. 

There are reasons why a victor may 
wish to stop a war short of total vic- 
tory. Apart from humane and political 
considerations, there may be persuasive 
arguments of realpolitik against total 
destruction of an enemy. It can be ar- 
gued that the Cold War in part grew 
out of a too-complete destruction of Ger- 
man and Japanese power in 1945. Thus, 
a victor may wish to stop short of im- 
posing a defeat on an enemy which 
would leave a vacuum of power, or 
would destroy or disrupt the balance of 
power in some important part of the 
world. There seems no reason, for ex- 
ample, why the United States in a war 
with China should want to destroy Chi- 
nese power so completely that the Soviet 
Union or Japan would flood into the 
vacuum, or why it should destroy the 
power of North Vietnam so completely 
that Peking would be the legatee. A 
victor might also want to leave the ter- 
ritory of the victim intact for annexa- 
tion or reparations. Or, it might want 
to preserve civil structure or authority 
in an important area. 
5. Minimum Military or Political 

Objectives Achieved 
Analysts, of course, regard the 

achievement of minimum military or 
political objectives as the proper reason 
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for terminating a war; but this is largely 
ignored in "non-expert" discussions, 
which almost invariably assume that 
thermonuclear war has total objectives. 
De Tocqueville's old stricture about for- 
eign affairs as practiced by democracies 
may be particularly accurate with re- 
spect to democracies at war. We have 
few aristocracies in today's world, but 
the advantages of decisiveness, calcula- 
tion, and perseverance which de Tocque- 
ville attributed to aristocracy may be 
enjoyed by dictatorships or oligarchies. 
Yet they also experience the general 
twentieth-century mass political cli- 
mate; and again, nuclear war may be 
decisively different. Thus, minimal nu- 
clear destruction, even a demonstration 
of nuclear weapons over a national capi- 
tal or other city, may be so frightening 
as to induce rational calculations. Ap- 
peals to honor, or calls to fight to the 
death, may then sound hollow. Nu- 
clear weapons, so far from being an in- 
ducement to indiscriminate slaughter, 
may be a very powerful inducement to 
rationality, even though they may be 
difficult to employ rationally. Thus, the 
antipathy to nuclear weapons, the very 
"unthinkability" of nuclear war, may 
be a reason to think that the antipathy 
to nuclear weapons will survive the first 
burst.17 

6. Requirements of "Equitable" 
Retribution Satisfied 

Our discussion of reprisals indicated 
that the eighteenth- and nineteenth- 
century concept of reprisal might serve 
nuclear peacekeeping. Once damage is 
equalized and both sides are, for prac- 

17. Yet it is so difficult to conceive of a 
rational decision-maker using nuclear weapons 
at all against an enemy who could retaliate 
in kind, that the mere use of these weapons 
may demonstrate a real proclivity for the 
irrational, the reckless, or evidence stupidity 
or fanatic stubbornness-in which case the 
prophets of Armageddon may be right, after 
all. 

tical purposes, satisfied that this is so, 
it may be possible to halt some nuclear 
wars. The nuclear issues may now out- 
weigh any political justification for war. 
Yet terminating a war by mutual accep- 
tance of proportionate attack and retali- 
ation is an abstraction not easily trans- 
lated into reality. We see this in Viet- 
nam today. 

There is the problem of proportion in 
limited war exchanges between states 
relatively equal in their technologies of 
war. A bridge for a bridge? But if 
nuclear weapons actually are used 
against targets so vulnerable to conven- 
tional attack, and so unrewarding and 
indecisive in effect, it is most likely to 
be as a symbol-as a message in a bar- 
gaining game-and to be recognized as 
such. If so, will the shock value be 
great enough to overcome the other's 
motives for continuing the war? And 
will the value of the communication 
compensate for the negative political 
consequences of nuclear use, without 
corresponding military gain? Should 
we then attack a division or regimental 
encampment or military airbase in ex- 
change for its equal? Such military 
targets seem the most easily determined 
and "legitimate" as exchanges-and 
have shock value-yet they also are 
likely to be "tough" targets: hardened, 
or geographically extensive. Population 
and industrial targets create much big- 
ger problems. Cities may have a rough 
equivalency by some measures-either 
relative or absolute (and therein lies 
one difficulty) in population and indus- 
trial products-but their real or emo- 
tional or cultural importance is not so 
easily compared. Guernica, Coventry, 
Rotterdam, Dresden, and-nearly-Ky- 
oto, are all cities with a place in recent 
military history for the wrong reasons, 
in the eyes of the planners responsible 
for their bombardment. Washington 
and Moscow are not equivalent in im- 
portance to the United States and the 
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USSR, even though both are the seats of 
government. But what retaliation would 
be appropriate for an attack on Wash- 
ington? To destroy Washington alone 
conceivably might be understood as 
large but limited war. To destroy Mos- 
cow alone, or Paris or London alone, 
is likely to seem indistinguishable from 
total war. If enough, or very impor- 
tant, nonmilitary targets are attacked, 
it may be that the only generally recog- 
nized distinction-though not the only 
distinction in fact-becomes that be- 
tween spasm attack and less than spasm. 

Finally, it must be noted that the idea 
that a war can be terminated simply 
because the requirements of equitable 
retribution have been satisfied contra- 
dicts a traditional American belief that 
a war must have "conclusive" results in 
history. The enemy's government and 
society should be reformed. Evil lead- 
ers must be punished and their followers 
re-educated. The international system 
should be reorganized so that these 
things cannot happen again. This, of 
course, has been a self-imposed Ameri- 
can belief, exceptional in international 
relations, but it is a profound factor in 
American policy and public opinion. 
7. Other Noblesse Oblige or Potlatch 

Requirements Satisfied 
A country may feel it absolutely es- 

sential to react to some provocation or 
situation in a way that proves it cares. 
We have referred to Winston Churchill's 
decision to send two divisions to Greece 
during the Second World War to dem- 
onstrate that England would honor its 
commitments, and to de Gaulle's con- 
viction that French blood had to be 
spilled in Indo-China to underwrite 
French interests there and a French role 
in the postwar settlement. In the nu- 
clear case, a country might make a nu- 
clear exemplary attack to punish an- 
other state for some non-nuclear provo- 
cation and then accept a nuclear (tali- 

onic) reprisal without further escalation. 
Both sides would have made a point 
about provocations and about nuclear 
use, and they might then conclude that 
the war should stop. 
8. Theory of Victory or Safety Failed 

or Doubtful 
Under the traditional Christian doc- 

trine of just war, if there is no reason- 
able theory and no prospect of victory, 
termination of the war is mandatory. 
We would argue that in a nuclear war 
this doctrine has more than theological 
justification. In purely practical terms, 
the damage which could occur in the 
initial phases alone of nuclear war is 
such as possibly to render grotesque a 
political-military war plan that would 
amount to "hanging on" in the hope of 
"lucking out." To cut losses, of course, 
is always difficult; the tendency is to 
throw good money after bad. But in 
the case of nuclear war, this could take 
on the proportions of insanity. 

The case is less clear-cut, of course, 
where a theory of victory has not been 
invalidated but has been called into 
question by events. One might, for ex- 
ample, be led into war by seeking to 
exert extended deterrence on the basis of 
a fancied invulnerability-for instance, 
a "good" or impermeable Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense (BMD) system. But at 
the first sign of failure or malfunction- 
even partial malfunction-of the BMD, 
prudent leaders might immediately scale 
down political demands, seeking termi- 
nation in the best circumstances possi- 
ble. The same might happen if the op- 
ponent's BMD or other important wea- 
pon system worked much better than 
had been expected. Or, one side might 
launch a highly controlled counterforce 
attack and the other side might find, not 
that its own performance was poor, but 
that the opponent's defenses or protec- 
tion were much better than expected 
and that much less than the calculated 
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amount of destruction had been done to 
the enemy's forces. Or the other side, 
instead of collapsing, could have made a 
countervalue response against a number 
of the attacker's cities. The attacker 
would then have the choice of recipro- 
cating tit for tat and continuing with 
the original war plan, or calling the war 
off, either before or just after reprisal. 
He might well want to do the latter be- 
cause he feared a city-trading war, or 
simply because his morale had collapsed. 

In any of these cases, the original 
theory, that both sides were willing, or 
could be induced or forced, to fight a 
controlled counterforce war, would have 
been discredited-at least for the initial 
phases. In this respect, it is interesting 
to note that von Schlieffen, in his fa- 
mous pre-1914 plan for German con- 
quest of the French army, seems to have 
originally recommended that the Ger- 
mans seek a negotiated peace if they 
failed to capture Paris within six weeks. 
And it is far more important today to 
think through ahead of time how to 
judge whether a theory of victory (or 
of safety) has been cast into doubt, and 
how then to stop a war-or otherwise to 
hedge. 
9. Ad Hoc Cease-Fire More Feasible 

Than Conditional Cease-Fire 
Generally speaking, an ad hoc cease- 

fire will be, and will seem to be, more 
easily achieved than a conditional cease- 
fire. One can easily imagine circum- 
stances in which both sides lose close 
control of their forces, or suffer crucial 
degradation of their command and con- 
trol systems. In such a case it is con- 
ceivable that both sides could do no 
better than simply broadcast a general 
order to cease-fire-and hope that all 
forces got the word in time. Any more 
complicated orders may simply be im- 
possible to carry out. Even if political 
concessions are sought in a cease-fire, 
they may also prove technically in- 

feasible. Neither side may be able to 
"deliver"; the credibility of promises 
may be low. The technical difficulties 
and risks of negotiation and of any at- 
tempt to obtain concessions or set con- 
ditions may seem so large that even 
though one side has bargaining power 
in theory, it may not choose to use it. 

It may also turn out that there is no 
necessity for a formal cease-fire or peace 
treaty. The war may have started 
without formal declaration, and both 
sides may prefer not to acknowledge ex- 
plicitly and legally that they are at war. 
It is interesting to note that none of the 
Axis powers preceded a major military 
attack with a formal declaration of war: 
the German invasion of Poland, the 
Italian attack on France, and the Japa- 
nese attack on Pearl Harbor were all 
undeclared initiations of war (although 
the Japanese made some effort to deliver 
their declaration of war shortly before 
that attack). 
10. One Side's Position Not Likely to 

Improve Sufficiently 
One trouble with an otherwise quite 

reasonable possibility-that one side's 
relative military (or bargaining) posi- 
tion does not seem likely to improve 
enough to justify continued costs and 
risks-is that in cutting losses, or even 
in accepting the ad hoc balance of 
power, it may be difficult to acknowledge 
the real situation, to control one's pro- 
clivities to wishful thinking. Humans 
tend to throw good money after bad, to 
"hold on" in the belief that a climbing 
stock will go higher or that a declining 
stock will reverse its trend. One can 
argue that Hitler might have made ad- 
vantageous settlements several times 
during World War II, almost certainly 
with Stalin, possibly even with the West- 
ern allies, had he been wise enough to 
do so. While this case may be debata- 
ble, in the case of a less odious opponent, 
bargains might clearly be struck-as 
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between the combatants in World War 
I. The trouble with wars, certainly 
wars fought by modern mass societies 
(whose leaders are themselves usually 
representative of the mass in spirit, edu- 
cation, and aspiration), is that realism 
easily becomes the victim of morale, 
"high morale" even, and political myth- 
ology. Of course, as we note repeatedly, 
euphoria is difficult in a nuclear environ- 
ment: the presence of nuclear weapons is 
likely to prove a powerful inducement to 
clear and/or cautious thinking. 

VI 
IF WE TOOK THE RECOMMENDED 

DESIGN CASES SERIOUSLY 

If the scenarios we have discussed are 
serious ones, the "design cases" for most 
military planning, then the first conclu- 
sion to be drawn is to "say it." These 
cases should be included in every rele- 
vant serious discussion and study. The 
resulting thinking will lead to a better 
understanding than we can have at this 
point. The requirements of the cases 
should affect concepts, doctrines, plans, 
postures, timing, and other programs. 
Some of the changes they would produce 
are the following: 

(1) Much greater intellectual empha- 
sis on the complexity of thermo- 
nuclear war, its various sizes and 
shapes, the large range of out- 
comes, and the need for flexible 
preparations; 

(2) In particular, little or no empha- 
sis on "one-hoss shay" weapon 
systems; 8 

(3) Emphasis on "retro-fit," growth, 
improvisation, mobilization, "leg- 
acy," and other long-term char- 

18. The example of a system which deterio- 
rated totally when age and wear finally weak- 
ened it, each piece being equally as strong as 
the other. 

acteristics of systems and pro- 
grams; 

(4) Emphasis on specific mobilization 
bases for various military pro- 
grams, particularly for damage 
limitation; 

(5) Larger and much broader analy- 
sis, research, and development 
programs; 

(6) A certain opportunism in the ap- 
proach to defense budgets and 
programs, e.g., some use of de- 
fense programs for contracyclical 
purposes; 

(7) Serious consideration of a large 
range of emergency programs and 
plans; 

(8) Serious consideration of war- 
fighting and war-termination is- 
sues. 

Possibly the most important conse- 
quence of taking the recommended de- 
sign cases seriously would be a greater 
understanding of thermonuclear war- 
how it might start, how it might be 
fought, how it might be terminated- 
and the various special issues that arise 
in each of these phases. The effect 
would also be to remove some of the 
emphasis on meeting current threats-a 
development which would presumably 
be more compatible with detente and in 
some ways help to preserve that de- 
tente, because our shift in emphasis 
would make clear to potential disturbers 
of the peace that the United States was 
prepared to cope with such disturbances. 
In general, there would be an enormous 
increase in the level of discussion of 
thermonuclear war issues. 

In addition, the effect on internal gov- 
ernmental plans, programs, and even 
thinking ought to be great. For exam- 
ple, most current United States analy- 
ses of weapon systems may be described 
as attempts to design "one-hoss shays." 
Consider, for example, the problem of 
vulnerability to enemy attack in a given 
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weapon system. It is argued that no 
particular link should be especially vul- 
nerable because that would be a weak 
link, but also that no particular link 
should be especially invulnerable be- 
cause that would be wasteful-the en- 
emy would divert his attack to some 
other essential link in the system. The 
existing theory is that to the extent that 
the system is made up of different essen- 
tial links, each link should be exactly 
and equally as strong as every other one. 
This is acceptable so long as systems are 
bought and discarded as units and the 
enemy threat does not change during 
the system's lifetime. But, of course, 
these assumptions are not valid. If 
there is a chance that the system will be 
retrofitted, enlarged, or otherwise 
changed during its lifetime, or if there is 
a chance that expectations of war will 
change dramatically and the nation may 
then wish to have larger or more capable 
systems, then those parts of the systems 
which cannot be changed rapidly should 
deliberately be built so as to be com- 
patible with enlarged or improved sys- 
tems. We do not argue that the basic 
offensive forces be so compromised as to 
weaken deterrence against attack. But 
many components of the "damage limi- 
tation" part of the posture might well 
undergo careful redesign so that they 
could be given reasonable capabilities if 
there were a major increase in tension 
and a subsequent emergency or mobili- 
zation program. 

It should be noted that it is exactly 
the expensive parts of the damage limi- 
tation program, or the most inconveni- 
ent parts (e.g., movement of people and 
property), that can be implemented in 
an emergency or mobilization program. 
In order to think and plan about all the 
possibilities properly, it is important to 
do analyses of a number of contexts (not 
merely the current ones, in which only 
programs consistent with current bud- 
gets are considered) and with a variety 

of scenarios. Thus, programs should 
also be considered with half, third, dou- 
bled, and tripled budgets-perhaps even 
with budgets ten times as large as the 
current one. Such budgets are not in- 
conceivable during periods of intense 
tension and/or "phony" nuclear war; 
and they are virtually certain in such 
periods if the President and the nation 
take seriously the possibility of nuclear 
war or even the possibility of intense 
nuclear threats. Especially would this 
be so at the level at which ultimatums 
are delivered, so that the fact that de- 
terrence might fail had to be taken 
seriously, even though the failure was 
not expected. 

On the other hand, we can also make 
much more explicit the relationships 
between military phasing and political 
issues. In many cases, one might wish 
for programs less for the immediate 
capabilities they provide than for a 
mobilization base for later use. Under 
these circumstances it may not be vital 
to keep capabilities always up to some 
specific standard, yet the programs 
could be designed so that the govern- 
ment might use them to pump money 
rapidly into the economy if it wished to 
do so for certain contracyclical pur- 
poses. In other words, there are occa- 
sions when the government wants to 
spend money rapidly and when most 
public programs are relatively slow in 
absorbing and dispersing funds. It is 
possible to design some mobilization 
programs to take effect rapidly. 

Finally, and certainly this point is 
quite as important as any of the other 
issues we have considered, there should 
be serious consideration given to a large 
range of emergency programs and plans, 
and to the relationship of these programs 
to various war-fighting and war-termina- 
tion issues. Chapter 8 of On Escala- 
tion gives a preliminary discussion of 
these issues and we refer the interested 
reader to that discussion. It seems rea- 
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sonably clear, however, that so long as 
spasm war concepts and relatively un- 
realistic scenarios dominate our thinking 
-at least implicitly, and in many cases 
explicitly-none of the above is likely to 
come about, or at least come about to 
the extent that it should. 

CONCLUSION 

Thermonuclear war seems unlikely 
during the next decade, insofar as it is 
possible to estimate the future from 
present conditions and trends-although 
the existence of several war trends 
makes this a much less secure analytic 
statement than would otherwise be the 
case. Obviously, it is just as unlikely 
that, without war, the United States 
will in this decade start to spend $50 to 
$200 billion per year on nuclear war 
capabilities (out of total defense bud- 
gets on the order of $100 to $500 bil- 
lion). Today we devote some $8.1 bil- 
lion to the capability to fight a central 
war, or to bargain with its threat. Yet, 
if a war suddenly seemed imminent or 
even substantially more plausible, we 
would spend the very large sums de- 
scribed, and under present conditions we 
would probably spend it badly. If, 
however, we were prepared to spend it 
well, we not only might occupy a vastly 
improved position in a tense situation, 
but we also would occupy a better de- 
terrent and bargaining position even in 
a "normal" situation, without a crisis. 

Whether we would actually have the 
time to spend this money in a crisis is a 
crucial question. It is my opinion that 
we might. In a crisis-in the case, say, 
of an "intolerable" provocation by the 
Soviets, a "seizure of Berlin"-the 
President would have to choose between 
attacking the Soviets in circumstances 
where retaliation would be possible or 
even likely, threatening to attack with 
the risk that the threat might have to 
be carried out, or accommodation. With 
a large mobilization base he would have 

another choice. He could temporize in 
the immediate situation-carry on a 
"phony" war (as might be inevitable in 
any case)-and rapidly, in a preplanned 
and prepared manner, employ the over- 
whelmingly superior American indus- 
trial and technological base to build up 
the kind of preeminence which would 
make much more likely either accommo- 
dation by the Soviets or, if it came to 
nuclear war, an improved war outcome 
for the United States. There are, how- 
ever, certain risks and disadvantages to 
this option as well, as we will note below. 
Mobilization: A Basic Scenario 

The basic scenario might go as fol- 
lows: In the period preceding the crisis, 
the United States has spent perhaps a 
billion dollars a year on plans and prep- 
arations for massive mobilization. There 
is a Soviet provocation (e.g., they "take 
Berlin"). We do not attack the Soviet 
Union. We do declare war and begin 
the preplanned mobilization of strategic 
and general forces, including active and 
passive defenses. (This could include 
deploying a space defense system which 
attacks missiles in the boost phase, mid- 
course defense systems, high-altitude 
"Sentinel" intercepts, terminal BMD, 
blast shelters, and other ground or un- 
derground protection.) Within two or 
three years, overwhelming superiority in 
nuclear war forces and a large improve- 
ment in local war forces has been 
achieved. The United States then is in 
a position either to execute a disarming 
strike on the Soviet Union, followed by 
a demand that it accept our terms, or 
to use local forces under the umbrella of 
a nuclear war superiority to redress the 
local situation. 

This scenario goes the full course. 
But, as with other capabilities, there are 
great benefits even if the "mobilization 
buttons" are never pressed, or only 
"half-pressed." We have, perhaps, be- 
come over-familiar with the idea that 
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forces are valuable even if they are 
never used, i.e., if they successfully de- 
ter. It is worth noting that, similarly, 
the plausible possibility of truly massive 
and effective mobilization of American 
resources for military purposes would 
provide an important factor in interna- 
tional affairs, even if it were never used. 
A potential opponent may be anxious to 
avoid actions which can provoke Ameri- 
can mobilization. Even if this first 
deterrent fails, the forces still may not 
be used for destructive purposes but for 
coercion. We must, of course, be pre- 
pared for the possibility that they will 
be used, at least partially. But there 
are at least four variations to the basic 
scenario which are of great importance 
and which alone might justify the study 
and procurement of a mobilization base. 

Four Variations 
(1) The study of massive mobiliza- 

tion may prove an excellent mechanism 
for improving the regular research, de- 
velopment, and procurement process- 
particularly if it is designed with this as 
a primary purpose. This by-product 
could prove, historically, to be more 
valuable than the "primary" purpose. 

(2) The concept of a "spectrum of 
deterrence" can be extended to include 
competitive mobilization as one form of 
conflict. Competitive mobilization is a 
part of the total spectrum in which the 
United States is relatively strong, and 
it thus may be desirable to bring it into 
greater prominence. Any program that 
increases sharply either the plausibility 
or the capability of the United States to 
carry out massive mobilization may 
greatly enhance its over-all deterrent 
position. 

Indeed, a massive mobilization pro- 
gram poses an awkward dilemma for the 
Soviets. If they initiate their own pro- 
gram of mobilization preparations they 
will study our capabilities, and the more 
detailed and careful this study the more 

likely it is to be profoundly discourag- 
ing, i.e., deterring, to the Soviets. On 
the other hand, if they make no serious 
effort to prepare themselves, our inherent 
advantages in competitive mobilization 
will be greatly enhanced. 

(3) After we initiated a mobilization 
process, the Soviets might feel com- 
pelled to "buy us off." They might try 
to "appease" us enough to weaken our 
willingness to continue to pay the costs 
of mobilization. We might, in this situ- 
ation, at the minimum, achieve our 
original deterrence aims, and possibly 
even some of the aims for which, without 
mobilization, we might have had resort 
to war. For example, to stop our mo- 
bilization, the Soviets might evacuate 
Berlin or make other concessions which 
would nullify or counterbalance the im- 
pact of their taking Berlin. Obviously, 
we are here comparing incommensurable 
costs and gains. But this is equally true 
in a war. Competitive mobilization 
can be thought of as a form of war. 

(4) When we complete the mobiliza- 
tion, instead of executing a disarming 
attack we might simply deliver an ulti- 
matum. If our superiority were great 
enough, there is a good chance that the 
ultimatum would be effective, particu- 
larly if it were limited to "achievable" 
aims. 

Possible Pre-emptive Attack 
There is an important objection to 

the mobilization base plan. It must be 
acknowledged that a mobilization capa- 
bility creates very great pressures on the 
other side to pre-empt, and thus could 
greatly weaken either prewar or intra- 
war deterrence. The process as we 
have described it would bring to bear 
against the opponent resources which he 
cannot match, vastly increasing our 
margin of advantage in offensive and de- 
fensive weapons. If he is deterred from 
attack at the onset of the crisis, that 
deterrent will progressively enlarge as 
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mobilization progresses. What was, 
then, a sufficient deterrent in the begin- 
ning may seem, when it is compared to 
the logical outcome of the competitive 
mobilization process, the less stark al- 
ternative. If the issues are stark 
enough, and the opponent's understand- 
ing of the situation is clear enough, he 
may choose pre-emptive attack in con- 
ditions where his risks, while they may 
be very high, are not prohibitive. It is 
interesting to note that this pressure to 
pre-empt is somewhat similar to the 
position in which a slow-motion counter- 
force campaign puts the enemy. In 
fact, if one describes counterforce in 
general terms as action to improve the 
balance of forces and reduce the enemy 
ability to hurt us, then a massive mobili- 
zation would be included. It is not 
clear whether the greater slowing down 
of mobilization as compared to regular 
counterforce increases or decreases the 
pressure to pre-empt. This question also 
arises within a "regular" war, which can 
include counterforce campaigns of vari- 
ous speeds. 

The effect of mobilization prepara- 
tions on deterrence should then be un- 
derstood as reversing itself at some point 
on the crisis scale. When tensions are 
low and the issues in contention be- 
tween the two sides are serious but not 
crucial (or "stark," or "vital"; there is 
no objective theoretical way of deter- 
mining the reversal point, and it may or 
may not be self-evident in reality), mo- 
bilization preparations may tend to rein- 
force deterrence. When the issues come 
to the crisis point, or when the opponent 
concludes that these preparations are 
potentially offensive rather than defens- 
ive (a plausible conclusion when they 
are combined with substantial but "nor- 
mal" improvements in an American first- 
strike capability), or-at the extremity 
-when war is declared or mobilization 
ordered, this prewar capability could 
tend to weaken deterrence and lend 

great weight to arguments for pre-emp- 
tion. Thus, one should not rely on mo- 
bilization for Type I deterrence. In- 
deed, a mobilization race could put a 
greater strain on Type I deterrence and 
thus require more of this capability in 
normal times than would be required if 
the mobilization prospect were not so 
prominent or threatening. 

A Sample Mobilization Scenario 

A mobilization scenario might begin 
with the United States starting prepara- 
tion of a pre-mobilization base in the 
early 1970's, with mobilization itself 
touched off by a crisis in the mid-1970's. 
A prototype situation, of course, is fur- 
nished by the events of the last half of 
1950. In June of that year, the United 
States was debating a defense budget 
in the $16 to $18 billion range. Thir- 
teen billion dollars had been spent in 
fiscal 1949 and many people believed 
that $18 billion could produce serious 
financial strain, if not bankruptcy. In 
June, North Korea attacked South 
Korea. Before the year was over, Con- 
gress had authorized over $50 billion. 
But it took almost three years for that 
money to be spent. 

In our scenario, on the other hand, 
perhaps a billion a year has been spent 
on a capability for large and rapid mo- 
bilization. In addition, the Gross Na- 
tional Product (in the early and mid- 
1970's) is more than three times that of 
1950, or well over a trillion dollars. The 
pre-mobilization defense budget itself 
would probably be in the region of $50 
to $100 billion a year, providing a sub- 
stantial base for expansion. In a seri- 
ous crisis, Congress might authorize an 
additional trillion dollars worth of ex- 
penditures. There undoubtedly would 
be hope that the other side would settle 
before this money was fully spent, but 
the authorizations would exist and the 
outlines of the future defense posture 
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would become relatively clear-a pos- 
ture in itself an intimidating prospect 
for the opponent. 

In the first year the United States 
might send abroad one or two million 
additional troops, with something more 
than six million men in the armed forces 
before a year was over (we assume some 
three million men in the forces at the 
time of the crisis). In many overseas 
areas there would be extensive nuclear 
support and an ability to wage tactical 
nuclear war, if necessary, to avert defeat 
or to deter the other side from using 
nuclear weapons. There might also be 
a declaration of United States intent to 
use nuclear weapons in defense but not 
in offense. If the other side initiated 
nuclear weapons use on the territory of 
an ally of the United States, the United 
States would retaliate against the enemy 
homeland-i.e., distinguishing between 
"interior" and "exterior" escalation (in- 
terior escalation being on one's own ter- 
ritory and exterior escalation being nu- 
clear use on the opposing side's terri- 
tory). 

Before the first year was over, sums 
of between $50 and $100 billion would 
be spent on civil defense preparations. 
(The United States construction indus- 
try today could turn out $100 billion 
worth of construction in a year, if blue- 
prints were ready and simple and if 
relatively inexpensive preparations had 
been made to eliminate bottlenecks.) 
By the time the other side had procured 
weapon systems relatively efficient 
against this level of defense posture, we 
would have improved our posture and 
might have active defenses good enough 
to defend us against anything short of 
a near-Doomsday machine. 

The first year probably would not 
produce large changes in the active de- 
fense posture or the strategic offense. 
By the end of the second year, one could 
expect an almost unlimited availability 
of missiles, radar, computers, and the 

like, for existing systems (and for some 
new ones). By the end of the third 
year, one can imagine the deployment of 
elaborate and completely new systems- 
space defense systems, elaborate mid- 
course defense systems, new kinds of 
high-altitude area defense systems, and 
finally, even new, or old, terminal de- 
fense systems. One can also imagine a 
dense coverage of the seas for detection 
and destruction of submarines. Air de- 
fense, including low-altitude coverage, 
would have been vastly improved. Sys- 
tems which today are thought techno- 
logically infeasible would prove feasible. 
(This, of course, has happened before. 
If there had been no Korean war and 
the U.S. defense budget had stabilized at 
around $15 billion, the B-52 weapon 
system, Minuteman, Polaris, SAGE, and 
other systems would have been rejected 
as "technologically infeasible.") 

In the third year, the defense budget 
presumably would be about 30 to 40 
percent of the Gross National Product, 
or around $500 billion a year. (A 
greater proportion of the United States 
GNP was being spent at the end of 
World War II when, for at least a few 
months, substantially over 50 percent 
of the GNP was allocated to defense.) 
Nothing like this would be available to 
any potential enemy of the United 
States, including the Soviet Union, sim- 
ply because the U.S. Gross National 
Product is twice as large as any poten- 
tial opponent's and the U.S. short-run 
flexibility of production probably is also 
substantially greater (due to an ex- 
traordinarily well-trained work force, a 
very complex and versatile industrial 
complex, and other characteristics). 

The kind of mobilization we have de- 
scribed could prove very intimidating: 
in some ways almost as intimidating to 
Americans as to an opponent, and yet 
considerably less intimidating than a 
major nuclear war. To the extent that 
it would be a temporizing measure, 
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either averting the necessity for a war 
or eventually allowing it to be fought in 
a more advantageous way, and to the 
extent that it reinforced pre-crisis deter- 
rence and that its degradation of intra- 
war deterrence were appreciated, it 
clearly would seem to deserve serious 
consideration for inclusion in the U.S. 
arsenal. The very ability to carry out 
such a mobilization has an imposing 
deterrent capability. And even if this 
deterrent failed, and mobilization were 
executed, it might prove a "surrogate" 
war-changing the balance of military 
forces by increasing one's own offense 
and defense capabilities rather than by 
destroying enemy weapons. 

A "war of competitive mobilization" 
could continue for an extended period 

of time; during this time great pressures 
would be exerted on both sides to settle 
the issues at dispute. The "war termi- 
nation" study of these pressures would 
correspond to an examination not only 
of the economics and technology of 
"competitive mobilization war" but 
also its tactics and strategy-even its 
"politics" and "legacies." In many 
cases, it should be possible to terminate 
the mobilization war in a reasonably 
satisfactory manner while avoiding 
large-scale central thermonuclear war, 
perhaps any nuclear violence at all. If 
a "mobilization war" did escalate, either 
locally or to small or large nuclear ex- 
changes, then the normal war termina- 
tion issues would arise, but in a very 
different context. 
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